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Abstract This study systematically examines the regional uncertainties and biases in carbon dioxide
(CO2) mole fractions from two of the state-of-the-art global CO2 analysis products, namely, the Copernicus
Atmosphere Monitoring Service (CAMS) real-time atmospheric analysis from the European Centre for
Medium-Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF) and the CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time (CT-NRT)
reanalysis from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), by evaluation against
hundreds of hours of airborne in situ measurements from the summer 2016 and winter 2017 Atmospheric
Carbon and Transport (ACT)-America field campaigns. Both the CAMS and CT-NRT analyses agree
reasonably well with the independent ACT-America airborne CO2 measurements in the free troposphere,
with root-mean-square deviations (RMSDs) between analyses and observations generally between 1 and
2 ppm but show considerably larger uncertainties in the atmospheric boundary layer where the RMSDs
exceed 8 ppm in the lowermost 1 km of the troposphere in summer. There are strong variations in accuracy
and bias between seasons, and across three different subregions in the United States (Mid-Atlantic,
Midwest, and South), with the largest uncertainties in the Mid-Atlantic region in summer. Overall, the
RMSDs of the CAMS and CT-NRT analyses against airborne data are comparable to each other and largely
consistent with the differences between the two analyses. The current study provides uncertainty estimates
for both analysis products over North America and suggests that these two independent estimates can be
used to approximate regional CO2 analysis uncertainties. Both statistics are important in future studies in
quantifying the uncertainties in regional CO2 mole fraction and flux estimates.

1. Introduction
The capability to monitor atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO2) using in situ and remote sensing observations
combined with numerical models has rapidly evolved to improve our understanding of biogenic CO2 sources
and sinks and to provide independent estimates of anthropogenic CO2 emissions (Cavallaro et al., 2018;
National Research Council, 2010). Changes in atmospheric CO2 can be used to infer uptake and release
of CO2 from terrestrial ecosystems and the ocean through inverse methods (Enting, 2002), which in turn
can help us understand how the natural carbon cycle responds to both natural and human-induced envi-
ronmental changes including climate disturbances and human land-use management (e.g., Bousquet et al.,
2000; Patra et al., 2005; Rdenbeck et al., 2003; Schimel et al., 2001). Moreover, applied at continental to urban
scales, inversions may become critical tools in the future to support policies aimed at limiting greenhouse gas
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emissions by providing independent data-driven verification of emissions accounting (e.g., Lauvaux et al.,
2013; National Research Council, 2010).

To support these efforts, a wide variety of CO2 inversion systems have been developed over the past
decade. Two state-of-the-art global CO2 analysis systems are the Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring
Service (CAMS) real-time atmospheric analysis developed by the European Centre for Medium-Range
Weather Forecasts (ECMWF) and the CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time (CT-NRT) reanalysis developed by
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). These two systems provide global gridded
estimates of atmospheric CO2 mole fractions by combining CO2 observations with modeled CO2 from atmo-
spheric transport models. Although the end goal is similar, CAMS and CT-NRT have different focuses and
differ in their approaches to estimating the four-dimensional state of atmospheric CO2. CT-NRT is based on
the CarbonTracker system, which is designed to keep track of the carbon budget by estimating the sources
and sinks of CO2. CT-NRT optimizes weekly CO2 surface fluxes by assimilating mainly in situ measure-
ments of CO2. A long assimilation window of 12 weeks is used to account for long-distance transport of
CO2. The atmospheric transport model used by CT-NRT is an offline tracer transport model driven by winds
from a reanalysis data set. To update the atmospheric CO2 state, the transport model is rerun for the last
2 weeks with the optimized surface CO2 fluxes for every assimilation cycle. CAMS, on the other hand, aims
at providing near-real-time analyses and forecasts of the atmospheric composition including CO2. Because
of the time constraint of near-real-time forecasts, CAMS assimilates column-averaged CO2 (XCO2) satellite
observations and optimizes atmospheric CO2 mole fractions in a 12-hr assimilation window. The transport
of CO2 is calculated online together with meteorology in a numerical weather prediction model. Biogenic
CO2 surface fluxes are provided by an online biosphere model and biased corrected in real time throughout
the forecast. Given these two widely different approaches to estimating the atmospheric CO2 distribution,
it is informative to compare the CO2 estimates from CAMS and CT-NRT and evaluate the analyses against
independent observations.

The spatiotemporal distribution of atmospheric CO2 was extensively sampled over eastern United States
during the Atmospheric Carbon and Transport (ACT)-America field campaigns (see ACT-America's official
website, https://act-america.larc.nasa.gov). ACT-America is a National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration (NASA) Earth Venture Suborbital mission that aims at studying the transport and fluxes of CO2
by conducting five airborne campaigns over three subregions spanning the eastern United States. Com-
pared with in situ CO2 observations from the flask and tower network, the airborne observations from
ACT-America provide CO2 measurements at a higher spatial resolution (5-s averaged data set correspond-
ing to an average distance of 500 m) that can capture CO2 gradients created by varying weather systems and
flux gradients with minimal influences from other factors, such as the diurnal cycle of the boundary layer
and biogenic CO2 fluxes (see, e.g., Hurwitz et al., 2004). Satellite XCO2 observations are useful to provide a
global coverage of the atmospheric CO2 distribution, but at regional scales the current satellites suffer from
long revisit times, lack of data in cloudy conditions, and very limited information about the vertical CO2
distribution. The airborne CO2 observations from ACT-America therefore provide an ideal verification data
set to evaluate CO2 analysis products in terms of regional CO2 distributions over eastern United States.

In this study, we provide a first evaluation of the CAMS analysis and CT-NRT reanalysis of CO2 against
ACT-America airborne measurements from the summer 2016 and winter 2017 field campaigns. We present
comprehensive statistics from comparisons with hundreds of hours of airborne in situ measurements to
assess the reliability of the global analyses. Furthermore, we compare the analyses and observation mis-
matches with the differences between the two analyses to investigate whether the differences between the
two independent CO2 estimates can be used to quantify the uncertainties in the estimates. Although these
two systems have been separately evaluated against observations—see, e.g., Agust-Panareda et al. (2014);
Agust-Panareda et al. (2017); Boussetta et al. (2013); Massart et al. (2016); Tang et al. (2018) for CAMS
and its predecessors; and Peters et al. (2005, 2007) for CarbonTracker—this study is unique because it pro-
vides the first intercomparison with both the CAMS analysis and CT-NRT reanalysis against independent
high-resolution in situ airborne observations of CO2 that cover a large portion of eastern United States.

