Atmos. Chem. Phys., 9, 3043-3048, 2009
www.atmos-chem-phys.net/9/3043/2009/

© Author(s) 2009. This work is distributed under
the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 License.

Chemistry
and Physics

_G l\ Atmospheric

Assessing temporal clear-sky errors in assimilation of satellite CO,
retrievals using a global transport model

K. D. Corbin, A. S. Denning, and N. C. Parazoo

Department of Atmospheric Science, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado, USA

Received: 17 April 2008 — Published in Atmos. Chem. Phys. Discuss.: 8 July 2008
Revised: 24 March 2009 — Accepted: 30 March 2009 — Published: 12 May 2009

Abstract. The Orbiting Carbon Observatory (OCO) and the
Greenhouse gases Observing SATellite (GOSAT) will make
global observations of the total column dry-air mole fraction
of atmospheric CO, (Xco,) starting in 2008. Although satel-
lites have global coverage, Xco, retrievals will be made only
a few times each month over a given location and will only
be sampled in clear conditions. Modelers will use Xco, in
atmospheric inversions to estimate carbon sources and sinks;
however, if satellite measurements are used to represent tem-
poral averages, modelers may incur temporal sampling er-
rors. We investigate these errors using a global transport
model. Temporal sampling errors vary with time and loca-
tion, exhibit spatially coherent patterns, and are greatest over
land and during summer. These errors often exceed 1 ppm
and must be addressed in a data assimilation system by cor-
rect simulation of synoptic CO, variations associated with
cloud systems.

1 Introduction

Atmospheric inversions, which use atmospheric CO; con-
centrations and a transport model to infer carbon sources and
sinks, have provided valuable information regarding large-
scale surface carbon fluxes (Gurney et al., 2002; Rodenbeck
et al., 2003; Baker et al., 2006b). However, as modelers
move to higher-resolution fluxes, the uncertainties increase
primarily due to sparse data coverage (Gurney et al., 2003;
Dargaville et al., 2005). In addition to the rapidly expand-
ing surface network, CO, measurements from satellites will
be used to quantify regional carbon sources and sinks. Stud-
ies indicate that spatially dense, global measurements of the
column-integrated dry air mole fraction of atmospheric CO,
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(Xco,) with precisions of ~1 ppm are expected to substan-
tially reduce the uncertainties in the CO, budget (Rayner and
O’Brien, 2001; Baker et al., 2006a; Chevallier et al., 2007;
Miller et al., 2007).

Two satellites designed specifically to measure Xco, are
scheduled to launch in late 2008: the Orbiting Carbon Obser-
vatory (OCO) (Crisp et al., 2004) and the Greenhouse gases
Observing SATellite (GOSAT) (NIES, 2006). Both satel-
lites will fly in a polar sun-synchronous orbit with an equator
crossing time of ~13:00 LST, collecting near-infrared spec-
tra from reflected sunlight. OCO will orbit just ahead of the
Earth Observing System (EOS) Aqua platform in the A-train,
which has a 16-day repeat cycle. OCO has a 10 km-wide
cross track field of view that is divided into eight 1.25 km-
wide samples with a 2.25 km down-track resolution at nadir.
GOSAT’s orbit is recurrent every 3 days with a varying swath
width from 88 to 800 km.

Satellite Xco, retrievals will be used in synthesis inver-
sion and data assimilation models to quantify carbon flux
estimates; however, Xco, measurements require clear con-
ditions and are sampled at a single instance in time. If satel-
lite data is used to represent temporal averages, variations in
atmospheric CO; on synoptic time-scales may lead to tem-
poral sampling errors. An observational assessment of sys-
tematic differences between mid-day CO; on clear-sky ver-
sus all days using multiyear continuous data at two towers
located in mid-latitude forests found systematic differences
of 1 to 3ppm in CO,, with lower concentrations on sunny
days than average (Corbin and Denning, 2006). The differ-
ences at both towers were greatest in the winter and were
not attributable to anomalous surface fluxes. Another study
used a high-resolution cloud-resolving model to analyze tem-
poral sampling errors by comparing simulated satellite data
to mean concentrations over an area equivalent to a global
transport model grid column (Corbin et al., 2008). At both a
temperate and a tropical site, the differences between satellite
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measurements and diurnally and bi-monthly averaged trans-
port model grid column concentrations were large (>1 ppm).
At the temperate site, the temporal sampling errors were neg-
atively biased because of systematic Xco, anomalies associ-
ated with fronts that were masked by clouds.

