1.1, further improvement can be seen.
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Juantify improvements in Sea Level data obtained through the ESA - Climate Change Initiative (SL_cci) effort, to test the consistency of
l Climate Variable of SL (SL_ECV) with other ECVs through the assimilation process and demonstrate the improved model solution.

rpose we assimilate along-track SSH data jointly with in situ ocean data into the GECCOZ2 assimilation framework.

2 dynamically consistent ocean state estimation adjusts only uncertain model parameters to bring the model into consistency with ocean
, Improvements In data products can be investigated by studying the residuals between the different data products and the constrained
e assimilating SLO (the original AVISO product) into the GECCOZ2 synthesis (G0O) we are able to demonstrate that in many regions the
uct SL1 has been improved compared to SLO. However, there are regions where SL1 is further away from the model "truth® GO, as the
ynthesis tried to adapt to the assimilated SLO. In contrast, when comparing the GO synthesis results to the updated improved SL_ccl

assimilating the improved SL1.1 product in the GECCOZ2 synthesis (G1.1), the model tried to adapt to SL1.1. The G1.1 synthesis results
2 not only an improved G1.1 solution compared to GO but also a further improvement of the updated SL cci product SL1.1.
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and G1.1) showed, that the SL1.1 product has

been improved as compared to versions SL1 and SLO by up to 30%.

The assimilation of the SL1.1 product into the GECCO2 synthesis
demonstrates the changes in the model truth, which bring the GECCO2
model even closer to the assimilated SL data, giving rise that the model
physics better accepts and adapts to the assimilated SL1.1.




