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Abstract. Atmospheric reanalyses combine observations and
models through data assimilation techniques to provide
spatio-temporally continuous fields of key surface variables.
They can do so for extended historical periods whilst ensur-
ing a coherent representation of the main Earth system cy-
cles. ERA5 and its enhanced land surface component, ERA5-
Land, are widely used in Earth system science and form the
flagship products of the Copernicus Climate Change Service
(C3S) of the European Commission. Such land surface mod-
elling frameworks generally rely on a state variable called
leaf area index (LAI), representing the number of leaves in a
grid cell at a given time, to quantify the fluxes of carbon, wa-
ter and energy between the vegetation and the atmosphere.
However, the LAI within the modelling framework behind
ERA5 and ERA5-Land is prescribed as a climatological sea-
sonal cycle, neglecting any interannual variability and the
potential consequences that this uncoupling between vegeta-
tion and atmosphere may have on the surface energy balance
and the climate. To evaluate the impact of this mismatch in
LAI, we analyse the corresponding effect it has on land sur-
face temperature (LST) by comparing what is simulated to
satellite observations. We characterise a hysteretic behaviour
between LST biases and LAI biases that evolves differently
along the year depending on the background climate. We
further analyse the repercussions for the reconstructed cli-
mate during more extreme conditions in terms of LAI de-
viations, with a specific focus on the 2003, 2010 and 2018
heat waves in Europe for which LST mismatches are exacer-
bated. We anticipate that our results will assist users of ERA5
and ERA5-Land data in understanding where and when the

larger discrepancies can be expected, but also guide devel-
opers towards improving the modelling framework. Finally,
this study could provide a blueprint for a wider benchmark-
ing framework for land surface model evaluation that exploits
the capacity of LST to integrate the effects of both radiative
and non-radiative processes affecting the surface energy.

1 Introduction

The state of the land surface modulates the exchange of water
and energy between the land and the atmosphere (Senevi-
ratne et al., 2010). It can thus affect the physical state of
the atmosphere and therefore influence seasonal to inter-
seasonal predictability and climate projections (Koster et al.,
2004). The biophysical land–atmosphere interactions are de-
termined by land surface properties, such as albedo, emissiv-
ity, surface roughness and evaporation (Anderson-Teixeira
et al., 2012), all of which can be highly heterogeneous in
both space and time (Santanello et al., 2018). As a result, the
partitioning of available energy into latent and sensible heat
fluxes can be highly variable over emerged surfaces of the
planet (Dickinson, 1995). The result of this allocation has a
direct impact on local surface or near-surface air temperature
(Pielke et al., 2002), which in turn can exacerbate the impacts
of anthropogenic climate change.

The type and density of vegetation covering the land
surface have a strong role in determining the surface en-
ergy balance. Land cover is normally classified into broad
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groups summarising land surface properties involved in
land–climate interactions. Under similar conditions of radi-
ation, a forest will generally absorb more energy than low
vegetation (i.e. grasses or crops) due to its darker surface,
but, in terms of surface temperature, this is generally more
than compensated for by the larger amount of energy released
back to the atmosphere through higher transpiration, which
itself is possible due to improved access to water through
deeper roots (Bonan, 2008). Differences in land cover have
been shown to affect land surface temperature (LST) (Du-
veiller et al., 2018; Alkama and Cescatti, 2016; Li et al.,
2015) and even affect the cloud regime above them (Du-
veiller et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2022). However, land surface
characteristics also vary at different timescales within simi-
lar land cover classes and are further affected by both natu-
ral processes and land management (Anderson et al., 2011).
Particularly in extratropical regions, land characteristics ex-
hibit strong seasonal patterns due to the cycle of leaf develop-
ment and senescence, influencing the seasonality of albedo,
surface roughness length, and fluxes of water and energy
(Richardson et al., 2013). Another way to characterise the
overall state of the vegetated land that more readily catches
such differences in a spatially continuous way is to consider
the state variable known as leaf area index (LAI).

LAI is defined as half of the total green leaf area per unit
horizontal ground surface area (Yan et al., 2019). The reason
for only considering half of the total area in this definition
(rather than simply the one-sided leaf area) is to ensure that
non-flat leaves are considered according to the actual surface
area, which is proportional to their capacity to exchange wa-
ter and carbon. LAI’s importance is indeed that it can repre-
sent the exchange surface between plants and the atmosphere
at the intersection between water, energy and carbon cycles,
thus playing a critical role in the feedback of vegetation to
the climate system (Fang et al., 2019; Forzieri et al., 2017).
LAI exhibits large seasonal variability accordingly to climate
zones and vegetation types as well as substantial interannual
variability linked to year-to-year variability in weather or in
management (Boussetta et al., 2015). To a large extent, LAI
drives the temporal changes in biophysical properties within
a given land cover type, since some properties, such as albedo
and stomatal conductance, can still differ among vegetation
types for the same value of LAI due, for instance, to morpho-
logical differences in leaf types (e.g. broadleaf versus needle-
leaf). In any case, in any effort to estimate or monitor land–
atmosphere interactions and their consequences, getting the
quantities of leaves right seems to be an important consider-
ation for climate reconstruction and prediction.

The impacts of land–atmosphere interactions on local tem-
perature are exacerbated during extreme events such as heat
waves (Jia et al., 2019). The trigger of such events is often
an atmospheric circulation anomaly governed by persistent
anticyclones (Schubert et al., 2014; Brunner et al., 2018),
enabling cloud-free conditions and an increase in net solar
radiation. Heat waves can be locally intensified by land–

atmosphere feedbacks, which in turn may result in enhanced
growth of the atmospheric boundary layer that increases the
entrainment of heat (Miralles et al., 2011) and/or horizon-
tal heat advection (Schumacher et al., 2019). In addition, a
deficit in the soil moisture content can further warm the air
(Hauser et al., 2016) so that both thermodynamic and dy-
namic drivers could act synergically (Coumou et al., 2018),
leading to an amplification of major heat waves (Horton
et al., 2016). As a result, heat waves often occur as compound
events characterised by a persistent drought that increases the
intensity of the heat wave (e.g. Miralles et al., 2012; Senevi-
ratne et al., 2010). Studies suggest that dense vegetation can
limit the amplitude of heat extremes (Renaud and Rebetez,
2009), with deciduous and mixed forests having a stronger
cooling effect compared to conifer forests. Understanding
the role of vegetation states in these phenomena is becoming
increasingly relevant as heat waves have increased in inten-
sity, frequency and duration (Perkins-Kirkpatrick and Lewis,
2020), with these trends getting worse as the climate warms
up (Christidis et al., 2015; Coumou et al., 2018) due to vari-
ous factors such as increased climate variability (Schär et al.,
2004), a weakening of soil moisture constraints (Rasmijn
et al., 2018) and reduced plant transpiration due to CO2 phys-
iological forcing (Skinner et al., 2018). In addition, observa-
tion data reveal a stronger increase in high temperatures over
land compared to trends in global mean temperature, and this
is particularly true for the most extreme events (Seneviratne
et al., 2014). The relevance and impact of land atmosphere
interactions are also likely to extend to more northern re-
gions, as demonstrated in a recent study on heat waves over
northern Europe (Dirmeyer et al., 2021).

To monitor the changing state of the Earth system, in-
cluding heat waves, it is essential to have reliable data that
are spatially and temporally consistent as well as modelling
frames that mechanistically represent the interplay between
the key variables. Although the availability of Earth observa-
tion (EO) data has been increasing in terms of quality, quan-
tity and diversity, they remain constrained by two main is-
sues: (1) EO records can have spatio-temporal gaps, and (2)
several state variables simply cannot be measured directly.
These shortcomings can be compensated for by integrating
observations within a modelling framework, which is where
reanalysis comes into play. By optimally combining obser-
vations and models through data assimilation techniques, re-
analyses can provide spatio-temporally continuous fields of
variables for an extended historical period while ensuring in-
tegrity and coherence in the representation of the main Earth
system cycles (Hersbach et al., 2020; Dee et al., 2011).

One of the most widely used reanalyses for Earth system
science is the atmospherical reanalysis of the European Cen-
tre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF). Cur-
rently, the latest instalment of this dataset is the fifth genera-
tion of atmospheric reanalysis called ERA5 (Hersbach et al.,
2020), and it is produced using 4D-Var data assimilation and
an ECMWF model forecast (the Integrated Forecast System
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– IFS – version corresponding to the ECMWF cycle cy41r2).
Within the IFS, an atmospheric model is coupled to both
an ocean model and a land surface model, the latter being
responsible for correctly representing the land–atmosphere
interactions introduced above. This model was originally
called TESSEL, for Tiled ECMWF Scheme for Surface Ex-
changes over Land. It was revised to address shortcomings
of the land surface scheme to represent the hydrology to be-
come HTESSEL (Balsamo et al., 2009). An additional land
surface CO2 exchange module was added to enable environ-
mental forecasting applications, which also involves interac-
tion with atmospheric CO2 concentration, leading to CHT-
ESSEL (Boussetta et al., 2013). The land surface model has
more recently evolved into ECLand, a modular system that
should facilitate modular extensions for the benefit of ef-
ficient developments and external collaborations (Boussetta
et al., 2021).

