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Abstract

The gravimetry measurements from the Gravity Recovery and Climate Ex-

periment (GRACE) and its follow-on (GRACE-FO) satellite mission pro-

vide an essential way to monitor changes in ocean bottom pressure (pb),

which is a critical variable in understanding ocean circulation. However, the

coarse spatial resolution of the GRACE(-FO) fields blurs important spatial

details, such as pb gradients. In this study, we employ a self-supervised deep

learning algorithm to downscale global monthly pb anomalies derived from

GRACE(-FO) observations to an equal-angle 0.25◦ grid in the absence of

high-resolution ground truth. The optimization process is realized by con-

straining the outputs to follow the large-scale mass conservation contained in

the gravity field estimates while learning the spatial details from two ocean

reanalysis products. The downscaled product agrees with GRACE(-FO) so-

lutions over large ocean basins at the millimeter level in terms of equivalent

water height and shows signs of outperforming them when evaluating short

spatial scale variability. In particular, the downscaled pb product has more

realistic signal content near the coast and exhibits better agreement with tide
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gauge measurements at around 80% of 465 globally distributed stations. Our

method presents a novel way of combining the advantages of satellite mea-

surements and ocean models at the product level, with potential downstream

applications for studies of the large-scale ocean circulation, coastal sea level

variability, and changes in global geodetic parameters.

Keywords: Downscaling, Ocean bottom pressure, GRACE(-FO), Ocean

dynamics, Deep learning

1. Introduction

Ocean bottom pressure (pb) fluctuations indicate variations in the amount

and spatio-temporal distribution of ocean mass. These variations are primar-

ily caused by atmospheric forces and the transfer of continental freshwater

into the ocean (Church et al., 2013), but they can also emerge internally from

the unstable ocean circulation (Zhao et al., 2021). The information contained

in pb fields is valuable to understanding ocean dynamics (Olbers et al., 2012),

including monitoring large-scale ocean circulation (Hughes et al., 2018; Mc-

Carthy et al., 2020) and mesoscale turbulence (Beech et al., 2022). Moreover,

changes in pb fields are also closely linked to essential geodetic parameters,

such as Earth orientation parameters (Börger et al., 2023) and non-tidal

ocean loading effects (Williams and Penna, 2011). Accurate pb estimations

with high spatio-temporal resolution are required for the success of the afore-

mentioned applications.

Variations in pb can be directly measured by bottom pressure recorders

(BPR), which are also employed to observe components of the Atlantic merid-

ional overturning circulation (AMOC), see, e.g., Elipot et al. (2013) or Wor-
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thington et al. (2019). However, in-situ recorders are costly to maintain

and require apt post-processing approaches (Watts and Kontoyiannis, 1990;

Macrander et al., 2010; Poropat et al., 2018), whilst installation of a global

BPR network calls for more resources than presently available. For decades,

a significant amount of effort has been put into modeling the ocean state

by considering the equations for ocean motions (Olbers et al., 2012), and

indeed, ocean models have contributed substantially to our understanding of

pb variability and its implications (e.g., Ponte, 1999; Weijer, 2010; Piecuch

et al., 2015; Hughes et al., 2018; Rohith et al., 2019). However, the fidelity

of modeled pb variations may be compromised by model errors, including dy-

namical simplifications, errors in forcing fields and boundary conditions (e.g.,

bathymetry), or uncertainties associated with choices of viscosity, momen-

tum schemes, and physical parameterizations in general (Forget et al., 2015;

Fox-Kemper et al., 2019). Therefore, numerical models need to be validated

against, and ideally also constrained to observations.

Since 2002, the Gravity Recovery and Climate Experiment (GRACE) and

its follow-on (GRACE-FO) satellite mission have been providing an opportu-

nity to monitor monthly gravity variations of the Earth with unprecedented

accuracy (Tapley et al., 2004; Wahr et al., 2004; Landerer et al., 2020). Grav-

ity variations over the ocean can be converted into pb anomalies to infer ocean

mass changes (Chambers et al., 2010; Chen et al., 2019a) and the broad

characteristics of the seasonal cycle in manometric sea level (Johnson and

Chambers, 2013). In addition, large-scale volume transports can be, in prin-

ciple, recovered from gravimetry-based pb gradients (see, e.g., Peralta-Ferriz

et al., 2014), but the coarse effective resolution of the GRACE(-FO) fields of
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around 3◦ still limits the range of possible applications (Chen et al., 2022).

For example, the potential of GRACE(-FO) products for monitoring deep

AMOC variability has been demonstrated at 26.5◦N (Landerer et al., 2015;

Bentel et al., 2015), but the method remains unproven for wider sections

of the North Atlantic. Progress to this end would require sufficiently dense

pb information along the continental slope (Roussenov et al., 2008; Hughes

et al., 2018). Similarly, knowledge of short-scale pb variability is essential to

understand the drivers for coastal sea level changes, which are related to,

e.g., upwelling, coastal trapped circulations, and boundary waves (Wood-

worth et al., 2019).

