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A high-resolution regional dynamical downscaling is required.



Spatial scale and CU related to precipitation simulation
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Question:

Is it necessary to use CU to realistically simulate diurnal cycle of
precipitation at the gray-zone grid spacing (9 km) over the TP

Aim:
To investigate the impact of CUs on the simulations of summer rainfall
diurnal cycle over the TP at the gray-zone grid spacing (9 km).



Model set up
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PBL: Yonsei University (YSU)

Land surface: Unified Noah Land Surface
Model
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Scheme (NSAS)
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Conclusions

* Simulations with CUs, especially the Grell and NSAS, tend to
overestimate summer precipitation with an early peak of hourly
precipitation frequency compared to observation;

* Both no-CU experiment and experiment with a scale aware CU,
namely the MSKF, have their advantage in simulating the diurnal cycle
of summer precipitation over the TP, with the no-CU experiment
more realistically captured the diurnal cycle of precipitation
frequency and the MSKF experiments better reproduced the diurnal
cycle of precipitation intensity;

e No-CU works fine at 9km resolution.