ERA5 is now a flagship product of the European Com-
mission’s Copernicus Climate Change Service (C3S) and
is widely used across diverse fields. Within C3S, ECMWF
has also produced an enhanced land component of ERA5,
known as ERA5-Land (Muñoz-Sabater et al., 2021). It is pro-
duced by rerunning the land component of the ERA5 reanal-
ysis at a finer spatial resolution driven by the original atmo-
spheric forcing from ERA5. This results in land variables at
a higher horizontal resolution (≈ 9 km) than those available
from ERA5 (≈ 31 km). It is also cost-effective way to pro-
duce very consistent land variables over several decades, as
observations are not directly assimilated and the land compo-
nent is not coupled to the atmospheric or ocean model. The
fact that both ERA5 and ERA5-Land are now an integral and
operational part of C3S means that their production is guar-
anteed with timely updates. Furthermore, following the ef-
forts of the CO2 Human Emissions (CHE) project (Balsamo
et al., 2021), ECLand should become the engine of the pro-
totype Copernicus CO2 monitoring tool within the follow-up
CoCO2 project (https://coco2-project.eu/, last access: 6 De-
cember 2023). Given its prominent role in all these initia-
tives, there is great interest in further evaluating the capacity
of ECLand within the ERA5 and ERA5-Land framework to
correctly represent land–atmosphere interactions, in particu-
lar under the extreme conditions of heat waves.

In order to correctly characterise land–atmosphere interac-
tions, a variable that a modelling system should ideally pre-
dict accurately is LST, as it governs the interface between
water and energy fluxes. Several studies have revealed how
the land model behind ERA5 and ERA5-Land suffers from
a strong bias in its representation of LST (Johannsen et al.,
2019; Nogueira et al., 2020; Orth et al., 2017). They all con-
clude that incorrect descriptions of the vegetation are largely
responsible for such poor model performances. Orth et al.
(2017) demonstrated that there is no region across Europe
or Africa where both mean LST and its seasonal dynamics
are well captured by the CHTESSEL model, but they also
suggest that considerable improvement can be gained by cal-

ibrating with multiple observation-driven datasets. Focussing
on the Iberian Peninsula, Johannsen et al. (2019) found that
replacing the land cover representation with a newer ESA-
CCI map could reduce the summer bias. Nogueira et al.
(2020) confirmed that this LST bias problem with CHTES-
SEL was also present in the widely used ERA5 data. They
further showed how another land surface model (SURFEX-
ISBA) did not display the cold bias over Iberia and attributed
this improvement to both a better land cover description
and a more appropriate seasonal evolution of LAI, includ-
ing a clumping parameterisation for low vegetation. Based
on these results, Nogueira et al. (2021) updated both land
cover and vegetation seasonality in the ECMWF coupled sys-
tem to show the potential of reducing the LST bias beyond
Iberia. This work, however, highlights the complex regional
heterogeneity in the atmospheric sensitivity to land cover and
vegetation changes, calling for recalibration of the model pa-
rameters and re-evaluation of model assumptions for future
reanalyses.

Although the misrepresentation of vegetation types has
clearly been identified as a main culprit in the shortcomings
of LST representation in ERA5 and ERA5-Land, there is still
a main issue that has yet to be investigated: LAI dynamics.
In both ERA5 and ERA5-Land, LAI is always prescribed
at grid cell level with an identical seasonal cycle based on
satellite-derived LAI (Boussetta et al., 2012). While this was
considered an improvement compared to a more basic look-
up table approach employed in the past (Boussetta et al.,
2012), it still neglects any interannual variability in the phe-
nology and density of vegetation. This means that any year
in which a variation is observed from this climatological sea-
sonal cycle, in terms of either phase or amplitude, will lead
to a discrepancy between reality and the land representation
in the modelling framework. Such mismatch may be partic-
ularly exacerbated in situations of heat waves, as plant phe-
nology has been shown to vary substantially under dry and
hot extremes and have important impacts on the development
of these events (Stéfanon et al., 2012; Skinner et al., 2018;
Lorenz et al., 2013). The benchmarking exercises mentioned
before (Johannsen et al., 2019; Nogueira et al., 2020, 2021)
only considered changes in the sources of the LAI products
but always kept it as a prescribed seasonal cycle, leaving no
room to explore the dynamical nature of the LST bias with
respect to the LAI mismatch.

In this paper, we propose an alternative take on evaluating
the importance of LAI variations in the LST biases within the
modelling framework that produces the ERA5 and ERA5-
Land datasets. We focus specifically on the dynamic nature
of these biases and the possible repercussions for the accu-
racy of the reconstruction of heat waves. The objective of
this work is two-fold: (1) to make a comprehensive diagnos-
tic of how the combined biases in LAI and LST evolve in
space and time and across climate zones and (2) to evaluate
the repercussions this has for our capacity to represent heat
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waves over Europe and set the basis for a future improvement
of the system.

2 Material and methods

2.1 Reanalysis data

The main data used in this study are the reanalysis data. All
data are available from the Copernicus Data Store (CDS) of
the C3S service (https://cds.climate.copernicus.eu/, last ac-
cess: 6 December 2023). The priority is to investigate the
data in ERA5-Land, as users interested in land and land–
atmosphere interactions would probably opt for the dedicated
land product at the finer spatial resolution of 0.1◦ rather than
ERA5. Besides, ERA5-Land shows very good consistency in
the longer time records, whereas ERA5 surface variables
with long memory present frequent inconsistencies (Muñoz-
Sabater et al., 2021). However, some variables needed for the
study are only available in ERA5. Therefore, the entire study
is focused on the 0.25◦ grid of ERA5, and all variables used,
whether from ERA5-Land or from satellite products, are ag-
gregated back to the 0.25◦ grid. To avoid any confusion and
to remind the reader that the underlying data are mostly per-
tinent to ERA5-Land, we will henceforth use the acronym
ERA5L to refer to the dataset prepared in this study, while
reserving ERA5 and ERA5-Land to designate the original
data sources. The time period considered for ERA5L ranges
from 2003 until 2018.

Each variable from reanalysis needs to be matched with
a respective equivalent from satellite-derived products that
serves as an “observational” reference. For most of these
variables, there are generally various different sources of
satellite products to choose from. The choices we made were
guided by the aim to use products that are independent from
the ERA5, ERA5-Land and C3S environments. For each
variable, the match between the satellite reference and the re-
analysis variables requires some specific considerations, and
these will be discussed on a per-variable basis in the follow-
ing subsections.

2.2 Leaf area index

The satellite-derived LAI product that we use in this
study is GEOV2/AVHRR (Verger et al., 2020), which
is available at https://www.theia-land.fr/en/product/
series-of-vegetation-variables-avhrr/ (last access: 6 De-
cember 2023). This product is based on applying a
neural network retrieval algorithm to the AVHRR
Long Term Data Record (LTDR, version 4, available at
https://ltdr.modaps.eosdis.nasa.gov/cgi-bin/ltdr/ltdrPage.cgi,
last access: 6 December 2023). Additionally, this product
benefits from a thorough pre-retrieval spectral harmonisation
and a post-retrieval gap-filling procedure. This product was
designed to have high consistency with the GEOV2-CGLS
products derived from VEGETATION and PROBA-V

sensors, distributed by the Copernicus Global Land Service
(CGLS), and which have been found to improve the LST
bias in previous studies (Nogueira et al., 2020, 2021). The
original product is provided at 0.05◦ spatial resolution with
a 10 d time step, and it is aggregated to monthly values at
0.25◦ to match the ERA5L LAI. From the reanalysis side,
the prescribed LAI is obtained from the ERA5 monthly
averaged data on single levels. It is obtained by combining
the variables called “leaf area index, high vegetation” and
“leaf area index, low vegetation” on a per-grid-cell basis
using the fractions of high and low vegetation prescribed in
the model, respectively known as high vegetation cover and
low vegetation cover.

2.3 Land surface temperature

The observational reference for LST is obtained from the
Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS)
instrument on board the Aqua satellite platform. MODIS-
Aqua was selected as its overpass time is approximately
13:30 local time, which would be close to the time of the
daily maximum temperature. The precise MODIS data prod-
uct is labelled as MYD11A1 collection 6 (Wan et al., 2015),
based on a split-window algorithm, and provides data at 1 km
spatial resolution at a daily frequency. The variable in ERA5-
Land that we compare LST to is called “skin temperature”
and is defined as the theoretical temperature that is required
to satisfy the surface energy balance. We select skin tempera-
ture at 14:00 so as to match the overpass time of the MODIS-
Aqua instrument as closely as possible.

