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INTRODUCTION/MOTIVATION RESULTS

This work attempts to answer two specific questions:
e (Can satellite-derived operational geostationary products be used to accurately quantify extreme diurnal warming?

What is the Distribution of Diurnal Warming Events?

e How large is extreme diurnal warming?
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Multi-Sensor Comparison of Distributions
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e AVHRR 95 percentile values of 2 — 4 K agree
roughly with the magnitudes of 2 — 3 K above

e This the ultimate direction for this work along with
model comparisons

Impact of Data Availability
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CONCLUSIONS

Estimates of extreme diurnal warming sensitive to computational methods.
Differences in Foundation Values Foundation Difference — July 1. 2017 Total PDF - July 2018 - QC5-Mul Issues can be sensor/processing dependent.
Current operational geostationary sensors provide accurate diurnal warming estimates given sufficient care.
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e Differences highly significant relative to expected " | * Filtering recommended to examine individual events
amplitudes 2 ]  Multi-day foundation balances coverage with reasonable distribution
e Values up to 2 K are on order of larger DW events : o = 3 . Can quantify amplitudes of extreme DW with percentiles.
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] e 95th percentile of 2-3 K for all satellites
. e 99th percentile of 3-4 K
el e Results help validate comparable values from polar-orbiting satellites

b ' | Results need to be updated for latest product version.
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