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Introduction

CLM 3.2 was the last official standard version of the regional climate model CLM which had been used by the members of the CLM Community for a variety of regional climate investigations. This
version had been substantially evaluated and showed an excellent performance. It had been used to regionalize several global climate change scenarios of the global climate model ECHAMS-
MPIOM (Max-Planck Institute for Meteorology MPI-M) for the Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) of the IPCC. These simulations are known as the so called “consortium runs” (Hollweg et al. 2008) and
have been widely used for numerous climate impact studies and further climate research programs like “Klima2” or “Klimzug”. This model version had also been used for simulations included in the
ENSEMBLES project (van der Linden and Mitchell, 2009).

In the further course, the members of the CLM Community introduced several extensions into the model. These were joined with the new operational weather forecast version of the model. The
reunification of the two model branches resulted in a new model version, which offers a number of principal improvements and extensions. The version COSMO-CLM 4.8 clm17 was determined as
the current standard version of the CLM Community after an extensive evaluation of the quality of long term simulation results. This model version is used by a couple of CLM Community members,
for example to contribute RCM simulations to the ongoing CORDEX project in the framework of the IPCC AR5. Some parts of the evaluation results and a comparison to the quality of the former
standard version are presented here.
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e area means for sub-reglons (f|gure 1) of monthly and annual means standard evaluation simulations < EVAL-4-PCB produce comparable temperatures as the old evaluation, but the cold bias is reduced in some regions
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Figure 6. Frequency bias (FBI) of daily Figure 7. Difference of monthly precipitation sum from the )
precipitation  intensities (mm/d) for reference data sets E-OBS, CRU and GPC in the Alps. The full Conclusions
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