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Abstract

Contributions from photosynthesis and other natural components of the carbon cycle present
the largest uncertainties in our understanding of carbon dioxide (CO2) sources and sinks. While
the global spatiotemporal distribution of the net flux (the sum of all contributions) can be in-
ferred from atmospheric CO2 concentrations through flux inversion, attributing the net flux to
its individual components remains challenging. The advent of solar-induced fluorescence (SIF)
satellite observations provides an opportunity to isolate natural components by anchoring gross
primary productivity (GPP), the photosynthetic component of the net flux. Here, we introduce
a novel statistical flux-inversion framework that simultaneously assimilates observations of SIF
and CO2 concentration, extending WOMBAT v2.0 (WOllongong Methodology for Bayesian As-
similation of Trace-gases, version 2.0) with a hierarchical model of spatiotemporal dependence
between GPP and SIF processes. We call the new framework WOMBAT v2.S, and we apply
it to SIF and CO2 data from NASA’s Orbiting Carbon Observatory-2 (OCO-2) satellite and
other instruments to estimate natural fluxes over the globe during a recent six-year period. In
a simulation experiment that matches OCO-2’s retrieval characteristics, the inclusion of SIF
improves accuracy and uncertainty quantification of component flux estimates. Comparing esti-
mates from WOMBAT v2.S, v2.0, and the independent FLUXCOM initiative, we observe that
linking GPP to SIF has little effect on net flux, as expected, but leads to spatial redistribution
and more realistic seasonal structure in natural flux components.

Keywords: Bayesian hierarchical model, carbon cycle, flux inversion, gross primary productivity (GPP),

solar-induced fluorescence (SIF), spatiotemporal statistics

1 Introduction

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is continuously exchanged between Earth’s surface and its atmosphere.
The rate of exchange at a specific location and time is called net surface flux of CO2, and it is
determined by both natural phenomena and human activities. The largest natural flux components
are gross primary productivity (GPP) and ecosystem respiration (e.g., Beer et al., 2010). GPP is
the absorption of CO2 by plants during photosynthesis (negative flux), and ecosystem respiration
releases CO2 back into the atmosphere (positive flux), primarily through plant respiration and
microbial decomposition. Over land, the sum of these two components is termed net ecosystem
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exchange (NEE), which currently acts as a global CO2 sink, absorbing roughly one-quarter of human
CO2 emissions; another quarter is absorbed by the oceans (Friedlingstein et al., 2023). Despite their
significance, the spatial and temporal distributions of natural fluxes are poorly characterized (Anav
et al., 2015), as their direct observation over large areas and long timeframes is not possible (Schimel
et al., 2015). Thus, natural fluxes remain a major source of uncertainty in our understanding of
Earth’s carbon cycle (Sitch et al., 2015). Quantifying the spatiotemporal distributions of GPP
and other natural fluxes is critical for advancing carbon cycle research and developing adaptation
strategies.

Flux inversion is a widely used method for estimating surface fluxes of trace gases like CO2

(e.g., Gurney et al., 2002; Ciais et al., 2010; Liu et al., 2017). The method uses an atmospheric
chemical transport model to link atmospheric mole-fraction observations to net surface fluxes from
upwind of the observation locations. Due to the rapid mixing of the atmosphere, even abundant
atmospheric observations provide imperfect information about surface fluxes, and consequently the
high-dimensional inversion problem is often ill-posed (Tarantola, 2005). To address this challenge,
most inversion frameworks adopt a Bayesian approach (see Byrne et al., 2023, for several exam-
ples), incorporating strong prior information derived from “bottom-up” estimates of individual flux
components. Bottom-up approaches apply mechanistic principles and diverse data sources, such as
flux-tower measurements and land-cover classifications, to estimate and scale up flux components
from local to regional scales (e.g., Haynes et al., 2019a; Jung et al., 2020). Hence, their accuracy
varies by component (Byrne et al., 2023), with emissions due to human activities considered to
be relatively reliable, whereas estimates of natural CO2 flux components are substantially more
uncertain (e.g., Basu et al., 2013).

Even with informative priors on fossil-fuel and other human emissions, CO2 flux inversions
struggle to attribute flux to natural components such as GPP and respiration. This is because
CO2 mole-fraction observations are a function of the net flux, which is small compared with the
quantity of CO2 absorbed through GPP and emitted through respiration. Promisingly, satellite
observations of solar-induced fluorescence (SIF), introduced over the past decade, now provide a
proxy for photosynthetic activity and, by extension, GPP (Frankenberg et al., 2011b; Joiner et al.,
2014; Sun et al., 2017). SIF is a pathway by which plants dissipate excess light energy during
photosynthesis, and so SIF observations are a dynamic indicator of the physiological processes that
drive GPP (Porcar-Castell et al., 2014; Frankenberg and Berry, 2018).

SIF observations are increasingly being used to inform bottom-up estimates of GPP (e.g., Para-
zoo et al., 2014; Bai et al., 2021; Kira et al., 2021; Doughty et al., 2023), including in mechanistic
models of the terrestrial biosphere (MacBean et al., 2018; Bacour et al., 2019; Norton et al., 2019),
but their integration into flux inversions is largely untapped. In an early effort, Liu et al. (2017)
used SIF observations to characterize GPP after inferring the net flux via inversion. Since this post-
inversion approach does not assimilate SIF directly, it implicitly treats SIF and CO2 mole-fraction
observations as independent sources of information about GPP. More recently, gap-filled SIF data
products (e.g., Zhang et al., 2018a) have been assimilated by Shiga et al. (2018) and Zhang et al.
(2023) to constrain variability in the net flux, but without a direct link to GPP. Consequently,
these inversion methods cannot distinguish individual flux components.

In this paper, we introduce a novel flux-inversion framework that, for the first time, jointly
assimilates satellite observations of SIF alongside satellite and in situ observations of CO2 mole
fraction. We do this by extending the WOllongong Methodology for Bayesian Assimilation of
Trace-gases (WOMBAT) statistical flux-inversion framework. The initial version, WOMBAT v1.0
(Zammit-Mangion et al., 2022), was designed to estimate net fluxes while tracking uncertainties
stemming from discretization errors (e.g., Kaminski et al., 2001), inaccuracies in transport models
(e.g., Basu et al., 2018; Schuh et al., 2019), and biases and dependencies in measurements (e.g.,
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Chevallier, 2007; O’Dell et al., 2018). Subsequently, WOMBAT v2.0 (Bertolacci et al., 2024)
introduced multiple advances, including the ability to decompose NEE into GPP and respiration
components by imposing physical constraints. Despite this effort, v2.0 struggled to disentangle
GPP and respiration due to its reliance on CO2 mole-fraction data alone.

We call our new framework WOMBAT v2.S, where “S” stands for “SIF,” since it extends v2.0
to include a spatially and temporally varying link between GPP and SIF. This link takes the
form of a linear relationship motivated through a Taylor approximation, in which the expansion
point and coefficients derive from formal analyses of mechanistic bottom-up estimates of GPP
and SIF. Through this relationship, SIF observations provide a direct constraint on GPP, thereby
complementing CO2 mole-fraction observations. We show that including SIF observations in the
inversion improves both the accuracy of GPP and respiration flux estimates and the quantification
of their uncertainties.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the Bayesian hierarchical model that
underpins WOMBAT v2.S, including the novel spatiotemporal relationship we establish between the
GPP flux process, the SIF process, and the SIF observations. Section 3 describes the configuration
and validation of WOMBAT v2.S, and presents results from applying the framework in a global
inversion over 2015–2020. WOMBAT v2.S flux estimates and their uncertainties are compared to
those of WOMBAT v2.0 and to bottom-up estimates from the FLUXCOM initiative (Nelson et al.,
2024). We find that including SIF has little effect on NEE (which is well constrained by CO2 mole-
fraction observations), but leads to a spatial redistribution and more realistic seasonal structure in
GPP and respiration. Section 4 summarizes our main contributions, discusses the implications of
our findings, and suggests avenues for future research. Supplementary Material provides further
details of the model and inversion setup, and presents additional figures and tables that support
the results. Software is openly available at https://github.com/joshhjacobson/wombat-v2s.

2 Multivariate Bayesian hierarchical model

Our new multivariate inversion framework evolves from the Bayesian hierarchical model established
in WOMBAT v2.0 (Bertolacci et al., 2024). There are four levels in the WOMBAT v2.0 hierarchy:
a process model for CO2 fluxes, a process model that links the CO2 mole-fraction process to the
CO2 flux process, a data model for CO2 mole-fraction observations, and a parameter model for
unknown parameters in the process and data models. For WOMBAT v2.S, we build on this with
both a process model that links the SIF process to the CO2 flux process, and a data model for
SIF satellite observations. Section 2.1 presents the flux process model, which decomposes the net
CO2 surface flux into individual component fluxes such as GPP and respiration. Section 2.2 gives a
brief overview of the CO2 mole-fraction process model. Section 2.3 introduces the new SIF process
model, which is linked to the flux process through its GPP component. Section 2.4 presents the SIF
data model and details how SIF and CO2 mole-fraction observations are combined into a single,
grouped data model. Section 2.5 discusses the updated parameter model, and Section 2.6 describes
inference for all unknowns in the hierarchical model.

2.1 Flux process model

Let X(s, t) be the net CO2 surface flux at location s ∈ S2 and time t ∈ T ⊂ R, where S2 is Earth’s
surface and T ≡ [t0, t1] is the time period of interest. We model X(s, t) as the sum of natural and
other fluxes:

X(s, t) = Xgpp(s, t) +Xresp(s, t) +Xocean(s, t) +X0
other(s, t), s ∈ S2, t ∈ T , (1)
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where Xc(· , ·), c ∈ C ≡ {gpp, resp, ocean}, are GPP and respiration of CO2 from the terrestrial
biosphere, and ocean-air exchange due to CO2 pressure differences between the ocean and the
atmosphere, respectively. The term X0

other(· , ·) contains the sum of all other component fluxes,
including human activities like the burning of fossil fuels, biofuels, and other carbon-based materials,
as well as biomass burning due to wildfires. The zero superscript signifies that the “other” fluxes,
which have relatively small uncertainties (Basu et al., 2013), are fixed to a bottom-up estimate (see
Section S.3.2 in the Supplementary Material). We thereby focus inference on the primary natural
fluxes.

The first three terms in (1) are unknown and subject to the following constraints: Xgpp(· , ·)
is always negative or zero, Xresp(· , ·) is always positive or zero, and Xocean(· , ·) can be positive or
negative. Further, GPP and respiration fluxes are zero at ocean locations, and ocean fluxes are
zero at land locations. In practice, we discretize the flux process into grid cells (see Section S.3.1
in the Supplementary Material), some of which contain both land and ocean. For these cells, any
component flux is allowed to be nonzero.

Because GPP and respiration are closely related biological processes, they exhibit similar spatial
and temporal patterns. This makes them difficult to disentangle using only CO2 mole-fraction
observations, which are representative of the net flux. For this reason, most inversion frameworks
estimate NEE, which we define as

Xnee(s, t) = Xgpp(s, t) +Xresp(s, t), s ∈ S2, t ∈ T . (2)

In principle, WOMBAT v2.0 can separately attribute GPP and respiration using strong prior infor-
mation and by incorporating numerical constraints on the sign of each component. In practice, the
attribution problem is ill-posed and further simplifying assumptions are required (see Section 2.5).

WOMBAT v2.0 represents component fluxes using a spatially varying time-series decomposition.
For each component c ∈ C, the decomposition is given by

Xc(s, t) = βc,0(s) + βc,1(s)t+

Kc∑
k=1

(βc,2,k(s) + βc,3,k(s)t) cos(2πkt/365.25)

+

Kc∑
k=1

(βc,4,k(s) + βc,5,k(s)t) sin(2πkt/365.25) + ϵc(s, t),

(3)

for s ∈ S2 and t ∈ T (with t measured in days), where βc,·(s), βc,·,·(s), and ϵc(s, t) are unknown.
This decomposition comprises three broad terms: (1) a linear term represented by the intercept
and the temporal trend; (2) a seasonal term represented by the 2Kc harmonics of the solar cycle,
with a period of 365.25 days; and (3) a residual term, ϵc(· , ·). The linear term captures any long-
term change in the flux (e.g., increasing GPP due to the CO2 fertilization effect; Zhu et al., 2016),
while the seasonal term captures the intra-annual cycle. The residual term captures any remaining
variability, including both climate-driven anomalies (e.g., fluxes driven by El Niño; Liu et al., 2017)
and high-frequency cycles. For instance, some component fluxes exhibit a diurnal cycle with a
24-hour period that cannot be represented by annual harmonics and thus appears in the residual
term.

The spatial coefficients βc,·(s) and βc,·,·(s), and spatiotemporal residual term ϵc(s, t) are high-
dimensional and can be highly variable. To incorporate prior information, WOMBAT v2.0 centers
the distribution for the coefficients and the residual terms on estimates β0c,·(s), β

0
c,·,·(s), and ϵ

0
c(s, t),

which derive from bottom-up flux estimates as described in Section S.3.2 in the Supplementary
Material. To keep computations tractable, space and time are partitioned into R regions and Q
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time periods, respectively. The bottom-up estimates and the space-time partitions are used together
to define a basis-function model for component flux Xc(· , ·) as

Xc(s, t) = ϕc(s, t)
′(1+αc) ≡ X0

c (s, t) + ϕc(s, t)
′αc, c ∈ C, s ∈ S2, t ∈ T , (4)

where ϕc(· , ·) is a vector of basis functions of dimension (2R + 4KcR +QR) that we obtain from
bottom-up estimates. Specifically, each element of ϕc(s, t) corresponds to the bottom-up estimate
for one term of (3), for example β0c,0(s), β

0
c,1(s)t, β

0
c,2,1(s) cos(2πt/365.25), or ϵc(s, t). Each element

of ϕc(s, t) is evaluated over a spatial or spatiotemporal partition, and is equal to zero outside that
partition. We define X0

c (· , ·) ≡ ϕc(· , ·)′1 as the sum of bottom-up estimates of a component’s
linear, seasonal, and residual terms (i.e., the bottom-up estimate of the component flux). The
random and unknown vector αc ≡ (α′

c,0,α
′
c,1,α

′
c,2,1, . . . ,α

′
c,5,Kc

,α′
c,6)

′ has the same dimension as
ϕc(· , ·). Consequently, αc is a vector of basis-function coefficients that spatially adjusts the known
bottom-up estimates of the linear and seasonal coefficient fields, β0c,·(·) and β0c,·,·(·), respectively,
and spatiotemporally adjusts the bottom-up estimate of the residual term, ϵ0c(· , ·). We discuss the
model for the αc-vectors in Section 2.5 and give full mathematical details of the basis-function
decomposition in Section S.1.1 in the Supplementary Material. See also Bertolacci et al. (2024) for
a detailed discussion of the choices underlying (3) and (4).

