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Abstract: An accurate estimation of zenith wet delay (ZWD) is crucial for global navigation satellite
system (GNSS) positioning and GNSS-based precipitable water vapor (PWV) inversion. The forecast
Vienna Mapping Function 3 (VMF3-FC) is a forecast product provided by the Vienna Mapping
Functions (VMF) data server based on the European Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts
(ECMWF)-based numerical weather prediction (NWP) model. The VMF3-FC can provide ZWD at
any time and for any location worldwide; however, it has an uneven accuracy distribution and fails
to match the application requirements in certain areas. To address this issue, in this study, a calibrated
model for VMF3-FC ZWD, named the XZWD model, was developed by utilizing observation data
from 492 radiosonde sites globally from 2019–2021 and the eXtreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost)
algorithm. The performance of the XZWD model was validated using 2022 observation data from the
492 radiosonde sites. The XZWD model yields a mean bias of −0.03 cm and a root-mean-square error
(RMSE) of 1.64 cm. The XZWD model outperforms the global pressure and temperature 3 (GPT3)
model, reducing the bias and RMSE by 94.64% and 58.90%, respectively. Meanwhile, the XZWD
model outperforms VMF3-FC, with a reduction of 92.68% and 6.29% in bias and RMSE, respectively.
Furthermore, the XZWD model reduces the impact of ZWD accuracy by latitude, height, and seasonal
variations more effectively than the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC. Therefore, the XZWD model yields
higher stability and accuracy in global ZWD forecasting.

Keywords: zenith wet delay (ZWD); calibrated model; forecast Vienna Mapping Function 3 (VMF3-FC);
eXtreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost) algorithm

1. Introduction

Zenith tropospheric delay (ZTD) is a crucial error source in global navigation satellite
system (GNSS) positioning. An accurate prior ZTD is beneficial for positioning accuracy
and convergence time in precise point positioning (PPP) [1–9]. ZTD has two components:
zenith hydrostatic delay (ZHD) and zenith wet delay (ZWD) [10]. ZWD is critical for
GNSS-based precipitable water vapor (PWV) inversion. PWV is strongly associated with
precipitation, extreme weather events (typhoons, hurricanes, etc.), and climate [11–15].
High-accuracy ZWD enhances GNSS application performance in extreme weather monitor-
ing and early warning.

The accurate modeling of ZWD is challenging due to the complex spatial and temporal
variability of atmospheric water vapor [16,17]. High-accuracy ZWD can be calculated by
meteorological parameters from reanalysis data. Chen and Liu [18] revealed that the
root-mean-square error (RMSE) of the ERA-Interim reanalysis dataset provided by the
European Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF) was 2.41 cm in China,
using the 10-year (2003–2012) observation data from 92 radiosonde sites. Srivastava [19]
evaluated the ZWD accuracies (in RMSE) as 4.37 and 8.92 mm in India for the 2018–2020
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fifth-generation ECMWF atmospheric reanalysis (ERA5) and Modern-Era Retrospective
analysis for Research and Applications (MERRA-2) datasets, respectively, by using data
from two IGS sites. However, the time lag in reanalysis data updates poses challenges in
real-time GNSS applications. Consequently, blind models such as the global pressure and
temperature (GPT) series [20–23] and the University of New Brunswick (UNB) series [24,25],
which require only site and ephemeris information for ZWD estimations, are widely
employed in real-time GNSS applications. Chen and Liu [18] evaluated the ZWD accuracies
as 6.28 cm for the UNB3m model and 4.52 cm for the GPT2 model in China. Yang et al. [1]
assessed that the global ZWD accuracy derived from the GPT3 model is 3.18 cm using the
ZWD at the grid obtained from the 2015 ECMWF integration as a reference.