2. Data and Methodology
2.1. CAMS Analysis and CT-NRT Reanalysis
CAMS is an atmospheric analysis produced by the Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service focusing
on atmospheric composition including aerosols, chemical species, and greenhouse gases (Inness et al.,
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2019; Massart et al., 2016). The CAMS analysis is produced using the ECMWF four-dimensional varia-
tional (4DVar) system (Engelen & McNally, 2005) within the Integrated Forecasting System (IFS; version
CY42r1 for 2016 and CY43r1 for 2017), which is one of the world's leading operational global weather pre-
diction systems. Transport of tracers such as CO2 is carried out online by the IFS model concurrently with
the meteorological forecast. Because the semi-Lagrangian advection scheme in IFS is not mass conserv-
ing, a global mass fixer is applied to restore mass conservation for the global budget (Agust-Panareda et al.,
2017). The IFS model used in CAMS has a horizontal resolution corresponding to approximately 40 km and
137 vertical levels. Further information about the IFS model is documented online (https://www.ecmwf.
int/en/forecasts/documentation-and-support/changes-ecmwf-model/ifs-documentation). In this study, we
used CAMS data interpolated to a 0.25◦ longitude × 0.25◦ latitude grid, 137 vertical levels, and 6-hourly
instantaneous values.

Due to the time constraints of near-real-time forecasts and analyses, CAMS currently assimilates CO2 obser-
vations from only the Greenhouse Gases Observing Satellite, which has a Sun-synchronous orbit with a
revisit period of about 2 weeks. The specific Greenhouse Gases Observing Satellite XCO2 product used in
CAMS is the Bremen Optimal Estimation DOAS product (real-time stream; Heymann et al., 2015). A cycling
data assimilation system with a 12-hr assimilation window is used for the CO2 analysis with the background
estimate derived from the short-term forecast initialized from the previous analysis cycle, while the meteo-
rological initial conditions at each forecast cycle come from the ECMWF operational analyses. Surface CO2
fluxes from the terrestrial biosphere are directly modeled within IFS using the CTESSEL carbon module
(Boussetta et al., 2013). Other sources and sinks of CO2 are prescribed from different inventory sources and
data sets (Agust-Panareda et al., 2014; Massart et al., 2016). The CO2 fluxes are not directly updated by the
observations assimilated, but an online flux correction scheme is applied to correct for biases in modeled
net ecosystem exchange on a 10-day time scale by comparing the modeled biogenic fluxes with a climatol-
ogy of optimized fluxes (Agust-Panareda et al., 2016). More details about the CAMS analysis products are
available online (https://confluence.ecmwf.int/display/CKB/CAMS+Reanalysis+data+documentation).

CT-NRT is an extension of NOAA's CarbonTracker system (Peters et al., 2005, 2007) aimed at providing more
timely results than the formal CarbonTracker product. CarbonTracker operates with at least a 1-year delay,
limited by the availability of meteorological driving data and CO2 observations, in particular, in receiving
and processing flask samples. To overcome this time limitation, CT-NRT uses real-time meteorological data,
a statistical land flux anomaly model to provide prior CO2 fluxes, and a small subset of provisional CO2
observations. We note that although NRT stands for near real time, the goal of CT-NRT is not to provide
real-time forecasts of CO2 like CAMS, and there can be a delay of several months before the latest CT-NRT
analyses are available. For this reason we will often refer to the CAMS near-real-time product as an analysis
and the CT-NRT product as a reanalysis. The transport of CO2 in CarbonTracker and CT-NRT is simulated
by the offline tracer transport model TM5, which is run globally at a resolution of 3◦ longitude × 2◦ latitude
horizontal resolution and 25 vertical layers and in a nested grid over North America at 1◦ × 1◦ resolution.
This study used CO2 mole fractions from CT-NRT v2017 on the regional nested high-resolution grid available
as 3-hourly average values.

The observations in CT-NRT include ground-based CO2 measurements from marine sampling stations and
continental tower sites and are assimilated using an ensemble Kalman Filter to scale a set of prior surface
CO2 fluxes to yield an atmospheric CO2 distribution that matches more closely the observed values. Only
land biosphere and ocean fluxes are updated in the assimilation. A long assimilation window of 12 weeks
is used to capture remote influences of surface CO2 fluxes. After finding an optimal set of surface fluxes,
CT-NRT updates the atmospheric CO2 mole fractions by rerunning the atmospheric transport model with
the optimized fluxes for two weeks at the beginning of the assimilation window and then shifts the win-
dow forward by 2 weeks. CO2 fluxes and mole fractions that fall outside the assimilation window become
the analysis fields. The CT-NRT system is further documented online (https://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/
ccgg/carbontracker/CT-NRT/), and the CarbonTracker documentation is available online (https://www.
esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/carbontracker/CT2016_doc.php).

2.2. ACT-America Field Campaigns and Data
ACT-America's objectives are as follows: (1) quantify and reduce atmospheric transport uncertainties, (2)
improve regional-scale estimates of CO2 and methane fluxes, and (3) evaluate the sensitivity of Orbiting
Carbon Observatory-2 (OCO-2) XCO2 measurements to regional variability in tropospheric CO2. To achieve

CHEN ET AL. 8121

https://www.ecmwf.int/en/forecasts/documentation-and-support/changes-ecmwf-model/ifs-documentation
https://www.ecmwf.int/en/forecasts/documentation-and-support/changes-ecmwf-model/ifs-documentation
https://confluence.ecmwf.int/display/CKB/CAMS+Reanalysis+data+documentation
https://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/carbontracker/CT-NRT/
https://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/carbontracker/CT-NRT/
https://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/carbontracker/CT2016_doc.php
https://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/carbontracker/CT2016_doc.php


Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 10.1029/2018JD029992

Table 1
A Brief Overview of the Research Flights Performed by NASA's C-130 and B-200 Over the Three ACT-America Subregions
During the Summer 2016 and Winter 2017 Field Campaigns

Description Summer 2016 Winter 2017
Summary
Dates 15 Jul to 28 Aug 2016 1 Feb to 10 Mar 2017
Research flights 25 25
Flight hours 225 216
Straight-level legs 182 157
Vertical profiles 272 216

Regions Mid-Atlantic Midwest South South Midwest Mid-Atlantic

Dates 15–30 Jul 1–15 Aug 16–28 Aug 1–12 Feb 13–27 Feb 1–10 Mar
Research flights 7 9 9 8 9 8
Straight-level legs 51 62 69 48 67 42
Vertical profiles 88 98 86 64 86 66

Note. Shown are the dates, number of research flights, flight hours, number of horizontal or straight-level flight legs, and
number of vertical profiles. The profiles were obtained via spirals, en route ascents and descents, and during takeoffs
and landings. NASA = National Aeronautics and Space Administration; ACT = Atmospheric Carbon and Transport.

these goals, a total of five airborne field campaigns were conducted over three subregions in the eastern
United States (Mid-Atlantic, Midwest, and South) during four different seasons. Two coordinated aircraft
were deployed during each field campaign over a period of 6 weeks, with 2 weeks spent in each region. In
this paper, we report on the findings of the first two field campaigns, which were conducted in the summer
of 2016 and winter of 2017. Table 1 provides an overview of the research flights that were performed during
these two campaigns.