To match the reanalysis variable with remote sensing ob-
servations, special care is needed to address the clear-sky
bias. The type of thermal satellite data that we use can
only provide information on the temperature’s surface in the
absence of clouds, which typically leads to sampling the
warmer days benefiting from unobstructed solar radiation.
The reanalysis dataset contains values for both sunny and
overcast days, when the skin temperature is closer to air tem-
perature. To ensure comparability and have information at
a monthly scale only the 5 warmest days of each month
are selected from both the MYD11A1 and the ERA5-Land
datasets. To facilitate processing for the satellite data, this
procedure is directly implemented in the Google Earth En-
gine (GEE) platform (Gorelick et al., 2017), which hosts a
copy of the MYD11A1 catalogue. The aggregation to the
0.25◦ grid is done in a second step. As a consequence of this
matching procedure, the LST bias always refers to a bias in
the 5 warmest days of the month. This assumes that the 5
warmest days are clear-sky in both the satellite and the re-
analysis, even if they might not be exactly the same days.
Such an assumption should hold in general for most condi-
tions, especially as we are using LST at 14:00, a variable
that is highly sensitive to radiation. However, under some cir-
cumstances, such as in snowy conditions during wintertime,
cloudy days may be warmer than clear-sky days.
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2.4 Albedo

While the focus of this work is on the relationship between
the LAI and LST biases, it is also useful to investigate how
biases in relevant biophysical variables could help the mech-
anistic interpretation of the discrepancies between LAI and
LST in the modelling framework. The first of these variables
is albedo, the proportion of the incident solar radiation that
is reflected by the surface. It can serve as an indicator of
whether the LST bias in ERA5L is caused by the radiative ef-
fect of changes in LAI, as an increase in LAI reduces albedo,
which in turn increases net radiation, leading to a radiative
warming of the surface.

The variable we use in ERA5 is “UV visible albedo for dif-
fuse radiation”, which is the fraction of diffuse solar (short-
wave) radiation with wavelengths between 0.3 and 0.7 µm
reflected by snow-free land surfaces. Like LAI, the snow-
free albedo in ERA5 is not dynamic but instead consists
of a static seasonal climatology based on satellite observa-
tions. We can note, however, that the changes in albedo due
to snow are “prognostic”; i.e. it changes along with snow
cover as modelled in the reanalysis system (i.e. in sync with
dynamic weather). From the satellite-based perspective, we
use the standard MODIS daily albedo product, MCD43C3
V006 (Schaaf and Wang, 2015). From this dataset, we use
the broadband white-sky estimations for the visible part of
the spectrum, defined for this product as ranging from 0.4
to 0.7 µm. This means some slight discrepancy with ERA5
might occur for ultraviolet light over the 0.3 to 0.4 µm range,
but this is expected to be very marginal due to the low con-
tribution of UV light to ecosystem-scale albedo. There is a
second discrepancy with ERA5 in that this MODIS albedo
product is not snow-free, but this should not be a problem
as albedo is only used here in the context of studying sum-
mer heat waves during which only minimal snow cover is
expected over the mountain ranges.

2.5 Land evaporation

The second associated variable is land evaporation. This is
the amount of water that is evaporated from the land sur-
face, including the transpiration from vegetation, and which
is transformed into water vapour in the air above. In ERA5-
Land, the variable is called “total evaporation” and is pro-
vided as metres of water equivalent at a monthly basis. Evap-
oration or transpiration cannot be directly measured from
satellite observations, but a data-driven estimation can be ob-
tained from dedicated modelling frameworks. The one we
use here is the Global Land Evaporation Amsterdam Model
(GLEAM) product (Martens et al., 2017; Miralles et al.,
2011). GLEAM estimates land evaporation and its compo-
nents: transpiration, bare-soil evaporation, interception loss,
open-water evaporation and sublimation. The version used
here is version 3.3b, which does not rely on ERA5 reanaly-
sis data in order to avoid any circularity in our benchmarking

work. Similarly, while GLEAM uses various remote sens-
ing products as inputs, LST is not one of them (Martens
et al., 2017), thereby ensuring that it can be compared against
MODIS LST without fearing circularity.

2.6 Climate zones

As land–atmosphere interactions are often related to the
background climate regime, it is often useful to stratify their
analysis along with some kind of climate zonation. Here
we employ two different climate classification approaches.
The first consists of using the well-defined Köppen–Geiger
classification scheme, as implemented for the period 1986–
2010 by Kottek et al. (2006). The scheme defines five broad
groups: equatorial, arid, temperate, continental and polar, as
well as subgroups depending on the seasonal rainfall and
temperature. The maps are aggregated from their native spa-
tial resolution of 1 km to the 0.25◦ grid using the nearest-
neighbour interpolation. To have a finer division of climate
along continuous axes of temperature and aridity, a second
climate zonation is done based on a division of the world
using intervals of yearly averaged 2 m air temperature and
yearly averaged soil moisture. For this general purpose of
climate characterisation, these variables are collected from
the monthly ERA5-Land single-layer dataset.

2.7 Heat waves

To isolate the specific effect of the interplay between the
LAI and LST biases during extreme events, this study also
looks at three major summer European heat waves that oc-
curred in the recent past. All three are characterised by a
long duration and large-scale extent but varied in terms of
geographic distribution and biomes affected. The first is the
heat wave of summer 2003 that hit western Europe, partic-
ularly France, and which will be referred to here as HW03.
The second is the Russian heat wave of July 2010, referred
to henceforth as HW10. The third heat wave considered oc-
curred in 2018 and can be divided into two zones where the
effects had marked differences, notably due to contrasting
land cover and background climate. The first zone we con-
sider is labelled HW18a and covers northern Germany and
Denmark, a region dominated by croplands, while the sec-
ond is located mostly over forests in Finland and is labelled
HW18b. The spatial extents of the zones considered are rep-
resented in Fig. 1, overlaid on the LST anomalies from the
period 2003–2018 for the respective months considered for
each event. On this point, we underline the fact that the char-
acterisation of the heat waves is done based on monthly data
to remain consistent with the rest of the analyses, despite the
fact that heat waves would be more precisely defined by con-
sidering their duration more precisely at a daily scale.
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Figure 1. Delimitations of the areas considered for the various heat wave events considered in this study. The LST anomalies presented are
based on satellite retrievals from MODIS.

3 Results

The outcomes of this study are all based on the analysis of bi-
ases between ERA5L and other observational datasets for the
specific variables of LAI and LST. The results are structured
along the two main objectives mentioned before. The first
part thus characterises the general behaviour of how these
biases interact based on their climatologies, here considered
to be their mean cycles over the period 2003–2018. The sec-
ond part then takes a more specific look at how these biases
interact during years that are different from this interannual
mean cycle and more particularly at how this affects years of
heat waves.

3.1 Part 1: characterisation of the patterns based on
the climatology

To begin, we first start with a general overview of how the
biases in LAI and LST are structured in space and time. The
maps in Fig. 2 are composite images where winter is rep-
resented by values for January in the Northern Hemisphere
and values for July in the Southern Hemisphere, while the
reverse is true for summer. The LAI in ERA5L is almost sys-
tematically higher than the reference GEOV2-AVHRR LAI
during winter, and this corresponds to an overestimation of
LST by ERA5L in the northern latitudes. This relationship
between the bias in LST and the bias in LAI is consistent for
such an energy-limited situation in which biophysical effects
of vegetation on climate are dominated by radiative effects.
As the modelling framework assumes there is an excess of
leaves covering the background and that this background is
very likely covered by snow which is brighter than the sim-
ulated leaves, this may explain the higher heat accumulation
than what would be observed in a situation with fewer leaves.
Since the winter evapotranspiration is strongly limited by the

atmospheric evaporative demand at such high latitudes, there
is no compensation for the enhanced radiative warming from
evaporative cooling (Bright et al., 2017). However, as men-
tioned previously, care may be warranted when analysing
the situation in winter in boreal areas. The pragmatic ap-
proach we have employed to match clear-sky LST days in
the satellite record with those of the reanalysis (i.e. taking
the warmest days) does not ensure that we are strictly com-
paring the same days during wintertime, as winter days with
snow and clear-sky conditions could be colder than overcast
days because of a stronger radiative cooling. Another point
regarding winter is that for the many drier parts of the world
where winter evapotranspiration is not energy-limited, there
is a considerable underestimation of the LST. This pattern
can be explained by the additional evaporative cooling gen-
erated by the excess LAI in such climate conditions.

The situation in summertime is more complex, as LAI can
either be overestimated or underestimated depending on the
geographical location. The biases in LST generally consist of
an underestimation in ERA5L with respect to the satellite ref-
erence, which is particularly strong in deserts and drylands.
There is a notable exception in central and western Africa
where the LST is rather overestimated in ERA5L. The inter-
pretation of how both LAI and LST biases are related is not
straightforward due to the dynamic nature of this relationship
along the growing season and between climate regions.

To better diagnose the relationship between the bias in
LST and the bias in LAI, we plot them against each other
to analyse their cyclic seasonal patterns as shown in Fig. 3.
These plots summarise the bias for all areas under a specific
climatic regime defined by a range in a yearly average of
soil moisture and 2 m air temperature. Figure 3a represents
a region in a tropical semi-humid climate, while Fig. 3b is
a colder and more humid climate. In both plots, a typical
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Figure 2. Overview of the mean biases in LAI and LST between ERA5L and observations (ERA− obs) over the climatological period from
2003 to 2018. The panels represent composite maps for which the seasonalities of the Northern and Southern Hemisphere are aligned: winter
maps consist of data for January in northern latitudes and July in southern latitudes, while summer maps combine July values in the north
with January values in the south.

hysteretic pattern emerges, indicating how the relationship
between the biases depends on the background climate and
changes during the course of the year. For the tropical re-
gion (Fig. 3a), the relationship is consistent with a land bio-
physical signal dominated by evaporative cooling: an over-
estimation in LAI is associated with an underestimation in
LST, which is more pronounced in the months of January to
May, while during the year we observe a loop with smaller
biases in summer than in fall. For the second region (Fig. 3b),
the growing season follows a stronger hysteretic pattern that
even leads to an underestimation of LAI by ERA5L (as ob-
served in Fig. 2), but there is a stark difference in pattern for
the wintertime when a strong change in LST bias occurs in-
dependently of the bias in LAI. This pattern can be consistent
with the explanation provided before in which a winter over-
estimation of LAI by ERA5L in cold regions could lead to
radiative warming due to the darker surface of dense vegeta-
tion, which is not compensated for by any additional evap-
orative cooling due to the energy limitation of evapotranspi-
ration in winter conditions. However, it may also be affected
by the potential wintertime mismatch of the 5 warmest days
between ERA5L and the satellite data as mentioned before.