The grid forecast products (i.e., forecast Vienna Mapping Function 1 (VMF1-FC) and
forecast Vienna Mapping Function 3 (VMF3-FC)) are provided by the Vienna Mapping Func-
tions (VMF) data server by using the ECMWF-based numerical weather prediction (NWP)
model. These products provide ZHD and ZWD values at grid points, and ZWD at specified
locations and epochs can be derived by interpolation. Yuan et al. [26] demonstrated that
employing VMF1-FC ZWD and ZHD for PPP yields superior outcomes compared to widely
used empirical models such as GPT2w (equivalent to GPT3 for ZWD) and GPT2. Thus,
VMF forecast products have promising potential for applications in GNSS real-time naviga-
tion and positioning and GNSS meteorology. However, the NWP model was developed
by integrating simulations based on weather site observations. It yields higher accuracy
in areas with high-density and high-quality data sites and low accuracy in areas with few
observation sites [27]. Moreover, the tropospheric parameters derived using this product
are susceptible to inconsistencies and accuracy degradation in local areas. Sun et al. [28]
evaluated the mean bias and RMSE of VMF3-FC (5◦ × 5◦) ZHDs as 0.5 mm and 5.4 mm,
respectively, and those of VMF3-FC (1◦ × 1◦) ZHDs as 1.7 mm and 4.3 mm, respectively, in
comparison to radiosonde data. However, considerable bias and RMSE of up to 55.1 mm
are noted for the Asian continent, Northwest America, and Antarctica. As such, further
calibration of the tropospheric products of NWP is required. To this end, we developed
a calibrated model for VMF3-FC ZWD to improve the accuracy of ZWD and augment
services for GNSS navigation, positioning, and meteorology.

Machine learning (ML) is increasingly used for tropospheric parameter modeling due
to its powerful nonlinear fitting capability. Selbesoglu [29] presented a model based on
an artificial neural network (ANN) to predict ZWD with an RMSE of 1.5 cm for up to
6 h. Ghaffari Razin and Voosoghi [30] constructed ZWD models for Northwestern Iran by
using a support vector machine (SVM) and ANN and validated them using GNSS ZWD,
yielding accuracies of 2.33 and 2.85 mm, respectively. Li et al. [4] proposed a refined model
(RGPT3) for GPT3 ZTD in mainland China by using a random forest (RF) model. The
RMSE of the RGPT3 model is 1.83 cm, which is better than that of the GPT3 model (2.54 cm).
Zhu et al. [31] developed a weighted mean temperature (Tm) model (CTm—FNN) for
the Chinese region by combining a traditional grid model with a feed-forward neural
network (FNN) algorithm. The Tm accuracy of the CTm—FNN model was validated by
ERA5 and radiosonde data to be 3.54 K and 4.72 K, respectively. The eXtreme Gradient
Boosting (XGBoost) algorithm enables parallel data processing. Thus, it has high efficiency
in processing large-scale data. In addition, XGBoost usually outperforms other algorithms
in prediction accuracy since it optimizes the model iteratively. The prediction model
constructed by applying XGBoost shows better performance [32–35]. In this paper, we
proposed XGBoost to construct the VMF3-FC ZWD calibrated model.

A VMF3-FC ZWD calibrated model called XZWD was developed utilizing 492 radio-
sonde site observations from 2019 to 2021 and the XGBoost algorithm. The proposed model
takes latitude, longitude, height, floating day of year, and VMF3-FC ZWD as inputs and
outputs radiosonde ZWD. The GPT3 model was introduced to validate the performance of
the XZWD model with 2022 radiosonde observations. The rest of the paper is organized
as follows. In Section 2, the dataset and the methods for ZWD calculations are discussed.
The XGBoost algorithm and the methodology for model construction are described in
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Section 3. In Section 4, the performance of the model is analyzed and compared with that
of other models. Section 5 discusses the test results; finally, the conclusions are presented in
Section 6.

2. Dataset Collection and Methodology of ZWD Calculation
2.1. Radiosonde Data

Radiosonde sites collect stratified data on meteorological parameters such as pressure,
temperature, and relative humidity from the surface to approximately 30 km above the
surface. Radiosonde data are typically utilized as reference values for modeling valida-
tion [36–40]. ZWD is defined as the integral of the wet refractive index along the vertical
profile above the radiosonde site and can be calculated using temperature and water vapor
pressure integrals as follows [10,16]:

ZWD=10−6
∫

Nwdh=10−6
∫
(k’

2
e
T

+k3
e
T
) dh, (1)

where Nw denotes the wet refractive index, e denotes water vapor pressure (hPa), T denotes
temperature (K), k’

2=16.52 K/hPa, and k3=377,600 K2/hPa. To maintain uniformity in the
elevation system, the geopotential heights provided by the radiosonde are converted into
geodesic heights required by VMF3-FC. This is achieved by converting the geopotential
heights to positive heights by using Equation (2) and then converting the positive heights
to geodetic heights by using the Earth Gravitational Model 1996 (EGM96). More details
regarding EGM96 can be found in the literature; see Lemoine et al. [41].