In general, syntheses of GRACE(-FO) derived mass changes with ocean

models may leverage the advantages of either component, thus potentially

resulting in more accurate estimates of pb. Such syntheses have been real-

ized by assimilating GRACE(-FO) measurements into ocean models (Köhl

et al., 2012; Menemenlis et al., 2008; Forget et al., 2015) or by using ocean

model outputs to guide the downscaling of GRACE(-FO) products (Del-

man and Landerer, 2022). Recent progress in deep learning methods called

attention to the potential of these techniques for enhancing climate and gen-

eral circulation model outputs (Schneider et al., 2017; Fox-Kemper et al.,

2019; Irrgang et al., 2021). Particular opportunities arise in downscaling

Earth observations (Reichstein et al., 2019) and in utilizing machine learning

approaches to assimilate Earth observations into climate models (Schnei-

der et al., 2023). Schneider et al. (2023) also argue that climate modeling

should use cell spacings of about 10 to 50 km, which is feasible to resolve

mesoscale turbulence (Oldenburg et al., 2022). However, efforts to down-
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scale pb variations to such level of detail with deep learning methods are

far behind similar considerations for GRACE(-FO) based terrestrial water

storage changes (Miro and Famiglietti, 2018; Seyoum et al., 2019; Yin et al.,

2022; Irrgang et al., 2020; Gou and Soja, 2024).

This study contributes to the above dimensions by applying a convolution-

based neural network to fuse the GRACE(-FO) products and two eddy-

permitting ocean reanalysis products with the help of additional features

(e.g., bathymetry and wind stress). High-resolution pb measurements are not

available with sufficient global coverage to serve as ground truth and provide

supervision signals. Therefore, the classical supervised learning approaches

are not applicable. We employ a self-supervised deep learning algorithm that

receives supervision signals based on parts of input features (Wang et al.,

2022). The pipeline was originally designed by Gou and Soja (2024) and

adapted to fit the requirements of downscaling pb. Specifically, two ocean

reanalysis products are considered together as high-resolution guidance, and

their weights are dynamically determined, while the GRACE(-FO) fields are

used to constrain mass conservation. The model has promising generalizabil-

ity and provides, within one network, global results covering both GRACE

and GRACE-FO eras (April 2002 to December 2020), where the end time is

defined by the availability of ocean reanalysis data. The downscaled prod-

uct is evaluated for its general signal content, including global and basin-

averaged mass changes, spatially distributed trends, and seasonal oscillations.

The added value of the high-resolution signals is assessed with comparisons

against in-situ BPR measurements and coastal tide gauge measurements.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: We first clarify the defini-
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tion of pb and introduce all relevant datasets in Section 2. The main methods,

with a focus on the architecture of the self-supervised data fusion neural net-

work, are reported in Section 3. Selected characteristics of the downscaled

product are shown in Section 4, complemented by evaluations with in-situ

bottom pressure measurements and coastal sea level observations from tide

gauges. The potential benefits of our approach and possible directions for

further analysis are discussed in Section 5.

2. Definitions and Data

2.1. Ocean bottom pressure

Given the integration of the hydrostatic equation over the full water col-

umn, pb can be written as follows (e.g., Ponte, 1999):

pb = pa +

∫ 0

−H

ρgdz + ρ0gη, (1)

where pa is the atmospheric surface pressure (or its fluctuation), H is the

local water depth, g is the gravitational acceleration, ρ = ρ(z) is the total

density of seawater, ρ0 represents a constant reference density, and z is the

vertical coordinate pointing upwards. The sea level anomaly relative to z =

0 is denoted by η. Given the ocean’s tendency for an inverted barometer

(IB) response to changes in pa, one typically writes the sea level anomaly as

η = ηIB + η′, comprising the IB term ηIB = (pa − pa) / (ρog) (Ponte, 1994)

and the remaining dynamic component η′. Thus, the first and the last term

in Eq. (1) yield pa + gρ0η
′, where pa is the spatially averaged pa over the

global ocean (Ponte, 1999). Throughout this study, we reckon pb values into

the form of equivalent water height (EWH) in millimeters. Given the area
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of a grid cell, changes in EWH describe the changes in water heights needed

to cause the observed mass changes.

