Factors Affecting the Performance of IMERG

Pixel-Level Evaluation of IMERG by Sensors, Surfaces and Seasons
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What is IMERG?

* Integrated MultisatellitE Retrievals for
GPM Version 3

® resolution: 0.1°, 30 min

® three runs: Early, Late, and Final
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* Multi-Radar/Multi-Sensor (MRMS) Q3
* WSR-88D network with gauge calibration
* resolution: 0.01°, 30 min
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Combine using .
Regridding Kalman filtor Gaug Sé’a(l‘ligraﬁon * coverage: CONUS
Callbration (monthly)
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Validation details
Estimates from individual satellite orbits

e best MRMS liquid precipitation estimates

F|II|ng in the gaps by Lagraglan mterpolatlon (CMORPH) and IR estlmates (PERSIANN) * rain threshold = 0.2 mm/h
e period = Jun 2014 to May 2015
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* estimates over ocean appear to underestimate low values and overestimate high values

Impact of Gauge Calibration Performance of GMI Conclusions

* IMERG estimates have: POD ~ 0.5, HSS ~ 0.6, NMAE ~ 0.95, correlation ~ 0.3
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* IR estimates are negatively affected by gauge calibration



