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A3 meeting
Model evaluation

Comparison sonde temperature –models: temperature deviations nudged models do not necessarily indicate errors ( compare to independent observations like MOZAIC. Temperatures in CTMs driven by ECMWF may seem to have erroneously high quality as ECMWF uses these same temperatuere soundings in their assimilation.
Future work should focus on evaluation of convective transport, STE, BL venting in models.

Mainz also intends to contribute to model evaluation, which is to be coordinated with Tina.

Current impact

Discussed current impact simulations: only 1 model will test impact of update of emission inventories esp. road traffic. Number of deliverables is therefore reduced. Current impact report will be delivered soon (draft already available).
E39c perturbations might be more comparable to other models if rescaled to same emission totals (V. Grewe will provide such a global rescaling).

We have chosen to represent ozone perturbations as column perturbations 1000-600 hPa and above 600 hPa. This will well represent effects of surface emissions in the boundary layer resp. of surface emissions transported upward by convection & aircraft emissions.

Effective emissions

Effective emissions delay: deadline of month 36 for A3 deliverables may still be reached if LSCE succeeds in testing new approach from CERFACS in 3 months time.
Effective emissions setup report will be delivered soon.

Deposition

Deposition report delayed to month 27 
Climate feedbacks on chemistry

Volker Grewe has proposed a simplified approach with only one perturbation (road traffic or all transport). Mainz also has plans to contribute to this (Jos Lelieveld expressed this on Thursday while Volker Grewe had already left). They proimised coordinate their plans with Volker.
New A3 participants: Meteo-France (Olivié), MMU ? – should be included in A3 maillist.
Meteo-France will use ozone and CO perturbations from large scale chemistry models to define linearised chemistry coefficients for climate model simulations. 

Planned papers:
1. Current impact intercomparison – Peter Hoor, autumn 2007

2. Evaluation of the models – Tina Schnadt, summer 2007

3. Wet/dry deposition – Peter van Velthoven or collaborator- end of 2007

4. Joint paper with Act 6 on RF of transport – Oslo?

Further analyses:

1. Short-lived tracers (Messy, IPSL, Tomcat) – tbd

2. CO, O3 relationships (ETH, Mainz)

3. Ozone region tracers – first test with whole-atmosphere ozone tracer

More interesting in combination with future scenarios (Grewe)

4. not enough models yet for 13CO analysis (Messy, LMDZINCA, E39C?

Also more interesting if future runs would be included (STE)

A6-A3 joint meeting
Current RF transport

- A6 will use monthly mean 3-D O3 fields from 4 individual models (TM4, CTM2, LMDZ-INCA, pTOMCAT) in the Oslo database. Oslo will provide these fields to Un. Reading.
-  A6 will use CH4 percentual lifetime changes in  table from these same models to be provided by Peter vV.
- Will use H2O from DLR (Ponater)
- Will use aerosols (BC, sulfate, nitrate) from Un. Oslo (Gauss) and LMDZ (Balkanski) 

Climate-chemistry coupling

A6 will not provide background climate change 2000-2050 to A3 (no transient runs for background conditions). DLR will probably use IPCC SSTs in A3 for future climate runs.

Informed A6 of simpler configuration to be used for climate feedback runs by A3.
A3 would like to have a 100% perturbation simulation: UCAM offered to do such a 100 % perturbation simulation for road traffic, and possibly also for aircraft.
Comparison of updated Quantify emission inventories to the ones used up to now
AERO2K-Quantify aviation emissions comparison  will be done by UCAM.
Oslo will compare impact of old and new emission inventories  of esp. road traffic, ships.

Meteo-France again expressed interest in perturbed ozone and CO fields. These are given access to the Oslo file server and plots (of e.g. CO) can be found at the A3 webpage http://www.knmi.nl/~velthove/QUANTIFY (Peter vV to provide address to Daniel Cariolle)
A2-A3 joint meeting on effective emissions
Understanding of concept of new effective emissions approach: 
Interpretation of radioactive decay-equation for Cf: 
Cf is a (fuel, NOx, or other) tracer that describes the amount of (fuel, NOx, or other) tracer in plumes in large scale model grid cells, not yet emitted to the large scale cell concentration fields. 
Mean lifetime of plumes=(=mixing time (e.g. dependent on wind shear, diffusion for aviation plumes and on marine boundary layer height for ship plumes)
Emissions are delayed on average time (, which may be at a distance of several grid cells. 

A3 could in first instance omit non-linear (small-scale) chemistry term (KfCk’Ck’’). This seemed to describe another effect, namely the effect of non-linear chemistry on finite grid cell size. However, if Ck is interpreted as the amount of tracer k transferred from the plume to the (~EI*Cf*dt/large scale model it could describe chemical conversions in the plume. It should conserve mass of e.g. N, S!
Success of new approach depends critically on the quality of the coefficients,  and Kf, provided by A2!

A3 will test the new approach first in one model(LSCE’s INCA). 

A2 will compare new approach with ship emissions plume model results obtained by Moldanova: evaluation of both parameterisations in a single box. This means both approaches should use same ship (plume) emissions and background concentrations.

A3-A1 joint workshop
Future gridded inventories delivery date  moved to M28= 1 July 2007
Next A1 workshop in May in Ispra, attendance by A3 (Un. Oslo). This will discuss the draft future emissions deliverables.
Why not 2030 instead of not 2025?
Target years are 2025, 2050, and 2 100
2030 would allow comparison to IASA. 
Note that Quantify 2025-2050-2100 background scenarios should be consistent, so IASA 2030 scenarios cannot be used for background.
Conclusion: Choose targetyear 2030 unless policymakers want 2025 or consistency of methodology requires 2000-2025.
2050 scenarios

Status:

Ships and aviation are well on the way.

Ships will include eastern and western polar routes.

4 aviation demand scenarios (no separate technology scenario for demand scenarios).

Road traffic 2050  is more problematic , since it depends on TML (technology scenario not yet known).

Background scenarios: 4 marker scenarios using IMAGE – but make sure that the totals between marker and IMAGE scenarios are consistent. Otherwise transporrt cannot be subtracted. 

Deadline 1 July.
Alternatives for 2050 scenario

These will be used by A3 if the above gridded inventories are not delivered.
Aviation : NASA

Ships: Eyring

Road traffic: timelines for regions + timelines for species needed (latter is a problem, they are a result of the gridding step with regional scenarios). Decide in May meeting.
Background :no problem expected but check status in May meeting.

2100 scenarios

Deadline for delivery: 1 October 2007
Mitigation options for 2050
These scenarios should be policy relevant and preferably address maximum feasible reduction from a base which is a realistic scenario.

1. Aviation has at least 2 scenarios:

- Business as usual 

- ICAO-CAEP medium and long term technology goals (mitigation scenario !)

2. Road traffic B1 or B2  (fuel efficiency) and look what can be done on top of that.

Or take a reasonable scenario and MFR thereupon. This needs further discussion between A3 and Jens Borken.
Hydrogen economy in road sector, later in other sectors. Include hydrogen production scenarios. This option was rejected because it can hardly be called mitigation ! 
3. Shipping. SOx reduction only near ports (no reason for deep sea reductions).
Suggestion to consider engines with less NOx.

The above options should be further investigated by Un.Oslo who leads the mitigation WP. They can be further discussed with Act. 1 at the meeting in May in Ispra.