2.2. GRACE(-FO) mascon solution

Three analysis centers of GRACE(-FO) missions, Center for Space Re-

search (CSR), Goddard Space Flight Center (GSFC), and Jet Propulsion

Laboratory (JPL), are operationally providing mass concentration (mascon)

solutions, which are gridded mass changes derived from the inter-satellite

range-rate measurements (Save et al., 2016; Loomis et al., 2019; Watkins

et al., 2015). Some common processing steps are performed for generating

the mascon data, including the replacement of poorly constrained low-degree

spherical harmonic coefficients, a glacial isostatic adjustment (GIA) correc-

tion (Richard Peltier et al., 2018), and removal of the non-tidal atmosphere

and ocean mass variability product (AOD1B) for de-aliasing (Dobslaw et al.,

2017). Note that the temporal averages of pb as simulated by the AOD1B

ocean model (GAD products) are restored. Therefore, the GRACE(-FO)

mascons over the ocean represent the full bottom pressure caused by ocean

dynamics and changes in pa.

The mascon solutions have been proven to reflect pb variations near coast-

lines better than spherical harmonic solutions (Piecuch et al., 2018; Mu et al.,

2020). The three different solutions agree well over large scales, such as ocean

basins, but show some disparities on a regional scale, especially close to land-

masses, owing to different processing strategies and approaches for suppress-

ing leakage from terrestrial signals (Sakumura et al., 2014). In this study,

we consider all three mascon products individually for deriving our down-

scaled products and select the product obtained from CSR mascon (CSRM)
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as an example. Similar analyses on the other two downscaled products can

be found in the supplementary material.

2.3. Ocean model and reanalysis products

We use two out of four members of the eddy-permitting ocean reanalysis

ensemble provided by CMEMS (Copernicus Marine Environment Monitoring

Service, Desportes et al. 2019), which are the Global Ocean Reanalysis and

Simulation 2 version 4 (GLORYS2v4, for short: GLORYS, Lellouche et al.

2013) and the Ocean Reanalysis System 5 (ORAS5, Zuo et al. 2017). Our

choice of GLORYS and ORAS5 is largely motivated by the skill displayed

by these products in an analysis of Earth rotation variations (Börger et al.,

2023). Both reanalyses were run on an eddy-permitting horizontal 0.25◦ tri-

polar grid, consisting of 75 vertical layers. The Nucleus for European models

of the Ocean version 3 (NEMO3) was adopted as a common hydrodynamic

core and forced with six-hourly buoyancy and momentum fluxes from ERA-

Interim (Dee et al., 2011), without considering atmospheric pressure loading.

Filter approaches were used to constrain the model to observations of sea

surface temperature, daily sea level anomalies, sea ice concentration, and

hydrographic profiles. Despite the commonalities, the reanalyses’ states are

not identical due to differences in the chosen data assimilation scheme, anal-

ysis window, and surface nudging, and in the treatment of uncertainties, see

Table 2 in Börger et al. (2023) for a synopsis. Both reanalysis products have

global coverage, excluding parts of the Southern Ocean in latitudes higher

than 70◦S.

For our analysis period from 2002 to 2020, we use monthly potential tem-

perature and salinity fields from the selected reanalyses provided by CMEMS
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(Copernicus Marine Service, 2019) to derive density ρ using the TEOS-10

subroutines contained in the Gibbs-Seawater (GSW) Oceanographic Tool-

box (McDougall and Barker, 2011). In the vertical integration, we account

for the actual sea surface height as in increment to the uppermost layer

(Eq. (1)) but neglect contributions from pa, just as in the reanalyses them-

selves. To be consistent with the actual model bathymetry, we utilize the

1-arcminute ETOPO1 dataset (Amante and Eakins, 2009), average it to the

0.25◦ grids of the reanalyses, and employ the so-derived field as lower bound

in the vertical integration for calculating pb (1). Water bodies underneath

ice-shelf cavities are not included in the integration, as they are treated as

land in the reanalyses.

2.4. Auxiliary features

To enhance the performance of the deep learning method, we include four

additional features that are relevant for describing ocean dynamics globally

and regionally. First, we include steric sea level anomalies because their

changes may indirectly reflect mass changes, especially in the regions where

halosteric signals correlate with mass variations (Jordà and Gomis, 2013).

Moreover, steric changes in the deeper parts of the ocean can induce mass

changes on the shelf to balance horizontal pressure gradients (Bingham and

Hughes, 2012; Woodworth et al., 2019). Monthly steric heights were com-

puted from EN4 subsurface temperature and salinity (Good et al., 2013),

again using the GSW Oceanographic Toolbox. The EN4 profiles are based

on ocean floater observations and provide information independent of other

features. Second, we consider the fact that the impacts of atmospheric

winds on ocean dynamics vary with the ocean depths, i.e., the response in
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shallow regions is generally more energetic (Bingham and Hughes, 2008b).

