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[1] We agree with Connolley [2008] that the 2003 heat
wave as measured by the near surface temperature does
indeed appear to be much more unusual than the 1000—
500 mb depth-averaged anomaly. We chose, however, the
averaged temperature to characterize the heat wave for
several reasons. First, a layer average permits a more
comprehensive assessment of large scale temperature
anomalies than do single point, near-surface temperature
anomalies which are more affected by local conditions [e.g.,
see, Pielke et al., 2007]. Secondly, unlike the depth aver-
aged temperatures which are strongly observationally based,
the near-surface, NCAR-NCEP reanalysis temperature is
not directly constrained by observations and is therefore, in
large part, a model calculation [Kalnay et al., 1996]. Errors
in such quantities as soil moisture distribution in the
reanalysis (a weakness of most models), for example, would
make the calculation of near-surface temperature extremes
less precise, especially in a situation where soil moisture
seems to have played a strong role. For example, a too dry
soil would spuriously amplify a warm anomaly. Finally, the
effects of increasing anthropogenic CO, on atmospheric
temperature are expected to extend vertically through the
troposphere, at least climatologically [Trenberth et al.,
2007; Climate Change Science Program, 2006]. Assuming
the near-surface temperature measurements are spatially
representative, the conclusion that the heat wave was a
shallow phenomenon in terms of its unusualness argues
against the point of view that it was a direct manifestation of
the effects of increased atmospheric CO, (note the use of
“SD thresholds exceeded” normalizes variability with alti-
tude making all levels directly comparable).

[2] Therefore we also conclude that land surface con-
ditions (low soil moisture) are the likely direct cause for
such an “unusual” event near the surface. This is supported
by Fischer et al. [2007] who reported the lack of rainfall the
preceding spring as an important contributing factor in
enhancing the 2003 heat wave. Many processes could be
responsible for the lack of previous season rainfall including
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regional processes and natural or anthropogenic changes in
circulation patterns.

[3] Figure 1 updates Chase et al. [2006] through 2006 for
2.0 and 3.0 SD levels and adds to our original conclusion
that 2003 was not very unusual in terms of the spatial
coverage of extreme depth-averaged temperatures. For
example, the summer of 2004 also exceeded the 2003 warm
anomaly extent. This was due to a strong Alaskan heat wave
which produced a record breaking wildfire season docu-
mented in National Climatic Data Center’s [2004] Annual
Climate Report (http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/
research/2004/ann/events.html), but otherwise received
much less public attention than the European heat wave.
However, the addition of three additional summers (2004—
2006) to the time series, all of which appear to be relatively
warm, now indicates the possible emergence of an upward
trend as suggested in previous work [Stott et al., 2004]. For
example 2.0 SD warm anomalies now appear to have an
upward trend (p = 0.05) though this trend should be viewed
with caution because of the small sample size and the
dominant effect of data points at the end of the series. The
rise in 3.0 SD anomalies comparable to the 2003 heat wave
is, however, still insignificant (p = 0.16) and so the increased
probability of such extremes with time suggested by Stott et
al. [2004] is not yet apparent.

References

Chase, T. N., K. Wolter, R. A. Pielke Sr., and I. Rasool (2006), Was the
2003 European summer heat wave unusual in a global context?, Geophys.
Res. Lett., 33, L23709, doi:10.1029/2006GL027470.

Climate Change Science Program (2006), Temperature trends in the lower
atmosphere: Steps for understanding and reconciling differences, edited
by T. R. Karl et al., Syn. Assess. Prod. 1.1, Washington, D. C.

Connolley, W. M. (2008), Comment on “Was the 2003 European summer
heat wave unusual in a global context?” by Thomas N. Chase et al.,
Geophys. Res. Lett., 35, 1.02703, doi:10.1029/2007GL031171.

Fischer, E. M., S. I. Seneviratne, D. Liithi, and C. Schér (2007), Contribu-
tion of land-atmosphere coupling to recent European summer heat waves,
Geophys. Res. Lett., 34, L06707, doi:10.1029/2006GL029068.

Kalnay, E., et al. (1996), The NCEP/NCAR 40-year reanalysis project, Bull.
Am. Meteorol. Soc., 77, 437—-471.

National Climatic Data Center, (2004), Climate of 2004 preliminary annual
review: Significant U.S. and global events, Natl. Clim. Data Cent., Asheville,
N. C. Available at http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/research/2004/ann/
events.html.

Pielke, R. A., Sr., et al. (2007), Unresolved issues with the assessment of
multi-decadal global land surface temperature trends, J. Geophys. Res.,
112, D24S08, doi:10.1029/2006JD008229.

Stott, P. A., D. A. Stone, and M. R. Allen (2004), Human contribution to
the European heatwave of 2003, Nature, 432, 610—614.

Trenberth, K. E., et al. (2007), Observations: Surface and atmospheric
climate change, in Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis.
Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, edited by S. Solomon et
al., pp. 235336, Cambridge Univ. Press, New York.

T. N. Chase, Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental
Sciences, University of Colorado, CB 216, Boulder, CO 80309, USA.
(tchase@cires.colorado.edu)

1 of 2


http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2007GL031574

L02704 CHASE ET AL.: COMMENTARY L02704

% of 22-80N affected by 2.0 SD anomalies JJA % of 22-80N affected by 3.0 SD anomalies JJA

30 T T 6 T T

25 B 5+ 4

20 - 1 4t 1
® 15 B 23t ]

10 b 2r

| ' ] I | |

0 | Il I l Il I \l | I Il Tl || ol || [} | II I| i || I. l| Il | 0 L I | i | | | | 1 I. I Ly

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005
Year Year

Figure 1. Percentage of the Earth from 22—80 N exceeded by (left) 2.0 SD anomalies and (right) 3.0 SD anomalies for
1979-2006. Warm anomalies are dark, solid lines; cold anomalies are grey, dashed lines.
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