Such analysis can be further extended to a full climate
space delimited by mean surface soil moisture and mean air

temperature. A figure depicting the resulting effects of such
gradients on the shapes of the hysteretic curves can be found
in the Supplement for this study. The figure reveals two gen-
eral gradients in the patterns of how the LAI and LST biases
behave during the seasonal cycle. The first gradient shows
how the hysteretic behaviour increases for colder and moister
climates, while very dry and hot regions show little varia-
tion in either bias and thereby does not show any significant
hysteretic patterns. Beyond this first general gradient on the
intensity of hysteresis, there is a second gradient showing a
notable difference between cold and dry regions, where the
magnitude of the seasonal variation in LST bias dominates,
and warm and humid regions, where this seasonal variation
of the bias is stronger for LAI.

In order to quantify these two gradients of hysteretic pat-
terns, we propose two indices that respectively generalise
these patterns of hysteretic intensity and bias dominance.
Hysteretic intensity (HI) is simply summarised by the total
area (A) formed by the hysteretic loop in a given climate zone
(i) divided by the area of the largest loop encountered among
all climate spaces.

HI=
Ai

max(A)
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Figure 3. Diagnostic plots illustrating the hysteretic behaviour between the biases in LAI and the biases in LST for two different climate
zones. The biases are always defined as ERA5L variables minus the values from reference observational datasets. The small individual points
represent monthly values within the entire period 2003–2018. The larger points represent the interannual mean values for each month (and
the error bars represent 1 standard deviation). The continuous line is obtained from a harmonic fit.

The area is calculated based on the smoothed seasonal cy-
cles, which themselves were fitted using third-order harmon-
ics fits applied separately to both variables as a function of
time. The area A is calculated for each climate zone con-
sidering all intersecting loops as generating positive areas,
which would not be the standard procedure from a topolog-
ical perspective (as intersecting loops would generate areas
with opposite signs).

The second gradient relates to describing which of the two
biases (LAI or LST) dominates in terms of seasonal ampli-
tude. The index to describe this behaviour follows the logic
of a normalised difference index based on the standardised
ranges of both LAI and LST axes in the smoothed hystere-
sis curves. The resulting bias dominance (BD) index is ex-
pressed as follows:

BD=

(
range(x)
σx
−

range(y)
σy

)
(

range(x)
σx
+

range(y)
σy

) ,
where x stands for the bias in LAI and y is the bias in LST.

These two indices can be mapped in climate space but
then also back into geographical space, as shown in Fig. 4.
This provides a valuable diagnostic that enables spatialisa-
tion of the magnitude of the hysteretic discrepancies between
ERA5L and observations in terms of the interrelationship be-
tween their LAI and LST biases. This in turn is useful for
users of reanalysis data to know where the LAI–LST land at-

mosphere interactions are to be expected to be problematic
and for model developers to know where they should pri-
oritise model improvements. More specifically, when the HI
map in Fig. 4 indicates a dark area, one knows that the re-
lationship between biases does not have a strong seasonal
component and can instead be considered stable. In some
cases, this is because they converge to a single point (e.g.
more desertic areas). In others, it is because there is a clean
quasi-linear relationship between the LAI and the LST bias
(e.g. tropical forests or the example in Fig. 3a), which could
also be empirically “corrected” using a linear fit if this was
deemed appropriate or necessary for a user (although this
would compromise the physical integrity of the relationship
between the variables in ERA5L). Areas with high HI indi-
cate that there is a strong seasonal component in the mis-
match between LAI and LST biases, and this appears to af-
fect areas with strong seasonality in LAI and LST.

3.2 Part 2: interannual variability and heat waves

After characterising the general patterns of the biases based
on the mean interannual cycles, or climatologies, we now
turn our attention to extreme situations which deviate from
the mean. To begin, we start by showing how the relation-
ships between LST and LAI biases change from one year
to the next. This is done via an analysis of their interannual
variability for a specific month and place over the considered
period (from 2003 to 2018). Figure 5 displays the temporal
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Figure 4. Summary of how biases in LAI and LST interact differently across climate space (a, c) and how these are translated back into
geographic space (b, d). The HI index (a, b) indicates how important the hysteretic patterns are. The BD index (c, d) indicates which of the
two biases dominates (between LAI and LST).

correlation between the biases for selected months represent-
ing the seasons uniformly across the world (i.e. seasonalities
of the Northern and Southern Hemisphere are aligned). The
most prominent patterns are negative correlations in drier ar-
eas, especially when there is strong radiation load in sum-
mer. This confirms the previous assessment that an overes-
timation of LAI in the modelling framework coincides with
an underestimation of the LST but further indicates how this
effect changes on a year-to-year basis. In other words, the
years when the seasonally prescribed LAI of ERA5L is fur-
ther from reality, e.g. in years when the LAI peak is lower
or shifted due to particular growing conditions of that year,
the underestimation of LST can be expected to be more se-
vere. Care is warranted while interpreting these results, as
LAI anomalies are also reflected in other aspects of the land
surface (e.g. drier soils, changes in albedo, changes in sur-
face roughness), but the fact remains that ERA5L seems to
show larger errors during extremes.

To better understand how the relationship between LAI
and LST reacts under conditions that deviate from the nor-
mal, the next analysis concentrates on using anomalies of
temperature as a grouping variable. For the scope of this

analysis, the focus is placed on Europe and for the month
of August. Figure 6 summarises how the LAI and LST bi-
ases evolve when considering the full range of temperature
anomalies encountered in our dataset across different climate
zones in Europe. To construct this plot, the entire distribu-
tions of values for a given bias are considered for the month
of August. This distribution is divided in quantiles (deciles
in this case) based on their value of land surface temperature
monthly anomalies. For each group of anomalies, the aver-
age bias in LST or LAI is shown. There is a clear difference
across climate zones. For LAI, the bias is relatively stable
irrespective of LST anomalies in subarctic climates (Dfc),
but it has a tendency to increase with higher LST anomalies
in humid continental climates (Dfb) and in oceanic climates
(Cfb), while in Mediterranean climates (Csa) it actually de-
creases when extremes occur. LST largely follows the oppo-
site patterns for the warm extremes, but not necessarily for
the cold ones (most notably in Dfc and Cfb). For the specific
case of heat waves, Fig. 6 suggests that for most of continen-
tal Europe, the bias in LAI will go from an underestimation in
ERA5L to an overestimation as thermal anomalies increase
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Figure 5. Interannual correlation between the biases in LAI and
the biases in LST based on all months of July and January over
the period 2003–2018. As with Fig. 2 these are composite maps for
which the seasonalities of the Northern and Southern Hemisphere
are aligned: winter maps consist of data for January in northern lat-
itudes and July in southern latitudes, while summer maps combine
July values in the north with January values in the south. Corre-
lations are only shown if based on more than 10 years and when
deemed statistically significant (p value < 0.05).

and that this will considerably aggravate the discrepancies in
LST.

Finally, we turn our attention to the specific case of the
three major European heat waves in 2003, 2010 and 2018
with the latter one divided among the two regions (HW18a
and HW18b). Figure 7 maps the differences in the biases
between the year of the heat wave and the average bias for
the same period, as well as what we refer to here as a bias
shift. This bias shift only informs us on how the bias changes
from the normal year to a heat wave year but does not in-
dicate whether the starting situation is an overestimation or
an underestimation. Therefore, to facilitate the interpretation,
Fig. 7 also includes the spatially averaged biases for each
event under the maps.

The first point to remark on in Fig. 7 is that for HW03,
HW10 and HW18a there is a considerable LAI bias shift in
the same direction due to the fact that LAI is effectively lower
in the observed dataset during these events than in normal
years. For HW03 and HW10, this changes the situation from
an underestimation by ERA5L in normal years to a strong

overestimation during heat wave conditions. For HW18 the
situation is different with respect to the other heat waves but
also among the two subregions considered. For the HW18a
region over northern Germany and Denmark, the LAI bias
shift actually leads to a situation in which the prescribed LAI
in ERA5L is actually closer to the reduced LAI measured
during that specific year, effectively leading to less underes-
timation than in normal situations. For the HW18b region in
Finland, which is dominated by forests unlike all other con-
sidered regions, the LAI bias shift is in the opposite direction,
going from an overestimation of LAI by ERA5L to a slight
underestimation in the heat wave year.