Therefore, additional features describing bathymetry and wind stress vectors

are meaningful. We include the 1-arcminute ETOPO1 dataset for seafloor

depths and monthly east/west instantaneous turbulent surface stresses from

ERA5 (Hersbach et al., 2020).

2.5. In-situ bottom pressure recorders

We use the BPR data initially collected by Macrander et al. (2010) and

further processed by Schindelegger et al. (2021). Relevant steps include the

concatenation of different deployments at the same BPR site, visual inspec-

tion, and manual removal of drifts and occasional spikes. Tidal variability as-

sociated with 14 harmonics, including monthly and fortnightly constituents,

was subtracted using a tidal atlas (updated version of Egbert and Erofeeva,

2002). To obtain the monthly BPR measurements, we computed the arith-

metic mean of daily measurements within the measuring interval of individual

GRACE(-FO) months. To ensure the quality of the time series, we only con-

sidered the monthly values containing more than 15 valid daily observations

and the stations with more than 12 valid months. With these criteria, 119

out of 132 stations remain valid. We aligned pb stations to the nearest sam-

pling grids of pb anomalies to formulate the time series pairs. A temporal

average of the common valid months was removed from each pair to generate

the anomalies.

2.6. Tide gauge measurements

The tide gauge measurements used in this study are monthly revised lo-

cal reference values distributed by the Permanent Service for Mean Sea Level
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(PSMSL, Holgate et al., 2013; PSMSL, 2023). We corrected each record for

the IB effect (Ponte, 1994) using ERA5 monthly surface pressures data (Hers-

bach et al., 2020). Then, we chose all stations located in the coastal ocean by

considering the GRACE(-FO) ocean mask. The tide gauge measured time

series were aligned to the GRACE(-FO) measuring epochs (192 months from

April 2002 to December 2020) by linear interpolation, and gaps larger than

one month were omitted. All tide gauge stations with less than 96 valid

monthly samples (50% completeness) were excluded, resulting in a remain-

ing total of 465 stations. The stations were then aligned to their nearest pb

sampling grids to formulate time series pairs and a temporal average over the

valid months was removed from each pair to generate anomalies. Moreover,

steric heights obtained from ORAS5 were removed from the sea level anoma-

lies to deduce the manometric sea level anomalies. This steric correction was

not performed in previous studies (e.g. Piecuch et al., 2018), but we found it

to yield improved agreements between the tide gauge measurements and all

pb products considered in this study.

3. Method

3.1. Self-supervised data fusion algorithm

Given the absence of high-resolution global pb measurements, we cannot

directly formulate a loss function based on some references that can provide

supervision signals. To overcome this difficulty, we formulate this problem as

a self-supervised task in which the trainable parameters can be optimized by

the supervision signals generated from a part of the input data (Wang et al.,

2022). The loss function in our study is designed to fulfill two requirements:
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(1) keeping the large-scale accuracy as in the GRACE(-FO) fields and (2)

learning and balancing high-resolution information from reanalysis products.

To achieve these two goals, we design the loss function with two terms as

follows:

L
(
P̂,PM,PG,PO

)
=

1

B

B∑
b=1

{
LGRACE

(
P̂,PM

)
+ LReanalysis

(
P̂,PG,PO

)}
,

(2)

where P̂,PM,PG,PO indicate the patches of downscaled products, GRACE(-

FO) mascons, GLORYS, and ORAS5. The two terms of the loss function

are denoted by L, and batch size is denoted by B. The supervision signal for

controlling large-scale accuracy comes from minimizing the absolute errors

(AE) between the predictions and GRACE(-FO) patches, as defined as:

LGRACE

(
P̂,PM

)
= AEM

(
P̂,PM

)
=

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑

n=1

pM,n −
1

N

N∑
n=1

p̂n

∣∣∣∣∣ , (3)

in which the patch-wise average values of N pixels (p) within individual

patches are first computed. Then, the absolute differences between the av-

erage values are obtained. By minimizing LGRACE, the average values of the

predictions are forced to be close to GRACE(-FO) solutions.

The second loss term aims to provide supervision on learning high-resolution

information from the reanalysis products. Usually, it can be done by max-

imizing a similarity measure, such as the 2D Pearson correlation (R), or

minimizing the pixel-wise mean absolute error (MAE). We combine these

two metrics to generate the loss terms based on GLORYS or ORAS5 fields

(LG/O) as shown in Eq. (4). In this case, the impacts of the potential outliers

contained in the reanalysis products are reduced to a certain degree since a

large MAE will gain relatively small weight due to the high similarity. More-
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over, we introduce additional weights wG/O to the GLORYS and ORAS5

terms, which allows the model to rely on individual high-resolution products

in different scenarios dynamically. The weights are computed from AE be-

tween reanalysis products and GRACE measurements to reduce the impact

disparities of large-scale deterministic signals. We have found that consider-

ing two reanalysis products clearly improves the quality of the downscaled

product (see supplementary material). The final formulation of LReanalysis is:

LReanalysis

(
P̂,PG,PO

)
=

AEO

AEG +AEO︸ ︷︷ ︸
wG

·
[
1− R

(
PG, P̂

)]
·MAEG

(
PG, P̂

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

LG

+
AEG

AEG +AEO︸ ︷︷ ︸
wO

·
[
1− R

(
PO, P̂

)]
·MAEO

(
PO, P̂

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

LO

, (4)

where the subscripts G and O indicate GLORYS and ORAS5 reanalysis,

respectively. By minimizing the final loss function, the network tries to learn

the high-resolution information contained in ocean reanalysis products while

constraining the outputs to force mass conservation. In practice, the network

was optimized using Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2014).

3.2. Network architecture

The pipeline used in this study is modified from the self-supervised data

assimilation model proposed by Gou and Soja (2024) to fit our purpose for

downscaling pb anomalies. The model is convolution-based (LeCun et al.,

1998) with an encoder-decoder architecture, which is beneficial for retaining

valuable information while reducing noise levels (Ronneberger et al., 2015).

The principle of residual learning is also employed (He et al., 2016). The

network explicitly approximates a residual function F(x) = H(x)−x instead
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of the full target function H(x) since it can relieve the complexity of training

a deep neural network. The batch normalization is also included to stabilize

the training process (Ioffe and Szegedy, 2015).

2D convolutional layer

ReLU activation layer

Batch normalization layer

Residual block × 3

Spatial-downsampling block × 3 Spatial-upsampling block × 3

2D upsampling layer

Residual block × 3

Figure 1: The model architecture. The encoder consists of three spatial downsampling

blocks, each having one 2D convolutional layer and three residual blocks. The decoder

consists of three spatial upsampling blocks, each having one 2D upsampling layer followed

by one 2D convolutional layer and three residual blocks. The final 2D convolutional layer

serves as the output layer.

A schematic diagram of the designed architecture is shown in Fig. 1, with

an input size of 32 × 32 × 7. The encoder has three spatial-downsampling

blocks constituted by a 2D convolutional layer followed by a ReLU activation

function (ReLU(x) = max(0, x)) and three residual blocks. The first convo-

lutional layers of each spatial-downsampling block have a stride of 2 to reduce

the spatial size but increase the receptive field of their output features. The

increasing numbers of kernels enable the growth of latent dimension. The

final output latent features of the encoder have a dimension of 4 × 4 × 64,
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which compresses the spatial information into the latent space. In the de-

coder, the latent features are first upsampled using a bilinear upsampling

layer, and then the values are refined through the convolutional layers and

residual blocks. The important spatial information is reconstructed through

the decoder while the noise level is reduced (Bourlard and Kamp, 1988; Hin-

ton and Salakhutdinov, 2006). The network outputs are then compared to

the original GRACE(-FO) and reanalysis pb anomalies to formulate the dif-

ferent compartments of the loss function, as shown in Eq. (2).

3.3. Data preprocessing and model optimization

The global data are split into patches with a size of 32× 32 grids, equal

to 7.5◦ × 7.5◦, in which the average values of GRACE(-FO) fields are repre-

sentative. In total, we have about 127.3 million patches covering the global

ocean area with a sampling resolution of 0.25◦ from April 2002 to December

2020. The seven features are considered as seven channels for the convolution-

based network. The features are normalized to enhance the optimizing sta-

bility (Goodfellow et al., 2016). To prevent outliers from distorting the data

distribution, we employed robustness normalization by considering the 0.01th

and 99.99th percentiles instead of minimum and maximum. All the models

and optimization processes were realized using TensorFlow V2.6.0 (Abadi

et al., 2015).

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Global downscaled pb with eddy-permitting resolution

We generated the global monthly downscaled pb fields with a spatial res-

olution of 0.25◦ from April 2002 to December 2020 with the proposed model.
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As an example, Fig. 2 illustrates the downscaled pb for June 2010, along with

the other three pb products that serve as inputs. The downscaled pb anoma-

lies have clearly higher spatial resolution than the CSRM data, enabling us

to observe small-scale pb gradients. The small-scale information is learned

from the two reanalysis products. At the same time, the large-scale signals

are forced to agree with CSRM anomalies by considering mass conservation.

This is a common drawback of the reanalysis products since their large-scale

fidelity compared to the GRACE(-FO) measurements tends to be degraded.