While Corbin and Denning (2006) and Corbin et al. (2008)
both previously showed underestimations of clear-sky satel-
lite concentrations compared to the true temporal mean, both
of these studies only assessed the differences under specific
conditions. Corbin and Denning (2006) looked at continu-
ous observations from towers that are both located in mid-
latitude forests, and Corbin et al. (2008) focused on two sim-
ulations over limited regions for short time-periods in Au-
gust. In this study, we are expanding on previous research by
investigating the clear-sky temporal sampling errors using a
global atmospheric transport model. In addition to assessing
clear-sky differences globally, we also investigate how these
differences vary on seasonal timescales.

2 Model and methods

We simulated 2003 atmospheric CO, concentrations using
the Goddard Space Flight Center (GSFC) Parameterized
Chemical Transport Model (PCTM) (Kawa et al., 2004). The
dynamical core of PCTM is a semi-Lagrangian algorithm in
flux form from Lin and Rood (1996). PCTM is driven by
meteorological fields from NASA’s Goddard Earth Obser-
vation System version 4 (GEOS-4) data assimilation system
(DAS) (Bloom et al., 2005). PCTM was run with 1.25° by
1° horizontal resolution, 26 vertical levels up to 20.5 km, and
a 7.5-min time-step with CO; output every 3 h. For spin-up,
PCTM was run for 3 years from 2000-2002.

The surface fluxes of CO; include biological fluxes, ocean
fluxes, and fossil fuel emissions. Surface sources and sinks
associated with the terrestrial biosphere are based on com-
putations of hourly net ecosystem exchange from the Simple
Biosphere Model version 3 (SiB3) (Sellers et al., 1996a,b;
Baker et al., 2007). Ocean fluxes are adopted from Taka-
hashi et al. (2002), and estimates of fossil fuel emissions
are from Andres et al. (1996). Comparisons to a network
of in-situ continuous analyzers showed that the simulation
captures synoptic features well (Parazoo et al., 2008).

To assess temporal sampling differences, for each grid-
column in the model we compare simulated satellite concen-
trations to the corresponding concentrations that include all
conditions. Differences between the simulated satellite data
and the mean modelled concentrations are assessed on both
annual and seasonal time-scales. While there are large differ-
ences in the size of the model grid cells and the OCO sam-
ples, Corbin et al. (2008) found spatial representation errors
are less than 0.5 ppm, indicating that it is reasonable to sim-
ulate OCO observations from a model of this resolution.
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To simulate satellite data, PCTM was sampled using the
OCO methodology. First, we created a clear-sky subset of
PCTM CO; concentrations. To determine if the grid cell is
clear, we used downwelling solar radiation data from GEOS-
4 and created the clear-sky subset using the top-ranked data
per month for each grid cell above a specified threshold
value.

Simulating OCO orbit and scan geometry, Rayner et al.
(2002) calculated a 26% probability that a pixel within a
transport model grid cell will be clear. As cloud cover varies
with location and time of year, we investigated both 15% and
40% thresholds to assess temporal sampling errors at realistic
minimum and maximum coverage. Decreasing the thresh-
old value to 15% produces more random errors with larger
differences, while increasing the threshold to 40% decreases
the magnitude of the differences but increases the spatial co-
herency. Since the main conclusions from this analysis are
robust among all three thresholds, we will show the results
from the 26% threshold value.

Since OCO is not yet in orbit, we used CloudSat tracks
to determine the location and timing of satellite overpasses.
CloudSat, an existing satellite in the A-train constellation, is
flying with a nearly identical orbit only minutes behind the
proposed OCO orbit (Stephens et al., 2002). This study used
CloudSat tracks from 1 through 16 January 2007, and the
tracks are repeated every 16 days for the entire year; however,
we only use data from the ascending branch since OCO re-
quires sunlight. The model was sampled at the grid cell
that included the satellite retrieval at the closest model hour
available, using only the concentrations included in the clear-
sky subset. After sampling the data, the concentrations were
pressure weighted to create the OCO subset of total column
COs.

