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From: gs210@coll1mhia.edu
To: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov
Cc: jhan sen@giss. nasa. gOY

Subject: Re: more mcintyre
Date: Fri, 03 Aug 400'!-18;3J:17 -0400-

Thanks. That becomes clearer. I think that the suggestion you have
for fixing it is a better idea than what is being done now, though
possibly it might makemore sense to correct the later GHCNdata
rather than the earlier USHCNnumbers (that doesn't make a
difference to the trend of course).

Gavin

Quoting Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>:

> Gavin,
>

> In 2eee, USHCNprovided us with a product in which the US data
> were-
> adjusted for changes in procedure/instrumentation to get a
> consistent
> time record. According to the description on their current
> website, 1999 -----

> was their last comprehensive update of those data. Unlike the
> GHCNdata,
> the USHCNdata are not routinely kept up-to-date (at this point
> the seem
> to end in 2e92).
>

> Under the assumption that the adjustments made the older data
> consistent
> with future data, we are replacing the US part of the GHCNdata
> up to
> 1999 by the USHCNdata that we got in 2eee, thereby eliminating
> some

> known systematic biases in the early part of the US records.
>

> However, that assumption may not have been correct. I compared
> the 1999

> data in GHCNand USHCN.Indeed, in 499 of the 1057 stations the
> USHCN

> data were up to IC colder than the corresponding GHCNdata, in 77
> stations the data were the same, and in the remaining 499
> stations the
> USHCNdata were warmer than the GHCNdata. The differences
> averaged out
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