Populating the sum in (1) with the basis-function model for each component flux from (4) yields
a process model for the net flux:

X(s, t) = X0(s, t) + ϕ(s, t)′α, s ∈ S2, t ∈ T , (5)

where X0(· , ·) ≡ X0
other(· , ·) +

∑
c∈C X

0
c (· , ·), which is the combined flux from all bottom-up es-

timates; ϕ(· , ·) ≡ (ϕgpp(· , ·)′,ϕresp(· , ·)′,ϕocean(· , ·)′)′; and α ≡ (α′
gpp,α

′
resp,α

′
ocean)

′. The flux
process model in (5) is flexible and scientifically interpretable: it contains the individual compo-
nent fluxes, and it is tailored to the study of the natural cycles of each component or of aggregated
components like NEE (Bertolacci et al., 2024). While the flux process is of primary interest in
CO2 flux inversion, inference on flux is typically made using observations relating to the CO2

mole-fraction process.

2.2 Mole-fraction process model

At a given location s ∈ S2, geopotential height h ≥ 0, and time t ∈ T , the WOMBAT v2.0 mole-
fraction process model links surface flux, X(s, t), to atmospheric mole fraction, Yco2(s, h, t), through
a transport model, Ĥco2, that approximates the movement of CO2 throughout the atmosphere.
Details of the mole-fraction process model are supplied in Section S.1.3 in the Supplementary
Material. The transport operator, Ĥco2, describes the relationship between CO2 mole fraction in
the atmosphere and net CO2 fluxes at Earth’s surface. In the next section, we show how linking
GPP to SIF helps to isolate both GPP and respiration components of the net flux.

2.3 SIF process model

We now extend WOMBAT v2.0 to v2.S through the addition of a SIF process model. During
photosynthesis, a fraction of the light absorbed by chlorophyll is re-emitted as fluorescence (i.e.,
SIF) at longer wavelengths (Baker, 2008). While SIF is a physical process that occurs during light
reactions within individual leaves, it is the aggregate signal from an entire canopy that is observed
by satellites. We denote the latent, canopy-scale SIF process at location s ∈ S2 and time t ∈ T by
Ysif(s, t). Since SIF is a by-product of photosynthesis, there is a physical relationship between the
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SIF process, Ysif(· , ·), and the GPP component flux process, Xgpp(· , ·). The relationship is local
and instantaneous, and hence the SIF process at a given location and time depends on the GPP
process at the same location and time. We express this through a model for SIF that conditions
on GPP as follows:

Ysif(s, t) = Hsif(Xgpp(s, t); s, t) + vsif(s, t), s ∈ S2, t ∈ T , (6)

where the function Hsif represents the biochemical and physiological processes that yield SIF during
GPP (e.g., Han et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2023a). The term vsif(· , ·) is a spatiotemporal random
process that captures all aspects of canopy SIF emission that do not depend on GPP. These include
stochastic factors such as the cumulative probability that emitted fluorescence escapes the canopy
without reabsorption, as well as responses to stressors like temperature and water availability that
can impact SIF and GPP differently (Porcar-Castell et al., 2014).

The relationship between GPP and SIF, Hsif, varies across biomes and seasons due to differences
in plant physiology and canopy structure (Joiner et al., 2014; Damm et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2018b;
Pierrat et al., 2022), but for a given location and season it is close to linear at the coarse spatial
and temporal scales relevant to flux inversion (Sun et al., 2017; Byrne et al., 2018; Li et al., 2018;
Magney et al., 2020). To adopt a linear relationship, we approximate Hsif using a spatiotemporally
varying first-order Taylor-series expansion around a bottom-up estimate of GPP, X0

gpp(s, t). That
is,

Ysif(s, t) = Hsif

(
X0

gpp(s, t); s, t
)
+H(1)

sif

(
X0

gpp(s, t); s, t
) (
Xgpp(s, t)−X0

gpp(s, t)
)
+ v∗sif(s, t), (7)

for s ∈ S2 and t ∈ T , where H(1)
sif

(
X0

gpp(s, t); s, t
)
is the derivative of Hsif with respect to Xgpp(s, t),

evaluated at X0
gpp(s, t), and v

∗
sif(· , ·) contains vsif(· , ·) plus any error introduced by the truncation

of higher-order (nonlinear) terms in the Taylor-series expansion. In what follows, we simplify
notation and write the Taylor-series coefficients as η0(s, t) ≡ Hsif

(
X0

gpp(s, t); s, t
)
and η1(s, t) ≡

H(1)
sif

(
X0

gpp(s, t); s, t
)
.

Bottom-up estimates of GPP, X0
gpp(· , ·), and SIF, Y 0

sif(· , ·), are both provided by the SiB4
terrestrial biosphere model (see Haynes et al., 2019a,b, and Section S.3.2 in the Supplementary
Material). Let Ĥsif denote the mechanistic SiB4 relationship between GPP and SIF, such that
Y 0
sif(s, t) = Ĥsif

(
X0

gpp(s, t); s, t
)
+ v0sif(s, t), where the residual v0sif(· , ·) is a SiB4-based estimate

of vsif(· , ·) in (6). Using values simulated from this relationship, we obtain η̂0(s, t) = Y 0
sif(s, t) −

v0sif(s, t) as an approximation of η0(· , ·) and derive η̂1(· , ·) as the slope in a spatiotemporally varying
regression; see Section S.2 in the Supplementary Material for details. Substituting these expressions
into (7) gives

Ysif(s, t) = η̂0(s, t) + η̂1(s, t)
(
Xgpp(s, t)−X0

gpp(s, t)
)
+ v∗∗sif(s, t)

= Y 0
sif(s, t) + η̂1(s, t)

(
Xgpp(s, t)−X0

gpp(s, t)
)
+ v∗∗sif(s, t)− v0sif(s, t),

(8)

for s ∈ S2 and t ∈ T , where v∗∗sif(· , ·) equals v∗sif(· , ·) plus any error incurred in approximation of the
Taylor-series coefficients.

Now, using (4) we can write Xgpp(s, t)−X0
gpp(s, t) = ϕgpp(s, t)

′αgpp, where ϕgpp(s, t) is a vector
of basis functions for GPP and αgpp is a corresponding vector of unknown coefficients. Substituting
this relationship into (8), we obtain a basis-function representation of the SIF process:

Ysif(s, t) = Y 0
sif(s, t) + ψ̂sif(s, t)

′αgpp + ξYsif
(s, t), s ∈ S2, t ∈ T , (9)

where ψ̂sif(s, t) ≡ η̂1(s, t)ϕgpp(s, t), which is called a sensitivity vector because η̂1(· , ·) represents the
sensitivity of SIF to GPP. The term ξYsif

(s, t) = v∗∗sif(s, t) − v0sif(s, t) is a mean-zero spatiotemporal
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process that accommodates potentially correlated error in the SIF–GPP relationship. Through (9),
we link the unknown random vector αgpp to the SIF process. Next, we connect the SIF process to
SIF observations.

2.4 Grouped data model

In this section, we introduce the data model for SIF observations and combine it with the WOM-
BAT v2.0 data model for CO2 mole-fraction observations. Let Zsif,i denote the ith SIF observation,
where i = 1, . . . , Nsif, and Nsif is the total number of SIF observations available. A satellite SIF
observation is made at a specific location si and time ti, and can be affected by both bias and
correlated measurement error. Therefore, we use the following SIF data model:

Zsif,i = Ysif(si, ti) + bsif,i + ξZsif,i
+ ϵsif,i, i = 1, . . . , Nsif, (10)

where bsif,i is a bias term, ξZsif,i
is a spatiotemporally correlated random error term, and ϵsif,i is a

mean-zero uncorrelated random error term independent of ξZsif,i
. The bias term, bsif,i, accounts for

any systematic error in the retrieval process; the correlated error term, ξZsif,i
, accounts for physical

processes like aerosols and clouds that can affect the atmospheric column; and the uncorrelated
error term, ϵsif,i, captures any remaining variability in the observations. Combining (9) with (10)
yields a relationship between the SIF observations and αgpp, the GPP basis-function coefficients:

Zsif,i = Z0
sif,i + ψ̂

′
sif,iαgpp + bsif,i + ξsif,i + ϵsif,i, i = 1, . . . , Nsif, (11)

where Z0
sif,i ≡ Y 0

sif(si, ti); ψ̂sif,i ≡ ψ̂sif(si, ti); and ξsif,i ≡ ξYsif
(si, ti) + ξZsif,i

, which combines all
possible sources of correlated random error into a general error term whose constituents cannot be
separately inferred.

Mole-fraction observations of CO2 derive from both column-averaged satellite retrievals and
point-referenced in situ and flask measurements. WOMBAT further splits these two observation
types into a set of groups, denoted by Gco2, according to bias and error properties (Zammit-Mangion
et al., 2022). For instance, point-referenced in situ observations are grouped by instrument. As
explained in Section S.1.4 in the Supplementary Material, each observation group is accommodated
using a mole-fraction data model that has a similar structure to the SIF data model in (11). In
WOMBAT v2.S, we treat SIF observations as a new group and combine the SIF and mole-fraction
data models into a unified data model, where the combined set of groups is given by G = Gco2∪{sif}.
The resulting data model allows for different bias and error terms across the different groups, but
it maintains a consistent structure of the form

Zg = Z0
g + Ψ̂′

gα+ bg + ξg + ϵg, g ∈ G, (12)

where the vector Zg ≡ (Zg,1, . . . , Zg,Ng)
′ contains the data in group g; Ψ̂g is a matrix with Ng

rows in which the ith row is the sensitivity vector ψ̂′
g,i; bg ≡ (bg,1, . . . , bg,Ng)

′ is a vector of bias
terms; ξg ≡ (ξg,1, . . . , ξg,Ng)

′ is a vector of correlated random error terms; and ϵg ≡ (ϵg,1, . . . , ϵg,Ng)
′

is a vector of uncorrelated random error terms that are independent of ξg. Details of how the
data model is tailored to each observation group are given in Section S.3.8 in the Supplementary
Material.

2.5 Parameter model

Distributional properties of the random and unknown terms that occur at different levels of the
hierarchy are captured by the parameter model. The multivariate distribution of the unknown
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basis-function coefficients, α, determines the fluxes and drives our analysis. To enable correlation
between component fluxes and to constrain the estimated fluxes to satisfy physical properties, we
model the basis-function coefficients as α ∼ ConstrGau(0,Σα, Fα), where ConstrGau(µ,Σ, F ) is
a multivariate Gaussian distribution with renormalized density on the set F and zero outside F .
The constraint set Fα is a linear inequality of the form d+Φα ≥ 0 (applied elementwise), which
ensures that physical properties, such as GPP nonpositivity and respiration nonnegativity, are
respected in our inferences. Due to the constraint set Fα, α = 0 will typically be the mode (not
the mean) of the multivariate distribution over α. This is because α = 0 in (4) corresponds to
Xc(· , ·) = X0

c (· , ·) for c ∈ C, which will generally satisfy the physical constraints encoded in Fα.
The covariance matrix Σα is governed by several unknown parameters, denoted by θα, which are
all given hyperprior distributions. The structure of Σα induces correlations between basis-function
coefficients, both across different component fluxes and across time periods within and between
components. Section S.1.2 in the Supplementary Material gives the specification of Σα.

When attributing flux to GPP and respiration, the linear term of the decomposition in (3) is
weakly identifiable. This is because the basis functions for the GPP and respiration linear terms
are very similar in their spatial and temporal structure. In WOMBAT v2.0, the identifiability issue
was addressed by fixing the respiration linear term (RLT) to be known and equal to its bottom-up
estimate. This amounts to fixing the corresponding elements of αresp to zero for all regions, which
also results in a strong constraint on the GPP linear term. In WOMBAT v2.S, we can relax this
fixed RLT assumption since, from (2), Xresp(· , ·) = Xnee(· , ·) − Xgpp(· , ·), which is now informed
by the combination of SIF and CO2 mole-fraction data.

With this RLT relaxation, we found that the prior means of the linear terms for GPP and
respiration were distant from their bottom-up estimates. This occurs because the sign constraints
on α (induced through Fα) are more readily satisfied by larger flux magnitudes. To remedy this,
we update the WOMBAT v2.0 parameterization of α in two ways. First, we enforce the constraints
to hold at a coarser spatial resolution than in WOMBAT v2.0, which helps draw the prior mean
of α closer to zero. Second, we calibrate Σα through a reparameterization of the elements of α
that correspond to the GPP and respiration linear terms. These modifications are described in
Sections S.3.4 and S.3.5 in the Supplementary Material, respectively.

The remaining unknowns are the bias and error terms, bg, ξg, and ϵg, for each observation group
g ∈ G. Observations used in flux inversions are commonly accompanied by error-variance estimates
{Vg,i : i = 1, . . . , Ng}. Each Vg,i represents an estimate of the total variance of the errors ξg,i+ϵg,i, so
we call Vg,i an “error budget.” Since error budgets are approximations of varying quality, we adjust
them as var(ξg,i + ϵg,i) = (γZg )

−1Vg,i, where γ
Z
g > 0 is an unknown parameter that scales the error

budgets in group g. We then partition the scaled error-variance of each observation into temporally
correlated and uncorrelated components using a group-specific, unknown parameter ρZg ∈ [0, 1]; that

is, var(ξg,i) = ρZg (γ
Z
g )

−1Vg,i and var(ϵg,i) = (1− ρZg )(γ
Z
g )

−1Vg,i. Temporal correlation within group
g is modeled using an exponential covariance function with e-folding length given by the unknown
parameter ℓZg ≥ 0. For the group-specific bias term, we construct a linear model with known
geophysical covariates (e.g., aerosol content) and unknown coefficients πg. All remaining details
about these unknown parameters, including their prior distributions, are given in Section S.1.5 in
the Supplementary Material.

2.6 Inference

Figure 1 shows a graphical model summarizing the hierarchical structure of WOMBAT v2.S. The
unknowns to be inferred include: the random vector of basis-function coefficients α and the pa-
rameters that specify its distribution, notated θα; the bias coefficients π ≡ (π′

1, . . . ,π
′
G)

′; and the

8



θα

Covariance
parameters

α

Flux scaling
coefficients

X

Flux process

Xresp Xgpp

Xocean

Ysif

SIF process

Yco2

CO2 mole-fraction
process

θZg
Bias and error
parameters

Zg

Grouped data

Figure 1: Graphical model summarizing the relationships between the parameters, processes, and
grouped data {Zg : g ∈ G} in WOMBAT v2.S. Dashed lines indicate unknown quantities that are
inferred from the data. Shaded nodes are the primary subject of interest in the inversion.

parameters that model the error properties, namely γZ ≡ (γZ1 , . . . , γ
Z
G)

′, ρZ ≡ (ρZ1 , . . . , ρ
Z
G)

′, and
ℓZ ≡ (ℓZ1 , . . . , ℓ

Z
G)

′, where G is the number of groups in G. To simplify exposition, in Figure 1 we
denote each set of bias and error parameters as θZg ≡ (γZg , ρ

Z
g , ℓ

Z
g ,π

′
g)

′ for observation group g ∈ G.
Since the bias and error parameters are general, the SIF observation group does not require

special consideration in the inference procedure. As in WOMBAT v2.0, inference proceeds in two
stages. The first stage is a preliminary inversion from which we obtain estimates of ρZ and ℓZ .
The second stage is a full inversion where ρZ and ℓZ are fixed to their first-stage estimates ρ̂Z

and ℓ̂Z , respectively, and the remaining parameters are inferred using a Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) algorithm. The Gibbs scheme uses standard slice sampling (Neal, 2003), except when
sampling the basis-function coefficients α, which are constrained to the set Fα. To draw samples
that satisfy Fα in this step, we use the exact Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) scheme proposed by
Pakman and Paninski (2014) for constrained multivariate Gaussian distributions. The full MCMC
algorithm can be found in Section S.1.4 in the Supplementary Material of Bertolacci et al. (2024).