The simulated satellite data are compared to the true an-
nual and seasonal mean total column CO; concentrations at
every grid cell, which are calculated by taking the mean of all
time-steps and cloud conditions. By including both diurnal
errors resulting from the time of day the satellite samples and
clear-sky errors from retrieving data only in clear-sky condi-
tions, the differences shown are directly comparable to errors
that will occur in annual and seasonal mean maps produced
using satellite data. Sensitivity tests to determine the impact
of sampling at a specific time of day reveal that the errors
on these time-scales are due primarily to clear-sky sampling.
At over 99% of the grid points, the differences in the annual
mean between using all time-steps and sampling only one
hour per day are <0.1 ppm. On the seasonal timescale, over
98% of the grid cells have seasonal means calculated using
only 13:00 LST data within 0.1 ppm of the seasonal mean
including all hours, with a maximum difference of 0.3 ppm.
Due to the minimal impact of sampling at a specific time of
day on seasonal and annual timescales, the results shown in
the next section are due primarily to sampling data in clear-
sky conditions only.
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Fig. 1. Annual mean temporal sampling errors, obtained by sub-
tracting the annual mean at each grid cell from the annual mean in
the OCO subset.

3 Results

Annual mean temporal sampling errors are calculated by sub-
tracting the annual mean total-column CO; concentration
from the annual mean concentration in the simulated OCO
subset for each grid cell (Figs. 1 and 2). Differences between
the satellite-retrieved annual mean and the true annual mean
are small in the Southern Hemisphere and increase with lati-
tude. Large differences (>1 ppm) occur over land and in the
Northern Hemisphere. The standard deviation is ~0.8 ppm
over subtropical land in the Southern Hemisphere, reflect-
ing the large differences seen over South America. In the
Northern Hemisphere, zonally averaged standard deviations
greater than 1 ppm occur. Spatially coherent negative differ-
ences can be seen over southeastern North America, southern
South America, the North Atlantic Ocean, and Europe. The
zonal average of the annual mean differences is ~—0.3 ppm
in the Northern Hemisphere mid-latitudes, indicating inver-
sions may incur a negative bias if satellite measurements are
used to represent an annual mean.

We calculated seasonal temporal sampling errors incurred
from using satellite measurements to represent seasonal aver-
ages by subtracting the 3-month seasonal total column CO,
PCTM concentrations for each grid cell from the seasonal
mean in the OCO subset at the same grid cell (Figs. 3-5). The
magnitude and location of the differences varies by season.
Large differences occur during the summer, as the greatest
standard deviation in the Southern Hemisphere is in DJF and
in the Northern Hemisphere is JJA. Differences also tend to
be larger over land regions, likely due to the larger biospheric
fluxes and fossil fuel emissions.

The seasonal maps show coherent spatial patterns. In the
Northern Hemisphere winter, significant underestimates of
the mean are seen in the eastern United States and Europe,
while slight overestimations are prevalent near India. The
regional underestimations can be seen in the zonal mean of
the errors. The transition period during MAM has relatively
small errors compared to the other seasons, as the standard
deviations are less than 1 ppm; however, over tropical South
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Fig. 2. Top: Zonal averages of the annual mean temporal sampling
errors. The black line indicates the total zonal mean, the green line
shows the zonally-averaged errors over land and the blue line shows
the zonally-averaged errors over ocean. Bottom: Zonal standard
deviations of the annual mean temporal sampling errors.

America the satellite measurements are higher than the sea-
sonal mean and over higher northern latitudes the concentra-
tions over land are biased lower than average. In JJA, over the
Southern Hemisphere and tropical oceans the errors are small
and random, while over southern South America the satellite
underestimates the seasonal mean in the southern half of the
continent and overestimates the mean in the northern portion.
Large overestimates can be seen in Asia, while underesti-
mates can be seen over the north Atlantic. SON is also char-
acterized by larger zonally averaged errors, particularly from
regional overestimates in Asia and underestimations in South
America. Calculating seasonal temporal sampling errors re-
veals large, spatially coherent differences between satellite
measurements and temporal means that vary with time and
location.

4 Conclusions

This study indicates that modelers cannot use satellite mea-
surements sampled only in clear conditions to represent tem-
poral averages. The 2003 annual mean errors calculated us-
ing PCTM are relatively small and randomly dispersed; how-
ever, the errors introduced into inversions using satellite data
to represent smaller timescales such as seasonal means vary
with both time and location and exhibit coherent spatial pat-
terns at continental scales. The differences are largest dur-
ing summer months and tend to be greater over land. In
the Northern Hemisphere, relatively large regions in North
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Fig. 3. Seasonal temporal sampling errors, calculated by subtracting the grid cell mean for each season from the grid cell mean in the OCO

subset.
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Fig. 4. Seasonal zonally-averaged temporal sampling errors.

