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rivers as 1t provides continuous high-
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Generate 500 m buffers around insitu stations
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Select the node ID closest to the gauge station
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»  This study evaluates the role of bitwise ~ locations of the gauge stations |« To examine the influence of river Observations cotained > 16 NO__ Discard
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Figure 2: Flowchart illustrating the methodology
clevation (WSE) measurements.
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The node product shows

less data loss under bitwise fi

Over India, the node proc

reach, and gauge stations

This analysis highlights t

Exclusion of observations with Flag 19 (geolocation qual degraded) achieves an optimum balance between data retention and accuracy.

tering and 1s retained over most of the SWOT-observed river channels.

uct performs better compared

-
4

| to the reach product over 64 stations that are analyzed.

Accuracy of the node product improves over the wider channels.

The RMSE of the reach product 1s more than twice the mission requirements.

The higher RMSE values over the reaches 1in India can be attributed to irregularities 1n the reach lengths, rapid WSE variations along the
located towards upstream or downstream ends of the reach.

he need to subdivide the long reaches into smaller segments, considering riverbed elevation changes, so that the

reach-averaged WSE value better represents the elevations along the entire reach.

* To analyze the factors contributing to
significantly lower performance of
SWOT-derived WSEs over India.

* To integrate observations from other

satellite altimetry missions to refine

SWOT calibration in India.
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