By substituting posterior samples of α into (4), we obtain posterior samples of the component
fluxes, {Xc(· , ·)}. In the next section, we discuss how these posterior samples are impacted by the
inclusion of SIF observations in the inversion.

3 Flux inversion with SIF and CO2 data

We apply the hierarchical model of Section 2 to make top-down, global inference on GPP, res-
piration, and other natural components of CO2 surface flux over a six-year period. Following
WOMBAT v2.0 (Bertolacci et al., 2024), we align our inversion with the OCO-2 model intercom-
parison project (MIP), an organized effort to evaluate flux-inversion frameworks under a common
protocol. The latest round is called the v10 MIP (Byrne et al., 2023), since it prescribes version
10 OCO-2 mole-fraction data for use in inversions; see Crowell et al. (2019) and Peiro et al. (2022)
for past rounds. The v10 MIP protocol also prescribes bottom-up fossil-fuel flux estimates that are
assumed fixed and known, and a period from January 2015 to December 2020 for reporting inferred
fluxes. Here, we augment the v10 MIP protocol by including version 10 OCO-2 SIF data in our

9



inversion. Section 3.1 describes all data sources used in WOMBAT v2.S. In Section 3.2, we validate
the model using an observing system simulation experiment (OSSE), which also assesses the utility
of including SIF observations. In Section 3.3, we present results from applying WOMBAT v2.S
to the real data, and we compare the inferred fluxes with those from WOMBAT v2.0 and with
estimates from the independent FLUXCOM initiative.

3.1 Data

We use both SIF and CO2 mole-fraction data in our inversion. SIF observations are from NASA’s
OCO-2 satellite, and mole-fraction observations are from a variety of instruments, including OCO-2
retrievals, as well as in situ and flask measurements.

SIF observations. The OCO-2 satellite, launched in July 2014, makes global retrievals of SIF
and atmospheric CO2 mole fraction (Crisp et al., 2017; Eldering et al., 2017; Sun et al., 2018). The
onboard instrument measures reflected sunlight in three spectral bands, one for oxygen absorption
(757–773 nm) and two for CO2 absorption (1.59–1.62 µm and 2.04–2.08 µm). The SIF emission
spectrum (660–850 nm) has peaks at 680 nm and 740 nm, the latter of which is near the OCO-2
oxygen band. Using spectral absorption lines within the oxygen band, the OCO-2 SIF retrieval
algorithm separates the fluorescence signal from reflected sunlight in narrow bands centered at
757 nm and 771 nm (Frankenberg et al., 2011a). SIF retrievals at these two wavelengths are then
combined in a normalizing weighted average to produce SIF at 740 nm, allowing comparability with
other satellite missions (Parazoo et al., 2019).

The OCO-2 satellite follows a near-polar orbit, returning to the same location every 16 days.
High-latitude orbit tracks are spaced closer than those at mid-latitudes and, at the equator, adjacent
orbit tracks are separated by about 160 km. Orbit tracks have a swath width of about 10 km
and, with eight measurements across track, each retrieval has a spatial footprint of a few square
kilometers. Accordingly, SIF retrievals from OCO-2 have the finest spatial footprint of all SIF
satellite retrievals to date. OCO-2 retrievals are made in three modes: nadir mode, with the
instrument pointed at Earth’s surface directly below the satellite; glint mode, with the instrument
pointed at the reflection of the sun on the surface; and target mode, with the instrument fixed on
a specific location, typically a validation site.

We obtain bias-corrected SIF retrievals from the version 10r SIF Lite files (OCO-2 Science
Team et al., 2020), which implement the debiasing method described in Doughty et al. (2022).
As recommended in the data user’s guide, we screen these retrievals for quality flags 0 and 1 and
remove cases where the retrieved value plus three times the retrieval standard deviation is negative.
For consistency with the OCO-2 CO2 observations prescribed by the MIP, we use SIF retrievals
made in nadir and glint modes, and we average these by mode into 10-second bands along orbit
tracks. We compute 10-second averages of both the retrievals and their error variances using the
approach of the original MIP (Crowell et al., 2019), and we retain averages based on at least five
retrievals. Hereafter, we refer to these averaged values as SIF observations and observation-error
variances, respectively.

Each retained SIF observation is then matched by location and time to an estimate of SIF–GPP
model-error variance, which is described in Section S.2 in the Supplementary Material. Similar
to the convention used for CO2 observations in the v10 MIP, we add the model-error variance
to the observation-error variance to construct an “error budget” for each SIF observation. We
discard SIF observations when the assumption of a linear SIF–GPP relationship is not supported
by bottom-up SiB4 estimates or when SIF observations are outliers relative to bottom-up SIF
estimates (see Section S.2 in the Supplementary Material). As a result, we retain about 10% of
the SIF observations available for assimilation.
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Figure 2: Processed and retained observations for OCO-2 SIF, OCO-2 XCO2, and in-situ/flask
mole-fraction observation types. (Top row) The total number of observations (in thousands) in each
month of the study period, by observation type. (Bottom row) The total number of observations
over the study period, counted in 2◦ × 2.5◦ grid cells by observation type. In the bottom panels,
the color scale is log-transformed, gray cells have zero observations, and gray lines delineate the 23
regions used to partition the spatial domain.

The final 138,590 processed SIF observations span the period from September 6, 2014 to March
31, 2021, the same period as the OCO-2 CO2 observations described below. Figure 2 shows the
spatial and temporal observation density for SIF and both CO2 observation types. Retained SIF
observations are generally less abundant during winter months when SIF is negligible and cannot
inform GPP. They are also sparse in desert and tropical regions (particularly in the Amazon), where
the bottom-up SIF–GPP relationship tends to be absent or nonlinear, which prevents assimilation
of SIF observations. Hence, SIF observations offer limited information on GPP for some regions
and months.

CO2 mole-fraction observations. Our inversion uses CO2 mole-fraction observations that derive
from two sources: column-averaged CO2 mole fraction, or XCO2, retrieved by the OCO-2 satellite,
and in situ and flask measurements collected from various instruments around the globe. Both
types of observations are prescribed by the v10 MIP protocol (Byrne et al., 2023) and are the
same as those used in WOMBAT v2.0. In total, there are 530,201 XCO2 satellite observations,
which span the period from September 6, 2014 to March 31, 2021, and 1,053,457 in situ and
flask observations, which span the period from September 1, 2014 to January 31, 2021. As shown
in Figure 2, spatial coverage is much broader for XCO2 observations than for in situ and flask
observations, but the latter are more abundant, particularly in the Northern Hemisphere. Temporal
coverage of XCO2 observations is seasonal throughout the study period, while the number of in situ
and flask observations declines steadily due to longer processing times needed for these data sets.
Additional strengths and weaknesses of both observation types are discussed in Section S.3.7 in the
Supplementary Material.

The resulting collection of SIF and CO2 mole-fraction data covers the period from September
2014 to March 2021, and while we estimate fluxes across this entire period, we report fluxes on
the prescribed period from January 2015 to December 2020. The data buffer on either side of
the reporting period helps improve reliability of flux estimates at the start and end of the period.
In addition to observational data, the WOMBAT v2.S framework depends on a transport model,
bottom-up flux estimates, and prior distributions on the parameters in the process and data models.
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These details are provided in Section S.3 in the Supplementary Material, along with a description
of the computing resources used to run the inversion.

3.2 Observing system simulation experiment (OSSE)

To quantify the benefit of assimilating SIF observations in WOMBAT v2.S, we conduct an OSSE
in which the true flux is known and the same hierarchical model is used for both simulation and
inversion. We construct four true-flux cases according to the model in (5) by specifying the flux
basis-function coefficients, α, in four different ways. In the first case, we set α = 0, which means the
true flux is the bottom-up estimate. We refer to this case as “Bottom-up.” The second case sets α
equal to the posterior mean obtained from the WOMBAT v2.0 inversion in Bertolacci et al. (2024).
We label this case “v2.0 mean.” In the first two cases, the respiration linear term (RLT; see (3))
is equal to its bottom-up estimate. The final two cases differ from this pattern. In these cases, we
maintain NEE at its “v2.0 mean” value while adjusting both the GPP intercept and trend by either
positive 10% (“Positive shift”) or negative 10% (“Negative shift”). To preserve the NEE value,
we make compensating adjustments to the RLT, causing the RLT to deviate from its bottom-up
estimate. Full details are provided in Section S.4 in the Supplementary Material. Section S.4 also
describes how we simulate noisy observations of SIF and CO2 mole fraction using the four true-flux
cases and error-parameter estimates from the first stage of the real-data inversion (see Section 2.6),
thereby inducing the error properties of the real data. Figure S.4 in the Supplementary Material
plots the true GPP, respiration, NEE, and ocean component fluxes for the four cases, aggregated
to monthly global totals.

We make inference on the true fluxes by running the second stage of the inversion under four
setups, determined by the interaction of two factors: whether SIF observations are included or
not, and whether the RLT is fixed to its bottom-up estimate in all regions or inferred for land
regions in the inversion. As an exception, the RLT is always fixed in the basis-function region for
tropical South America because nonlinearity in the bottom-up SIF–GPP relationship prevents us
from assimilating SIF observations across most of this region (see Figure 2 and Section S.2 in the
Supplementary Material for details). Across the four true-flux cases and the four inversion setups,
we consider a total of 16 experiments in the OSSE design.

We evaluate the ability of each inversion setup to recover the true component fluxes using the
root-mean-squared error (RMSE) and the continuous ranked probability score (CRPS; Gneiting and
Raftery, 2007) on a monthly and regionally aggregated basis. The RMSE quantifies the accuracy
of point estimates, while the CRPS also assesses the calibration of posterior prediction intervals.
These statistics are based on the same regions used to construct the flux basis functions, which
are detailed in Section S.3.3 in the Supplementary Material. To compare the 16 experiments, we
compute the RMSE and mean CRPS over all combinations of these 23 regions and the 72 months
in the evaluation period (January 2015 to December 2020).

Table 1 reports the RMSE for each component flux in all 16 OSSE experiments. Reassuringly,
estimation of NEE and ocean component fluxes is not affected by whether the RLT is fixed or
inferred, nor whether SIF observations are included or not. This is expected because NEE is well
identified from terrestrial CO2 mole-fraction observations, and ocean flux is not directly related to
GPP, which is where SIF adds information.

The inversion setup mainly affects estimation of GPP and respiration components. Including
SIF observations consistently improves RMSE, but treatment of the RLT plays a key role. When
the true-flux case is “Bottom-up” or “v2.0 mean,” setups with a fixed RLT achieve the smallest
RMSE for GPP and respiration components, reflecting the advantage of the RLT being fixed to its
true value in these cases. However, in the “Positive shift” and “Negative shift” cases, the true RLT
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True Flux Inversion Setup RMSE [PgC/year]

RLTa Includes SIF GPP Resp. NEE Ocean

Bottom-upb Fixed Yes 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.06
No 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.06

Inferred Yes 0.17 0.16 0.03 0.06
No 1.62 1.62 0.03 0.06

v2.0 meanb Fixed Yes 0.28 0.29 0.11 0.06
No 0.41 0.41 0.12 0.06

Inferred Yes 0.49 0.49 0.11 0.06
No 1.93 1.93 0.12 0.06

Positive shift Fixed Yes 0.71 0.70 0.10 0.07
No 0.73 0.73 0.11 0.06

Inferred Yes 0.45 0.44 0.10 0.07
No 2.36 2.37 0.11 0.06

Negative shift Fixed Yes 0.69 0.71 0.11 0.06
No 0.71 0.72 0.12 0.06

Inferred Yes 0.42 0.42 0.11 0.06
No 2.32 2.33 0.12 0.06

a The respiration linear term (RLT) is either fixed to its bottom-up estimate or inferred for land regions.
b The bottom-up RLT estimate is the true RLT in these cases.

Table 1: Root-mean-squared error (RMSE) when estimating monthly regional flux components in
the OSSE of Section 3.2. Smaller RMSE indicates better performance, and the smallest RMSE
for each true-flux case is given in bold unless there is a tie. We obtain each value over the same
regions and time periods as those used for constructing flux basis functions (see Section S.3.3 in
the Supplementary Material).

differs from its bottom-up estimate by 10%, so fixing the RLT to its bottom-up estimate becomes
a disadvantage. In these cases, the setup of inferred RLT with SIF outperforms the setup of fixed
RLT with SIF by nearly 40% in RMSE. The true RLT will typically differ from its bottom-up
estimate in practice; therefore, inferring the RLT is beneficial, provided that SIF observations are
used to anchor GPP.

The setup of inferred RLT without SIF performs poorly, with RMSE an order of magnitude
larger than other setups across all true-flux cases. This is primarily due to an inability to separately
identify linear terms for GPP and respiration when SIF is not available. Figure 3 illustrates this
for the “Negative shift” case: although seasonal and residual terms are estimated similarly with or
without SIF, the true linear terms for GPP and respiration are only recovered when SIF is included.
Without SIF, these terms fall just outside the much wider posterior prediction intervals, under-
scoring the challenge of separately estimating GPP and respiration linear terms. As expected, the
NEE linear term remains minimally affected, confirming that SIF observations primarily improve
estimates of GPP and respiration.

The CRPS results are reported in Table S.3 in the Supplementary Material. They are con-
sistent with the RMSE results and with the posterior prediction intervals shown in Figure 3. In
summary, the OSSE shows that inferring the RLT with the aid of SIF observations, as we do in
WOMBAT v2.S, produces more accurate and better-calibrated estimates of GPP and respiration,
particularly regarding the linear terms in their time series decomposition. We therefore expect

13



GPP Respiration NEE
Linear

S
easonal

R
esidual

2016−01 2018−01 2020−01 2016−01 2018−01 2020−01 2016−01 2018−01 2020−01

−0.35

−0.30

−0.25

−0.20

−3

−2

−1

0

1

−0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

9
10
11
12
13
14

−1

0

1

2

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

0.25

−15
−14
−13
−12
−11
−10

−6

−4

−2

0

2

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

Time

F
lu

x 
[P

gC
/m

on
th

]

Truth Bottom−up Without SIF With SIF

Figure 3: Decomposition of monthly global total OSSE posterior flux estimates into linear, sea-
sonal, and residual terms when the true flux (solid line) is the “Negative shift” case. Posterior
estimates with and without SIF are shown, and the respiration linear term (RLT) is inferred for
land regions in both setups. Shaded areas show the region between the 2.5th and 97.5th posterior
percentiles (i.e., 95% prediction intervals). Bottom-up estimates are included for reference.