The aircraft collected a wealth of data from in situ and remote sensing measurements of meteorological
variables, greenhouse gases (CO2 and methane), and other trace gases (e.g., carbon monoxide, ozone, and
carbonyl sulfide) in fair weather conditions and across weather systems. The flight patterns were designed
on a case-by-case basis to address one or more of the mission objectives and include both long horizontal
legs in the boundary layer and free troposphere, often over distances greater than 600 km, as well as several
vertical profiles obtained via spirals, en route ascents and descents, and during takeoffs and landings. Three
types of research flight patterns were performed: (1) frontal weather research flights to obtain greenhouse
gas structures across frontal boundaries, (2) fair weather research flights for measuring greenhouse gas vari-
ability over large regions associated with surface fluxes, and (3) OCO-2 underflights to compare airborne
CO2 measurements with XCO2 retrievals from OCO-2. Figures 1 and 2 show the flight tracks for the sum-
mer 2016 and winter 2017 campaigns, respectively, plotted on top of the average CO2 mole fractions from
the CAMS analysis and CT-NRT reanalysis. The two instrumented NASA aircraft, C-130 and B-200, were
operated out of NASA Langley Research Center and NASA Wallops Flight Facility for the Mid-Atlantic part
of the campaign; Lincoln, Nebraska for Midwest; and Shreveport, Louisiana for South. The B-200 aircraft
was mainly equipped with in situ sensors measuring meteorological variables and greenhouse gases, while
the C-130 aircraft was equipped with both lidar remote sensing and in situ sensors measuring both trace
gases and meteorological variables. Observations were typically conducted between 10 and 17 LST, focusing
on mid-day, well-mixed conditions in the atmospheric boundary layer.

This study used the data set “ACT-America: L3 Merged In Situ Atmospheric Trace Gases and Flask Data,
eastern USA” (Davis et al., 2018). Observed CO2 mole fractions were obtained from quality-controlled 5-s
averaged PICARRO Cavity Ring Down Spectrometer measurements, which have a precision of 0.15 ppm.
Given that the average speeds of the C-130 and B-200 aircraft were 120 and 100 m/s, respectively, the 5-s
airborne measurements yield a spatial resolution of about 500 m.

2.3. Evaluation Strategy and Metrics
In our evaluation of the CAMS and CT-NRT analyses of atmospheric CO2 mole fractions against airborne
observations collected during the ACT-America field campaigns, we first excluded observational data points
with missing or flagged data in aircraft altitude, barometric pressure, or in situ CO2 mole fraction. We also
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Figure 1. Flight tracks during the ACT-America summer 2016 campaign in Midwest (red lines), Mid-Atlantic (yellow
lines), and South (blue lines). (a, b) The flight tracks with respect to longitude and latitude. (c, d) The same tracks with
respect to latitude and vertical level in nominal pressure coordinates. The shadings in (a) and (b) show the mean
afternoon CO2 mole fractions for July–August 2016 at around 850 hPa for the CAMS analysis and CT-NRT reanalysis,
respectively. Similarly, the shadings in (c) and (d) show the zonally averaged mean afternoon CO2 mole fractions over
the domain for July–August 2016 for the CAMS analysis and CT-NRT reanalysis. CAMS = Copernicus Atmosphere
Monitoring Service; CT-NRT = CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time.

excluded data collected during takeoff and landing to limit potential influences of local fossil fuel emissions
close to the airports. CO2 observations during takeoffs in the morning can be especially problematic because
the atmospheric boundary layer may still be stable and stratified at this time, which could lead to large
horizontal and vertical CO2 gradients that we do not expect the analyses to accurately capture. Takeoffs and
landings as well as straight-level legs and vertical profiles were identified using a new set of maneuver flags
(V4.4) which will be provided with the ACT-America data set in future releases (see supporting information
Figures S1 to S4).

After identifying which flight data to use, we linearly interpolated in space and time the CO2 analysis fields
from CAMS and CT-NRT to each of the valid ACT-America airborne measurements at the observed time
and location. The vertical interpolations were performed using the flight barometric altitude because the
CO2 analyses provide pressure values at each grid point rather than the geometric heights.

Our intercomparison focuses on mainly two metrics. The first metric is the mean difference between
modeled values and observations, defined as

MD = 1
N

N∑
i=1

(xi − 𝑦i),

where yi is a measured CO2 mole fraction, xi is the corresponding CO2 value in the analysis, and N is the
total number of observations. Given the high precision of the PICARRO instrument, any systematic mean
differences between CAMS or CT-NRT and observations are indicative of biases in the analyses. The second
metric is the root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) between analysis CO2 and observations, calculated as

RMSD =

√√√√ 1
N

N∑
i=1

(xi − 𝑦i)2.

The RMSD is a measure of both systematic and random model-observation differences with a stronger
emphasis on larger mismatches. These statistics were calculated in 1-km bins from the surface up to 10 km
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Figure 2. Same as Figure 1 but for the ACT-America winter 2017 campaign. The shadings show the mean afternoon
CO2 mole fractions for January–February 2017.

according to the aircraft altitude above ground level of the airborne observations. All altitudes in this paper
are therefore given with respect to local ground level unless otherwise noted. Bins with fewer than 100 data
points are not presented. We also calculated the RMSDs between CAMS and CT-NRT to assess whether the
differences between these two relatively independent CO2 analyses can be used to estimate the uncertainties
in the CO2 analysis fields. To summarize our evaluation strategy, our emphasis is on the overall mean differ-
ences and RMSDs between CO2 analyses and observations as a function of altitude in the three subregions
and two seasons.

