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Fig.1 Comparison of fitting precisions of simulated to observed net radiation between the two models in growing season
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Fig.2 Comparison of monthly mean diurnal variation of simulated and observed net radiation between the two models
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Comparison of Land Surface Process Models Performance Between CoLM
and BATS1e: A Case Study on Maize Field in Northeast China

CAI Fu', MING Hui-qing’, MI Na',LI Rong-ping', ZHANG Yu-shu'

(1.Institute of Atmospheric Environment, China Meteorological Administration, Shenyang ,Liaoning 110166, China;
2.Liaoning Province Meteorological Service Center, Shenyang ,Liaoning 110166,China)

Abstract: Using observations data in 2008 from Jinzhou Agricultural Ecosystem Research Station, land surface
process models performance between CoLM and BATS1e were evaluated and compared. The results show that
net radiation and surface soil temperature are both able to be accurately simulated with a very small difference
between the two models. Model performance of CoLM is higher in different degrees than BATS1e for simula-
tions of sensible, latent, soil heat fluxes and subsurface soil temperature with interpreting ability of simula-
tions to observations and Nash-sutcliffe coefficient of efficiency factor of the former being 3%,22%,1%,10%
and 1.042,0.266,0.023,0.138 higher than those of the later, respectively. As far as every month is concerned,
simulation precisions of sensible and latent heat fluxes in most months except July when two models work
very well as well as soil heat fluxes and subsurface soil temperature from May to August are higher for CoLM
than BATS1e. Besides, it will be proved that Model performance of CoLM for simulation of surface soil water

content is also higher than that of BATS1e because of its more accurate simulation for latent heat flux.

Key words: CoLM model; BATS1e model; maize field in Northeast China; model performance comparison



