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A Methodology for Speckle-free SeaWiFS Chlorophyll-a
in the East Sea
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Fig. 1. Example of anomalously
high chlorophyll-a concentration
(speckle) in December 2006.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of probability density function of standard deviation(STD ) and normalized
STD for the two cases ; (a) December 2006, (b) April 2003.
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Fig. 4. Comparison of Level-3 monthly
composite maps (a, ¢) before and (b, d)
after error processing of speckles for the
two cases ; (a, b) in December 2006, (c,

d) in April 2003.

HA ol U2 BEHJY, a8 o3
23 wx AAE 4" AARZAA
o] Ax &Aoo #ZHA B A+
23 AAE AAFT 20039 4€o]
A A= JAeY o &g
duES NEE deige] dvn

ol

P

Fig. 62 1998 1¥€%¥ 20073 12€7F
Z 10d7F 134-139°E, 36-41°N < 9ol A
23893 AA FAH& 2] AAE
B ¥olr} Level-2 10d A&7 S et a
22 gro] F FA g vl o$ =2
A 4‘341/}7] qE =¥HF AA aAE

= Uyt 23S F31 Level-3 AEA

AAsAT ALHER dF FHE A9

- 348 -

N L .
(1] 5 10 15 20
Chiorophyll-a concentration (mg/ms)

Fig. 5. Histograms of chlorophyll-a
concentration between before and after error
processing in December 2002.

ﬁlé«l 05% oz BREFHAY. 7t
o] AA E¥EstE= A
Ao veigren 20013 12€9 A%l
12.35%, 200681 129 902 %7HA 7
= A94E 23T

o M
E

Bl o o

ol

4. 8 4 HE
SeaWiFSe] Level-3 2228 &9
#HE F¥E AL, FHHL
A4E BRIt w23
71Eg AR e Ad dFd
22290 A W4T 9o T
A4S zEderztt 2 AFdgAM=
Level-2 A8 ¢ F7Hd EEHAE 10d
437 FgoE EFEsFes A WF
ot axs 3z, 108 E€FTFHY
Tk ﬁ*}iﬂ*ﬂ 7Ze WEol ¥

& FEI 248F AA <

i
ol
L
2]
e ot |

ﬂlll!
o
2
X
o
o

.lZi
e

.

o
(&)

e ox
)

g

282 A7 gq ARE OIdE REH
a2 2ol EAsE a9 W £
Eqtt. 53 =¥ Fo] AF dAsE A
€2 222¥ A9 Tx=Wiyl A
vehston 2#Fo] Yol Uehde A7)
ol 5°x5°% 9o HHE kol 10%1%d A



2 T T T L T H I
e R TN
. 16 (a) e AT
% 1.2} i
=~ 08 .
8
= 04b -
=
o v Before-Afier
= 008 (b) y
g 0.06] % .
5 004} | :
oy
© g0z j
0 A f\w A A ;é
. ; f L 1 1 i :
1998 1998 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Year

Fig. 6. Time series of (a) monthly mean and (b) differences of chlorophyll-a

concentration (mg/ma)
134-139°E ,36-41°N.

= A4E Bt

FAlE tE A9t ALE ~9F 9
A7E 2A vebdn ol A7 A #4
of 2R dAE MAe AV WE
o 28E oAE AAse AAHL v
TR wEkA 2H8F e By 99

FoAAd A F ool A=
degsjojop & Aejrp. ol ;M ARE
AREstE ATFAEA A TldEE A
MoAtel ThRle) FE RV & AR
g,

ge AT

-

c

~

5. AbA}
= e AAAE Y HEGOCDE S
AT Adrrgel st AT HAFY

6. FaTd (g9

Campbell, J.W., Blaisdell, JM., and
Darzi, M. 1995, Level-3 SeaWiFS
data products! spatial and temporal

binning algorithms. SeaWiFS

between before and after

error  processing  on

Technical Report Series, NASA
Technical Memorandum, 104566, 32,
NASA Goddard Space Flight Center,
Greenbelt, Maryland, USA, 73 p.

Hu, C. Carder, K.L., and Muller-Karger,
FE, 2000b,
SeaWiFs
Implications of

How  precise are

ocean color estimates?

digitization-noise
errors. Remote Sensing of
Environment, 76, 239-249.

Yamada, K., Ishizaka, J., Yoo, 5., Kim,
H.C., and Chiba, S., 2004, Seasonal
and interannual variability of sea

surface chlorophyll a concentration in

the Japan/East Sea (JES). Progress

In Oceanography, 61, 193-211.

- 349 -