Finally, we provide a summary of the CAMS and CT-NRT analysis performance for all individual research
flights visualized using Taylor diagrams (Taylor, 2001). Taylor diagrams illustrate the degree of correspon-
dence between estimated and observed values based on three metrics: the Pearson correlation coefficient,
RMSD, and standard deviation. Due to the construct of the diagram, all statistics are based on the centered
differences with the differences in the estimated and observed means removed. The Taylor diagrams pre-
sented here are thus useful for evaluating the structures of atmospheric CO2 mole fractions in CAMS and
CT-NRT but do not provide information about overall biases in the analyses.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Summer 2016
Figure 3 shows a comparison of the mean CO2 mole fractions profiles averaged over all flight measurements
in all three subregions, along with the mean CO2 profile in each subregion for the 2016 summer phase of the
ACT-America field campaign. Averaged over all flights in all subregions, the mean CO2 profiles simulated
by both the CAMS and CT-NRT global analyses interpolated to the flight-level positions show a high level
of agreement with the mean profile of the ACT-America measurements. All estimates show much reduced
CO2 mole fractions below 2 km with the lowest values near the surface caused by biogenic uptake of CO2
through photosynthesis. Mean CO2 mole fractions increase initially more rapidly in the lower atmosphere
to a value of around 400 ppm at 3 km for both analyses and ACT-America measurements and then continue
to rise gradually with increasing altitude to between 403 and 405 ppm at the highest level of aircraft mea-
surements. The three subregions display considerable differences in the mean vertical CO2 profiles which
reflect varying regional CO2 surface fluxes and atmospheric transport dynamics, as well as different aircraft
sampling strategies in the different subregions. The South subregion shows the most distinct profile, with

CHEN ET AL. 8124



Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 10.1029/2018JD029992

Figure 3. Vertical distribution of CO2 mole fractions averaged over all flights during the ACT-America summer 2016
campaign in (a) all subregions, (b) Mid-Atlantic, (c) Midwest, and (d) South. The CO2 profile based on ACT-America
airborne observations is shown as a black line. The CAMS and CT-NRT CO2 products were linearly interpolated in
space and time to the ACT-America flight tracks. ACT = Atmospheric Carbon and Transport; CAMS = Copernicus
Atmosphere Monitoring Service; CT-NRT = CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time; AGL = above ground level.

a rapid increase in CO2 mole fractions from the surface to 2 km and then a nearly flat CO2 profile with
CO2 values around 402 ppm above 2 km. This homogeneous upper-air distribution of CO2 mole fractions
is indicative of a well-mixed air mass, which was likely advected from the Gulf of Mexico considering that
several research flights in South were aimed at sampling this Gulf of Mexico inflow of air under prevailing
southerly winds.

Figure 4 shows the mean differences between the analyses CO2 profiles and observed profiles for all flights
and when separating the research flights according to the general weather conditions. There are some sys-
tematic biases in both analyses, especially near the surface. Averaged over all subregions, the CT-NRT
reanalysis has a systematic low bias of about 1.5 ppm below 2 km, while the CAMS analysis has a slight
high bias of around 1 ppm above 2 km. Further examination shows that most biases in both the CAMS
and CT-NRT analyses originate from the Mid-Atlantic region (Figures 4c and 4d). In the Mid-Atlantic, the
CT-NRT analysis has a low bias of as much as 9 ppm below 2 km that reduces to below 0.8 ppm at 3 km and
above. The CAMS analysis has a high bias of more than 7 ppm near the surface that drops to around 2 ppm
above 2 km. Across the other two subregions, CT-NRT shows a slight low bias in the Midwest of 0.2 ppm
above 2 km and a high bias in South of 0.5 ppm above 2 km. In these regions CAMS tends to have a low bias
in the range of 0.9–1.8 ppm below 2 km (except for the lowest level in the Midwest) and a high bias of about
1.3 ppm above 4 km in the Midwest and 0.6 ppm above 2 km in South.

The absolute biases in CAMS are larger during stormy weather conditions compared with fair weather
conditions in all subregions. In CT-NRT, on the other hand, the absolute biases tend to be larger during
fair weather conditions, with the South region being the exception. Both analyses show generally larger
CO2 values near the surface during stormy weather compared with fair weather, which is also seen in the
ACT-America airborne observations, especially for the Mid-Atlantic and Midwest regions (not shown). This
difference in near-surface CO2 mole fractions between stormy and fair weather cases is likely to a large
part due to reduced photosynthesis during stormy weather caused by increased cloudiness, combined with
synoptic-scale transport during frontal passages. Thus, it is plausible that some of the biases in CAMS dur-
ing stormy weather conditions are associated with systematic errors in the modeled net ecosystem exchange
from the online land carbon model, although further analysis is required to confirm whether this is the case
or not.

The RMSDs between the analyses and the ACT-America observations are shown in Figure 5. Over all sub-
regions, CAMS and CT-NRT show similar RMSD values below 3 km, which increase to about 8.5 ppm in
the lowermost 1 km of the atmosphere. Above 3 km the RMSDs are larger for CAMS (around 1.9 ppm)
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Figure 4. Vertical variation in mean differences of CO2 mole fractions between CAMS and airborne observations (a, c,
e,g) and between CT-NRT and airborne observations (b, d, f, h), for all flights during the ACT-America summer 2016
campaign in (a) all subregions, (b) Mid-Atlantic, (c) Midwest, and (d) South. Solid lines show the mean differences
over all flights, dashed lines show the mean differences during fair weather cases, and dotted lines show the mean
differences during stormy weather cases. CAMS = Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service;
CT-NRT = CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time; AGL = above ground level.

than for CT-NRT (around 1.2 ppm). The RMSDs are smallest in the South region and largest in the
Mid-Atlantic region for both analyses, with the Midwest RMSDs lying somewhere in between. The South
and Mid-Atlantic regions also display the smallest and largest spatial CO2 variability, respectively, accord-
ing to the CO2 analyses (see Figure 1). We further note that the CAMS and CT-NRT biogenic fluxes show
large discrepancies around the Mid-Atlantic region and especially in the U.S. Corn Belt (supporting infor-
mation Figures S5a and S5b), which is typically upwind of this region. The large biases and RMSDs in
the Mid-Atlantic region are therefore likely related to erroneous terrestrial biosphere fluxes. For CAMS, the
flux correction scheme based on climatology could lead to large regional biases in this region. Finally, the
Mid-Atlantic region is the most highly populated of the three regions and have large spatial and temporal
variations in fossil fuel emissions, which can lead not only to biases in the different analyses but also to large
RMSDs due to sampling errors. To fully understand why the analyses disagree over the Mid-Atlantic region
would require further investigation into the internals of the analysis systems.