For example, in Fig. 2, GLORYS has a suspicious basin-wide pb anomaly

in the Pacific Ocean, while ORAS5 disagrees with the average GRACE(-

FO) pb signal in the Atlantic Ocean. We note that atmospheric pressures

do not cause these differences since removing the GAD product from CSRM

pb fields did not improve the agreement. The disparities shown here more

likely reflect on limitations in the reanalyses and particularly differences in

the simulated mesoscale field that can project onto mass fluctuations be-

tween entire basins (Zhao et al., 2021, 2023). A contribution of our method

is that the large-scale signals in the resulting downscaled product are in line

with the ones observed by GRACE(-FO). We note that the signals caused

by large earthquakes persist in our downscaled product since they exist in

the GRACE(-FO) fields (Ghobadi-Far et al., 2020). We should not interpret

them as ocean mass changes.

To examine the signals in different temporal bands, we decomposed the pb

products of the entire study period into linear trends, annual, semi-annual,

and post-fit residuals by applying sinusoidal regressions (see Fig. 3 for the

results). The downscaled trends agree well with the CSRM trends, whereas
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Figure 2: An example of a downscaled monthly pb field along with the three pb products

considered as input features in June 2010.

the reanalysis products only indicate an overall rise in ocean mass with-

out showing long-wavelength patterns. The decreasing trends surrounding

Greenland might be associated with the sea-level fingerprints induced by ice

sheet melt (Hsu and Velicogna, 2017; Coulson et al., 2022). Since the ocean

models do not consider gravitational attraction and loading effects, the re-

analysis pb fields cannot show such sea-level response. However, we refrain

from interpreting the decreasing trends surrounding Greenland as genuine

physically driven static seal level changes, as leakage errors from ice sheets

and Arctic glaciers might also be playing a role (Wahr et al., 2006; Chen et al.,

2022). On another note, large earthquakes such as the Sumatra–Andaman
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earthquake (Chen et al., 2007) and Tohoku-Oki earthquake (Wang et al.,

2012) affect the downscaled and CSRM trends, resulting in disparities with

the reanalysis products in terms of the estimated trends. In the annual band,

which is an attractive target for climate analysis (Niu et al., 2022; Qin et al.,

2022), the downscaled amplitudes also conform with CSRM. On the con-

trary, both reanalyses show widespread low amplitudes in the Indian and

South Pacific oceans, pointing to difficulties in numerical models to simulate

the large-scale ocean response to annual changes in wind stress and buoyancy

fluxes.

The small-scale pb gradients reveal local ocean dynamics, which feature

prominently in the semi-annual pb component and the post-fit results. For

example, the post-fit residuals of monthly pb products are far from noise

but also include plausible and expected signals, such as geostrophic bottom

currents (Olbers et al., 2012), topographically constrained barotropic cicu-

lations (Weijer, 2010), or pb variability caused by the interaction of eddies

with seafloor topograhy (Yu et al., 2018). Fig. 3d shows that the signal lev-

els of the downscaled pb post-fit residuals are indeed distinctly higher than

the CSRM pb in regions with active ocean dynamics. Both reanalysis prod-

ucts reveal strong pb variability in regions of the Gulf Stream, the Kuroshio

Current, the Argentine Gyre, the Agulhas Current, and the Antarctic Cir-

cumpolar Current, all of which are considered as eddy-rich regions (Hughes

et al., 2018; Beech et al., 2022). These signals are hardly observable in the

CSRM fields due to the limited resolution of the GRACE(-FO) solutions,

whereas similar patterns are reflected in our downscaled product. Neverthe-

less, the magnitudes in the post-fit signals of our downscaled product are
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Figure 3: Temporal decomposition of four pb products from April 2002 to December 2020.

Shown are a) long-term trends [mm/year], b) annual amplitudes [mm], c) semi-annual am-

plitudes [mm], and d) standard deviations of residuals [mm]. The four columns represent

the respective estimates from the downscaled (DS), CSRM, GLORYS, and ORAS5 pb.

comparatively smaller than the reanalyses, which is inevitable when balanc-

ing the GRACE(-FO) and reanalysis inputs in our deep-learning algorithm.

We consider this issue as a trade-off while providing long-term and large-scale

fidelity.

4.2. Global and large-scale ocean mass variability

The intra-annual pb variability contained in the reanalysis products can

be afflicted with errors from various sources, such as imperfections in at-
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mospheric forcing fields or sensitivities to parameterizations and eddy dy-

namics (Androsov et al., 2020; Zhao et al., 2023). It is, therefore, crucial to

constrain the high-resolution pb estimations using the GRACE(-FO) fields at

their effective scale. To evaluate the large-scale accuracy, we consider the en-

semble mean of the three mascon products as ground truth since the simple

arithmetic mean is effective in reducing the noise level at this scale (Sakumura

et al., 2014; Landerer and Cooley, 2021). Fig. 4 depicts the global average

pb variations with the numerical metrics reported in Table 1. To account for

the static atmospheric contribution to pb, the GAD product (Dobslaw et al.,

2017) has been removed from downscaled and mascon ensemble pb fields to

obtain the mean ocean mass variations. As a result, they indicate the same

quantity as the reanalysis products and can be directly compared to these

products.

