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Abstract

In this supplement, we provide additional figures to discuss: 1) regional aggregation
of ozone sondes (Figure S1), 2) comparison with ozone sondes (profiles, Figure S2
and and seasonal cycles, Figure S3), 3) comparison with the aircraft observations
climatology of Emmons et al. (2000) (Figures S4), and 4) tropospheric OH distribution
with the Spivakovsky climatology (Spivakovsky et al., 2000) using the Lawrence et al.
(2001) diagnostic approach (Figure S5).

1 Introduction

2 Conclusions
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Fig. S1. Regional aggregation of ozonesondes.
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Fig. S2. Regionally-aggregated (see Figure S2 for definition) median ozonesonde profiles for
each season (winter, left column; spring, second column; summer, third column, fall; right
column). In each panel, the bias with respect to the observation median is shown as relative
difference.
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Fig. S2. Continued.
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Fig. S2. Continued
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Fig. S3. Comparison of the mean seasonal cycle for regionally-aggregated stations. Observa-
tions and model simulations cover 1997-2009, except for the GEOS5 simulation which starts in
2004.
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Fig. S3. Continued.
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Fig. S3. Continued
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Fig. S4a. Comparison of specified-dynamics simulations with INTEX-A Central US for se-
lected aircraft observations. All flights in the considered period are aggregated and variability
is shown as horizontal line.
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Fig. S4b. Same as Fig. S4a but for INTEX-A Eastern US.
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Fig. S4c. Same as Fig. S4a but for INTEX-B Alaska observations..

11



MERRA
GEOS5

Fig. S4d. Same as Fig. S4a but for INTEX-B Hawaii observations..
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OH Burden MERRA 2008
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Fig. S5. OH burden in all simulations and in Spivakovsky et al. (2000) dataset, plotted using
the recommended approach of methane-reaction weighting in Lawrence et al. (2001).
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