Model intercomparison
Previous efforts: Friedrichs et al., 2007

Attributes:

- must have biology

- must be quantitative

- must be compared with observations

Products:

- mixed layer depth

- mesoscale variability

- transport

- shelf-slope exchange/frontal dynamics

- temperature
- nutrients, chlorophyll, zooplankton

Data availability? Satellite vs. in situ?

Spatial and temporal scale?

GLOBEC models vs non-GLOBEC models?
Intercomparison neutral

Proposal components?

- target three ocean models (ROMS, FVCOM, NEMO)

- target NPZD-type model

- target copepods

- target euphausiids in north Pacific and southern Ocean
- new simulations
- unified boundary conditions, surface forcing

- shifts in calanus over last 20 years in north Atlantic

- shifts in copepods off Oregon

- same species, different regions
Terms of reference for workshop:

- assemble list of datasets relevant to model intercomparison

- identify data needs for model intercomparison
- determine level of complexity and resolution needed for the intercomparison
- identify skill metrics

- determine how to compare model output to observational data

- experiment design (what do we compare, where do we compare, Eulerian, Lagrangian)


1. to what extent are model region specific

2. knowledge of biology (rates)

- hindcast vs. forecast
The bottom line:

- “Towards the development of operational/predictive coupled physical-biological models”

- operational = short term (interannual variability)

- biological = up to zooplankton
- north Atlantic + NPZD + calanus

To do list

- Literature survey on MIPS from atmospheric community

- Preliminary assessment of available datasets

- Outline of potential models (ROMS, FVCOM, NEMO, MITGCM)
- Potential dates: July

- Invitees

- Potential proposal for 15 Aug.