The second point to highlight in Fig. 7 is that all heat wave
cases show a negative LST bias shift, albeit with different or-
ders of magnitude. For HW03 and HW10, the LST bias shift
is very strong, and it clearly corresponds to the positive shift
in LAI bias. This confirms that ERA5L can suffer from a cold
bias in these extreme situations, arguably attributable to ex-
cessive evaporative cooling caused by simulating many more
leaves than are present in reality. In contrast, the spatially
averaged shift in LST bias for HW18b is almost insignifi-
cant, with even some increases in some areas. This is in line
with the remark that LAI over these forested areas may be
better estimated during this event by the ERA5L prescribed
climatology, resulting in very few consequences for the LST
bias. In the case of HW18a over northern Germany, the im-
provement in LAI for the event almost entirely removes the
positive LST bias that exists in normal conditions.

To better understand how the biases in LST and LAI
are effectively related in the contrasting heat wave circum-
stances, Fig. 7 also provides the same maps for the shift
in two other variables: shortwave albedo and total evapo-
ration. The albedo maps show the shift that would be ex-
pected over cropland-dominated areas during heat waves;
i.e. the senescence of cereals would be accelerated, result-
ing in brighter surfaces as cereals dry off, further result-
ing in a negative albedo shift when comparing the real ob-
served albedo with the prescribed one. This is clearly not
visible over the forested HW18b zone where the LAI bias
present in normal years is somewhat corrected during heat
wave years. The evaporation bias shift shows a different pat-
tern. For HW03 and HW10, the heat waves aggravate the
overestimation of evaporation, which is coherent with the ex-
cess simulation of leaves in the model and the corresponding
non-radiative cooling that they would cause. The situation in
HW18b also shows a positive shift of the same order of mag-
nitude, but in this case it goes from a large underestimation
of evaporation to a somewhat milder underestimation, which
is consistent with the fact that there is less of an LAI bias.
The likely explanation for this contrasting behaviour may lie
in the strength of the soil moisture–temperature coupling,
which is high for HW03 and HW10 but less important for
HW18b (Liu et al., 2020), and this in turn depends on differ-
ences in land cover and background climate. Croplands and
grasslands dominating HW03 and HW10 deplete soil mois-
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Figure 6. Description of how the biases in both LAI and LST (between ERA5L and observations) change over different climate zones within
Europe depending on anomaly intensities in LST for the month of August.

ture more readily than forests in HW18b, thereby triggering
a more rapid release of sensible fluxes, while forests can tol-
erate heat waves better thanks to deeper roots and the fact
that in the northern latitudes of HW18b, the soil moisture
evaporation that is lower.

The stark difference is HW18a, which one would assume
would behave more like HW10 and HW03 and that the over-
estimation of leaves by ERA5L leads to more simulated
evaporation, which in turn leads to a colder bias. Instead, the
evaporation bias shifts in the other direction, going from no
underestimation to a strong underestimation, and yet a cool-
ing LST bias shift is also observed. This may be linked to
uncertainties in the GLEAM product, which is considered
to be the reference observations here. GLEAM does not di-
rectly measure evaporation, but rather infers it from the data
based on several modelling assumptions. Compared to flux
tower estimations, GLEAM was also shown to underestimate

transpiration more than ERA5-Land (Muñoz-Sabater et al.,
2021). Therefore, the discrepancy in HW18a may require
more investigation based on other reference sources.

4 Discussion

The present study proposes a novel diagnostic for land sur-
face models centred around the key variable of LST. In the
particular case of our evaluation of ERA5L, the analysis re-
veals the magnitude of the LST bias and its strong but het-
erogenous covariation with spatio-temporal biases in LAI.
It further demonstrates that these have even stronger conse-
quences for heat waves, when the bias in LST caused by the
misrepresentation of LAI is often exacerbated. The main out-
come of this study is therefore a general warning for users of
both ERA5 and ERA5-Land about the possible shortcomings
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Figure 7. Maps of bias shifts for different variables when comparing ERA5L to what are considered observations here. The bias shift consists
of differences in the biases between the year of the heat wave and the average bias for the same period. Below the maps, we show the actual
biases for each variable for the average climatological bars (light bar) and for the year of the heat wave (dark bar). The colour of the bars
represents the direction of the bias shift.

these datasets may have under heat wave conditions. Further-
more, if heat waves were to be defined based on the skin
temperature using these datasets, their magnitude would be
seriously underestimated. A secondary caveat is that these
datasets should not be used to assess the sensitivity of LAI
to skin temperature (i.e. LST) or to other variables related to
the surface energy balance, as there is a clear disconnection
between the two.

LST is particularly suited to assess how models represent
land–atmosphere interaction as it summarises an equilibrium
point of the energy balance that can be easily observed from
observations. Other variables of the energy balance, such as
the latent heat flux, cannot be captured so directly by ob-
servations, instead requiring several modelling steps along
with their associated assumptions. Large discrepancies be-
tween observed and simulated LST are a strong indicator that
there is a problem regarding how energy is partitioned in the
model, which will further generate uncertainty in the repre-
sentation of the atmosphere. In our case, there was a known
suspect for the problem: the misrepresentation of the inter-
annual variability of LAI phenology in the ERA5L setup.
However, the diagnostic we propose could easily be gener-
alised to other state variables determining the energy parti-
tioning. The effect of the static representation of land cover
in ERA5L could be a first example. Although, for the pur-

poses of this study, we considered changes in LAI as im-
plicitly incorporating changes in land cover, there are further
layers of subtlety to be evaluated. Indeed, the distinction be-
tween different classes of low and high vegetation can have
the same LAI but with different clumping patterns, resulting
in different roughness lengths, which themselves could have
different effects on LST.

Several discussion points can be raised with regards to ex-
tending or improving the present framework for model eval-
uation. A first aspect relates to the clear-sky bias in the satel-
lite remote sensing data. As mentioned before, our approach
to focus on the subset of days within the month that have
the highest values in ERA5L should generally be robust to
ensure comparability with the highest values of LST mea-
sured by satellites, especially during the warmer season when
clear skies are directly associated with higher temperatures.
This maximum LST metric may be less effective or appro-
priate in wintertime, as this assumption may not always hold:
clear-sky days may sometimes be colder than overcast days.
Because the measurements are done in the early afternoon
when radiation load is high, it is still reasonable to believe
that radiation will be the main driver determining skin tem-
perature (rather than air temperature) in many cases, but ar-
guably the assumption may not be as strong in winter as
in summer. A possible improvement could be to work with
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daily values and explicitly select days in ERA5L that have
clear-sky conditions. Working at a daily scale would have
the added benefit of being able to isolate the effects of heat
waves more precisely than with the monthly scale used here.
Replacing MODIS LST observations with LST from geosta-
tionary satellite data, such as SEVIRI on board MSG, could
even allow pushing further by sampling from different parts
of the diurnal cycle, augmenting the chances of clear-sky ob-
servations. However, in all cases there is still the complica-
tion that matching clear-sky observations with the daily (or
sub-daily) modelled clear-sky simulations is hampered by
the model’s capacity to correctly model clear-sky conditions,
which could arguably be affected by the misrepresentation of
LAI, introducing some kind of circularity.

Another point where the current model diagnostic could be
improved relates to the associated variables used to construct
a mechanistic interpretation of the discrepancies between
LAI and LST. In the present work, we limited ourselves to
albedo from MODIS and evaporation from GLEAM, as well
as only for the heat wave analysis in the summer. First, their
use as explanatory variables could be extended beyond the
summer period. This was currently not done because the val-
ues provided in ERA5L only represent snow-free albedo,
which does not reflect the same reality as the MODIS albedo
covering all conditions. A possible improvement could be to
compute a MODIS comparable albedo from other variables
that are available within ERA5L (i.e. from the surface net
solar radiation and the downwards surface solar radiation).
Second, the GLEAM v3.3b used here relies on vegetation op-
tical depth (VOD) to characterise vegetation growth, a vari-
able that is sensitive to humidity conditions and which may
thus not always be comparable with the LAI signal estimated
from optical instruments. This may partially explain the in-
consistencies in what is happening in HW18a, as the regions
of northern Germany and Denmark that witnessed that spe-
cific event are more humid in general than the areas in France
and Russia where the other heat waves occurred. Third, other
types of such diagnostic variables could be used. A prime
candidate could be soil moisture itself (SM), estimated from
microwave remote sensing. In our case, we refrained from
using it because the corresponding C3S project had many
spatial gaps (especially for year 2003) that complicated in-
terpretation when comparing it to the other variables.

The use of LAI in both ERA5 and ERA5-Land deserves
a little more discussion. Currently, LAI is not directly used
in the land surface model, but it is rather used as a predic-
tor for certain parameters in some parameterisations, the lat-
ter replacing some processes that are too small or complex
to be physically represented and explicitly resolved. In the
case of processes relevant to representing LST for instance,
the canopy resistance is parameterised based on LAI within
ERA5 and ERA5-Land. The present study can advance our
knowledge of the modelling system by clearly showing the
relation between vegetation status (via the LAI) and the LST
biases, suggesting it can be improved by revising the ac-

tual LAI data that are used, but also how the model uses
these data in the different parameterisations. Furthermore,
the LAI data could also be used dynamically beyond static
parameterisations by incorporating them under a data assim-
ilation scheme. There are pragmatic reasons why LAI is cur-
rently not being used dynamically within the ERA5 mod-
elling framework. Some of ERA5’s main strengths are its
consistency and temporal depth, with an archive going back
to the 1940s. To be properly assimilated, LAI should be avail-
able throughout the entire period, while the satellite era does
not reach that far.

