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Fig.2 Track of the underwater glider “Hai Yi” from July 12 to September 20, 2019
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Fig. 9 Profiles of mean salinity, bias, RMSE and correlation coefficients of the underwater glider, PSY4, GOFS3.1,
and CGOFS from July 12 to September 20, 2019
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Table 2 Mean temperature bias, RMSE, and correlation coefficients of the PSY4, GOFS3.1, and CGOFS from July 12 to September 20, 2019

ke tnias/ C. trse/ C Iy
PSY4 0.04 0.45 0.998
GOFS3.1 ~0.01 0.50 0.997
CGOFS 0.20 0.61 0.996
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Table 3 Mean salinity bias, RMSE, and correlation coefficient of the PSY4, GOFS3.1, and CGOFS from July 12 to September 20, 2019

ke Sias Srase Sk
PSY4 0.016 0.056 0.943
GOFS3.1 0.014 0.057 0.936
CGOFS 0.003 0.091 0.913
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Evaluation of Analysis Data of Operational Oceanography
Forecasting System Using Profiles From Underwater
Glider in the South China Sea
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Abstract: The temperature and salinity analysis from three operational forecasting systems (PSY4 of Mercator Océan
International of France, GOFS3.1 of HYCOM Consortium of the United States, and CGOFS of the National Center for
Marine Environmental Forecast of China) were evaluated with the observation data by "Haiyi" underwater glider in the
northern South China Sea from July 12, 2019 to September 20, 2019. In general, the three forecasting systems can well
reproduce the distribution and variability of temperature and salinity. The RMSE of temperature and salinity of PSY4
system are 0.45 “C and 0.056, respectively, which are smaller than those of the other two forecasting systems. Evaluation
also shows that the temperature produced by the PSY4 and CGOFS forecasting systems presents warm bias, while that by
the GOFS3.1 presents cold biases, and the salinity of all the three systems exhibits negative biases. In addition, the salinity
in August 2019 produced by the CGOFS shows a large RMSE and significant cold deviation, which might be due to the
large precipitation in its atmospheric forcing field.
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