Validation of Modelled Ice Dynamics of the Greenland Ice Sheet using Historical Forcing = “*3¢7%°

Relative mass (Gt)

These data can be used for ice sheet model validation™™, but no frame-
work currently exists for doing so.
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Calculate metrics to quantify model performance (e.g., to gauge improve- applied as anomalies —
ment as new dynamics, physics, boundary conditions, higher-resolution
are added).
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Simulation Configurations * support other datasets (NASAATM, OIB, ERS)
* Flux correction applied * account for seasonal and longer-term firn effects

Initial condition: equilibium™ with climatological SMB at 1990.  , naintain equilibrium
All simulations are run from 1990-2014.

Thickness and temperature freely evolve; basal friction parameter held steady.
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* SMB+Flux: time-varying SMB and outlet glacier flux forcing ggi%%%retgd by DOE Office of Science ASCR & BER through SciDAC, NASA Cryospheric
Simulations are run at two grid resolutions: 4 km, 1km Model simulations conducted on Hopper and Titan at NERSC and OLCF.

* use appropriate model optimization to avoid anomaly forcing constraints
* simulations using additional models, unstructured meshes
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