HO(HG,ϕ)=
R(ϕ)×Y45×HG

Ys(ϕ)×R(ϕ)−Y45×HG
, (2)

where HO is the positive height, Ys(ϕ) denotes the normal gravity value of the rotating
ellipsoid surface, R(ϕ) denotes the effective radius of the earth at latitude ϕ, and Y45
denotes the normal gravity of the ellipsoid surface at a latitude of 45◦, which is taken to be
the value of 9.80665 m/s2 in this study. The equations for Ys(ϕ) and R(ϕ) are as follows:

Ys(ϕ)=9.780358×[
1+0.00193185× sinϕ2

1−0.00669435× sinϕ2 ]
0.5

, (3)

R(ϕ)=
6378.137

1.006803−0.006706× sinϕ2 . (4)

We collected meteorological data from 492 radiosonde sites globally at two times per
day (0:00 and 12:00 UTC) for 2019–2022 to obtain ZWD. The selection criteria were as
follows: (1) Collection of radiosonde sites with data for 2019–2022. (2) Quality control. The
period model based on the interquartile range (IQR) [42] (the specific formula refers to Zhao
et al. [43]) was introduced to eliminate wide variations in the ZWD time series at each site.
(3) Exclusion of sites with a lot of missing data after quality control. The distribution of the
filtered radiosonde sites is shown in Figure 1. The observation data from 492 radiosonde
sites from 2019–2021 were used for modeling, and observation data in 2022 were used for
model accuracy validation.
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Figure 1. Distribution of the 492 radiosonde sites.

2.2. VMF3-FC Data

The VMF data server provides reanalysis products (VMF-EI), operation products
(VMF-OP), and forecast products (VMF-FC). VMF-FC can be used for real-time GNSS
positioning and ZTD estimation. VMF3 is the latest version, and VMF3-FC provides two
types of VMF forecast data based on the ECMWF 24-h NWP model: grid-based data and
data from specific sites. In this study, only the grid-based VMF3-FC forecast products
were calibrated.

The grid-based VMF3-FC is available in two versions with horizontal resolutions of
1◦ × 1◦ and 5◦ × 5◦. They can derive the priori ZHD and ZWD and the coefficients of
their corresponding mapping functions for four times (0:00, 6:00, 12:00, and 18:00 UTC)
for each grid the following day. When it is necessary to obtain the ZWD at a specific,
on the time scale, the values from two neighboring numerical weather model epochs are
linearly interpolated to the desired moment. On the horizontal scale, bilinear interpolation
is performed. On the vertical scale, specific formulas proposed by Kouba [44] are employed
to extrapolate the ZWD from the respective heights of the grid points to that of the desired
location. Yang et al. [45] revealed that the accuracy of the 1◦ × 1◦ VMF3 model in obtaining
the ZWD is superior to that of the 1◦ × 1◦ VMF3 model by using the hourly values of
the ERA5 and IGS data as references. Therefore, we used the ZWD derived from 1◦ × 1◦

VMF3-FC in this study. Furthermore, the VMF data server provides a code for VMF3-FC
interpolation to obtain the ZHD and ZWD and their corresponding mapping function
coefficients at specific points. This code was employed to interpolate and obtain the
2019–2022 VMF3-FC ZWD for the 492 radiosonde sites. The Software of MATLAB2019b
is applied to run the code and the main parameter settings and sources of the code are
summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. Information and parameterization of the VMF3-FC for obtaining ZWDs.