Despite the strong discrepancies in terms of LAI and LST
biases that we present in this study, it is important to point
out that ERA5-Land and ERA5 remain invaluable assets for
the field. For many they have remained the best tools to de-
scribe many meteorological state variables in a consistent
way at an hourly scale since the 1940s. We certainly con-
tinue to encourage their use. However, we should stress that
the biases we reveal in our results indicate that some diagnos-
tics based on the relationships between variables in ERA5-
Land and ERA5, such as assessing the sensitivity of LAI to
temperature, should probably not be done as it could lead
to wrong assessments. Finally, another point to raise is that
the LST biases in ERA5L are not completely explained by
LAI. Other factors can also come into play, such as the ab-
sence of a proper representation of irrigation, misrepresen-
tation of snow, altitude, slope effects in complex terrain and
solar radiation biases in mountainous areas. Improvements in
these fields could also translate into a reduction of biases and
should be pursued.

5 Conclusions

The present work provides a new perspective on the impor-
tance for land surface modelling schemes to capture the dy-
namical nature of the interface between vegetation and the
atmosphere. Basically, getting the leaves right matters. Bi-
ases in LAI, which integrate this relationship between the
surface and atmosphere, are shown to be strongly correlated
with discrepancies in the representation of surface tempera-
ture within the modelling framework behind the widely used
ERA5 and ERA5-Land meteorological reanalysis datasets.
The impact of not dynamically simulating the LAI cycle is
more acutely demonstrated by focusing on the particular case
of heat waves in Europe; we show how their magnitude in
terms of LST may be considerably underestimated. By char-
acterising and mapping the interplay between these LAI and
LST biases, our work may help users of these reanalysis
datasets to anticipate where and when larger uncertainties
could be expected. It should also help model developers to
improve their current modelling setups by establishing a per-
formance benchmark and by pinpointing where and when the
larger biases occur.
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Overall, ECMWF analyses and reanalyses will continue to
pursue the benefits of coupled data assimilation (de Rosnay
et al., 2022), but the availability of stand-alone land analyses
methods (Fairbairn et al., 2019) permits examining the im-
pact of assimilating LAI (and other land climate data record
datasets) to further reduce the LST biases in future dedicated
land reanalyses. Ultimately, our work provides a strong ar-
gument to push for the assimilation of land surface variables
that can be measured from satellite Earth observation, such as
LAI and LST, in the weather forecasting system of ECMWF.
Finally, in a more generic conclusion reaching beyond the
ECMWF system, this study could provide a blueprint for a
wider benchmarking framework for land surface model eval-
uation that exploits the capacity of LST to integrate effects of
both radiative and non-radiative processes affecting the sur-
face energy balance.

Code and data availability. The code necessary to repro-
duce this analysis is available in a Zenodo repository:
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7275088 (Duveiller and Pickering,
2022). The input data for this work are available in another dedi-
cated Zenodo repository: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6976942
(Pickering and Duveiller, 2022).

Supplement. The supplement related to this article is available on-
line at: https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-16-7357-2023-supplement.

Author contributions. GD, MP and AC designed the study. MP
gathered and preprocessed the data. GD and MP made the analy-
ses and the figures. GD prepared the paper with contributions from
all co-authors.

Competing interests. The contact author has declared that none of
the authors has any competing interests.

Disclaimer. Publisher’s note: Copernicus Publications remains
neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims made in the text, pub-
lished maps, institutional affiliations, or any other geographical rep-
resentation in this paper. While Copernicus Publications makes ev-
ery effort to include appropriate place names, the final responsibility
lies with the authors.

Acknowledgements. The GEOV2/AVHRR LAI product was gen-
erated by CNES in the framework of the Theia land data centre, a
French national inter-agency organisation. The GEOV2/AVHRR al-
gorithm was developed by CREAF and INRAE. The research lead-
ing to the current version of the product received initial funding
from various European Commission research and technical devel-
opment programmes. The product is based on AVHRR 1 km data
(NOAA) and is distributed by Theia.

Financial support. This research has been supported by the Euro-
pean Research Council, H2020 (USMILE (grant no. 855187)). The
JRC received support from a contribution by the Intra-ACP Climate
Services and Related Applications (ClimSA) Support Programme
funded through the EC Directorate General for International
Partnership (INTPA).

The article processing charges for this open-access
publication were covered by the Max Planck Society.

Review statement. This paper was edited by Tomomichi Kato and
reviewed by Emanuel Dutra and one anonymous referee.

References

Alkama, R. and Cescatti, A.: Biophysical climate impacts of recent
changes in global forest cover., Science, 351, 600–604, 2016.

Anderson, R. G., Canadell, J. G., Randerson, J. T., Jackson, R. B.,
Hungate, B. A., Baldocchi, D. D., Ban-Weiss, G. A., Bonan,
G. B., Caldeira, K., Cao, L., Diffenbaugh, N. S., Gurney, K. R.,
Kueppers, L. M., Law, B. E., Luyssaert, S., and O’Halloran, T.
L.: Biophysical considerations in forestry for climate protection,
Front. Ecol. Environ., 9, 174–182, 2011.

Anderson-Teixeira, K. J., Snyder, P. K., Twine, T. E., Cuadra, S. V.,
Costa, M. H., and DeLucia, E. H.: Climate-regulation services of
natural and agricultural ecoregions of the Americas, Nat. Clim.
Change, 2, 177–181, 2012.

Balsamo, G., Beljaars, A., Scipal, K., Viterbo, P., van den
Hurk, B., Hirschi, M., and Betts, A. K.: A Revised Hy-
drology for the ECMWF Model: Verification from Field
Site to Terrestrial Water Storage and Impact in the In-
tegrated Forecast System, J. Hydrometeorol., 10, 623–643,
https://doi.org/10.1175/2008jhm1068.1, 2009.

Balsamo, G., Engelen, R., Thiemert, D., Agusti-Panareda, A.,
Bousserez, N., Broquet, G., Brunner, D., Buchwitz, M., Cheval-
lier, F., Choulga, M., Gon, H. D. V. D., Florentie, L., Haus-
saire, J.-M., Janssens-Maenhout, G., Jones, M. W., Kamin-
ski, T., Krol, M., Quéré, C. L., Marshall, J., McNorton, J.,
Prunet, P., Reuter, M., Peters, W., and Scholze, M.: The
CO2 Human Emissions (CHE) Project: First Steps Towards
a European Operational Capacity to Monitor Anthropogenic
CO2 Emissions, Frontiers in Remote Sensing, 2, 707247,
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsen.2021.707247, 2021.

Bonan, G. B.: Forests and climate change: forcings, feedbacks, and
the climate benefits of forests, Science, 320, 1444–1449, 2008.

Boussetta, S., Balsamo, G., Beljaars, A., Kral, T., and Jar-
lan, L.: Impact of a satellite-derived leaf area index
monthly climatology in a global numerical weather pre-
diction model, Int. J. Remote Sens., 34, 3520–3542,
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431161.2012.716543, 2012.

Boussetta, S., Balsamo, G., Beljaars, A., Panareda, A.-A., Cal-
vet, J.-C., Jacobs, C., van den Hurk, B., Viterbo, P., La-
font, S., Dutra, E., Jarlan, L., Balzarolo, M., Papale, D., and
van der Werf, G.: Natural land carbon dioxide exchanges in
the ECMWF integrated forecasting system: Implementation and
offline validation, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 118, 5923–5946,
https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50488, 2013.

Geosci. Model Dev., 16, 7357–7373, 2023 https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-16-7357-2023

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7275088
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6976942
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-16-7357-2023-supplement
https://doi.org/10.1175/2008jhm1068.1
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsen.2021.707247
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431161.2012.716543
https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50488


G. Duveiller et al.: Getting the leaves right matters for estimating temperature extremes 7371

Boussetta, S., Balsamo, G., Dutra, E., Beljaars, A., and Albergel, C.:
Assimilation of surface albedo and vegetation states from satel-
lite observations and their impact on numerical weather predic-
tion, Remote Sens. Environ., 163, 111–126, 2015.

Boussetta, S., Balsamo, G., Arduini, G., Dutra, E., McNorton,
J., Choulga, M., Agustí-Panareda, A., Beljaars, A., Wedi, N.,
Munõz-Sabater, J., de Rosnay, P., Sandu, I., Hadade, I., Carver,
G., Mazzetti, C., Prudhomme, C., Yamazaki, D., and Zsoter, E.:
ECLand: The ECMWF Land Surface Modelling System, Atmo-
sphere, 12, 723, https://doi.org/10.3390/atmos12060723, 2021.

Bright, R. M., Davin, E., O’Halloran, T., Pongratz, J., Zhao, K., and
Cescatti, A.: Local temperature response to land cover and man-
agement change driven by non-radiative processes, Nat. Clim.
Change, 7, 296–302, 2017.

Brunner, L., Schaller, N., Anstey, J., Sillmann, J., and Steiner, A. K.:
Dependence of Present and Future European Temperature Ex-
tremes on the Location of Atmospheric Blocking, Geophys. Res.
Lett., 45, 6311–6320, https://doi.org/10.1029/2018GL077837,
2018.

Christidis, N., Jones, G. S., and Stott, P. A.: Dramatically
increasing chance of extremely hot summers since the
2003 European heatwave, Nat. Clim. Change, 5, 46–50,
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2468, 2015.

