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The second term is the unbiased estimator of the
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A Investigate if LOTUS regression model (developed for satellite records) is
also adequate for ground-based records.
A More systematic study of sensitivity to proxies on all data records is needed
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Beekmann, D. Hubert, R. Damadeo, B. Hassler, and V. Sofieva.
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Figure 9. a) The combined satellite trends (black line) and uncertainties, calculated by the
sequential averaging method: takes correlations between the individual trend estimates into
account and considers systematic uncertainties as well. The CCMI model trends (grey 1

. : ot (NOAA/OAR ACA4 project). mean and blue i median) and variably is shown as grey envelops.

qOI' 10'17874/f.8996.57a20b’ Wwvy.sparc-cl|mate.orq/publlcatlons/sparc-reports A Explore spatial structure of proxy coefficients in more detail. b) Derived trends from ground-based (GB) ozone records, in percent per decade, for the

U LOTUS multiple linear regression (MLR) tr_end model, download from A DLM vs. MLR trends period 2000 to 2016, using the ILT trend proxy in a regression analysis. Ground-based trends
https://arg.usask.ca/docs/LOTUS_regression A Uncertainties are combined into zonal averages by weighted error means, but only in the upper

U Dynamical linear model (DLM; Laine et al., 2014; Alsing, 2019: A Can / should we avoid combining trend profiles & uncertainties? stratosphere combined GB trends become representative of the broad-band zonal trends.

github.com/justinalsing/dlmmc) A How to estimate correlation between trend estimates? (NOAA/OAR AC4) Satellite combined trends are shown as mean with grey envelop.
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