Term Information

Production VMF3-FC

Horizontal resolution indir_VMF3_grid with 1◦ × 1◦

Satellite altitude angle 10◦

Score
vmf3_grid.m

https://vmf.geo.tuwien.ac.at/codes/
(accessed on 2 April 2023)

Gridded VMF3 files
orography_ell_1x1

http://vmf.geo.tuwien.ac.at/trop_products/
GRID/ (accessed on 2 April 2023)

Input parameters

modified Julian date;
ellipsoidal latitude (rad);

ellipsoidal longitude (rad);
ellipsoidal height (m);
zenith distance (rad);
grid resolution (◦) (1)

Output parameters zenith wet delay (m)

2.3. Comparative Model

The GPT3 model [23] is the latest version of the GPT serial model. The GPT3 model
calculates meteorological parameters such as temperature and water vapor pressure based
on a grid-format meteorological data storage file by inputting the modified Julian day,
latitude, longitude, and geodetic height. The target meteorological parameters for a specific
site and epoch can be determined by interpolation [23]. Then, the site-specific ZWD can
be calculated by using Equation (1). The equations of the GPT3 model for calculating
meteorological parameters for the grid points are as follows:

r(t)=A0+A1 cos
(

doy
365.25

2π
)

+B1 sin
(

doy
365.25

2π
)

+A2 cos
(

doy
365.25

4π
)

+B2 sin
(

doy
365.25

4π
)

, (5)

where r(t) is the meteorological parameter, doy is the day of year, A0 is the mean value,
and A1, B1, A2, and B2 are the annual and semiannual periodic amplitudes, respectively.
The GPT3 model provides two versions with horizontal resolutions of 1◦ × 1◦ and 5◦ × 5◦.
The GPT3 model with a horizontal resolution of 1◦ × 1◦ was used to obtain the ZWD at
492 radiosonde sites in 2022 for the calibrated model validation.

3. Methodology
3.1. Construction of Calibrated Model

XGBoost was developed by Chen and Guestrin [46] based on gradient boosting deci-
sion trees [47]. XGBoost belongs to an ensemble algorithm. The ensemble algorithm trains
several weak learners and then combines them to form a strong learner. Thus, the model
constructed based on it has better predictive performance and robustness. Furthermore,
XGBoost belongs to the boosting algorithm in the ensemble algorithm, which can effectively
reduce the bias. In the case of XGBoost, the weak learner is typically a tree model. XGBoost
forecasting involves continuously adding a tree model, dividing the growth tree by its
characteristics, and then fitting the residuals of the previous forecast. The final prediction
is the sum of the predictions obtained from each tree and can be expressed as follows:

ŷi=
K

∑
k=1

fk(xi)=ŷ<k−1>
i +fk(xi), (6)

https://vmf.geo.tuwien.ac.at/codes/
http://vmf.geo.tuwien.ac.at/trop_products/GRID/
http://vmf.geo.tuwien.ac.at/trop_products/GRID/
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where xi is the i-th sample, the total number of samples is n, k is the k-th tree, ŷi is the
predicted value of the i-th sample xi, and fk is the independent tree (i.e., the k-th weak
learner). The objective function of the k-th weak learner is the superposition of the loss
function l and the penalty function Ω and can be expressed as follows:

Obj=
n

∑
i=1

l(ŷi,yi)+
K

∑
k=1

Ω(fk). (7)

From Equations (6) and (7), the objective function obtained by training the k-th tree is
obtained as follows:

Objk=
n

∑
i=1

l(yi,ŷ
<k−1>
i +fk(xi))+Ω(fk). (8)

Second-order Taylor expansion and regularized term expansion are performed succes-
sively, and then the constant term is removed, yielding the observation function as follows:

Objk=
n

∑
i=1

[gi·fk(xi)+
1
2

hi·f2
k(xi)]+Ω(fk), (9)

where gi and hi are the respective first- and second-order derivatives of ŷ<k−1>
i .