On the global scale, downscaled pb agrees well with the mascon ensemble

with a correlation of 0.999 and RMSE lower than 1mm, whereas GLORYS

and ORAS5 tend to over-/underestimate the annual and semi-annual ampli-

tudes, respectively (cf. Börger et al., 2023). The long-term trend reflected

in the downscaled pb anomalies (1.87mmyr−1) is slightly lower than the

trend in the mascon ensemble (1.99mmyr−1) because the CSRM pb anoma-

lies indicate smaller trends compared to the other two mascon solutions (see

supplementary material), primarily due to the patterns in the Arctic Ocean,

as discussed in Section 4.1. However, the trends reflected in the downscaled

product are still more realistic than the GLORYS product (2.72mmyr−1),

which overestimates the trend after 2015. The trend from ORAS5 provides

the closest match with the mascon ensemble but is the result of a question-
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able temporal evolution in the reanalyzed ocean mass (Fig. 4). In particular,

the global pb average decreased from 2002 to 2008 and increased after this

period. The behavior could indicate an inherent model drift, errors in the

ERA-Interim mass fluxes, or spurious mass changes incurred by the sequen-

tial data assimilation (Börger et al., 2023).
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Figure 4: The global mean pb time series [mm] of the four products from April 2002 to

December 2020. Static atmospheric effects in pb have been accounted for by removing the

GAD product from the downscaled (DS) and Mascon ensemble pb variations. The gap

between GRACE and GRACE-FO missions is shaded.

We further separate the whole globe into six major ocean basins based

on ocean basin boundaries provided by Flanders Marine Institute (2021) to

study the quality of our product in different regions (Fig. 5). The down-

scaled pb product tightly agrees with the mascon ensemble solution in the

South Atlantic, South and North Pacific, and the Indian Ocean with root-

mean-square errors (RMSE) less than 2mm and correlation higher than 0.99.

The increasing trends reflected in the mascon ensemble solution are also pre-
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served in our downscaled product. Conversely, the two reanalysis products

have notably larger RMSE of about 10mm with correlation varying from

0.74 (ORAS5 in the South Atlantic Ocean) to 0.91 (GLORYS in the South

Pacific Ocean). The disparities between reanalysis products and the mascon

ensemble solution are mainly caused by disagreements in monthly to sea-

sonal variations. Moreover, GLORYS tends to overestimate the trend in the

Pacific Ocean, whereas ORAS5 shows the above-noted non-linear long-term

variability. Some exceptional outliers, such as the sudden drop in the North

Pacific Ocean suggested by GLORYS pb anomalies in 2019, are also evident.

In the North Atlantic and Arctic Ocean, the performance of our model

is slightly degraded, with RMSE of 3.10mm and 9.71mm, respectively. The

correlation remains higher than 0.96 for the North Atlantic but slightly drops

to 0.88 for the Arctic Ocean. However, our product still agrees better with

the mascon ensemble solution than the other two products. Due to the exis-

tence of island glaciers and strong signals caused by Greenland ice melting,

clear separation between cryospheric and oceanic signals becomes challeng-

ing. Therefore, the slight degradation of our method in these regions is

understandable, given the fact that the internal variations among the three

mason solutions are relatively high (The IMBIE Team, 2020; Velicogna et al.,

2020, and supplementary materials). The ocean mass changes in the Atlantic

Ocean are characterized by large seasonal signals. The high correlation seen

for the downscaled product implies good phase agreement and confirms that

the relatively large RMSE are rather due to a slight excess in amplitudes. On

the contrary, the two reanalysis products show various distortions of trends

and phases, along with overestimated seasonal amplitudes, resulting in large
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RMSE of ≳ 10mm in both the North and South Atlantic oceans.
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Figure 5: Time series of the spatial mean pb [mm] from the four products in the six large

ocean basins from April 2002 to December 2020. Static atmospheric effects in pb have

been accounted for by removing the GAD product from the downscaled (DS) and Mascon

ensemble pb variations. The gap between GRACE and GRACE-FO missions is shaded.

Note the different EWH ranges in different regions.
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Table 1: Comparison of the three high-resolution pb products with the mascon ensemble

(ME) solution in the six large ocean basins regarding long-term trends, RMSE, and Pearson

correlations. The best agreements with ME are highlighted. SA: South Atlantic, NA:

North Atlantic, SP: South Pacific, NP: North Pacific, IND: Indian, ARC: Arctic.