WOMBAT v2.S to provide better estimates of GPP and respiration fluxes than WOMBAT v2.0
when applied to real data.

3.3 Carbon cycle findings using satellite and in situ observations

We now present results from applying the WOMBAT v2.S framework in the context of the v10 MIP
using the real observations of SIF and CO2 mole fraction described in Section 3.1. The OSSE in
Section 3.2 showed that ocean flux estimates are not affected by the inclusion of SIF observations,
so here we focus on GPP, respiration, and NEE fluxes. We compare the posterior flux estimates
from WOMBAT v2.S with those from WOMBAT v2.0, and with the bottom-up SiB4 estimates
that form the GPP and respiration prior in both inversions. For additional context, we include
estimates from the FLUXCOM X-BASE product (Nelson et al., 2024), part of the FLUXCOM
initiative (Tramontana et al., 2016; Jung et al., 2020).

The FLUXCOM initiative uses machine learning to scale in situ NEE flux measurements from
294 flux-tower sites to global flux products using satellite and meteorological data. The FLUXCOM
X-BASE product (hereafter, FLUXCOM) generates NEE estimates at 0.05◦, hourly resolution, with
GPP derived using the Reichstein et al. (2005) partitioning method. Respiration estimates are
calculated by subtracting GPP from NEE. For comparison with WOMBAT, we spatially aggregate
FLUXCOM estimates to the 2◦ × 2.5◦ resolution of the transport model. While products from
the FLUXCOM initiative are widely used as a benchmark (e.g., Anav et al., 2015), we treat these
estimates as a plausible representation of carbon fluxes rather than validation data.

In what follows, we compare flux estimates from WOMBAT v2.S, v2.0, and FLUXCOM. The
bottom-up SiB4 estimates we use are also included for reference. We proceed from coarse to fine
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Figure 4: (Top row) Global monthly total GPP, respiration, and NEE component fluxes during
the six-year period from January 2015 to December 2020. (Bottom row) Estimated seasonal profile
of each component flux, where each month shows the average of the six corresponding estimates
during the six-year period. Lines show the FLUXCOM and bottom-up (SiB4) estimates, and the
WOMBAT v2.0 and v2.S posterior means. Shaded areas around the WOMBAT estimates depict
the region between the 2.5th and 97.5th posterior percentiles (i.e., 95% prediction intervals).

spatial scales, starting with global totals and seasonal cycles, then moving to zonal characteristics,
and finally to examining spatial patterns.

Global totals and seasonal cycles. Averaged over the six years in the study period, WOM-
BAT v2.S estimates a global annual GPP flux of −117.48 ± 1.15PgCyr−1, which is smaller than
the v2.0 estimate of −129.15 ± 0.06PgCyr−1. Both estimates are within the range of 110–
165PgCyr−1 typically seen in the literature (Anav et al., 2015). The FLUXCOM and bottom-up
estimates are both around −127PgCyr−1 in annual GPP flux. Annual average NEE is between
−5.5 and −4PgCyr−1 for all estimates considered, except for the bottom-up estimate, which is
−2.5PgCyr−1.

Figure 4 shows monthly global total GPP, respiration, and NEE component fluxes, as well
as the average seasonal cycle for each component. The largest GPP sink is consistently in July,
driven by the boreal growing season (see supplementary Figure S.10 for the average seasonal cycle
of different latitude bands). The primary difference between GPP estimates is the amplitude of
the seasonal cycle, which is larger in WOMBAT v2.S than in v2.0. The FLUXCOM and bottom-
up GPP estimates are nearly identical, with even larger seasonal amplitude than either of the
WOMBAT estimates. Seasonal differences are more pronounced in estimates of the respiration
component. Compared with WOMBAT v2.0, the inclusion of SIF in v2.S creates an amplified
respiration cycle that is more consistent with FLUXCOM and bottom-up estimates, showing the
largest annual source occurring in July. Regarding NEE, WOMBAT v2.S estimates are essentially
unchanged from v2.0 estimates, which is consistent with our findings in the OSSE. Both are similar
to FLUXCOM NEE estimates. In contrast, bottom-up estimates show a larger seasonal amplitude
for NEE, but recall that they do not incorporate observational data.
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Although subtle, a key difference between WOMBAT estimates is the width of the posterior
prediction intervals, which are wider for WOMBAT v2.S than for v2.0. The RLT is inferred in
WOMBAT v2.S, and the wider intervals reflect the additional uncertainty involved when separately
estimating GPP and respiration linear terms. This effect aligns with the OSSE results and is more
evident in Figure S.8 in the Supplementary Material.

Zonal fluxes. To investigate temporal patterns in different regions, Figure S.9 in the Supplemen-
tary Material shows monthly total GPP, respiration, and NEE fluxes for zonal bands covering the
northern boreal (50◦N–90◦N), the northern temperate (23◦N–50◦N), the tropics (23◦S–23◦N), the
northern tropics (0◦–23◦N), the southern tropics (23◦S–0◦), and the southern extratropics (90◦S–
23◦S). Similarly, Figure S.10 shows the average seasonal cycle for GPP, respiration, and NEE in
each zonal band. The global cycles in Figure 4 are also reflected in the northern boreal and northern
temperate bands, but there are important deviations in tropical and southern bands. For exam-
ple, the largest GPP sink in the southern extratropics occurs in January and is relatively small
(as expected), while in the tropics its timing varies by hemisphere. As is well established, this
hemispheric offset produces relatively flat seasonal cycles for GPP, respiration, and NEE across the
tropics as a whole (e.g., Anav et al., 2015), although the WOMBAT v2.S estimates exhibit slightly
more pronounced seasonal cycles than other estimates.

Additionally, Figure S.10 shows that assimilating SIF in WOMBAT v2.S has minimal impact
on the seasonal cycle of NEE across all zonal bands. This is to be expected, but it contrasts
with Zhang et al. (2023), who report a reduced-magnitude NEE seasonal cycle in the tropics after
assimilating gap-filled SIF data products. However, their approach is not hierarchical and treats
SIF as a covariate for NEE, omitting the confounding relationship between SIF and GPP.

Figure S.11 in the Supplementary Material shows the average latitudinal profile of GPP, respi-
ration, and NEE fluxes for each season. Profiles for the different estimates of GPP and respiration
are generally similar, but compared with FLUXCOM and bottom-up estimates in northern temper-
ate latitudes, both WOMBAT estimates are larger in magnitude during boreal winter and smaller
during summer. Compared with WOMBAT v2.0, v2.S shows a slight zonal redistribution of GPP
during the boreal growing season (June–August), leading to less uptake in the tropics and more
uptake in northern temperate latitudes. Parazoo et al. (2014) reported the opposite effect in a
similar study using only SIF observations to optimize GPP estimates in isolation. The different
result in WOMBAT v2.S can be attributed to several factors: the use of a hierarchical model,
different SIF observations, the impact of CO2 mole-fraction observations, and joint estimation of
other fluxes in the inversion. The zonal redistribution of GPP in WOMBAT v2.S also brings the
estimates closer to FLUXCOM in northern temperate latitudes, where more extensive flux-tower
data coverage makes FLUXCOM relatively well-informed.

Spatial patterns. To examine spatial variability in flux estimates, Figure 5 displays grid-scale
posterior means and standard deviations of the average GPP flux over the period from January
2015 to December 2020. Also included are FLUXCOM grid-scale GPP flux averages and differences
between WOMBAT v2.S and FLUXCOM averages. In agreement with Anav et al. (2015), the
largest GPP uptake occurs in the tropics, particularly in the Amazon and tropical Asia. Notable
uptake also occurs in the eastern United States, in Europe, the Congo Basin, along the eastern coast
of Australia, and in New Zealand. These regions also exhibit larger uncertainties in flux estimates
(except for tropical South America, where the RLT is fixed), as indicated by the WOMBAT v2.S
posterior standard deviations. Fixing the RLT to its bottom-up estimate in tropical South America
limits the variability of GPP estimates in this region (see Section S.3.3 in the Supplementary
Material).

The map of differences in Figure 5 shows that WOMBAT v2.S estimates larger (more negative)
GPP fluxes than FLUXCOM across most of South America, tropical Asia, and coastal Australia,
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Figure 5: (Left column) WOMBAT v2.S posterior mean and posterior standard deviation of the
average GPP flux over January 2015–December 2020. (Right column) FLUXCOM estimate of the
average GPP flux, and average difference between the WOMBAT v2.S posterior mean and the
FLUXCOM estimate. Grid cells are 2◦ × 2.5◦ and those shown in gray have zero GPP flux. Solid
gray lines delineate the 23 regions used to partition the spatial domain.

and it estimates smaller (less negative) GPP fluxes in North America, Central Africa, and temperate
to boreal Asia. Figure S.12 in the Supplementary Material shows a comparison to WOMBAT v2.0.
In both comparisons, differences are relatively smooth and occur over large areas, generally with
boundaries along the spatial partitions of the basis functions used in the inversion. This is because
the inferred basis-function coefficients adjust the basis functions at the regional scale.

In the Supplementary Material, Figures S.13 and S.14 present grid-scale estimates of the av-
erage respiration and NEE fluxes, respectively. As expected, the spatial pattern of respiration
generally mirrors that of GPP in magnitude, which is why separating the two from NEE is chal-
lenging. WOMBAT v2.S and v2.0 NEE estimates are in relative agreement, and uncertainty in
tropical regions is lower for NEE than for corresponding estimates of GPP and respiration. These
findings corroborate the OSSE result that NEE can be identified from terrestrial CO2 mole-fraction
observations more easily than its GPP and respiration components.
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4 Conclusions

The WOMBAT v2.S framework marks a significant step forward in attributing individual com-
ponents of natural CO2 flux across the globe. The framework extends WOMBAT v2.0 with a
hierarchical statistical model that relates SIF satellite observations to the GPP component flux.
Using a first-order Taylor-series expansion about a bottom-up estimate of GPP, the model captures
the linear nature of the SIF–GPP relationship while allowing for spatial and temporal variation
within biomes and across seasons. As the first flux-inversion framework to simultaneously assimi-
late SIF and CO2 mole-fraction observations, WOMBAT v2.S places a direct observational lens on
the statistical distribution of GPP and other components of natural CO2 flux.

In Section 2, we demonstrated how SIF observations are incorporated into WOMBAT v2.S,
and we explained that doing so allows us to relax strict modeling assumptions that were required
in WOMBAT v2.0. Through the OSSE in Section 3.2, we showed that SIF consistently improves
the accuracy and uncertainty characterization of GPP and respiration estimates. The inclusion of
SIF does not impact the net flux, which is already well constrained by CO2 mole-fraction observa-
tions. When applied to SIF and CO2 observations from the OCO-2 satellite and other sources in
Section 3.3, WOMBAT v2.S yields GPP and respiration estimates that better align with the cur-
rent understanding of carbon-cycle seasonality at boreal and midlatitudes than those from WOM-
BAT v2.0. Incorporating SIF also leads to spatial redistribution of GPP and respiration estimates,
with WOMBAT v2.S showing a shift in GPP from tropical to northern temperate latitudes during
June to August.

To take full advantage of satellite SIF observations in CO2 flux inversions, there are remaining
challenges to address. A limitation of most approaches, includingWOMBAT v2.S, is the assumption
of a linear relationship between GPP and SIF. While this assumption is often a valid one, deviations
from linearity can occur (Magney et al., 2020). For example, bottom-up SiB4 estimates of GPP
and SIF tend to exhibit nonlinear relationships in tropical regions. In these cases, WOMBAT v2.S
discards the corresponding OCO-2 SIF observations, which forfeits information in regions like the
Amazon where observational insight is especially valuable. In a future version, this could be
mitigated by including higher-order terms in the Taylor-series expansion, or perhaps by introducing
a mechanistic Gaussian process model. Accounting for plant type in the SIF process model could
also help isolate any piecewise linear relationships that may arise due to differences in canopy
structure at fine scales. The ability to assimilate SIF observations in the presence of nonlinearities
will be crucial to improving GPP and respiration estimates in tropical regions, where dense canopies,
humidity, and other factors can complicate the SIF–GPP relationship.

A major assumption in WOMBAT v2.S is that of a known relationship between GPP and
SIF. While we derive this relationship using bottom-up estimates from the SiB4 biosphere model
(see Section S.2 in the Supplementary Material), alternative models and data sources could yield
different results. For example, an empirical relationship could be obtained by relating gap-filled
SIF data products (e.g., Zhang et al., 2018a) with FLUXCOM GPP estimates (Nelson et al., 2024).
Uncertainties in the SIF–GPP relationship should also be incorporated into the SIF process model,
especially in tropical regions where the relationship is not well understood. Implementing greater
flexibility in the SIF–GPP relationship would enable assimilation of SIF observations in regions
and seasons where the relationship is currently treated as missing.

Other limitations of WOMBAT v2.S are shared by most inversion frameworks, including the
reliance on a single transport model and the use of a relatively coarse spatiotemporal parameteri-
zation. The transport model we use is widely validated, but differences between transport models
should increase variability of flux estimates (Basu et al., 2018; Schuh et al., 2019). Although a coarse
parameterization reduces the computational burden, it limits the scale at which reliable inferences
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can be made. Zammit-Mangion et al. (2022) and Bertolacci et al. (2024) discuss these challenges
in the context of the WOMBAT framework, and they remain key areas for further research.

We conclude by noting that the WOMBAT v2.S framework could also produce posterior es-
timates of the spatiotemporal SIF process, which have promising applications across multiple do-
mains. For instance, SIF has proven to be a reliable indicator of environmental stresses such as
heatwaves and drought (e.g., Sun et al., 2023b), making its global estimation a valuable tool for
informing climate-impact mitigation and adaptation strategies.

Software and data availability

The software implementation of WOMBAT v2.S is openly available at https://github.com/

joshhjacobson/wombat-v2s. The software includes guidance on acquiring the input data and
reproducing the results in the manuscript. Outputs from the WOMBAT v2.S framework are also
available. These include MCMC samples from the WOMBAT v2.S posterior distribution of the
model parameters for the real-data inversion and all OSSE inversions; bottom-up estimates and
WOMBAT v2.S samples from the posterior distribution of the fluxes; and bottom-up estimates
and WOMBAT v2.S samples from the posterior distribution of the coefficients in the linear and
seasonal terms of time-series decomposition.
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Hörtnagl, L., Scott, R. L., Zhang, W., Hamdi, Z. M., Reichstein, M., . . . Jung, M. (2024). X-
BASE: The first terrestrial carbon and water flux products from an extended data-driven scaling
framework, FLUXCOM-X. Biogeosciences, 21(22):5079–5115.

Norton, A. J., Rayner, P. J., Koffi, E. N., Scholze, M., Silver, J. D., and Wang, Y.-P. (2019). Esti-
mating global gross primary productivity using chlorophyll fluorescence and a data assimilation
system with the BETHY-SCOPE model. Biogeosciences, 16(15):3069–3093.