The complexity of a tree is defined in terms of the number of leaf nodes t and the l2
paradigm of the leaf node weight vector. Therefore, the penalty formula of the model is
as follows:

Ω(fk)=γt+
1
2
λ

t

∑
j=1
ω2

j=1. (10)

Combining Equations (8) and (10) and grouping by leaf nodes yields the objective
function as follows:

Objk=
t

∑
j=1

[
Gjωj+

1
2
(Hj+λ)ω2

j

]
+γt, (11)

where Gj and Hj are the respective cumulative sum of the first- and second-order partial
derivatives of the samples contained in the leaf node j; both are constants. The objective
equations for each leaf node of the XGBoost objective function are independent, and for
a tree, the objective function is computed once per split. When the information obtained
from a split exceeds a predetermined threshold, the tree stops splitting, and the structure
score of the tree becomes the final objective function. In this instance, the equation for each
leaf node reaches the maximum value, the objective function reaches the maximum value,
and the weight of each leaf node and the optimal objective value achieved can be expressed
as follows:

ω∗
j =

Gj

Hj+λ
, (12)

Obj∗=−1
2

t

∑
j=1

G2
j

Hj+λ
+γt. (13)

The ZWD exhibits considerable temporal and spatial variations [48,49]. Therefore, we
used latitude (lat), longitude (lon), height (h), floating day of year (fdoy), and VMF3-FC
ZWD as the input and radiosonde ZWD (RS ZWD) as the output to construct a training
sample and developed a calibrated model of VMF3-FC ZWD by using XGBoost. The
structure of XGBoost is illustrated in Figure 2. Notably, in this paper, the interpolated
ZWD is trained directly and the location information is used as the model factor, so the
XZWD model can absorb the errors arising from the horizontal (latitude and longitude)
interpolation and elevation correction. When the XZWD model is applied, the location
information, epoch information, and VMF3-FC ZWD of the target point are first collected.
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Then, they are input into the XZWD model to achieve the ZWD of the target point with
higher accuracy.
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3.2. Hyperparameter Determination

The hyperparameters of the XGBoost algorithm are defined as values or weights that
can determine the learning properties of the algorithm [50]. We determined these hyper-
parameters by using the GridSearchCV (sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV (https://
scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV.html#
sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV, accessed on 2 February 2023)) method available
in Scikit-learn [51]. We provide a set of tried values for the hyperparameters, and the
GridSearchCV is trained on the different tried values. Next, GridSearchCV yields the
evaluation index scores for all combinations of hyperparameters through cross-validation
and finally outputs the best score and the corresponding best hyperparameter values. Only
one or two hyperparameters are determined at a time, and the other hyperparameters
are assigned an initial value. After the optimal hyperparameters are determined, their
initial values are replaced with the obtained optimal hyperparameter values. This process
is repeated using GridSearchCV to continue determining the rest of the hyperparameters.
The flowchart for hyperparameter determination of the XZWD model is shown in Figure 3.
The hyperparameters that need to be determined and their order, initial values, the tried

https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV.html#sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV
https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV.html#sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV
https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV.html#sklearn.model_selection.GridSearchCV
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values, the best score, and the corresponding best hyperparameter values after 10-fold
cross-validation are displayed in Table 2. The optimal ZWD calibrated model is constructed
based on the optimal values of all hyperparameters being determined. Note that when
using this model to estimate ZWD, we only need to input the 3D coordinates of the user site,
fdoy, and VMF3-FC ZWD. The Software of Python 3.10 is employed for hyperparameter
determination and the XZWD model construction.
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Table 2. Hyperparameter settings and the results of hyperparameter determination.

Order Hyperparameters Initial Value Tried Value Best Score Best
Hyperparameters

1 n_estimators 500 [100, 200, 300, 400, 500] 0.97 300
2 max_depth 5 [3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10] 0.97 7
2 min_child_weight 1 [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6] 0.97 5
3 gamma 0 [0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5] 0.97 0
4 subsample 0.8 [0.6, 0.7,0.8, 0.9] 0.97 0.9
4 colsample_bytree 0.8 [0.6, 0.7,0.8, 0.9] 0.97 0.8
5 learning_rate 0.1 [0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5] 0.97 0.2
6 n_estimators 500 [100, 200, 300, 400, 500] 0.97 300
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3.3. Model Validation and Evaluation

Two statistical metrics, bias and RMSE, were introduced as criteria to assess model
performance:

Bias=
1
N

N

∑
i=1

(ZWDi−ZWDR
i ), (14)

RMSE=

√√√√ 1
N

N

∑
i=1

(ZWDi−ZWDR
i )

2
. (15)

where ZWDi denotes the ZWD derived from models, ZWDR
i denotes the reference ZWD,

and N is the total number of ZWDs.