America and Europe underestimate the temporal mean in
the winter and fall, while these regions have large but ran-
dom differences in the summer. Over South America, satel-
lite measurements overestimate the concentrations in fall and
winter but underestimate the concentrations during spring.
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Since differences between clear-sky concentrations and
total concentrations are spatially coherent on seasonal and
annual timescales, we suggest that the main cause of clear-
sky errors is synoptic variability and the covariance of clouds
and atmospheric CO; concentrations. A study by Parazoo et
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Fig. 5. Seasonal zonally-averaged standard deviations of the temporal sampling errors.

al. (2008) used the same model to investigate mechanisms for
atmospheric variability. In mid-latitudes, large synoptic vari-
ations in atmospheric CO, are due to weather disturbances
that are associated with cloud cover, such as frontal sys-
tems. Due to deformational flow, frontal systems create large
horizontal gradients in CO; that are masked by clouds and
thus cannot be sampled by satellites. In the tropics, Para-
zoo et al. (2008) show that a recharge-discharge mechanism
controls variations of atmospheric CO, concentrations. CO;
anomalies created within the boundary layer are transported
to the upper troposphere by vertical mixing and convection,
which is covariant with cloud cover. Since these anomalies
occur under cloudy conditions, they are hidden from satellite
observations.

Although these errors should be investigated for various
years using different transport models, it is likely spatially
coherent patterns would still exist regardless of model choice
due to the covariance between clouds and CO;, concentra-
tions. It is imperative that source/sink estimates from satellite
data match the sampling time and location to the observation
platform. Further, transport models will need to capture cor-
rect placement and timing of convective events and synoptic
weather features, including fronts and clouds.

Acknowledgements. We thank John Haynes for providing the
CloudSat orbital information. This research was funded by
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)
Earth System Science Fellowship 53-1970 and NASA contracts
NNX06AC75G and NNGO5GF41G.

Edited by: M. Heimann

www.atmos-chem-phys.net/9/3043/2009/

References

Andres, R. J., Marland, G., Fung, 1., and Matthews, E.: A
1°x 1° distribution of carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuel
consumption and cement manufacture, 1950-1990, Global Bio-
geochem. Cy., 10(3), 419-430, 1996.

Baker, I. T., Denning, A. S., Prihodko, L., Schaefer, K., Berry,J. A.,
Collatz, G.J., Suits, N. S., Stockli, R., Philpott, A., and Leonard,
O.: Global net ecosystem exchange (NEE) of CO,, Oak Ridge
National Laboratory Distributed Active Archive Center, Oak
Ridge, Tennessee, USA, available at: http://www.daac.oml.gov,
2007.

Baker, D. R., Doney, S. C., and Schimel, D. S.: Variational data
assimilation for atmospheric CO,, Tellus B, 58, 359-365, 2006a.

Baker, D. R., Law, R. M., Gurney, K. R., et al.: TransCom 3 inver-
sion intercomparison: Impact of transport model errors on the in-
terannual variability of regional CO, fluxes, 1988-2003, Global
Biogeochem. Cycles, 20, GB1002, doi: 10.1029/2004GB002439,
2006.

Bloom, S., da Silva, A., Dee, D., Bosilovich, M., Chern, J.-D., Paw-
son, S., Schubert, S., Sienkiewicz, M., Stajner, 1., Tan, W.-W.,
and Wu, M.-L.: Documentation and validation of the Goddard
Earth Observing System (GEOS) data assimilation system — ver-
sion 4, Tech. Rep. 1046066, V26, NASA, 2005.

Chevallier, F., Breon, F-M., and Rayner, P. J.: Contribu-
tion of the Orbiting Carbon Observatory to the estimation of
CO, sources and sinks: Theoretical study in a variational
data assimilation framework, J. Geophys. Res., 112, D09307,
doi:10.1029/2006JD007375, 2007.

Corbin, K. D., Denning, A. S., Lu, L., Wang, J.-W., and
Baker, I. T.. Using a high-resolution coupled ecosystem-
atmosphere model to estimate representation errors in inver-
sions of satellite CO, retrievals, J. Geophys. Res., 113, D02301,
doi:10.1029/2007JD008716, 2008.

Atmos. Chem. Phys., 9, 3043-3048, 2009


http://www.daac.oml.gov

3048

Corbin, K. D. and Denning, A. S.. Using -continuous
data to estimate clear-sky errors in inversions of satel-
lite CO, measurements, Geophys. Res. Lett., 33, L12810,
doi:10.1029/2006GL025910, 2006.

Crisp, D., Atlas, R. M., Breon, F-M., et al.: The Orbiting Car-
bon Observatory (OCO) mission, Adv. Space Res., 34, 700-709,
2004.