OCO-2 Science Team, Gunson, M., and Eldering, A. (2020). OCO-2 Level 2 bias-corrected solar-
induced fluorescence and other select fields from the IMAP-DOAS algorithm aggregated as daily
files, Retrospective processing V10r. Goddard Earth Sciences Data and Information Services
Center (GES DISC), Greenbelt, MD. https://doi.org/10.5067/XO2LBBNPO010.

O’Dell, C. W., Eldering, A., Wennberg, P. O., Crisp, D., Gunson, M. R., Fisher, B., Frankenberg,
C., Kiel, M., Lindqvist, H., Mandrake, L., Merrelli, A., Natraj, V., Nelson, R. R., Osterman,
G. B., Payne, V. H., Taylor, T. E., Wunch, D., Drouin, B. J., Oyafuso, F., Chang, A., . . . Velazco,
V. A. (2018). Improved retrievals of carbon dioxide from Orbiting Carbon Observatory-2 with
the version 8 ACOS algorithm. Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 11(12):6539–6576.

Pakman, A., and Paninski, L. (2014). Exact Hamiltonian Monte Carlo for truncated multivariate
Gaussians. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 23(2):518–542.

Parazoo, N. C., Bowman, K., Fisher, J. B., Frankenberg, C., Jones, D. B. A., Cescatti, A., Pérez-
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This document provides further information about the WOMBAT v2.S framework, including
auxiliary details of the hierarchical model (Section S.1), the SIF–GPP sensitivity term (Section S.2),
the implementation (Section S.3), and the OSSE (Section S.4). Additional figures and tables that
support the results are given in Section S.5.

S.1 Remaining details of the hierarchical model

Section 2 in the main text describes the updates from WOMBAT v2.0 (Bertolacci et al., 2024) that
are needed to accommodate the inclusion of SIF in WOMBAT v2.S. Model details that are not
specific to SIF are included here. Section S.1.1 describes the basis-function representation for the
component fluxes, and Section S.1.2 gives the covariance structure of the basis-function coefficients.
Sections S.1.3 and S.1.4 give full mathematical details of the CO2 mole-fraction process model and
the data model, respectively. Parameters of the data model are specified in Section S.1.5.

S.1.1 Basis-function representation of component fluxes

For computational tractability, WOMBAT uses a basis-function representation of the individual
component fluxes. In WOMBAT v2.0 and v2.S, this reduced-rank construction partitions Earth’s
surface, S2, into R disjoint regions denoted by {Dr ⊂ S2 : r = 1, . . . , R}, and partitions the study
time period, T , into Q disjoint sequential time periods denoted by {Eq ⊂ T : q = 1, . . . , Q}. Define
the R-dimensional vector of spatial indicators,

wS(s) ≡ (1(s ∈ D1), . . . ,1(s ∈ DR))
′, s ∈ S2,

on the spatial partition, and the QR-dimensional vector of spatiotemporal indicators,

wST(s, t) ≡ (1(s ∈ D1 ∩ t ∈ E1),1(s ∈ D1 ∩ t ∈ E2), . . . ,1(s ∈ DR ∩ t ∈ EQ))
′, s ∈ S2, t ∈ T ,

on the spatiotemporal partition, where 1(·) is the indicator function. For component c ∈ C, we
model each of the unknown spatial and spatiotemporal processes in (3) as follows:

βc,j(s) = (1 +wS(s)
′αc,j)β

0
c,j(s), j = 0, 1,

βc,j,k(s) = (1 +wS(s)
′αc,j,k)β

0
c,j,k(s), j = 2, . . . , 5, k = 1, . . . ,Kc,

ϵc(s, t) = (1 +wST(s, t)
′αc,6)ϵ

0
c(s, t),

(S.1)
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for s ∈ S2 and t ∈ T , where αc,j ≡ (αc,j,1, . . . , αc,j,R)
′ for j = 0, 1; αc,j,k ≡ (αc,j,k,1, . . . , αc,j,k,R)

′

for j = 2, . . . , 5 and k = 1, . . . ,Kc; and αc,6 ≡ (αc,6,1,1, αc,6,1,2, . . . , αc,6,R,Q)
′. Consequently, the

random and unknown α-vectors spatially adjust the known bottom-up estimates of the linear and
seasonal coefficient fields, β0c,·(·) and β0c,·,·(·), respectively, and spatiotemporally adjust the bottom-
up estimate of the residual term, ϵ0c(· , ·). For instance, βc,0(s) = (1 + αc,0,r)β

0
c,0(s) for all s ∈ Dr.

Following Bertolacci et al. (2024), we obtain the fields β0c,·(·), β0c,·,·(·), and ϵ0c(· , ·) by applying the
decomposition in (3) to the bottom-up estimates of each component flux (see Section S.3.2 for de-
tails). We construct basis functions by applying the partitioning method in (S.1) to each of the terms
in (3), and collect them in the basis-vector ϕc(· , ·) of dimension (2R+4KcR+QR). For example, the
first three elements of ϕc(s, t) are wS(s)

′β0c,0(s), wS(s)
′β0c,1(s)t, and wS(s)

′β0c,2,1(s) cos(2πt/365.25).

S.1.2 Covariance of the basis-function coefficients

We model the flux basis-function coefficients α in (5) using a constrained Gaussian distribution
with covariance matrix Σα (ConstrGau(0,Σα, Fα); see Section 2.5). As illustrated in (S.1), basis
functions correspond to the linear, seasonal, and residual terms of the time-series decomposition,
and hence the correlation structure of each term is represented through respective submatrices of
Σα. We defer to Section S.3.5 our specification of the submatrices of Σα that correspond to the
linear terms {cov(αc,j) : c ∈ C, j = 0, 1} since they are modified from those of WOMBAT v2.0.
Submatrices corresponding to the seasonal and residual terms are unchanged from WOMBAT v2.0,
but we describe them below for completeness.

The submatrices of Σα that correspond to seasonal terms are specified through

var(αc,j,k,r) = 1/τβc ,

corr(αc,j,k,r, αc′,j,k,r) = ρβc,c′ ,
(S.2)

for c, c′ ∈ C, j = 2, . . . , 5, k = 1, . . . ,Kc, r = 1, . . . , R, where τβc > 0, ρβc,c′ ∈ [−1, 1], and any

correlations not specified are equal to zero. The precision parameter τβc moderates how far the
seasonal terms can vary from their bottom-up estimates, and the correlation parameter ρβc,c′ governs
cross-dependence between seasonal cycles of flux components c and c′. For instance, we expect
anticorrelation between adjustments to the seasonal cycle of GPP and adjustments to the seasonal
cycle of respiration. This would correspond to a positive value of ρβgpp,resp since these components
have opposite orientation.

The submatrices of Σα corresponding to residual terms have a similar structure, but with
additional temporal correlations:

var(αc,6,r,q) = 1/τ ϵc , c ∈ C; r = 1, . . . , R; q = 1, . . . , Q;

corr(αc,6,r,q, αc′,6,r,q′) = ρϵc,c′(κ
ϵ
bio)

|q−q′|, c, c′ ∈ {gpp, resp}; r = 1, . . . , R; q, q′ = 1, . . . , Q;

corr(αocean,6,r,q, αocean,6,r,q′) = (κϵocean)
|q−q′|, r = 1, . . . , R; q, q′ = 1, . . . , Q;

(S.3)
where τ ϵc > 0, κϵc ∈ [0, 1], ρϵc,c′ ∈ [−1, 1], ρϵc,c = 1, and unspecified correlations are equal to zero.
The precision parameter τ ϵc and the correlation parameter ρϵc,c′ function similarly to their seasonal
counterparts in (S.2) above, and the parameter κϵc models component-specific temporal correlation.
We assume that a single parameter can capture temporal dependencies in the residual terms for
GPP and respiration components, and thus we set κϵgpp = κϵresp ≡ κϵbio. Through the interaction
with ρϵc,c′ , the GPP and respiration residual terms can be cross-correlated in time, but they are
assumed to be independent of the ocean residual terms.
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The covariance parameters in (S.2) and (S.3) are given the following independent hyperprior
distributions that we retain from WOMBAT v2.0:

τβc ∼ Gamma(νβτ , ω
β
τ,c), ρβc,c′ ∼ Beta(aβρ , b

β
ρ ),

τ ϵc ∼ Gamma(νϵτ , ω
ϵ
τ,c), ρϵc,c′ ∼ Beta(aϵρ, b

ϵ
ρ),

κϵc ∼ Beta(aϵκ, b
ϵ
κ),

for c, c′ ∈ C, where Gamma(ν, ω) is the gamma distribution with shape hyperparameter ν and
rate hyperparameter ω, and Beta(a, b) is the beta distribution with shape hyperparameters a and
b. For some covariance parameters, it is occasionally appropriate to assume a known value; for
example, we assume that ρβc,ocean and ρϵc,ocean are zero when c corresponds to GPP or respiration
(see Section S.3.3). We give choices for the fixed hyperparameters in Section S.3.9 below.

S.1.3 Mole-fraction process model

Let Yco2(s, h, t) denote the CO2 mole-fraction field at location s ∈ S2, geopotential height h ≥ 0,
and time t ∈ T . The mole-fraction field at time t depends on all fluxes that occur over the period
Tt ≡ [t0, t], given by X(· , Tt), and on the “initial condition” of the entire mole-fraction field, given
by Yco2(· , · , t0). This dependence is expressed as

Yco2(s, h, t) = Hco2(Yco2(· , · , t0), X(· , Tt); s, h, t), s ∈ S2, h ≥ 0, t ∈ T , (S.4)

where the operator Hco2 represents the true chemical transport of CO2 through the atmosphere.
Since CO2 is a long-lived trace-gas, Hco2 is nearly linear (e.g., Enting, 2002, Chapter 2), meaning
that the impact of the initial condition, given by Hco2(Yco2(· , · , t0), 0; s, h, t), is additive and can be
separated from the impact of the fluxes over the time period Tt, given by Hco2(0, X(· , Tt); s, h, t).
In practice, the transport operator is not perfectly known and, as in previous versions of WOMBAT,
we obtain an approximate transport operator, Ĥco2, from the transport model GEOS-Chem (see
Section S.3.1). In the resulting approximation, the term Ĥco2(0, X(· , Tt); s, h, t) functions similarly

to Ĥ(1)
sif (X

0
gpp(s, t); s, t) in that both terms describe the sensitivity of an observable process to the

latent flux process. However, where Ĥ(1)
sif (X

0
gpp(s, t); s, t) is relatively local and instantaneous,

Ĥco2(0, X(· , Tt); s, h, t) depends on the entire flux field at every time in the period Tt.
Like the basis-function representation of the flux process in (5), the mole-fraction process model

also has a basis-function representation. Specifically,

Yco2(s, h, t) = Y 0
co2(s, h, t) + ψ̂co2(s, h, t)

′α+ ξYco2(s, h, t), s ∈ S2, h ≥ 0, t ∈ T , (S.5)

where Y 0
co2(s, h, t) ≡ Ĥco2(Ŷco2(· , · , t0), 0; s, h, t) + Ĥco2(0, X

0(· , Tt); s, h, t) for s ∈ S2, h ≥ 0,
t ∈ T , with Ŷco2(· , · , t0) an estimate of the initial condition. The vector ψ̂co2(· , · , ·) is a vector
of response functions and, due to linearity in Ĥco2, its lth element directly corresponds to the
lth element of the basis-function vector ϕ(· , ·) through ψ̂co2,l(s, h, t) = Ĥco2(0, ϕl(· , Tt); s, h, t) for
s ∈ S2, h ≥ 0, t ∈ T . The term ξYco2(· , · , ·) is a residual mole-fraction process that accommodates
spatiotemporally correlated errors that arise from the use of an approximate initial condition and
an imperfect transport operator.

The model in (S.5) links the essentially unobservable flux process to the potentially observable
CO2 mole-fraction process, which is defined on a four-dimensional space that can be observed
incompletely by satellites and other instruments. These observations are only available at a limited
set of locations, heights, and times, and they are subject to measurement biases and errors. The
WOMBAT framework addresses these issues through a mole-fraction data model.
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S.1.4 Mole-fraction data model

Let {Zco2,i : i = 1, . . . , Nco2} denote the available collection of CO2 mole-fraction observations.
Those used in flux inversions derive from point-referenced in situ and flask measurements, and
column-averaged satellite retrievals. Each point-referenced observation is made at a specific location
si typically near Earth’s surface (hi small), involves some degree of time averaging, and is not subject
to substantial bias or correlated measurement error. Point-referenced observations are therefore
modeled as Zco2,i = Ai(Yco2(si, hi, ·))+ϵco2,i, where Ai represents averaging over a known, typically
short, time period, and ϵco2,i is a mean-zero uncorrelated measurement error that has different
properties depending on the in situ or flask measuring instrument. In contrast, each column-
averaged observation is made at a specific location si and time ti, involves a weighted average
over a vertical column of the atmosphere, and is typically affected by both bias and correlated
measurement error. Thus, column-averaged observations are modeled as Zco2,i = Ai(Yco2(si, · , ti))+
bco2,i+ξZco2,i+ϵco2,i, where Ai represents averaging over the vertical dimension, bco2,i is a bias term,
ξZco2,i is a mean-zero spatiotemporally correlated error term, and ϵco2,i is a mean-zero uncorrelated
measurement-error term.

Substituting the mole-fraction process model from (S.5) into the point-referenced and column-
averaged data models above, the general data model for CO2 mole-fraction observations is

Zco2,i = Z0
co2,i + ψ̂

′
co2,iα+ bco2,i + ξco2,i + ϵco2,i, i = 1, . . . , Nco2, (S.6)

where Z0
co2,i ≡ Ai(Y

0
co2(si, · , ·)); ψ̂co2,i ≡ Ai(ψ̂co2(si, · , ·)), with the operator applied element-

wise; bco2,i = 0 for point-referenced observations; and ξco2,i ≡ Ai(ξYco2(si, hi, ·)) if Zco2,i is point-
referenced, or ξco2,i ≡ Ai(ξYco2(si, · , ti)) + ξZco2,i if Zco2,i is column-averaged. We note that the
mole-fraction data model in (S.6) shares the form of the SIF data model in (10).

S.1.5 Parameters of the grouped data model

As discussed in Section S.1.4 above, point-referenced measurements and column-averaged retrievals
represent two sources of CO2 mole-fraction observations. The SIF retrievals described in Section 3.1
represent another observation source. As in previous versions of the framework, WOMBAT v2.S
splits observations derived from these sources into groups with similar bias and error properties
(see Section S.3.8 below) using the grouped data model given by (12). The bias vector for each
observation group g ∈ G takes the form of a linear model, bg = Agπg, where Ag is a design matrix
and πg is a vector of unknown coefficients, modeled as πg ∼ Gau(0, σ2πI) (see Zammit-Mangion
et al., 2022, Section 2.4.2). Correlated and uncorrelated errors in group g are represented by the
vectors ξg and ϵg, respectively. Their distributional properties are governed by the parameters γZg ,

ρZg , and ℓ
Z
g , as described in Section 2.5. Prior distributions on these parameters are retained from

WOMBAT v2.0: for the overall variance scaling, we use γZg ∼ Gamma(νγ , ωγ); for the relative-

contribution proportion, we use ρZg ∼ Uniform(0, 1); and for the temporal length scales, we use

ℓZg ∼ Gamma(νℓ, ωℓ,g), with g ∈ G. Values of the fixed hyperparameters are chosen to make these
priors reasonably noninformative, as explained in Section S.3.9.