Coumou, D., Di Capua, G., Vavrus, S., Wang, L., and Wang, S.: The
influence of Arctic amplification on mid-latitude summer circu-
lation, Nat. Commun., 9, 2959, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-
018-05256-8, 2018.

de Rosnay, P., Browne, P., de Boisséson, E., Fairbairn, D., Hira-
hara, Y., Ochi, K., Schepers, D., Weston, P., Zuo, H., Alonso-
Balmaseda, M., Balsamo, G., Bonavita, M., Borman, N., Brown,
A., Chrust, M., Dahoui, M., Chiara, G., English, S., Geer, A.,
Healy, S., Hersbach, H., Laloyaux, P., Magnusson, L., Mas-
sart, S., McNally, A., Pappenberger, F., and Rabier, F.: Coupled
data assimilation at ECMWF: current status challenges and fu-
ture developments, Q. J. Roy. Meteor. Soc., 148, 2607–3070,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.4330, 2022.

Dee, D. P., Uppala, S. M., Simmons, A. J., Berrisford, P., Poli,
P., Kobayashi, S., Andrae, U., Balmaseda, M. A., Balsamo, G.,
Bauer, P., Bechtold, P., Beljaars, A. C. M., van de Berg, L., Bid-
lot, J., Bormann, N., Delsol, C., Dragani, R., Fuentes, M., Geer,
A. J., Haimberger, L., Healy, S. B., Hersbach, H., Hólm, E. V.,
Isaksen, L., Kållberg, P., Köhler, M., Matricardi, M., McNally,
A. P., Monge-Sanz, B. M., Morcrette, J.-J., Park, B.-K., Peubey,
C., de Rosnay, P., Tavolato, C., Thépaut, J.-N., and Vitart, F.: The
ERA-Interim reanalysis: configuration and performance of the
data assimilation system, Q. J. Roy. Meteor. Soc., 137, 553–597,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.828, 2011.

Dickinson, R. E.: Land-atmosphere interaction, Rev. Geophys., 33,
917–922, 1995.

Dirmeyer, P. A., Balsamo, G., Blyth, E. M., Morrison, R.,
and Cooper, H. M.: Land-Atmosphere Interactions Exacer-
bated the Drought and Heatwave Over Northern Europe
During Summer 2018, AGU Advances, 2, 2020AV000283,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2020av000283, 2021.

Duveiller, G., Hooker, J., and Cescatti, A.: The mark of vegetation
change on Earth’s surface energy balance, Nat. Commun., 9, 679,
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-02810-8, 2018.

Duveiller, G., Filipponi, F., Ceglar, A., Bojanowski, J., Alkama, R.,
and Cescatti, A.: Revealing the widespread potential of forests

to increase low level cloud cover, Nat. Commun., 12, 4337,
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-24551-5, 2021.

Fairbairn, D., de Rosnay, P., and Browne, P. A.: The New Stand-
Alone Surface Analysis at ECMWF: Implications for Land–
Atmosphere DA Coupling, J. Hydrometeorol., 20, 2023–2042,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jhm-d-19-0074.1, 2019.

Fang, H., Baret, F., Plummer, S., and Schaepman-Strub, G.: An
overview of global leaf area index (LAI): Methods, products, val-
idation, and applications, Rev. Geophys., 57, 739–799, 2019.

Forzieri, G., Alkama, R., Miralles, D. G., and Cescatti, A.:
Satellites reveal contrasting responses of regional climate to
the widespread greening of Earth, Science, 356, 1180–1184,
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal1727, 2017.

Gorelick, N., Hancher, M., Dixon, M., Ilyushchenko, S., Thau, D.,
and Moore, R.: Google Earth Engine: Planetary-scale geospa-
tial analysis for everyone, Remote Sens. Environ., 202, 18–27,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2017.06.031, 2017.

Duveiller, G. and Pickering, M.: GregDuveiller/f4p-era5-analysis:
code associated with the study “Getting the leaves right matters
for estimating temperature extremes”, (v1.0.0), Zenodo [code],
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7275088, 2022.

Hauser, M., Orth, R., and Seneviratne, S. I.: Role of soil moisture
versus recent climate change for the 2010 heat wave in western
Russia, Geophys. Res. Lett., 43, 2819–2826, 2016.

Hersbach, H., Bell, B., Berrisford, P., Hirahara, S., Horányi, A.,
Muñoz-Sabater, J., Nicolas, J., Peubey, C., Radu, R., Schep-
ers, D., Simmons, A., Soci, C., Abdalla, S., Abellan, X., Bal-
samo, G., Bechtold, P., Biavati, G., Bidlot, J., Bonavita, M.,
Chiara, G., Dahlgren, P., Dee, D., Diamantakis, M., Dragani, R.,
Flemming, J., Forbes, R., Fuentes, M., Geer, A., Haimberger,
L., Healy, S., Hogan, R. J., Hólm, E., Janisková, M., Keeley,
S., Laloyaux, P., Lopez, P., Lupu, C., Radnoti, G., Rosnay, P.,
Rozum, I., Vamborg, F., Villaume, S., and Thépaut, J.-N.: The
ERA5 global reanalysis, Q. J. Roy. Meteor. Soc., 146, 1999–
2049, https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.3803, 2020.

Horton, R. M., Mankin, J. S., Lesk, C., Coffel, E., and Raymond, C.:
A review of recent advances in research on extreme heat events,
Current Climate Change Reports, 2, 242–259, 2016.

Jia, G., Shevliakova, E., Artaxo, P., De Noblet-Ducoudré, N.,
Houghton, R., House, J., Kitajima, K., Lennard, C., Popp, A.,
Sirin, A., Sukumar, R., and Vercho, L.: Land–Climate Interac-
tions. Climate Change and Land: An IPCC Special Report on
Climate Change, Desertification, Land Degradation, Sustainable
Land Management, Food Security, and Greenhouse Gas Fluxes
in Terrestrial Ecosystems, food security, and greenhouse gas
fluxes in terrestrial ecosystems, 131–247, https://www.ipcc.ch/
site/assets/uploads/sites/4/2022/11/SRCCL_Chapter_2.pdf (last
access: 11 December 2023), 2019.

Johannsen, F., Ermida, S., Martins, J. P., Trigo, I. F., Nogueira, M.,
and Dutra, E.: Cold Bias of ERA5 Summertime Daily Maximum
Land Surface Temperature over Iberian Peninsula, Remote Sens-
ing, 11, 2570, https://doi.org/10.3390/rs11212570, 2019.

Koster, R. D., Dirmeyer, P. A., Guo, Z., Bonan, G., Chan, E., Cox,
P., Gordon, C. T., Kanae, S., Kowalczyk, E., Lawrence, D., Liu,
P., Lu, C.-H., Malyshev, S., McAvaney, B., Mitchell, K., Mocko,
D., Oki, T., Oleson, K., Pitman, A., Sud, Y. C., Taylor, C. M.,
Verseghy, D., Vasic, R., Xue, Y., and Yamada, T.: Regions of
Strong Coupling Between Soil Moisture and Precipitation, Sci-

https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-16-7357-2023 Geosci. Model Dev., 16, 7357–7373, 2023

https://doi.org/10.3390/atmos12060723
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018GL077837
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2468
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-05256-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-05256-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.4330
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.828
https://doi.org/10.1029/2020av000283
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-02810-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-24551-5
https://doi.org/10.1175/jhm-d-19-0074.1
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal1727
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2017.06.031
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7275088
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.3803
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/sites/4/2022/11/SRCCL_Chapter_2.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/sites/4/2022/11/SRCCL_Chapter_2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/rs11212570


7372 G. Duveiller et al.: Getting the leaves right matters for estimating temperature extremes

ence, 305, 1138–1140, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100217,
2004.

Kottek, M., Grieser, J., Beck, C., Rudolf, B., and Rubel, F.:
World Map of the Köppen-Geiger climate classification up-
dated, Meteorol. Z., 15, 259–263, https://doi.org/10.1127/0941-
2948/2006/0130, 2006.

Li, Y., Zhao, M., Motesharrei, S., Mu, Q., Kalnay, E.,
and Li, S.: Local cooling and warming effects of forests
based on satellite observations., Nat. Commun., 6, 6603,
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms7603, 2015.

Liu, X., He, B., Guo, L., Huang, L., and Chen, D.: Similari-
ties and differences in the mechanisms causing the European
summer heatwaves in 2003, 2010, and 2018, Earth’s Future, 8,
e2019EF001386, https://doi.org/10.1029/2019EF001386, 2020.

Lorenz, R., Davin, E. L., Lawrence, D. M., Stöckli, R., and Senevi-
ratne, S. I.: How Important is Vegetation Phenology for Euro-
pean Climate and Heat Waves?, J. Climate, 26, 10077–10100,
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-13-00040.1, 2013.

Martens, B., Miralles, D. G., Lievens, H., van der Schalie, R., de
Jeu, R. A. M., Fernández-Prieto, D., Beck, H. E., Dorigo, W. A.,
and Verhoest, N. E. C.: GLEAM v3: satellite-based land evapora-
tion and root-zone soil moisture, Geosci. Model Dev., 10, 1903–
1925, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-10-1903-2017, 2017.