To evaluate the RMSDs without the influence of systematic mean differences, we recalculated the RMSDs
after first removing the mean differences at each altitude bin for each CO2 analysis and subregion. The reduc-
tion in RMSDs after applying this “bias correction” is illustrated with shading in Figure 5. CAMS benefits
the most from the bias correction, especially at higher altitudes above 3 km, with RMSD reductions around
0.4 ppm. The improvement in CAMS in terms of RMSDs is particularly noticeable in the Mid-Atlantic region,
where the RMSDs decrease by about 2 ppm in the lowermost 2 km of the atmosphere and 0.8 ppm above
2 km after removing the biases. CT-NRT shows generally only marginal reductions in RMSDs after the bias
correction. The removal of biases has the largest effect on CT-NRT in the Mid-Atlantic region near the sur-
face, where the RMSDs below 2 km decrease by 3–4 ppm after the bias correction. This analysis suggests that
there is significant room for CAMS to reduce its CO2 analysis errors by correcting the biases. In contrast, a
major part of the uncertainties in the CT-NRT reanalysis are due to unsystematic errors.
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Figure 5. Vertical distribution of RMSDs between CAMS/CT-NRT and observations in terms of CO2 mole fractions for
all flights during the ACT-America summer 2016 campaign in (a) all regions, (b) Mid-Atlantic, (c) Midwest, and (d)
South. The blue lines show the RMSDs between CAMS and ACT-America observations, the green lines show the
RMSDs between CT-NRT and ACT-America observations, and the black dashed lines show the RMSDs between the
two CO2 analysis products after removing the model-observation mean differences from CAMS. The shading indicates
the reduction in RMSDs after subtracting the mean model-observation differences at each altitude bin (see Figure 4)
for each region and product. RMSD = root-mean-square deviation; CAMS = Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring
Service; CT-NRT = CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time; AGL = above ground level.

Figure 5 also shows a black dashed line that indicates the RMSDs between CAMS and CT-NRT after remov-
ing the biases in CAMS. We chose to exclude the CAMS biases to focus on the random error component
of the analyses; the CAMS biases are likely to be addressed and reduced in future iterations of the system.
The overall RMSDs between CAMS and CT-NRT show vertical profiles that are highly consistent with the
RMSDs between the analyses and ACT-America observations in all subregions. The RMSDs between anal-
yses are slightly larger below 1 km than the RMSDs between either of the analyses and observations and
slightly lower above 3 km in the South region. Nevertheless, this result is promising because it suggests that
the analysis uncertainties in CO2 mole fractions from CAMS or CT-NRT can be approximated using the dif-
ferences between the two analyses, independent of any observations. A key factor behind this result is that
the CO2 analyses from CAMS and CT-NRT are to a large degree independent, and their analysis errors are
therefore not highly correlated, which would otherwise result in an underestimation of the analysis uncer-
tainties. Estimations of analysis uncertainties using the differences between CO2 analysis products can be
valuable as a baseline reference for future studies in quantifying the uncertainties of regional CO2 mole
fractions and flux estimates.

Next, we evaluated how the spatial and temporal interpolations of the CO2 analyses affect the resulting
RMSDs. Figure 6 shows the change in RMSDs after excluding the horizontal, vertical, and temporal interpo-
lations and instead choosing the closest grid point, vertical level, and analysis time, respectively. The RMSD
changes are shown with respect to the default case when all interpolation methods are used. For CAMS,
the temporal interpolation has the largest effect on the results, reducing RMSDs closest to the surface by,
on average, 0.4 ppm when considering all regions. The largest RMSD reductions due to temporal interpo-
lation are found in the Mid-Atlantic region. The other interpolation methods have a marginal effect on the
RMSDs in CAMS. The CT-NRT reanalysis generally benefits the most from the vertical interpolation, and
secondary from horizontal interpolation, especially near the surface in the Mid-Atlantic region. Temporal
interpolation has the least effect on the CT-NRT results. These results are consistent with the temporal and
spatial resolutions of the CO2 analysis data that we used. The CAMS analysis has a comparably high hori-
zontal and vertical resolution, but here we used 6-hourly instantaneous CO2 fields. Based on these results,
it is likely that the magnitude of mean differences and RMSDs between CAMS and ACT-America observa-
tions in the earlier analyses would decrease further if we used CAMS data with a higher temporal resolution.
CT-NRT produces 3-hourly averaged CO2 mole fractions, which by construct are smoothed in time; thus, it
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Figure 6. Change in RMSDs (ΔRMSD) of CO2 mole fractions due to change in interpolation method of model data for all flights during the ACT-America
summer 2016 campaign in (a, b) all regions, (c, d) Mid-Atlantic, (e, f) Midwest, and (g, h) South. The results for CAMS are shown in the left column and the
results for CT-NRT in the right column. ΔRMSDs are shown with respect to when all interpolation methods (horizontal, vertical, and temporal interpolation)
are used. The colored shading indicates the ΔRMSD when no interpolation is performed. Gray shading indicates when RMSDs are reduced when a particular
interpolation method is omitted. RMSD = root-mean-square deviation; AGL = above ground level.

is not surprising that CT-NRT does not benefit much from temporal interpolation. However, the relatively
course vertical resolution of the atmospheric transport model in CT-NRT (25 vertical layers) appears to lead
to some representation errors, and CT-NRT would likely benefit from a higher vertical resolution.

The analyses so far have focused on the overall mean differences and RMSDs between CO2 analyses and
observations for all flights. Figure 7 shows the evaluation of CAMS and CT-NRT against ACT-America air-
borne observations for each individual research flight, summarized in Taylor diagrams. (For a visualization
of the CO2 mole fractions along the flight tracks in observations and analyses, see supporting information
Figures S6 to S13.) The research flights were further separated into straight-level legs, which sample mostly
the horizontal CO2 variations and vertical profiles sampling the vertical CO2 variations. The Taylor diagram
compares the analysis CO2 mole fractions with observed values in terms of correlation coefficient, stan-
dard deviation, and centered RMSD (cRMSD). Here we normalized the analysis standard deviations and
cRMSDs by the observed standard deviations to show different research flights in the same graph. Thus, an
ideal analysis should have a high correlation, a standard deviation ratio close to 1, and consequently a low
normalized cRMSD.

Figure 7 reveals a generally high correspondence between the CO2 analysis and airborne CO2 observations
from ACT-America. Most of the points in the diagram lie below the 1 ppm normalized cRMSD contour,
which indicates that the analysis cRMSDs are smaller than the variability in the observed CO2. Both analy-
ses show high correlations with the observed CO2, with a median correlation coefficient of 0.69 for CAMS
and 0.71 for CT-NRT when considering all regions and flight legs. CAMS shows a higher number of cases
where the correlation coefficient is close to 0 or negative, especially in the South region. The variances of
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Figure 7. Taylor diagram comparing CO2 mole fractions in the CO2 analyses and airborne observations from the summer 2016 ACT-America field campaign
for (a–c) Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service and (d–f) CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time. The left column shows the metrics calculated using all flight
legs, the middle column for only straight-level legs, and the right column for only vertical profiles. Each point in the diagram depicts the correspondence
between analysis CO2 and observations for a particular research flight. Points closer to the red point labeled “observed” show the closest agreements with
observations. The correlation between analysis and observed CO2 values is shown by the azimuthal angle (gray straight contours), the ratio of the standard
deviations in the analysis and observations is proportional to the radial distance from the origin (gray curved contours, with the black contour indicating a ratio
of 1), and the centered root-mean-square deviation between the analysis and observations is proportional to the distance from the red circle (red contours,
contoured every 1 ppm). Flights with less than 100 data points are omitted.

analysis CO2 mole fractions along the flight tracks show a reasonable agreement with observations. There
is a tendency for CT-NRT to underestimate the CO2 variability in the Midwest and South regions for both
straight-level legs and vertical profiles and overestimate the variability in the Mid-Atlantic. Nevertheless,
this analysis of individual research flights shows that the CO2 analyses can capture realistic structures in
the CO2 distribution over eastern North America in summer.