S.2 SIF–GPP sensitivity

To model the SIF–GPP relationship using (9), we require an estimate η̂1(· , ·) of η1(· , ·), the sen-
sitivity of SIF to GPP. The SiB4 biosphere model described in Section S.3.2 produces bottom-up
estimates of GPP, X0

gpp(· , ·), and SIF, Y 0
sif(· , ·), which we obtain at a 1◦ × 1◦, hourly resolution.
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To align with the spatial resolution of the transport model (Ĥco2; see Section S.3.1), we aggregate
these estimates to 2◦ × 2.5◦ (latitude–longitude) using a conservative remapping algorithm (Hanke
et al., 2016). From the 24 daily values in each 2◦ × 2.5◦ grid cell, we extract estimates from the
three-hour interval centered on 13:30 local time. This window captures the majority of nonzero
GPP and SIF values in SiB4 and coincides with the OCO-2 overpass time. This process yields three
(hourly) values of GPP and SIF per day for each grid cell. The resulting data set comprises pairs
(X0

gpp(s, t), Y
0
sif(s, t)), where s is the centroid of a 2◦×2.5◦ grid cell A ⊂ S2, and t is the midpoint of

a one-hour interval T ⊂ T . Through analysis of these pairs, we estimate η1(· , ·) for each calendar
month and 2◦ × 2.5◦ grid cell. This means that a given grid cell uses the same estimate η̂1(· , ·) for
all instances of a particular month; for example, the same value applies to every July. The analysis
proceeds as follows.

We begin by organizing the available pairs of bottom-up estimates for each grid cell into groups
by calendar month across the six-year study period. As discussed in Section 2.3, Ĥsif represents the
bottom-up SiB4 relationship between SIF and GPP, expressed as Y 0

sif(s, t) = Ĥsif

(
X0

gpp(s, t); s, t
)
+

v0sif(s, t). We approximate Ĥsif using a linear model based on the within-month variability of the
bottom-up estimates in a given grid cell:

Y 0
sif(s, t) = a(s,M(t))X0

gpp(s, t) + c(s,M(t)) + e(s,M(t)), (S.7)

where M(t) denotes the calendar month containing time t. The slope a(· , ·) represents the approx-
imate sensitivity of SIF to GPP in SiB4. The intercept c(· , ·) absorbs both the mean of v0sif(· , ·)
and the mean of any error in the linear approximation of SiB4, which may each be nonzero. The
term e(· , ·) captures the SIF–GPP model error, which we assume to be Gaussian distributed with
mean zero.

For each grid cell and calendar month, we estimate a(· , ·) and c(· , ·) by ordinary least squares
using the available pairs of bottom-up GPP and SIF estimates. We then interpret the estimated
slope â(· , ·) as the approximate SIF–GPP sensitivity from (9), setting η̂1(s, t) = â(s,M(t)). The
mean-squared error of each fit is retained as a measure of SIF–GPP model-error variance, which is
incorporated into the data model as described in Section 2.5.

To complete the model in (9), we use â(· , ·) to compute the sensitivity vector ψ̂sif(·, ·), which
also depends on the vector of GPP basis functions ϕgpp(· , ·). For this calculation, we spatially
aggregate ϕgpp(· , ·) from the 1◦ × 1◦ SiB4 resolution to the 2◦ × 2.5◦ transport resolution using a
conservative remapping algorithm.

Equation (S.7) is a useful approximation for the bottom-up SIF–GPP relationship, but there
are circumstances where either the assumption of linearity fails or where the relationship is too
weak. We judge this for a given grid cell and calendar month using four criteria described below,
all of which must be satisfied. If they are not, we do not assimilate any SIF observations for that
combination of grid cell and calendar month.

For a given grid cell and calendar month, the four criteria we impose are as follows. First, to
ensure the presence of a SIF–GPP relationship, we require that the bottom-up estimates contain
at least 30 SIF values greater than 0.1Wm−2 µm−1 sr−1. Second, the bottom-up SIF–GPP rela-
tionship is occasionally nonlinear, so we perform an analysis-of-variance test to compare the linear
model to a cubic polynomial model. To justify the linear approximation, we must fail to reject the
null hypothesis that the linear model is a better fit than the cubic polynomial model. Third, even
when the previous two criteria are met, nonlinear or excessively weak relationships can still exist,
and thus we require a correlation of at least 0.5 between the bottom-up GPP and SIF values. While
high correlation alone does not guarantee linearity, this threshold helps exclude severe forms of non-
linearity such as exponential relationships. Fourth, we require that the intercept estimate ĉ(· , ·)
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Figure S.1: (Top panel) Map of estimated SIF–GPP sensitivities (the slope term in (S.7)); each
2◦ × 2.5◦ grid cell shows the average over the 12 calendar-month slope estimates in that cell.
The solid lines correspond to spatial-partition boundaries, and gray areas are missing values that
correspond to ocean-only grid cells or where the four criteria for a valid linear model are not satisfied
for any calendar month. (Bottom panel) The average and IQR for the set of global slope estimates
in each calendar month; the total number of retained estimates in each set is given in parentheses
below the month label. The slope units are (MWm−2 µm−1 sr−1) / (kgCO2m

−2 s−1).

is greater than −0.6Wm−2 µm−1 sr−1. Although negative SIF values are nonphysical, a negative
intercept may be needed to capture both the mean of v0sif(· , ·), which influences SIF independently
of GPP, and any linear approximation error. However, we have seen empirically that bottom-up
SIF–GPP relationships with an intercept below this threshold are consistently nonlinear.

Figure S.1 shows summaries of the slope estimate â(· , ·), including the seasonal average at each
location and the global average for each month. There is variability across the globe and throughout
the season, with the largest sensitivities occurring spatially in high latitudes and temporally during
the boreal summer growing season. The spatial coverage is sparse in some regions, particularly in
the tropics and at high latitudes, where the bottom-up SIF–GPP relationship tends to be nonlinear.
Maps of the exact slope and intercept terms, â(· , ·) and ĉ(· , ·), are available for each calendar month
in Section S.5. There, it is easier to see that coverage is sparse for winter months when GPP and
SIF values are mostly zero.

The four criteria above pertain to our linear approximation of the SIF–GPP relationship in
SiB4. Additionally, we observe that some OCO-2 SIF observations deviate significantly from SiB4
SIF values, falling outside the valid range for the approximate SIF–GPP relationship. To identify
these outliers, we employ Tukey’s fences (Tukey, 1977) for each grid cell and calendar month using
the corresponding SiB4 SIF estimates. Specifically, we only assimilate OCO-2 SIF observations that
fall within [Q1−1.5× IQR, Q3+1.5× IQR], where Q1 and Q3 represent the first and third quartiles
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Figure S.2: Bottom-up SIF–GPP relationship and corresponding OCO-2 SIF observations for two
combinations of grid cell and calendar month. Points represent hourly bottom-up (SiB4) estimates
of GPP and SIF, with the dashed line showing the fitted relationship. Solid lines show OCO-2 SIF
observations, with assimilated observations in green and outlier observations in pink. The grid-cell
location is indicated by the square on the adjacent map.

of the SiB4 SIF estimates, and IQR is the interquartile range between them. Figure S.2 illustrates
this for two combinations of grid cell and calendar month. In preliminary investigations, we found
that the identified outliers do not cluster in space or time, indicating that this classification scheme
is generally robust to different vegetation types and seasons.

S.3 Remaining details of the inversion setup

This section provides additional information on how WOMBAT v2.S was configured for inferring
natural carbon fluxes using SIF and CO2 mole-fraction observations.

S.3.1 Transport model

The mole-fraction process model in Section S.1.3 depends on the transport of CO2 throughout
the atmosphere. As an approximation of transport, we use the GEOS-Chem global 3-D chemical
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transport model, version 12.3.2 (Bey et al., 2001; Yantosca, 2019), retaining the configuration
and the initial-condition estimate from WOMBAT v2.0 (see Section S.1.3). The model is driven
by MERRA-2 meteorological fields (Koster et al., 2015) and is run offline with a transport time
step of 10 minutes and a flux time step of 20 minutes. For efficiency, we use GEOS-Chem at an
aggregated spatial resolution of 2◦ latitude by 2.5◦ longitude (with half-size polar cells of 1◦× 2.5◦)
and 47 vertical levels of geopotential height.

S.3.2 Bottom-up estimates

We rely on bottom-up estimates to inform the individual component fluxes in (1) and to inform
the SIF process in (9). For GPP and respiration components, we obtain bottom-up estimates
from the Simple Biosphere Model Version 4 (SiB4), which also provides bottom-up estimates of
SIF, as described below. We obtain bottom-up estimates of ocean-air exchange from Landschützer
et al. (2016), also described below. Other fluxes are assumed known and fixed to their bottom-up
estimates. These include fossil-fuel emissions (Oda and Maksyutov, 2011; Oda et al., 2018; Nassar
et al., 2013), which are prescribed by the v10 MIP, as well as biomass burning emissions (GFED4.1s;
van der Werf et al., 2017) and biofuel fluxes (Yevich and Logan, 2003), which are retained from
WOMBAT v2.0.

SiB4 is a mechanistic land-surface model that simulates the biophysical and biogeochemical
processes governing the exchange of energy, water, and carbon between the terrestrial biosphere
and the atmosphere (Haynes et al., 2019a,b). Using detailed representations of meteorology, plant
type, soil, and land cover, SiB4 simulates several features of the terrestrial biosphere, including the
terrestrial carbon cycle and SIF. The simulations we use were made offline and cover the period from
January 1, 2000 to December 31, 2020, with a temporal resolution of 10 minutes on a 0.5◦ × 0.5◦

latitude-longitude grid. In each grid cell, SiB4 simulates values for 15 plant functional types. To
form our bottom-up estimates of SIF, GPP, and respiration, we first aggregate these simulations
to a 1◦ × 1◦ latitude-longitude grid and an hourly time resolution, then sum over the 15 plant
functional types.

The bottom-up estimates of ocean-air exchange given by Landschützer et al. (2016) are derived
from observations of CO2 partial-pressure difference at the ocean-air boundary. Ocean CO2 flux
is proportional to this difference, and to sea-ice coverage and wind speed, which are included as
inputs to the model. These estimates cover the period from January 1982 to December 2019, and
they are available on a 1◦ × 1◦ latitude-longitude grid at a monthly time resolution.

Together, SiB4 and Landschützer et al. (2016) provide the bottom-up estimates of SIF and all
natural component fluxes. Each set of estimates terminates before the end of our inversion time
period, so we extend them to cover the full period. The bottom-up SIF estimates from SiB4 are
available through December 2020, and we extend them by repeating the values from January to
March 2020 for January to March 2021. For the component fluxes, we derive bottom-up estimates of
β0c,·(·), β0c,·,·(·), and ϵ0c(· , ·) by applying the time-series decomposition in (3) to the available bottom-
up estimates for each component. We then extend the estimates to cover the missing period by
reusing the residual term, ϵ0c(· , ·), from the corresponding times in the most recent available year.
The details of this procedure can be found in Bertolacci et al. (2024, Section 3.2), which we follow
by setting the number of harmonics to Kc = 3 for GPP and respiration fluxes, and Kc = 2 for ocean
flux. Using these estimates, we populate the elements of the corresponding basis-vector ϕc(· , ·) as
described in Section S.1.1.
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S.3.3 Basis functions and their coefficients

As in WOMBAT v2.0, we specify the discrete spatiotemporal partition for the flux basis functions
described in Section 2.1 by dividing Earth’s surface into R = 23 regions and Q = 79 monthly time
periods (September 2014 to March 2021, inclusive). The spatial regions include the 22 TransCom3
regions (Gurney et al., 2002), plus a region containing the land area of New Zealand. We show
the spatial extents of these regions in Figure S.3 and give their full names in Table S.1. Half the
TransCom3 regions are predominantly land regions, and half are predominantly ocean regions, but
some region boundaries split coastal areas that contain both land and ocean.

Land and ocean fluxes are commonly assumed to be uncorrelated in flux inversions (e.g., Basu
et al., 2013). We encode this assumption through our model for the basis-function coefficients, α,
by setting the correlation between coefficients for the land basis functions and coefficients for the
ocean basis functions to zero. Specifically, ρβgpp,ocean = ρβresp,ocean = ρϵgpp,ocean = ρϵresp,ocean = 0 in
(S.2) and (S.3).

When attributing the land fluxes to GPP and respiration components, WOMBAT v2.0 fixes the
respiration linear term (RLT) to its bottom-up estimate. As discussed in Section 2.5, the inclusion
of SIF in WOMBAT v2.S allows us to relax this assumption and infer the RLT in the inversion.
As an exception, in region T03 (Tropical South America) we keep the RLT fixed to its bottom-up
estimate because nonlinearity in the bottom-up SIF–GPP relationship (see Figure S.1) prevents us
from assimilating SIF observations across most of this region (see Figure 2 in the main text).

As in WOMBAT v2.0, we fix a number of ocean-related quantities to their bottom-up estimates.
This includes the linear and seasonal terms for GPP and respiration in the 11 ocean regions and
the New Zealand region, as well as the linear and seasonal terms for the ocean fluxes in all regions.
Discussion of these choices and their implementation is given in Section S.3.6 below. After fixing
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Figure S.3: Map of the 22 TransCom3 regions (T01–T22) and the New Zealand region (NZ) used
to create basis functions, adapted from Bertolacci et al. (2024). Full names of these regions are
given in Table S.1. White parts of the map correspond to areas assumed to have zero CO2 surface
flux.
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Code Name Type Code Name Type

T01 North American Boreal Land T12 North Pacific Temperate Ocean
T02 North American Temperate Land T13 West Pacific Tropical Ocean
T03 Tropical South America Land T14 East Pacific Tropical Ocean
T04 South American Temperate Land T15 South Pacific Temperate Ocean
T05 Northern Africa Land T16 Northern Ocean Ocean
T06 Southern Africa Land T17 North Atlantic Temperate Ocean
T07 Eurasia Boreal Land T18 Atlantic Tropical Ocean
T08 Eurasia Temperate Land T19 South Atlantic Temperate Ocean
T09 Tropical Asia Land T20 Southern Ocean Ocean
T10 Australia Land T21 Indian Tropical Ocean
T11 Europe Land T22 South Indian Temperate Ocean
NZ New Zealand Land

Table S.1: The code, name, and type of the 22 TransCom3 regions and the New Zealand region
used to create basis functions. A map showing these regions is given in Figure S.3.

these quantities, we make inference on the remaining 5,757 basis-function coefficients. Importantly,
residual terms are left to vary for all components, meaning that the GPP, respiration, and ocean
fluxes are not fixed at any location or time.

