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Fig.1 The geographic elevation distribution of Pearl River Basin
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Tablel Contingency table of measured data and satellite product
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Table2 Extreme precipitation index
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Fig.2 Multi—year mean precipitation spatial distribution of GPM and CMFD
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Table3 The value of evaluation index in multi-year time scales
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Fig.4 The scatter diagram of GPM and CMFD in different time scales
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Applicability of GPM IMERG Satellite Precipitation Product in Pearl River Basin

DU Yi, WANG Dayang, ZHANG Zhi, WANG Dagang

(School of Geography and Planning, Sun Yat—Sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China)

Abstract: Taking CMFD as the reference data to evaluate the applicability of GPM satellite precipitation product in the Pearl River
basin from 2010 to 2018, and the daily precipitation detection ability and extreme precipitation monitoring ability of GPM are also
analyzed. The results show that GPM has high observation accuracy in Pearl River basin, the multi—~year mean relative bias is only
3.78%, Pearson’s correlation coefficient is 0.96; The detection ability of GPM precipitation product to the daily precipitation is
closely related to the precipitation intensity, the greater the precipitation intensity, the weaker the detection ability, when the
precipitation intensity is about 5 mm/d, the detection ability is the best; GPM has a good monitoring ability for extreme
precipitation events in the Pearl River basin and can describe the spatial distribution of extreme precipitation accurately. Overall,
GPM has a high application potential in the Pearl River basin, it can provide a great support for precipitation monitoring and
precipitation information reanalysis.
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