Miralles, D. G., Holmes, T. R. H., De Jeu, R. A. M., Gash, J. H.,
Meesters, A. G. C. A., and Dolman, A. J.: Global land-surface
evaporation estimated from satellite-based observations, Hydrol.
Earth Syst. Sci., 15, 453–469, https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-15-
453-2011, 2011.

Miralles, D. G., Van Den Berg, M., Teuling, A., and De Jeu,
R.: Soil moisture-temperature coupling: A multiscale ob-
servational analysis, Geophys. Res. Lett., 39, L21707,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2012GL053703, 2012.

Muñoz-Sabater, J., Dutra, E., Agustí-Panareda, A., Albergel, C.,
Arduini, G., Balsamo, G., Boussetta, S., Choulga, M., Harri-
gan, S., Hersbach, H., Martens, B., Miralles, D. G., Piles, M.,
Rodríguez-Fernández, N. J., Zsoter, E., Buontempo, C., and
Thépaut, J.-N.: ERA5-Land: a state-of-the-art global reanalysis
dataset for land applications, Earth Syst. Sci. Data, 13, 4349–
4383, https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-13-4349-2021, 2021.

Nogueira, M., Albergel, C., Boussetta, S., Johannsen, F., Trigo, I.
F., Ermida, S. L., Martins, J. P. A., and Dutra, E.: Role of veg-
etation in representing land surface temperature in the CHTES-
SEL (CY45R1) and SURFEX-ISBA (v8.1) land surface models:
a case study over Iberia, Geosci. Model Dev., 13, 3975–3993,
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-3975-2020, 2020.

Nogueira, M., Boussetta, S., Balsamo, G., Albergel, C., Trigo,
I. F., Johannsen, F., Miralles, D. G., and Dutra, E.: Upgrading
Land-Cover and Vegetation Seasonality in the ECMWF Cou-
pled System: Verification With FLUXNET Sites METEOSAT
Satellite Land Surface Temperatures, and ERA5 Atmospheric
Reanalysis, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 126, e2020JD034163,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2020jd034163, 2021.

Orth, R., Dutra, E., Trigo, I. F., and Balsamo, G.: Ad-
vancing land surface model development with satellite-based
Earth observations, Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci., 21, 2483–2495,
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-21-2483-2017, 2017.

Perkins-Kirkpatrick, S. and Lewis, S.: Increasing trends
in regional heatwaves, Nat. Commun., 11, 3357,
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-16970-7, 2020.

Pickering, M. and Duveiller, G.: Dataset in support of the
study “Getting the leaves right matters for estimating
temperature extremes”, Version 1, Zenodo [data set],
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6976942, 2022.

Pielke Sr., R. A., Marland, G., Betts, R. A., Chase, T. N., Eastman,
J. L., Niles, J. O., Niyogi, D. D. S., and Running, S. W.: The influ-
ence of land-use change and landscape dynamics on the climate
system: relevance to climate-change policy beyond the radiative
effect of greenhouse gases, Philos. T. Roy. Soc. A, 360, 1705–
1719, 2002.

Rasmijn, L. M., van der Schrier, G., Bintanja, R., Barkmeijer, J.,
Sterl, A., and Hazeleger, W.: Future equivalent of 2010 Rus-
sian heatwave intensified by weakening soil moisture constraints,
Nat. Clim. Change, 8, 381–385, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-
018-0114-0, 2018.

Renaud, V. and Rebetez, M.: Comparison between open-site and
below-canopy climatic conditions in Switzerland during the ex-
ceptionally hot summer of 2003, Agr. Forest Meteorol., 149,
873–880, 2009.

Richardson, A. D., Keenan, T. F., Migliavacca, M., Ryu, Y.,
Sonnentag, O., and Toomey, M.: Climate change, phenol-
ogy, and phenological control of vegetation feedbacks to
the climate system, Agr. Forest Meteorol., 169, 156–173,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2012.09.012, 2013.

Santanello Jr., J. A., Dirmeyer, P. A., Ferguson, C. R., Findell, K. L.,
Tawfik, A. B., Berg, A., Ek, M., Gentine, P., Guillod, B. P.,
Van Heerwaarden, C., Roundy, J., and Wulfmeyer, V.: Land–
atmosphere interactions: The LoCo perspective, B. Am. Mete-
orol. Soc., 99, 1253–1272, 2018.

Schaaf, C. and Wang, Z.: MCD43C3 MODIS/Terra+Aqua
BRDF/Albedo Albedo Daily L3 Global 0.05Deg CMG
V006, NASA EOSDIS Land Processes DAAC [data set],
https://doi.org/10.5067/MODIS/MCD43C3.006, 2015.

Schär, C., Vidale, P. L., Lüthi, D., Frei, C., Häberli, C., Liniger,
M. A., and Appenzeller, C.: The role of increasing temperature
variability in European summer heatwaves, Nature, 427, 332–
336, 2004.

Schubert, S. D., Wang, H., Koster, R. D., Suarez, M. J., and Gro-
isman, P. Y.: Northern Eurasian heat waves and droughts, J. Cli-
mate, 27, 3169–3207, 2014.

Schumacher, D. L., Keune, J., Van Heerwaarden, C. C., de Arel-
lano, J. V.-G., Teuling, A. J., and Miralles, D. G.: Amplifica-
tion of mega-heatwaves through heat torrents fuelled by upwind
drought, Nat. Geosci., 12, 712–717, 2019.

Seneviratne, S. I., Corti, T., Davin, E. L., Hirschi, M.,
Jaeger, E. B., Lehner, I., Orlowsky, B., and Teuling,
A. J.: Investigating soil moisture–climate interactions in a
changing climate: A review, Earth-Sci. Rev., 99, 125–161,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2010.02.004, 2010.

Seneviratne, S. I., Donat, M. G., Mueller, B., and Alexander, L. V.:
No pause in the increase of hot temperature extremes, Nat. Clim.
Change, 4, 161–163, 2014.

Skinner, C. B., Poulsen, C. J., and Mankin, J. S.: Amplifica-
tion of heat extremes by plant CO2 physiological forcing, Nat.
Commun., 9, 1094, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-03472-
w, 2018.

Stéfanon, M., Drobinski, P., d’Andrea, F., and de Noblet-Ducoudré,
N.: Effects of interactive vegetation phenology on the 2003

Geosci. Model Dev., 16, 7357–7373, 2023 https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-16-7357-2023

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100217
https://doi.org/10.1127/0941-2948/2006/0130
https://doi.org/10.1127/0941-2948/2006/0130
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms7603
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019EF001386
https://doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-13-00040.1
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-10-1903-2017
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-15-453-2011
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-15-453-2011
https://doi.org/10.1029/2012GL053703
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-13-4349-2021
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-3975-2020
https://doi.org/10.1029/2020jd034163
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-21-2483-2017
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-16970-7
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6976942
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0114-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0114-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2012.09.012
https://doi.org/10.5067/MODIS/MCD43C3.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2010.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-03472-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-03472-w


G. Duveiller et al.: Getting the leaves right matters for estimating temperature extremes 7373

summer heat waves, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 117, D24103,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2012JD018187, 2012.

Verger, A., Weiss, M., and Baret, F.: ALGORITHM THEORETI-
CAL BASIS DOCUMENT GEOV2-AVHRR: Leaf Area Index
(LAI), Fraction of Absorbed Photosynthetically Active Radiation
(FAPAR) and Fraction of green Vegetation Cover (FCOVER)
from LTDR AVHRR, https://www.theia-land.fr/wp-content/
uploads/2022/03/THEIA-SP-44-0207-CREAF_I2.50-1.pdf
(last access: 11 December 2023), 2020.

Wan, Z., Hook, S., and Hulley., G.: MYD11A1 MODIS/Aqua
Land Surface Temperature/Emissivity Daily L3 Global 1km SIN
Grid V006, NASA EOSDIS Land Processes DAAC [data set],
https://doi.org/10.5067/MODIS/MYD11A1.006, 2015.

Xu, R., Li, Y., Teuling, A., Zhao, L., Spracklen, D., Garcia-Carreras,
L., Meier, R., Chen, L., Zheng, Y., Lin, H., and Fu, B.: Contrast-
ing impacts of forests on cloud cover based on satellite observa-
tions., Nat. Commun., 13, 670, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-
022-28161-7, 2022.

Yan, G., Hu, R., Luo, J., Weiss, M., Jiang, H., Mu, X., Xie, D.,
and Zhang, W.: Review of indirect optical measurements of leaf
area index: Recent advances, challenges, and perspectives, Agr.
Forest Meteorol., 265, 390–411, 2019.

https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-16-7357-2023 Geosci. Model Dev., 16, 7357–7373, 2023

https://doi.org/10.1029/2012JD018187
https://www.theia-land.fr/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/THEIA-SP-44-0207-CREAF_I2.50-1.pdf
https://www.theia-land.fr/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/THEIA-SP-44-0207-CREAF_I2.50-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5067/MODIS/MYD11A1.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-28161-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-28161-7

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Material and methods
	Reanalysis data
	Leaf area index
	Land surface temperature
	Albedo
	Land evaporation
	Climate zones
	Heat waves

	Results
	Part 1: characterisation of the patterns based on the climatology
	Part 2: interannual variability and heat waves

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Code and data availability
	Supplement
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Disclaimer
	Acknowledgements
	Financial support
	Review statement
	References