4. Assessment of the Calibrated Model
4.1. Global Accuracies

The XZWD, VMF3-FC, and GPT3-derived ZWD were compared with RS ZWD at
492 sites in 2022 for validation. The results are presented in Table 3, and the values within
square brackets are the maximum and minimum. The bias and RMSE of the GPT3 model
are −0.56 and 3.99 cm. The VMF3-FC exhibits superior ZWD accuracy compared to the
GPT3 model, with a bias of −0.41 cm and an RMSE of 1.75 cm. The XZWD model yields a
bias of −0.03 cm and an RMSE of 1.64 cm, an improvement of 92.7% and 6.3%, respectively,
compared to VMF3-FC. The XZWD model exhibits better global ZWD accuracy than both
VMF3-FC and the GPT3 model. In addition, the bias and RMSE of the XZWD model vary
from −1.61 to 1.05 cm and from 0.12 to 10.44 cm, respectively. In contrast, the bias and RMSE
of VMF3-FC vary from −4.89 to 1.55 cm and from 0.19 to 10.68 cm, respectively. These
results illustrate the superior stability of the accuracy of the XZWD model in comparison
to VMF3-FC. To further evaluate the calibration effect of the XZWD model, the accuracies
of the GPT3, VMF3-FC, and XZWD models at each site are shown in Figure 4. The biases of
the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC exhibit geographical variations, with a positive bias in the
mid- to high latitudes and a negative bias near the equator. The XZWD model effectively
reduces the negative bias at the equator and balances the bias distribution. Latitudinal
variation is also observed in the RMSEs of the GPT3, VMF3-FC, and XZWD models, with
superior RMSEs in mid- to high latitudes compared to low latitudes. Furthermore, the
RMSEs of the VMF3-FC and XZWD models remain within 4 cm at most sites, which is
better than that of the GPT3 model. In addition, compared with VMF3-FC, the XZWD
model greatly reduces larger RMSE anomalies (up to 5.0–10.0 cm) in western Asia and the
Atlantic Equatorial Annex. In summary, the XZWD model exhibits fewer uncertainties
than VMF3-FC and the GPT3 model.

Table 3. Mean bias and RMSE of the ZWD for the three models.

GPT3 VMF3-FC XZWD

Bias (cm)
−0.56 −0.41 −0.03

[−7.31, 2.20] [−4.89, 1.55] [−1.61 1.05]

RMSE (cm)
3.99 1.75 1.64

[0.21, 12.24] [0.19, 10.68] [0.12, 10.44]
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4.2. Accuracies in Different Latitude Belts

As seen from the results in Section 4.1, model accuracy varies with the latitude. To
study the variations in the ZWD accuracy of the GPT3, VMF-FC, and XZWD models with
latitude, first, we divided the area into six latitude bands with 30◦ intervals. Next, we
calculated the mean bias and RMSE for each latitude band based on the sites located within
the band. As can be seen from the bias and RMSE variations for the three models in the
six latitude bands presented in Figure 5, the absolute values of bias and RMSE for all three
models gradually decrease from the equatorial areas to the polar areas. The accuracy is
poorer around the equatorial regions because water vapor varies greatly spatiotemporally
in the equatorial region, making capturing and reproducing the ZWD challenging. The
VMF3-FC ZWD exhibits smaller bias and RMSE compared to the GPT3 model in most
latitude bands. However, in the 30◦ N–60◦ N latitudinal range, the VMF3-FC bias is
−0.34 cm, a more significant deviation from 0 cm compared with that of the bias of the
GPT3 model (−0.28 cm). This further indicates the uneven and unstable nature of VMF3-FC
ZWD accuracy, thus necessitating calibration. In contrast, the XZWD model exhibits lower
bias and RMSE values compared to the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC in all latitude bands.
Compared to the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC, improvements of 94.4%/93.3%, 62.1%/8.3%,
81.0%/77.1%, 96.6/57.9%, 92.9/94.1%, and 91.3%/88.2% are observed in the biases of
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the XZWD model in the six latitude bands, respectively, and the RMSEs of the XZWD
model decrease by 0.66/0.06, 2.79/0.02, 3.14/0.29, 2.67/0.17, 2.33/0.07, and 1.54/0.07 cm,
respectively. Overall, the accuracy of the XZWD model is less affected by latitudinal
variations; thus, indicating that it can provide a more accurate estimation of ZWD.
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4.3. Accuracies in Different Height Ranges

