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y: prognostic tracers, )" is the horizontally averaged CRM

MMF—-CAM (Dust mixing ratio)
variable at the step n and At.s denotes the CAM time step -

_@ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
J F i A M J J A 3 O N D J

The CRM feedbaCk to CAM N . Conclusion
A gl o ‘:; 3 . Lo e Betmen sl T T T Ty el s TS T Balni T T T T T . S
d_z* _ ¥ YLS i ‘ - *Our study shows MMF changes the vertical distributions of
. ot JCRM AtLS - A e o dust. MMF shows less dust in low to mid tI'OpOSph@I'G but

I
le—14 l1le—13 le—12 1le—11 1e—10 1e—-09 1e—-08 1le—-07

ok I A T B i et X relatively higher concentration 1in upper troposphere.

*We found CAM moves dust from the surface to low
atmosphere much faster than MMF. The difference of dust
amount vertically between two models causes different
removal fluxes of dust deposition.

-zz..?'””Ll denotes horizontal mean of the CRM fields at the end
of step n of the CRM integration.
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The original CRM computes horizontal averaged fields
including temperature, water vapor and cloud condensate. This
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study adds the calculations of dust, which is modeled as tour " Pombanittdt = " ke *Overall, in our simulations, dry deposition 1s higher in MMF
particle size tracers in CAM. S T e e than CAM but lower in MMF than CAM for wet deposition.
*The average burden in the simulated year for MMF and CAM
Modeling Dust Vertical Profiles: Sum of Global Dust Mass Source and sink rate (MMF and CAM) is 14.8 Tg and 19.7 Tg, respectively.
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