3.2. Winter 2017
Figure 8 shows the mean CO2 mole fraction profiles averaged over all flight measurements during the 2017
winter phase of the ACT-America field campaign. First, the mean profiles of both analyses and ACT-America
show a reversal of the vertical CO2 gradient from increasing with altitude during the summer of 2016 to
decreasing with altitude during the winter of 2017, as is expected due to the much-reduced photosynthe-
sis in winter and continued CO2 release from respiration and fossil fuel emissions. The net increase in CO2
over this 6-month period is about 5 ppm in the free troposphere averaged over all ACT-America flight-level
measurements, but the mean net change close to the surface is as high as 10–20 ppm. When comparing the
CO2 analyses to the observed CO2 mole fractions, we find that the mean CO2 profiles interpolated from the
CT-NRT reanalysis agree exceptionally well with the ACT-America 2017 winter measurements across all
subregions except for the lowest 1 km in the Midwest. The CAMS analysis appears to capture the vertical
variations well but has a systematic high bias across all subregions throughout the whole atmospheric col-
umn, ranging from almost 5 ppm near the surface to a near persistent ∼1.9 ppm high bias above 2 km when
considering all regions (also see supporting information Figure S13). The South region displays the largest
biases close to the surface and smallest biases higher up in the atmosphere compared with the other two
regions. We suspect that the biases in CAMS can be attributed to an overestimation of biological respiration
given the larger net ecosystem exchange in CAMS compared with CT-NRT during the winter 2017 cam-
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Figure 8. Vertical distribution of CO2 mole fractions averaged over all flights during the ACT-America winter 2017
campaign in (a) all subregions, (b) Mid-Atlantic, (c) Midwest, and (d) South. The CO2 profile based on ACT-America
airborne observations is shown as a black line. The CAMS and CT-NRT CO2 products were linearly interpolated in
space and time to the ACT-America flight tracks. ACT = Atmospheric Carbon and Transport; CAMS = Copernicus
Atmosphere Monitoring Service; CT-NRT = CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time; AGL = above ground level.

paign (supporting information Figures S5c and S5d). Considering that CAMS assimilates only infrequent
remote sensing XCO2 measurements from the polar-orbiting satellite, it is likely that the observations are
insufficient to correct for this bias. Furthermore, it is possible that part of the bias is inherited from biases in
the satellite retrievals (see Heymann et al., 2015; Massart et al., 2016). Further investigation of the different
components of the CAMS system is required to confirm the source of this high bias.

The RMSDs for both analyses are considerably smaller below 2 km during the winter of 2017 (Figure 9) than
those during the summer of 2016 (Figure 5) and also slightly smaller but of comparable magnitude above

Figure 9. Vertical distribution of RMSD between CAMS/CT-NRT and observations in terms of CO2 mole fractions for
all flights during the ACT-America winter 2017 campaign. The blue lines show the RMSDs between CAMS and
ACT-America observations, the green lines show the RMSDs between CT-NRT and ACT-America observations, and the
black dashed lines show the RMSDs between the two CO2 analysis products after removing the model-observation
mean differences from CAMS. The shading indicates the reduction in RMSDs after subtracting the mean
model-observation differences at each altitude bin for each region and product. CAMS = Copernicus Atmosphere
Monitoring Service; CT-NRT = CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time; RMSD = root-mean-square deviation.
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Figure 10. Taylor diagram comparing CO2 mole fractions in the CO2 analyses and airborne observations from the summer 2016 Atmospheric Carbon and
Transport-America field campaign for (a–c) Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service and (d–f) CarbonTracker Near-Real-Time. The left column shows the
metrics calculated using all flight legs, the middle column for only straight-level legs, and the right column for only vertical profiles. The correlation between
analysis and observed CO2 values is shown by the azimuthal angle (gray straight contours), the ratio of the standard deviations in the analysis and observations
is proportional to the radial distance from the origin (gray curved contours, with the black contour indicating a ratio of 1), and the centered RMSDs between the
analysis and observations is proportional to the distance from the red circle (red contours, contoured every 1 ppm). Flights with less than 100 data points are
omitted.

2 km. In winter the RMSDs are rather comparable across the three subregions, except that the Mid-Atlantic
does not show a substantial increase in RMSDs near the surface unlike the other two regions. The effects
of spatial and temporal interpolations are similar but smaller for winter compared with summer (support-
ing information Figure S15), with CAMS again benefiting the most from the temporal interpolation, while
CT-NRT shows marginal changes in RMSDs due to the vertical interpolation. The RMSDs for the CAMS
analysis are noticeably larger in winter than for the CT-NRT reanalysis, which is largely attributable to the
systematic biases in CAMS. Removing the bias at each vertical bin prior to the RMSD calculation almost
completely closes the gap in RMSDs between CT-NRT and CAMS (Figure 9). CT-NRT does not benefit much
from the bias correction, except for CO2 mole fractions above 2 km in South. We further note that sim-
ply subtracting 1.9 ppm from the CO2 mole fractions in the CAMS analysis for all subregions and vertical
levels results in a similar level of RMSD reduction. Thus, there is a real prospect for CAMS to achieve anal-
ysis uncertainties in wintertime CO2 mole fractions comparable to those of the CT-NRT reanalysis if the
systematic bias in CAMS is corrected.

The RMSDs between the two analyses after removing the biases in CAMS are again highly consistent with
the RMSDs between analyses and observations (see black dashed line in Figure 9). The high correspondence
between analysis-analysis RMSDs and analysis-observation RMSDs is robust across all three subregions
and all vertical levels, except for a slight overestimation of the analysis uncertainties (analysis-observation
RMSDs) at the lowest 1 km in the Midwest and South regions by the analysis-analysis RMSDs. This result
suggests that the overall analysis uncertainties in CAMS and CT-NRT can be estimated using the spread
between the two analyses, which can be calculated even when observations are absent.

