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This study aims to evaluate the impact of a commercial C-
band radar for QPE in an area of poor NEXRAD radar coverage
and to determine the relative performance of different QPE
methods. The primary area of interest in this study is concentrated

The QPE precipitation fields, generated by NMQ), include: gauge
only, radar-only, and radar with VPR and gauge correction. Along with

radar input, 52 gauges are used by NMQ for gauge analysis. The

Statistics of interest for this study focused on the correlation
coefficient, normalized mean bias and the normalized standard error
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Figure 6: Correlation Coefficient for 1 hour and 6 hour rainfall

accumulation. 1 hour left, 6 hour on right.
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Figure 2: Radar and gauge locations surrounding the Russian River

basin. Analysis gauges are yellow and validation gauges are green.