ZWD accuracy is greatly affected by height variations [1,52,53]. Therefore, we di-
vided the height range (−0.1–5 km) of the 492 sites into six height bands: −0.10–0.01 km,
0.01–0.025 km, 0.025–0.075 km, 0.075–0.15 km, 0.15–0.45 km, and 0.45–5.00 km. The number
of sites within the six height bands and the bias and RMSE of the GPT3, VMF3-FC, and
XZWD models within each height band are presented in Table 4. The GPT3 model and
VMF3-FC yield negative biases, and the absolute values of bias vary from 0 to 1 cm. In
contrast, the absolute values of bias of the XZWD model are within 0.1 cm. Compared with
the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC, the bias of the XZWD model is lower. The ZWD of the
XZWD model is in better agreement with the RS ZWD. The RMSE of the GPT3 model is
greater than 3 cm in all six height bands, and the RMSE of VMF3-FC is smaller than 3 cm
(1.5–2.2 cm). The RMSE of the XZWD model is smaller than 2 cm (1.4–2.0 cm), indicating
its stable accuracy. Moreover, in each height band, the RMSE of the XZWD model is lower
than that of VMF3-FC. To more graphically access the calibration effect of the XZWD model
in different height belts, the ZWD accuracy of the three models in the six height bands is
illustrated in Figure 6. The absolute value of bias of the three models varies greatly in the
–0.1–0.15 km band and slightly in the 0.15–5 km band. The VMF3-FC exhibits a larger bias
than the GPT3 model in the height range of 0.15–5 km, which indicates that VMF3-FC has a
larger bias at greater heights. In contrast, the bias of the XZWD model is better than that
of the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC in all height bands. The RMSE of the GPT3 model is
larger than that of the VMF3-FC and XZWD models in most height bands. Furthermore,
the RMSE of the XZWD model is better than that of VMF3-FC in all height bands, with a
reduction of 0.14, 0.10, 0.10, 0.14, 0.04, and 0.14 cm, respectively, in the six height bands. The
XZWD model exhibits better accuracy and stability than the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC at
different heights.
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Table 4. Number of sites and ZWD accuracy for the three models in different height ranges.

Site Height
(km) Number

Bias (cm) RMSE (cm)

GPT3 VMF3-FC XZWD GPT3 VMF3-FC XZWD

−0.10–0.010 85 −0.94 −0.40 0.02 4.69 2.13 1.99
0.010–0.025 72 −1.00 −0.52 −0.05 4.26 1.82 1.72
0.025–0.075 83 −0.54 −0.38 −0.03 3.75 1.78 1.68
0.075–0.150 84 −0.49 −0.48 0.01 3.96 1.69 1.55
0.150–0.450 85 −0.16 −0.28 −0.07 3.97 1.55 1.51
0.450–5.00 83 −0.32 −0.41 −0.06 3.34 1.54 1.40
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4.4. Accuracies in Different Seasons

The ZWD variations are correlated with seasons [48,49,54]. We calculated the bias
and RMSE of the GPT3, VMF3-FC, and XZWD models in different seasons; the results are
displayed in Table 5. In this work, Spring is March to May; Summer is June to August;
Autumn is September to November; Winter is December to February. The table shows
that the maximum values of the bias and RMSE of the GPT3 model appear in summer,
i.e., −0.40 and 4.33 cm, respectively. The minimum values appear in winter, which are
−0.21 and 3.12 cm, respectively. Compared with the GPT3 model, the seasonal difference
in bias of VMF3-FC is smaller, with an average of about −0.33 cm. The maximum RMSE of
VMF3-FC is 2.17 cm in summer, and the minimum is 1.31 cm in winter. Compared with
the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC, the bias correction of the XZWD model is significant, with
an average bias of −0.03 cm. The maximum RMSE in summer is reduced to 2.01 cm, and
the minimum RMSE in winter is reduced to 1.19 cm. The boxplot of the bias and RMSE
of ZWD from the three models in different seasons is shown in Figure 7. The biases of
VMF3-FC and the XZWD model exhibit less variability than that of the GPT3 model. The
bias of the XZWD model is more concentrated than the VMF3-FC bias, and the median
bias of the XZWD model is closer to 0 cm than that of VMF3-FC. The RMSEs of the GPT3,
VMF3-FC, and XZWD models are larger in summer and smaller in winter. In addition,
the RMSE is relatively dispersed in autumn and winter and relatively concentrated in
spring and summer. The RMSEs of VMF3-FC and the XZWD model are less than 3 cm,
which is better than that of the GPT3 model. Furthermore, compared with the RMSE
from VMF3-FC, the RMSE of the XZWD model improves in all seasons, and the XZWD
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model yields higher ZWD accuracy. Overall, the XZWD model reduces specific seasonal
differences in ZWD accuracy.