S.3.4 Physical constraints on GPP and respiration fluxes

The constrained multivariate Gaussian prior on the basis-function coefficients, α, is partially spec-
ified through a constraint set, Fα, which approximately enforces physical properties of GPP and
respiration fluxes (see Section 2.5). There are two types of constraints imposed by Fα, and each
corresponds to a different physical property.

The first type of constraint is a natural sign constraint specifying that GPP is always a sink,
namely Xgpp(· , ·) ≤ 0, and that respiration is always a source, namely Xresp(· , ·) ≥ 0. These sign
constraints were applied in WOMBAT v2.0 by aggregating Xgpp(· , ·) and Xresp(· , ·) onto a space-
time grid with a spatial resolution matching the 2◦ × 2.5◦ transport-resolution grid cells and a
monthly temporal resolution spanning the 79-month study period. For WOMBAT v2.S, we coarsen
the spatial aggregation to the 23 basis-function regions (see Figure S.3). This relaxes the constraint
space and, as explained in Section 2.5, allows the GPP and respiration priors to remain close to
their bottom-up estimates when the RLT is not fixed. It is reasonable to constrain α through these
regional aggregates because α adjusts flux estimates directly at the regional resolution.

Let xgpp and xresp be QR-dimensional vectors representing GPP and respiration values, respec-
tively, aggregated to match the regional and monthly basis-function resolution. For c ∈ {gpp, resp},
let x0

c be the same aggregation applied to the bottom-up estimate. Using the basis-function repre-
sentation in (4), we note that

xc = x0
c +Φcαc, (S.8)

where Φc is a matrix whose rows are computed by applying the aggregation operation to the basis
functions ϕc(· , ·). Sign constraints for GPP and respiration components are enforced through the
aggregated quantities as

x0
gpp +Φgppαgpp ≤ 0,

x0
resp +Φrespαresp ≥ 0,

(S.9)
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where the inequalities are applied elementwise. Though necessary, these constraints are not suffi-
cient to ensure that GPP and respiration are physically plausible at fine resolutions. That is, the
inequalities can be violated at spatial or temporal scales finer than the aggregated basis-function
resolution. However, most results we report in this study are themselves spatial or temporal ag-
gregates of the aggregation described above, and thus the constraints in (S.9) are sufficient for our
reported GPP and respiration fluxes to satisfy the sign constraints.

The second type of constraint concerns the diurnal cycles of the GPP and respiration fluxes,
which have a reliable phase driven by local solar time. As discussed in Section 2.1, the diurnal cycle
appears in the residual term ϵc(· , ·). If left unconstrained, the parameterization of the corresponding
basis-function coefficients, αc,6 in (S.1), allows the diurnal cycle to be flipped within a given month
and region, implying a nonphysical 12-hour phase shift in the cycle. To avoid this flip, we follow
WOMBAT v2.0 and impose the elementwise constraint that αc,6 ≥ −1 for c ∈ {gpp, resp}.

Since the two types of constraints are both linear, they can be jointly represented in matrix-
vector form as d+Φα ≥ 0. There are a total of 7,268 constraints in WOMBAT v2.S (23 regions
× 79 months × 2 constrained flux components × 2 constraint types), which is about 1% of the
number of constraints used in WOMBAT v2.0.

S.3.5 Reparameterization for linear basis-function coefficients

Relaxing the fixed respiration linear term (RLT) assumption from WOMBAT v2.0 revealed an issue
with the priors on the intercepts, βc,0(·), and trends, βc,1(·), in the time-series decomposition given
by (3) for the GPP and respiration components. The intercept and trend determine the linear term
of the time-series decomposition which, from (3) and (S.1), is expressed as

(1 + αc,0,r)β
0
c,0(s) + (1 + αc,1,r)β

0
c,1(s)t, c ∈ C, s ∈ Dr, t ∈ T , (S.10)

where Dr ⊂ S2 is a basis-function region (see Figure S.3). In WOMBAT v2.0, the RLT is fixed to
its bottom-up estimate by setting αresp,j,r = 0 for j = 0, 1 across all regions r = 1, . . . , 23. This also
forces the GPP linear term to remain close to its bottom-up estimate due to the NEE relationship
in (2), which is constrained by CO2 mole-fraction observations.

When we relax the fixed RLT assumption in WOMBAT v2.S, an issue arises due to the temporal
reference point of the bottom-up estimates β0c,0(·) and β0c,1(·). These estimates derive from a 20-year
period that includes the six-year inversion period at its end (see Section S.3.2), with time t given in
days since January 1, 2000. This reference point, being 17 years before the middle of the inversion
period, complicates the specification of interpretable prior variances for both intercepts and trends.

The prior on βc,j(s) = (1 + αc,j,r)β
0
c,j(s) is determined through the prior on αc,j,r. In WOM-

BAT v2.0, the prior variances of αc,0,r and αc,1,r are too small, which restricts the effective range
of the linear term during the inversion period compared to what would be expected from a line
pivoting around the middle of the inversion period. The resulting prior distribution on the linear
term forms a cone that widens as time progresses across the inversion period, rather than expanding
symmetrically around the midpoint.

To address this, we reparameterize the elements of α associated with the GPP and respiration
linear terms. This reparameterization introduces an analogous vector α∗, defined in a target space
where the corresponding linear terms pivot around the middle day of the inversion period, tm ∈ T ,
making their scales more interpretable. We map the prior on α∗ to an updated prior on α through a
transformation matrixP, as α = Pα∗. The target-space prior on α∗ is specified to yield appropriate
prior variances when mapped to the original space. In what follows, we detail the construction of
P and then the prior for α∗.
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We reparameterize only the basis-function coefficients associated with GPP and respiration
linear terms in land regions, specifically the subset {αc,j,r : c = gpp, resp; j = 0, 1; r = 1, . . . , 11}.
Because αc,j,r is defined at the basis-function resolution, it adjusts β0c,j(s) by the same amount at
every location s ∈ Dr. Therefore, we specify the reparameterization in terms of regional aggregates
of β0c,j(·), which are computed as

B0
c,j,r ≡

∑
s∈Dr

w(s)β0c,j(s), c ∈ {gpp, resp}, j = 0, 1, r = 1, . . . , 11, (S.11)

where Dr ⊂ S2 is a terrestrial basis-function region, and w(s) is a weighting for the area of the
2◦ × 2.5◦ grid cell centered at s.

At the regional scale, the linear term in (S.10) can be expressed as

B0
c,0,r + αc,0,rB

0
c,0,r +B0

c,1,rt+ αc,1,rB
0
c,1,rt, c ∈ {gpp, resp}, r = 1, . . . , 11. (S.12)

The reparameterization transforms the coefficients αc,0,r and αc,1,r from a target space in which the
analogous coefficients α∗

c,0,r and α∗
c,1,r adjust a line that pivots around tm. That is, in the target

space, the linear term is given by

B0
c,0,r+α

∗
c,0,r(B

0
c,0,r+B

0
c,1,rtm)+B0

c,1,rt+α
∗
c,1,rB

0
c,1,r(t−tm), c ∈ {gpp, resp}, r = 1, . . . , 11, (S.13)

and thus α∗
c,0,r and α∗

c,1,r adjust the bottom-up estimate of the linear term through a line that

pivots around the point (tm, B
0
c,0,r +B0

c,1,rtm).
We obtain the original linear term in (S.12) from the target space in (S.13) through the following

relationships. For c ∈ {gpp, resp} and r = 1, . . . , 11,

αc,0,r = α∗
c,0,r

(
1 +B0

c,1,rtm/B
0
c,0,r

)
− α∗

c,1,rB
0
c,1,rtm/B

0
c,0,r,

αc,1,r = α∗
c,1,r,

(S.14)

which can be represented in matrix-vector form as(
αc,0,r

αc,1,r

)
=

(
1 +B0

c,1,rtm/B
0
c,0,r −B0

c,1,rtm/B
0
c,0,r

0 1

)(
α∗
c,0,r

α∗
c,1,r

)
. (S.15)

The 2×2 matrix in (S.15) defines the submatrices of P that transform elements of α corresponding
to the linear terms of GPP and respiration in each land region. For all other elements of α, the
corresponding submatrices of P are identity matrices.

In the target space, we model the basis-function coefficients as α∗ ∼ Gau(0, Σ∗
α). The subma-

trices of Σ∗
α corresponding to seasonal and residual terms remain identical to their counterparts

in Σα (specified in Section S.1.2). The submatrices for linear terms have unit diagonal elements,
except for elements corresponding to GPP and respiration trends. For these trend-related ele-
ments, we found empirically that setting var(α∗

c,1,r) = 10,000 (no units), for c ∈ {gpp, resp} and
r = 1, . . . , 11, provides appropriate flexibility when mapped to the original space. We map this
Gaussian prior from the target space to a constrained Gaussian prior in the original space through

α ∼ ConstrGau(0, PΣ∗
αP

′, Fα), (S.16)

which affects only the elements of α corresponding to the GPP and respiration linear terms; ele-
ments related to seasonal and residual terms of GPP and respiration retain their zero mean and
original covariance structure. The entire ocean flux decomposition is also unaffected.
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S.3.6 Additional information to improve ocean flux estimation

In each of the 23 basis-function regions, we treat the linear and seasonal terms for ocean flux as
known and fix them to their bottom-up estimates. This choice is retained from WOMBAT v2.0
since these terms cannot be reliably constrained by the observations, which are mainly available
over land. Similarly, in the 11 predominantly ocean regions and the New Zealand region, the linear
and seasonal terms of natural land component fluxes (i.e., GPP and respiration) are fixed to their
bottom-up estimates. As explained in Bertolacci et al. (2024), these regions have small land areas,
and hence their land fluxes are weakly identifiable. Holding the linear and seasonal terms fixed to
their bottom-up estimates in these regions, inference is made through the residual term.

The residual term for ocean flux is also difficult to constrain, owing to the dearth of ocean ob-
servations. WOMBAT v2.0 uses the parameterization of the CAMS inversion framework (adapted
for the OCO-2 MIP protocol in Crowell et al., 2019) to specify Σϵ

α,ocean, a submatrix of Σα that
helps inform the basis-function coefficients for ocean residual fluxes. See Section S.2.2 in the Sup-
plementary Material of Bertolacci et al. (2024) for details. In WOMBAT v2.S, we retain the v2.0
specification of Σϵ

α,ocean, but we inflate each element by a factor of 10. This relaxes the ocean prior,
which we found necessary for appropriate coverage of the true ocean residual term during initial
simulation testing in the OSSE of Section 3.2.

S.3.7 CO2 mole-fraction observations

The v10 MIP prescribes CO2 mole-fraction observations from the OCO-2 satellite and from in situ
and flask sources. Onboard OCO-2 are three spectrometers that measure sunlight reflected from
Earth’s surface in three different spectral bands. These measurements are input to an optimal
estimation algorithm to retrieve CO2 mole fraction at 20 vertical levels (Crisp et al., 2017; Eldering
et al., 2017). The retrieved levels are then column-averaged to produce XCO2 (column-average
CO2), which is later bias-corrected using external validation data (O’Dell et al., 2018). The XCO2

retrievals have the same spatial and temporal resolution as the SIF retrievals described in Sec-
tion 3.1. While retrievals are made over land and ocean, only land nadir and land glint retrievals
are used in the v10 MIP; note that ocean fluxes can still be inferred from land retrievals due to
atmospheric transport. Further, the MIP protocol stipulates the use of “good” retrievals (quality
flag 0) that are post-processed into 10-second averages along orbit tracks; see Byrne et al. (2023)
for details of the post-processing procedure. The resulting XCO2 observations may not represent
the average of the coarse 3-D grid-cells used in transport models, and thus they are accompanied by
estimated transport-model error variances (based on Schuh et al., 2019). They are also accompa-
nied by estimated observation-error variances and, following the convention of the v10 MIP, we add
both types of error variance to construct an error budget for each observation. The final 530,201
XCO2 observations span the period from September 6, 2014 to March 31, 2021.

For in situ and flask observations, the v10 MIP prescribes three data sets in the ObsPack format
(Masarie et al., 2014). The primary data set is the CO2 GLOBALVIEWplus v6.1 ObsPack (Schuldt
et al., 2021b), and additional data sets include the CO2 NRT v6.1.1 ObsPack (Schuldt et al., 2021a)
and the CO2 NIES Shipboard v3.0 ObsPack (Tohjima et al., 2005; Nara et al., 2017). In total,
there are 1,053,457 in situ and flask CO2 mole-fraction observations designated for assimilation,
with 15,569 from aircraft instruments, 218,256 from shipboard instruments, 407,479 from surface
instruments, and 412,153 from tower instruments. Since these observations have well-known error
characteristics, their error budgets are based on estimated transport-model error variances only.
The designated observations typically represent sub-daily averages, and they provide coverage from
September 1, 2014 to January 31, 2021.
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The two types of CO2 mole-fraction observations have different strengths and weaknesses. In situ
and flask observations are made at a specific location and altitude, so their accompanying transport-
model error variances tend to be larger than those for XCO2 observations, which have a broader
spatial footprint and represent an average over the atmospheric column. Conversely, in situ and
flask observations are generally considered to be unbiased and to have minimal measurement error,
whereas XCO2 observations are more affected by these error sources. As shown in Figure 2 in the
main text, in situ and flask observations are highly abundant in North America, Western Europe,
and parts of the Pacific Ocean, however they are mostly absent in other regions. The XCO2

observations have global land coverage, although they are less abundant in predominantly cloudy
regions such as parts of the tropics, and in high latitudes during winter.

S.3.8 Observation groups and error properties

As mentioned in Section 2.4, WOMBAT splits the available observations into groups, g ∈ G,
based on common biases and error properties. In WOMBAT v2.S, we retain the five groups from
WOMBAT v2.0 and introduce a sixth group for SIF observations. The original CO2 mole-fraction
groups are (1) aircraft observations, (2) shipboard observations, (3) surface observations, (4) tower
observations, and (5) OCO-2 land XCO2 observations. The new group is (6) OCO-2 land SIF
observations. Aircraft and shipboard observations are treated separately because they are from
instruments that move at different speeds, while surface and tower observations are separated
because they are from stationary instruments that make readings at different heights. OCO-2 XCO2

and SIF observations are different groups because they are retrieved by independent algorithms and
because the OCO-2 instrument is very different from the in situ and flask instruments. Within a
group g, all observations share the parameters πg, γ

Z
g , ρ

Z
g , and ℓ

Z
g , and therefore they are assumed

to have identical biases and error properties.
Biases are generally considered absent in the in situ and flask observations prescribed by the

v10 MIP, as discussed in Section S.3.7 above. The prescribed OCO-2 XCO2 observations and
the version 10r OCO-2 SIF observations that we use are both bias-corrected offline (see O’Dell
et al., 2018; Doughty et al., 2022, respectively). In WOMBAT v1.0, Zammit-Mangion et al. (2022)
found that estimating additional biases in bias-corrected observations made little difference to flux
estimates. Hence, although the WOMBAT framework is capable of handling the raw, uncorrected
OCO-2 observations and estimating the biases, we follow Bertolacci et al. (2024) and omit the bias
coefficients πg, setting the bias term to bg,i = 0 for all observations i = 1, . . . , Ng in all groups
{g ∈ G}.