Finally, the performances of the two analyses for each individual research flight during the winter 2017
campaign are summarized in the Taylor diagram in Figure 10. (See supporting information Figures S16 to
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S22 for the CO2 mole fractions in observations and analyses along the flight tracks.) It is evident from this
diagram that CT-NRT systematically underestimates the horizontal and vertical variability of CO2 in winter,
while CAMS, in contrast, tends to overestimate the variability. Both analyses show a strong correlation with
observed values, with a median correlation coefficient of 0.86 for both CAMS and CT-NRT. The CAMS and
CT-NRT analyses of CO2 thus represent the spatial variations in wintertime CO2 mole fractions well but
could improve in terms of representing the magnitude of the variations.

4. Concluding Remarks
This study systematically examines the regional biases and uncertainties in CO2 mole fractions from two
state-of-the-art global CO2 analysis products through verifying against hundreds of hours of airborne in situ
measurements collected during the summer 2016 and winter 2017 phases of the ACT-America field cam-
paigns. One is the experimental near-real-time global atmospheric analysis produced by ECMWF using a
4DVar data assimilation system as part of the CAMS system, and the other one is the timely carbon reanal-
ysis generated by NOAA's CT-NRT atmospheric inversion system based on the ensemble Kalman filter
technique.

It is found that both the CAMS and CT-NRT CO2 analyses agree reasonably well with the independent
ACT-America in situ flight-level measurements, in particular above 3 km. The CAMS analysis exhibit some
systematic biases throughout the atmospheric column, which are especially noticeable in winter when
CAMS is biased high by about 1.9 ppm. CT-NRT shows some substantial biases close to the surface, espe-
cially in the Mid-Atlantic region in summer and in Midwest in winter but much smaller biases higher up in
the atmosphere. When controlling for these biases, the uncertainties in CAMS and CT-NRT are compara-
ble to each other, with overall slightly smaller RMSDs in CT-NRT. Both analyses are able to capture realistic
variations in the CO2 distribution along the ACT-America flight tracks. CAMS tends to overestimate the
CO2 variations along the flight tracks in winter, while CT-NRT consistently underestimates the wintertime
CO2 variability. Nevertheless, the correlations between CO2 mole fractions in the analyses and observations
are generally high and are higher in winter than in summer likely owing to weaker uncertain fluxes from
the terrestrial biosphere in winter.

An important finding from the evaluation with both CO2 analyses is that the RMSDs between CAMS and
CT-NRT are comparable to the uncertainties in the analyses when verifying against the ACT-America flight
measurements. We found that this result holds for all altitudes, all three subregions in the eastern United
States where ACT-America field campaigns were conducted, and for both the summer and winter seasons.
This finding implies that the spread between the CAMS and CT-NRT analyses can be used to estimate the
overall uncertainties in the analyses. Neither of these two analyses currently provide uncertainty estimates,
but information about the analysis uncertainties is highly valuable for many uses. As an example, regional
CO2 inversions could use uncertainties from the global CO2 analyses to estimate background uncertainties
due to uncertain CO2 lateral boundary conditions. Given the limited spatiotemporal coverage of CO2 obser-
vations, the RMSDs between CAMS and CT-NRT could therefore be used as an effective proxy for the real
analysis uncertainties.

The current study provides the first uncertainty analysis of the CAMS and CT-NRT CO2 analysis products
verified simultaneously against ACT-America airborne observations and suggests that these two indepen-
dent estimates can be used to quantify the overall regional CO2 uncertainties, both of which are important in
future studies in quantifying the uncertainties of regional-scale estimates of CO2 mole fractions and fluxes,
as well as in assessing the effect of regional atmospheric transport through more refined regional modeling
and analysis systems. We also demonstrate how ACT-America field measurements can be used for evaluat-
ing and validating model simulations and CO2 inversion results. Ultimately, these uncertainty analyses and
subsequent modeling experiments will help to address the uncertainties in regional CO2 flux estimates.

References
Agust-Panareda, A., Diamantakis, M., Bayona, V., Klappenbach, F., & Butz, A. 2017. Improving the inter-hemispheric gradient of total

column atmospheric CO2 and CH4 in simulations with the ECMWF semi-Lagrangian atmospheric global model. Geoscientific Model
Development, 10(1), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-10-1-2017

Agust-Panareda, A., Massart, S., Chevallier, F., Balsamo, G., Boussetta, S., Dutra, E., & Beljaars, A. (2016). A biogenic CO2 flux adjustment
scheme for the mitigation of large-scale biases in global atmospheric CO2 analyses and forecasts. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics,
16(16), 10,399–10,418. https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-16-10399-2016

Acknowledgments
This work was funded by the
Atmospheric Carbon and Transport
(ACT)-America project, which is a
NASA Earth Venture Suborbital 2
project funded by NASA's Earth
Science Division (Grant NNX15AG76G
to Penn State). We are thankful to the
ACT-America team for the
observational data and the Copernicus
Atmosphere Monitoring Service
(CAMS) and
CarbonTracker/CarbonTracker
Near-Real-Time (CT-NRT) production
teams for making their global CO2
analyses available. The ACT-America
observational data were obtained as 5-s
merge data from the Oak Ridge
National Laboratory Distributed Active
Archive Center, available online
(https://doi.org/10.3334/ORNLDAAC/
1593; version R3 for C-130 and R0 for
B-200 for summer 2016 and version R0
for both aircraft for winter 2017).
CarbonTracker CT-NRT.v2017 results
were provided by NOAA ESRL,
Boulder, Colorado, USA, from NOAA's
ftp server (ftp://aftp.cmdl.noaa.gov/
products/carbontracker/co2/CT-NRT.
v2017/molefractions/co2_total/). The
CAMS atmospheric CO2 analysis was
provided by the Copernicus
Atmosphere Monitoring Service. We
also thank Tobias Gerken for providing
the maneuver flags for the
ACT-America flights, Anna
Agusti-Panareda for helpful
discussions about the CAMS product,
and three anonymous reviewers for
valuable comments.