Dargaville, R., Baker, D., Rodenbeck, C., Rayner, P., and Ciais,
P.: Estimating high latitude carbon fluxes with inversions of at-
mospheric CO,, Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies for Global
Change, 11, 769-782, 2005.

Gurney, K. R., Law, RM., Denning, A.S., et al.: Towards robust
regional estimates of CO; sources and sinks using atmospheric
transport models, Nature, 415, 626—-630, 2002.

Gurney, K. R.,Law, R. M., Denning, A. S., et al.: TransCom 3 CO»
inversion intercomparison: 1. Annual mean control results and
sensitivity to transport and prior flux information, Tellus B, 55,
555-579, 2003.

Kawa, S. R., Erickson III, D. J., Pawson, S., and Zhu, Z.: Global
CO, transport simulations using meteorological data from the
NASA data assimilation system, J. Geophys. Res., 109, D18312,
doi:10.1029/2004JD004554, 2004.

Lin, S.-J. and Rood, R. B.: Multidimensional flux-form semi-
Lagrangian transport scheme, Mon. Weather Rev., 124, 2046 -
2070, 1996.

Miller, C. E., Crisp, D., DeCola, P. L., et al.: Precision requirements
for space-based Xcp, data, J. Geophys. Res., 112, D10314,
doi:10.1029/2006JD007659, 2007.

National Institute for Environmental Studies (NIES) Greenhouse
Gases Observing Satellite (GOSAT) Project, GOSAT Pamphlet,
Center for Global Environmental Research and National Institute
for Environmental Studies, Japan, 2006.

Parazoo, N. C.: Investigating synoptic variations in atmospheric
CO, using continuous observations and a global transport model,
M.S. thesis, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO, 101 pp.,
2008.

Atmos. Chem. Phys., 9, 3043-3048, 2009

K. D. Corbin et al.: Global clear-sky CO; errors

Parazoo, N. C., Denning, A. S.,Kawa, S.R., Corbin, K. D., Lokupi-
tiya, R. S., and Baker, I. T.: Mechanisms for synoptic variations
of atmospheric CO, in North America, South America and Eu-
rope, Atmos. Chem. Phys., 8, 7239-7254, 2008,
http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/8/7239/2008/.

Rayner, P.J., Law, R. M., O’Brien, D. M., Butler, T. M., and Dilley,
A. C.: Global observations of the carbon budget: 3. Initial assess-
ment of the impact of satellite orbit, scan geometry, and cloud on
measuring CO; from space, J. Geophys. Res., 107(D21), 4557,
doi:10.1029/2001JD000618, 2002.

Rayner, P. J. and O’Brien, D. M.: The utility of remotely sensed
CO, concentration data in surface source inversions, Geophys.
Res. Lett., 28(1), 175-178,2001.

Roddenbeck, C., Houweling, S., Gloor, M., and Heimann, M.: CO,
flux history 1982-2001 inferred from atmospheric data using a
global inversion of atmospheric transport, Atmos. Chem. Phys.,
3,1919-1964, 2003,
http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/3/1919/2003/.

Sellers, P.J.,Randall, D. A., Collatz, G.J., Berry,J. A., Field, C. B.,
Dazlich, D. A., Zhang, C., Collelo, G. D., and Bounoua, L. L.:
A revised land surface parameterization (SiB2) for atmospheric
GCMs, Part I: Model formulation, J. Climate, 9, 676-705, 1996.

Sellers, P. J., Los, S. O., Tucker, C. J., Justice, C. O., Dazlich, D.
A., Collatz, G.J., and Randall, D. A.: A revised land surface pa-
rameterization (SiB2) for atmospheric GCMs, Part II: The gen-
eration of global fields of terrestrial biophysical parameters from
satellite data, J. Climate, 9, 706-737, 1996.

Stephens, G. L., Vane, D. G., Boain, R. J., et al.: The CloudSat
mission and the A-train, Bull. Am. Meteorol. Soc., 83, 1771—
1790, 2002.

Takahashi, T., Sutherland, S. C., Sweeney, C., Poisson, A., Metzl,
N., Tilbrook, B., Bates, N., Wanninkhof, R., Feely, R. A., Sabine,
C., Olafsson, J., and Noijri, Y.: Global sea-air CO, flux based on
climatological surface ocean pCO, and seasonal biological and
temperature effects, Deep-Sea Res. Pt 11, 49, 1601-1622, 2002.

www.atmos-chem-phys.net/9/3043/2009/


http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/8/7239/2008/
http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/3/1919/2003/