Recall from Section 2.5 that accompanying each observation is an estimated error variance
that we term the error budget. We partition the error associated with an error budget into a
correlated error term, ξg, and an uncorrelated error term, ϵg, using the parameters {ρZg : g ∈ G}.
For the in situ and flask observation groups, we assume that ρZg = 1, which sets the variance of
the uncorrelated error term to zero. This is because these observations have minimal measurement
error, but they can still be affected by correlated errors due to misrepresentation in the coarse-
resolution transport model. For the OCO-2 XCO2 and SIF observation groups, we treat ρZg as
unknown and nonnegative.

To specify the covariance of the correlated error terms {ξg : g ∈ G}, the observations from
each group are further subdivided into separate time series according to instrument or location.
The observations from a single ship or a single aircraft constitute a time series, the observations
from a single surface site or a single tower also constitute a time series, and the OCO-2 XCO2 and
SIF observations constitute a pair of time series. Due to differences in their retrieval algorithms
and the four criteria for SIF observations to be assimilated (see Section S.2), the XCO2 and SIF
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observations are rarely available simultaneously. We therefore assume that their observation errors
are uncorrelated and treat them as separate time series. Let ξg,s, s = 1, . . . , Sg, be the vector
containing the elements of ξg that belong to time series s in group g, where Sg is the number of
time series in group g. WOMBAT models the within-series correlation for ξg,s using a stationary
exponential function of temporal lag, with e-folding timescale ℓZg . The elements of different time
series are assumed to be mutually independent, so all other correlations between elements of {ξg :
g ∈ G} are set to zero.

S.3.9 Hyperparameters

Hyperpriors on the covariance parameters for the basis-function coefficients (see Section S.1.2) are

retained from WOMBAT v2.0. For the parameters τβc and τ ϵc , we use hyperparameters νβτ = νϵτ =
0.35428 and ωβ

τ,c = ωϵ
τ,c = 0.01534, which are standard choices in the WOMBAT framework since

they construct reasonably noninformative hyperpriors (Zammit-Mangion et al., 2022). For ρβc,c′ ,

ρϵc,c′ , and κϵc, we use hyperparameters aβρ = bβρ = aϵρ = bϵρ = aϵκ = bϵκ = 1, which yields uniform
hyperpriors over [0, 1].

Priors on data-model parameters are described in Section S.1.5. For all observation groups,
{g ∈ G}, we specify a reasonably noninformative prior on γZg using parameters νγ = 1.62702 and
ωγ = 2.17124 (see Zammit-Mangion et al., 2022, for justification of these choices). For the length-
scale parameters {ℓZg : g ∈ G}, we let νℓ = 1 and set ωℓ,g = 1day−1 for in situ and flask groups,
and ωℓ,g = 1min−1 for OCO-2 XCO2 and SIF groups.

S.3.10 Computation

Obtaining the basis functions was the most computationally demanding step and took several weeks
on the Gadi supercomputer at the Australian National Computational Infrastructure. Fortunately,
the basis functions are shared between the different inversions that we perform in this study, so they
only need to be computed once. All other inversion steps were performed on a high-performance
computing machine with 56 computing cores. The first-stage inversion to obtain estimates of {ρZg }
and {ℓZg } took roughly two hours and, once computed, these estimates were fixed for the subsequent
inversions. We performed each OSSE inversion in Section 3.2 by running the MCMC sampler for
1,000 iterations, 200 of which were discarded as warm-up iterations. For the real-data inversion
in Section 3.3, we ran the sampler for 5,000 iterations and discarded the first 1,000. Each OSSE
inversion took roughly four hours, and the real-data inversion took roughly 43 hours. In the real-
data inversion, the effective sample size (Gelman et al., 2013) is greater than 600 for all parameters
and greater than 2,000 for 95% of the parameters. Figure S.7 shows trace plots for a subset of
the parameters from the real-data inversion, including: the data-model parameter {γZg }; all basis-
function covariance parameters described in Section S.1.2; and six basis-function coefficients.

S.4 OSSE fluxes and observations

Throughout the OSSE described in Section 3.2, we consider four true-flux cases, with each case
defined by the choice of flux basis-function coefficients, α. These cases are intended to represent
plausible flux scenarios, allowing us to test the performance of WOMBAT v2.S under various
inversion setups. The first true-flux case sets α = 0 and the second true-flux case sets α = α̃(v2),
the posterior mean obtained from the WOMBAT v2.0 inversion in Bertolacci et al. (2024). In
both these initial cases, the true respiration linear term (RLT) is equal to its bottom-up estimate,
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with respiration coefficients αresp,j,r set to zero for both intercept (j = 0) and trend (j = 1) terms
in all regions (r = 1, . . . , 23). The third and fourth true-flux cases explore scenarios where the
true RLT intentionally deviates from its bottom-up estimate, which we achieve by modifying the
WOMBAT v2.0 posterior mean. The modification involves adjusting a subset of the coefficients in
α̃(v2) to shift the RLT from its bottom-up estimate by a small fraction, but without changing the
true NEE linear term.

The third and fourth true-flux cases are constructed as follows. For j = 0, 1 and r = 1, . . . , 11,
let B0

gpp,j,r be the area-weighted sum of β0gpp,j(·) over every 2◦ × 2.5◦ grid cell in region r, and let

B0
resp,j,r be defined similarly; see also (S.11). The NEE linear term consists of an intercept term

(j = 0) and a trend term (j = 1), and each is the sum of the corresponding GPP and respiration
terms. At the regionally aggregated resolution, the WOMBAT v2.0 posterior mean of each term is
given by

B̃
(v2)
nee,j,r = (1 + α̃

(v2)
gpp,j,r)B

0
gpp,j,r +B0

resp,j,r

= (1 + α̇gpp,j,r)B
0
gpp,j,r + (1 + α̇resp,j,r)B

0
resp,j,r ,

(S.17)

for j = 0, 1, and r = 1, . . . , 11. To ensure plausible NEE values in each region, we select both
α̇gpp,j,r and α̇resp,j,r to retain the NEE linear term from the WOMBAT v2.0 posterior mean. We

first specify α̇gpp,j,r by adding a small fraction to α̃
(v2)
gpp,j,r, which proportionally shifts B0

gpp,j,r. Then,

using (S.17), we determine the corresponding value of α̇resp,j,r that preserves B̃
(v2)
nee,j,r within each

region. Specifically, we define

α̇gpp,j,r ≡ α̃
(v2)
gpp,j,r + δ and α̇resp,j,r ≡ −δB0

gpp,j,r/B
0
resp,j,r, (S.18)

for j = 0, 1, r = 1, . . . , 11, and where δ ∈ R is a fractional shift.
The third and fourth true-flux cases represent 10% shifts in B0

gpp,j,r, implemented using δ = 0.1
and δ = −0.1, respectively. As a result, the nonzero values {α̇resp,j,r : j = 0, 1; r = 1, . . . , 11}
perturb the RLT from its bottom-up estimate across all terrestrial basis-function regions, with one
exception. In Tropical South America (r = 3), we set δ = 0 to maintain the RLT at its bottom-up
estimate; the RLT is not inferred for this region in the inversion due to our inability to assimilate
sufficient SIF observations there (see Section S.3.3). Hence, α̇resp,j,3 remains zero for both intercept
and trend terms (j = 0, 1) in Tropical South America only. This treatment ensures that using
a fixed RLT for this region in the inversion does not confound our analysis of intentional RLT
perturbations in other regions.

Having selected a true basis-function coefficient vector, αtrue, from one of the four cases de-
scribed above, the corresponding true-flux field is obtained by substituting αtrue into the flux
process model in (5). Figure S.4 plots monthly global totals of the true GPP, respiration, NEE,
and ocean component fluxes for each of the four true-flux cases. By applying (9) and (S.5), the
true-flux field implies a true SIF field and a true CO2 mole-fraction field, respectively. We simulate
groups of noisy observations of the true SIF and mole-fraction fields at the same locations and
times as the actual observations (described in Section 3.1) using the data model given in (12). As
described in Section S.3.8 above, we assume the observations are unbiased and set the true bias
vector, btrue

g , to zero for each group. Recall from Section S.1.5 that the observation error budget

is scaled by the factor γZg , and its corresponding error term is then apportioned to correlated (ξg)

and uncorrelated (ϵg) errors by ρ
Z
g . The covariance matrix of the correlated errors is controlled by

the temporal length-scale parameter ℓZg . We simulate the true error vectors, ξtrueg and ϵtrueg , using

estimates of γZg , ρ
Z
g , and ℓZg found from the first stage of the inversion (see Section 2.6). These

estimates are given in Table S.2 below.
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Figure S.4: Monthly global totals of the GPP, respiration, NEE and ocean components of the
four true-flux cases used in the OSSE of Section 3.2. The GPP and respiration components vary
between the “v2.0 mean,” “Positive shift,” and “Negative shift” cases, while their sum (NEE) and
the ocean component remain unchanged, as designed in (S.18).

S.5 Additional tables and figures

Observation group γ̂Zg ρ̂Zg ℓ̂Zg

Aircraft 0.704 1.000 7.4 minutes
Shipboard 0.704 1.000 4.8 hours
Surface 0.704 1.000 15.9 hours
Tower 0.704 1.000 14.9 hours
OCO-2 XCO2 0.705 0.934 59.1 seconds
OCO-2 SIF 2.032 0.931 63.2 seconds

Table S.2: Estimates of the error parameters γZg , ρ
Z
g , and ℓ

Z
g from the first stage of the WOM-

BAT v2.S inversion with real data. Recall that ρ̂Zg = 1 is fixed for the first four observation groups,

and that γZg is re-estimated in the second stage for all groups (see Figure S.7).
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Figure S.5: Maps of estimated SIF–GPP sensitivities (the slope term in (S.7)) in each 2◦ × 2.5◦

grid cell and calendar month. Gray areas are missing values that correspond to ocean-only grid
cells or where the four criteria for a valid linear model are not satisfied by the bottom-up SiB4
estimates of GPP and SIF.
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Figure S.6: Analogous to Figure S.5, but for the intercept term in (S.7).
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Figure S.7: MCMC trace plots for the variance scaling factors {γZg : g ∈ G}, for the covariance
parameters of α, and for six elements of α, following the 1,000-iteration warm-up. For reference,
the bottom-left panel shows the intercept coefficient for GPP and respiration components in region
T02, and the bottom-right panel shows the trend coefficient for GPP and respiration in region T06
(see Table S.1).
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True Flux Inversion Setup Mean CRPS [PgC/year]

RLTa Includes SIF GPP Resp. NEE Ocean

Bottom-upb Fixed Yes 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02
No 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02

Inferred Yes 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.02
No 0.65 0.65 0.01 0.02

v2.0 meanb Fixed Yes 0.10 0.11 0.04 0.02
No 0.15 0.15 0.04 0.02

Inferred Yes 0.18 0.18 0.04 0.02
No 0.70 0.70 0.04 0.02

Positive shift Fixed Yes 0.37 0.36 0.04 0.02
No 0.35 0.35 0.04 0.02

Inferred Yes 0.17 0.16 0.04 0.02
No 0.80 0.80 0.04 0.02

Negative shift Fixed Yes 0.35 0.36 0.04 0.02
No 0.34 0.35 0.04 0.02

Inferred Yes 0.16 0.16 0.04 0.02
No 0.79 0.79 0.04 0.02

a The respiration linear term (RLT) is either fixed to its bottom-up estimate or inferred for land regions.
b The bottom-up RLT estimate is the true RLT in these cases.

Table S.3: Mean continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) when estimating monthly regional
flux components in the OSSE of Section 3.2. A lower score indicates better performance, and the
lowest score is given in bold typeface for each true-flux case unless there is a tie. We obtain each
value over the same regions and time periods as those used for constructing the flux basis functions
(see Section S.3.3).
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Figure S.8: Decomposition of monthly global total GPP, respiration, and NEE posterior flux
estimates into linear, seasonal, and residual terms. Posterior estimates from WOMBAT v2.0 and
v2.S are shown, but the respiration linear term (RLT) is inferred for land regions in v2.S only.
Shaded areas show the region between the 2.5th and 97.5th posterior percentiles (i.e., 95% predic-
tion intervals). Bottom-up estimates are included for reference.
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Figure S.9: Monthly total GPP, respiration, and NEE component fluxes during the period from
January 2015 to December 2020, divided into six latitude bands: the northern boreal (50◦N–90◦N),
the northern temperate (23◦N–50◦N), the tropics (23◦S–23◦N), the northern tropics (0◦–23◦N), the
southern tropics (23◦S–0◦), and the southern extratropics (90◦S–23◦S). Lines show the FLUXCOM
and bottom-up (SiB4) estimates, and the WOMBAT v2.0 and v2.S posterior means. Shaded areas
around WOMBAT estimates depict the region between the 2.5th and 97.5th posterior percentiles.
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Figure S.10: Analogous to Figure S.9, but for the seasonal profile of each component flux, where
each month shows the average of the six corresponding estimates during the six-year period. Due
to the smaller scale in the tropics band, the wider posterior prediction intervals in WOMBAT v2.S
are more evident there.
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Figure S.11: Averaged latitudinal profile of GPP, respiration, and NEE monthly flux estimates
in boreal winter (DJF), spring (MAM), summer (JJA), autumn (SON), and annually. Averages
are taken over seasons and 2◦ latitude bands for estimates during the period from January 2015
to December 2020. Lines show the FLUXCOM and bottom-up (SiB4) estimates, and the WOM-
BAT v2.0 and v2.S posterior means. Shaded areas around the WOMBAT estimates depict the
region between the 2.5th and 97.5th posterior percentiles (i.e., 95% prediction intervals).
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Figure S.12: (Left) WOMBAT v2.0 posterior mean of the average GPP flux over January 2015–
December 2020. (Right) Difference between the WOMBAT v2.S and v2.0 posterior means of the
average GPP flux. Grid cells are 2◦× 2.5◦ and those shown in gray have zero GPP flux. Solid gray
lines delineate the 23 regions used to partition the spatial domain.
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Figure S.13: (Top row) WOMBAT v2.S posterior mean and posterior standard deviation of the
average respiration flux over January 2015–December 2020. (Bottom row) Difference between the
WOMBAT v2.S and v2.0 posterior mean of the average respiration flux, and difference between the
WOMBAT v2.S posterior mean and the FLUXCOM estimate of the average respiration flux. Grid
cells are 2◦× 2.5◦ and those shown in gray have zero respiration flux. Solid gray lines delineate the
23 regions used to partition the spatial domain.
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Figure S.14: Analogous to Figure S.13, but for NEE.
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