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Introduction

KMA Is preparing to launch a follow on satellite to the GK2A in 2029. The satellite will be on boarded sensors more channels than 16 channels of GK2A. The added channels will be affected the accuracy of the meteorological products of
GKS5. So, KMA estimated new channels RTTOV coefficient to determine which channel would have the greatest effect on meteorological products.

To verify the accuracy of the new RTTOV coefficient, GK2A coefficient was estimated by AER Line-By-Line Radiative Transfer Model (LBLRTM) and compared with the coefficient provided by NWPSAF. The differences of Brightness
Temperature for two coefficients are shown less than 0.5K except for water vapor channel(6.3, 6.7, 7.8 um) and ozone channel(9.6) for 10 IR channels of GK2A/AMI. so, we are trying to estimate NMSC’s coefficients using AER Line-
_ By-Line Radiative Transfer Model (LBLRTM) and compared the results with the original coefficients. )
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v Step2 - We analyzed the difference between the v7 training data with LBLRTM and the BT value provided by
e v s b o NWPSAF. We will check the difference between the water vapor channel and the ozone channel, and since

The transmittance per function can be calculated from the GK2A uses RTTOV Vv9 data, it will be updated later.
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