Table 5. Mean bias and RMSE of ZWD for the three models in different seasons.

Bias (cm) RMSE (cm)

GPT3 VMF3-FC XZWD GPT3 VMF3-FC XZWD

Spring −0.40 −0.33 −0.02 3.94 1.70 1.57
Summer −0.77 −0.32 −0.05 4.33 2.17 2.01
Autumn −0.48 −0.33 −0.02 3.44 1.53 1.39
Winter −0.21 −0.33 −0.01 3.12 1.31 1.19
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boxplot shows the degree of dispersion of the data. On each box, the central mark indicates the
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The whiskers extend to the most extreme data points not considered outliers. The red line represents
an unbiased horizontal line.

5. Discussion

In this work, a globally calibrated model called XZWD for VMF3-FC ZWD based on
the XGBoost algorithm was developed.

We investigated the XGBoost algorithms and then chose latitude, longitude, height,
floating day of year, and VMF3-FC ZWD as the input and radiosonde ZWD as the output
for modeling to better map the spatial and temporal variations in the relationship between
the measured ZWD and VMF3-FC ZWD. Furthermore, the interpolated VMF3-FC ZWD
was directly selected for training to ensure the simplicity and practicability of the model
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as well as to minimize the errors resulting from horizontal (latitude and longitude) and
spatial interpolation. Details of the operation can be found in Section 3.

From Table 3 and Figure 4, the overall accuracy of the XZWD model is found to be
significantly better than the internationally recognized classical empirical model GPT3 and
the original VMF3-FC. From Figures 5 and 6, and Table 4, it is found that the XZWD model,
compared to the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC, reduces the differences in ZWD accuracy in
terms of latitude and site heights, and especially at low latitudes and high heights, XZWD
shows better accuracy. The results from Table 5 and Figure 7 reveal that on the time scale,
the XZWD model reduces the influence of ZWD by season. The XZWD model has a more
stable and accurate ZWD estimation.

6. Conclusions

ZWD derived from NWP is commonly employed in GNSS positioning and PWV
inversion. As such, its accuracy is crucial. In this study, we developed a globally calibrated
model called XZWD for VMF3-FC ZWD based on the XGBoost algorithm by using latitude,
longitude, height, floating day of year, and VMF3-FC ZWD as the input and RS ZWD
as the output. In addition, we validated the calibrated model by using the radiosonde
data not involved in modeling. The results revealed that the bias and RMSE of the XZWD
model are −0.03 and 1.64 cm, respectively, which are better than those of the GPT3 model
and VMF3-FC, with improvements of 94.64%/92.68% and 58.90%/6.29%, respectively.
Furthermore, we performed comprehensive comparisons between the XZWD model and
two compaction models for different latitudes, heights, and seasons. The GPT3 model and
VMF3-FC exhibit poor accuracy in low-latitude and high-height areas, whereas the XZWD
model exhibits excellent and stable accuracy in all latitude bands and height bands. The
XZWD model yields lower seasonal variations and discretization of the ZWD accuracy
compared to the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC. In addition, the XZWD model yields superior
accuracy and stability compared to the GPT3 model and VMF3-FC, thereby effectively
calibrating the VMF3-FC ZWD. Therefore, the XZWD model can be employed for VMF3-FC
ZWD calibration and is suitable for real-time GNSS positioning and PWV inversion.
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