Minutes – VALUE Libon meeting 27.03.2013 - before-lunch sessions 
Gridded data: are grid boxes point values or area averages? There are different ways of gridding, and the gridding strategy may produce different results with different statistics. There is a question of how the re-gridding of the already gridded data to match the RCM grid: should the original method be used, should the data be gridded from scratch from station data, or is it OK to blend the methods.

Which recions to use for core data? The suggested regions were Norway, France, Poland, Austria, Emilia-Romagna and Spain, due to public access. Others (Sweden and Switzerland) are not so open, but may be used as a reserve. The Polish data are not entirely open, however, these represent different climatic regions. Pity not to include Switzerland, since this data set offers sub-daily data. There should be some sensitivity tests using different gridded product in near vicinity – eg. Austria and Switzerland -  if the gridding strategy matters for the statistics. It is known that there are “climate changes” across borders, due to different practices.

There are questions regarding long-term trends in gridded data, and whether these are homogeneous, especially as they may be based on a set of station records of different lengths and a varying number of stations with time. There should be comparisons between stations and gridded data to assess whether they describe similar long-term trends. 

Predictors.

ERA40 or ERAINT? Many arguments in favour for ERAINT, but also some for ERA40 since it cover a longer time span. However, the test for trends should be made on the results of the entire process, i.e. the downscaled results using historical GCM runs as input. 10 years are not sufficient for evaluation of trends and extremes. Decadal variations may look like trends, and splitting calibration and evaluation restricts the data availability for evaluation. Possible to use the 20th C reanalysis for such tests? Or split the validation into 2 parts, based on ERA40 and ERAINT respectively? ERA40 is not homogeneous, and there appears to be a jump in 1979. ERAINT includes recent years with special events, such as cold winters and the 2003 and 2010 heat waves.  

Pseudo-realities.
GCM + RCM. There may be a 'drift' in the RCMs, but this may be 'fixed' through nudging. Question of bias correction and whether there are biases in the perfect-boundary experiments. Different RCMs? Maybe not – need to think about it. 

Impacts applications are not represented in the perfect-predictor experiments. E.g. how can they be used to answer an engineer concerned with a very local and brief downpour overwhelming the drainage system? Different methods A & B, which can reproduce each others? [The purpose and the points are not clear here – a bit of confusion]. Are there ways to include 'local pseudo-reality'? There are also questions regarding spatial extent or single sites. The statistical methods don't need to produce all aspects [?]. Ranking of methods[?] What is plausible? Selection of RCMs? All? Use the past – historical observations? What can be learned from pseudo-realities? [this is brain storming]. Which RCMs are critical? How to set up the pseudo-reality experiments? Level 3. Are these quantities plausibly modelled by the RCMs? Not everybody convinced – some parameters are non-conservative [I'm confused...?]. Different resolution for RCMs? 50-12 km. One scenario – an extreme to get a “good signal”? What about end-users? Need to focus on the quality of the methods! Validate the methods the way they are applied in the real world. Need something that is meaningful. What gaps are we trying to bride? Highest resolution? Most realistic gap & purpose? What's the question and what do we really want to learn? Test the bias correction e.g. based on qq-mapping, based on the differences between 50km → 12km simulation and bias correction from the one to the other. Concentrate on the best set-up and the simplest method. CORDEX simulations.

Validation.
Forecast methods – for validation. Bias correction methods, and mapping distributions. Based on RCMs driven by reanalyses. Extremes. Relevant time scales spatial scales? Statistics, and no the exact timing. Deterministic versus probabilistic methods. Time series and pdfs. Need a framework for comparing the two approaches: RMSE for time series has a counterpart for pdfs. 

Uncertainty.
Skill score, errors, and randomness. Scores with error bars? Extremes and return-values.  