CHEN ET AL. 8132

https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-10-1-2017
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-16-10399-2016
https://doi.org/10.3334/ORNLDAAC/1593
https://doi.org/10.3334/ORNLDAAC/1593
ftp://aftp.cmdl.noaa.gov/products/carbontracker/co2/CT-NRT.v2017/molefractions/co2_total/
ftp://aftp.cmdl.noaa.gov/products/carbontracker/co2/CT-NRT.v2017/molefractions/co2_total/
ftp://aftp.cmdl.noaa.gov/products/carbontracker/co2/CT-NRT.v2017/molefractions/co2_total/


Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 10.1029/2018JD029992

Agust-Panareda, A., Massart, S., Chevallier, F., Boussetta, S., Balsamo, G., Beljaars, A., et al. (2014). Forecasting global atmospheric CO2.
Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 14(21), 11,959–11,983. https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-11959-2014

Bousquet, P., Peylin, P., Ciais, P., Qur, C. L., Friedlingstein, P., & Tans, P. P. (2000). Regional changes in carbon dioxide fluxes of land and
oceans since 1980. Science, 290(5495), 1342–1346. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.290.5495.1342

Boussetta, S., Balsamo, G., Beljaars, A., Agust-Panareda, A., Calvet, J.-C., Jacobs, C., et al. (2013). Natural land carbon dioxide exchanges in
the ECMWF integrated forecasting system: Implementation and offline validation. Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, 118,
5923–5946. https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50488

Cavallaro, N., Shrestha, G., Birdsey, R., Mayes, M. A., Najjar, R. G., Reed, S. C., et al. (2018). Second state of the carbon cycle report. Washigton,
DC: U.S. Global Change Research Program. https://doi.org/10.7930/Soccr2.2018

Davis, K. J., Obland, M. D., Lin, B., Lauvaux, T., O'dell, C., Meadows, B., et al. (2018). ACT-America: L3 merged in situ atmospheric trace
gases and flask data, Eastern USA. Oak Ridge, Tennessee, USA: ORNL DAAC. https://doi.org/10.3334/ORNLDAAC/1593

Engelen, R. J., & McNally, A. P. (2005). Estimating atmospheric CO2 from advanced infrared satellite radiances within an operational
four-dimensional variational (4d-Var) data assimilation system: Results and validation. Journal of Geophysical Research, 110, D18305.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005JD005982

Enting, I. G. (2002). Inverse problems in atmospheric constituent transport. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.
1017/CBO9780511535741

Heymann, J., Reuter, M., Hilker, M., Buchwitz, M., Schneising, O., Bovensmann, H., et al. (2015). Consistent satellite XCO2 retrievals from
SCIAMACHY and GOSAT using the BESD algorithm. Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 8(7), 2961–2980. https://doi.org/10.5194/
amt-8-2961-2015

Hurwitz, M. D., Ricciuto, D. M., Bakwin, P. S., Davis, K. J., Wang, W., Yi, C., & Butler, M. P. (2004). Transport of carbon diox-
ide in the presence of storm systems over a northern Wisconsin forest. Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences, 61(5), 607–618.
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(2004)061<0607:TOCDIT>2.0.CO;2

Inness, A., Ades, M., Agust-Panareda, A., Barré, J., Benedictow, A., Blechschmidt, A.-M., et al. (2019). The CAMS reanalysis of atmospheric
composition. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 19(6), 3515–3556. https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-3515-2019

Lauvaux, T., Miles, N. L., Richardson, S. J., Deng, A., Stauffer, D. R., Davis, K. J., et al. (2013). Urban emissions of CO2 from Davos, Switzer-
land: The first real-time monitoring system using an atmospheric inversion technique. Journal of Applied Meteorology and Climatology,
52(12), 2654–2668. https://doi.org/10.1175/JAMC-D-13-038.1

Massart, S., Agustí-Panareda, A., Heymann, J., Buchwitz, M., Chevallier, F., Reuter, M., et al. (2016). Ability of the 4-D-Var analysis of the
GOSAT BESD XCO2 retrievals to characterize atmospheric CO2 at large and synoptic scales. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 16(3),
1653–1671. https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-16-1653-2016

National Research Council (2010). Verifying greenhouse gas emissions: Methods to support international climate agreements. Washigton, DC:
National Academies Press.

Patra, P. K., Ishizawa, M., Maksyutov, S., Nakazawa, T., & Inoue, G. (2005). Role of biomass burning and climate anomalies for
land-atmosphere carbon fluxes based on inverse modeling of atmospheric CO2. Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 19, GB3005. https://doi.
org/10.1029/2004GB002258

Peters, W., Jacobson, A. R., Sweeney, C., Andrews, A. E., Conway, T. J., Masarie, K., et al. (2007). An atmospheric perspective on North
American carbon dioxide exchange: CarbonTracker. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 104(48), 18,925–18,930. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0708986104

Peters, W., Miller, J. B., Whitaker, J., Denning, A. S., Hirsch, A., Krol, M. C., et al. (2005). An ensemble data assimilation system to estimate
CO2 surface fluxes from atmospheric trace gas observations. Journal of Geophysical Research, 110, D24304. https://doi.org/10.1029/
2005JD006157

Rdenbeck, C., Houweling, S., Gloor, M., & Heimann, M. (2003). CO2 flux history 1982–2001 inferred from atmospheric data using a global
inversion of atmospheric transport. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 3(6), 1919–1964. https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-3-1919-2003

Schimel, D. S., House, J. I., Hibbard, K. A., Bousquet, P., Ciais, P., Peylin, P., et al. (2001). Recent patterns and mechanisms of carbon
exchange by terrestrial ecosystems. Nature, 414(6860), 169–172. https://doi.org/10.1038/35102500

Tang, W., Arellano, A. F., DiGangi, J. P., Choi, Y., Diskin, G. S., Agust-Panareda, A., et al. (2018). Evaluating high-resolution forecasts
of atmospheric CO and CO2 from a global prediction system during KORUS-AQ field campaign. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics,
18(15), 11,007–11,030. https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-18-11007-2018

Taylor, K. E. (2001). Summarizing multiple aspects of model performance in a single diagram. Journal of Geophysical Research, 106(D7),
7183–7192. https://doi.org/10.1029/2000JD900719

CHEN ET AL. 8133

https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-11959-2014
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.290.5495.1342
https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50488
https://doi.org/10.7930/Soccr2.2018
https://doi.org/10.3334/ORNLDAAC/1593
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005JD005982
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511535741
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511535741
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-8-2961-2015
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-8-2961-2015
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(2004)061%3C0607:TOCDIT%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(2004)061%3C0607:TOCDIT%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-3515-2019
https://doi.org/10.1175/JAMC-D-13-038.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-16-1653-2016
https://doi.org/10.1029/2004GB002258
https://doi.org/10.1029/2004GB002258
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0708986104
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0708986104
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005JD006157
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005JD006157
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-3-1919-2003
https://doi.org/10.1038/35102500
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-18-11007-2018
https://doi.org/10.1029/2000JD900719

	Abstract


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (ECI-RGB.icc)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Photoshop 5 Default CMYK)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends false
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Symbol
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-Roman
    /ZapfDingbats
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 400
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


