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2 - River Basin Time Series

Most time variability in GRACE 1s attributed to hydrological processes. Therefore, comparisons between hydrology models and GRACE provide
independent confirmation of both the model’s and GRACE’s accuracy. We chose to compare GRACE to the Global Land Data Assimilation System
(GLDAS), which drives land surface water models such as NOAH using meteorological observations. To conserve global water mass, the GLDAS prod-
uct has been modified by adding a spatially uniform signal to the oceans at every time step.

1 - Annual Amplitudes

The following maps show the amplitude of an annual cycle fitted to GRACE level 2 data from GFZ (release 3). Data from
February 2003 until May 2006 are included, with the exception of 4 months at the end of 2004 which are unusually noisy. The
fields have been post-processed using the filter described in [Swenson, et al 2006] to remove the “stripes” that otherwise require 18.9
smoothing the data with large (half width > 500km) gaussians. The gravity fields are then converted to an equivalent thickness of
water as in [Wahr, et al 1998].

Figure 4 - Annual Amplitude Over Southern Asia (smoothed at 400 km)

Shown below are CSR GRACE and GLDAS time series averaged over various river basins. A basin function which takes the value 1 inside the basin
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Figure 1 - Annual Amplitude Over North America (smoothed at 300 km)
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. . Figure 6 - GRACE (black) and GLDAS (orange) over the Tocantins River Basin
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