Global SA NA SP NP IND ARC

Trends [mmyr−1]

ME 1.99 2.72 1.22 2.06 2.23 1.90 1.33

DS 1.87 2.67 0.88 2.14 2.10 1.80 0.05

GLORYS 2.72 2.66 2.91 2.52 2.43 2.88 2.55

ORAS5 1.97 1.72 1.58 2.02 1.99 1.95 1.35

Annual

Amplitudes [mm]

ME 9.27 10.53 6.33 10.08 7.93 8.54 16.45

DS 9.26 11.08 5.76 10.60 8.06 8.22 14.42

GLORYS 11.3 12.06 11.80 11.70 8.44 10.56 21.15

ORAS5 8.10 7.85 8.09 11.24 4.50 8.39 22.12

Semi-annual

Amplitudes [mm]

ME 0.76 1.13 1.49 0.67 1.02 1.70 3.62

DS 0.82 1.24 1.34 1.07 1.00 1.66 3.91

GLORYS 1.73 0.14 1.00 2.87 2.00 2.89 5.43

ORAS5 0.18 1.96 1.76 1.55 1.39 2.40 4.31

RMSE [mm]

DS 0.99 1.56 3.10 1.40 1.37 1.18 9.71

GLORYS 7.59 7.91 12.91 8.01 9.71 9.09 18.50

ORAS5 7.03 11.47 9.87 9.04 8.76 8.46 15.87

Correlation [-]

DS 0.999 0.996 0.96 0.996 0.996 0.997 0.88

GLORYS 0.95 0.90 0.89 0.91 0.84 0.93 0.71

ORAS5 0.88 0.74 0.72 0.83 0.80 0.82 0.75
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4.3. Comparison with in-situ bottom pressure measurements

After examining the large-scale mass variability, we compare the signal

levels of the pb products with in-situ BPR measurements to evaluate their

ability to reflect small-scale variations. Upon sorting the data by standard

deviations of the BPR series (Fig. 6a,b), we find that the CSRM pb anomalies

fail to follow the change in signal levels across the BPR sites. The CSRM

signal levels always hover around 20mm, interrupted by some unrealistic

large peaks (e.g., at stations 34, 39, and 47 in the Kuroshio region). The

phenomenon of similar signal levels at many different locations likely bears

on the coarse resolution of satellite-based pb anomalies that smooths out lo-

cal variability. The situation is improved with all three high-resolution pb

products, the signal levels of which generally follow the ones reflected by

the BPR measurements. However, GLORYS tends to overestimate the sig-

nal levels at stations with standard deviations larger than 40mm. ORAS5

and the downscaled pb anomalies have similar signal content and agree well

with the in-situ measurements. We further show the RMS reduction, defined

as standard deviations of BPR measurements minus RMS between pb prod-

ucts and BPR measurements, in Fig. 6(c,d). We find clear RMS reductions

for the downscaled and CSRM products, especially at stations with signals

larger than 20mm, whereas subtraction of GLORYS and ORAS5 from the

BPR series tends to increase the RMS. Table 2 provides average statistics

over all BPR sites. The highest correlations and RMS reductions at sta-

tions with pronounced pb signals (≥ 20mm) are given by the downscaled

product, followed by CSRM. The positive RMS reductions for CSRM, along

with the relatively stable signals across BPR sites (Fig. 6a,b), suggests that
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the GRACE(-FO) products cannot resolve the magnitudes of small-scale pb

variability but provide a credible representation of the spatially broad, lower-

magnitude pb background variability.
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Figure 6: Signal levels in terms of standard deviation and RMS reductions in millimeters

at the 119 valid BPR stations. The stations are sorted by the descending signal levels of

the monthly BPR measurements and split into two groups for better visualization. The

first row depicts the signal levels of the five different pb data for stations that have standard

deviations larger than 20mm (a) and smaller than 20mm (b). The second row depicts the

RMS reduction of the four pb products at the same stations.

To further study the performance of our product in different regions, we

visualize signal levels, RMS reductions, and correlations in Fig. 7. It is clear

that most of the low correlations and negative RMS reductions are associated

with low signal levels, such as in the North Atlantic and along the coastlines

of North America. In particular, variability and phases may be ambiguously

defined in areas of weak signals, resulting in mismatches between the in-situ
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Table 2: The average signal levels, Pearson correlations, and RMS reductions of the four pb

products compared to monthly BPR measurements. The average signal levels of monthly

BPR measurements are shown for comparison. The stations are divided into three groups

by considering their signal levels (σ): all valid stations, greater equal to 20mm, and smaller

than 20mm.

All σ ≥ 20mm σ < 20mm

Num. of BPR 119 72 42

Signal level [mm]

BPR 27.3 36.6 12.9

DS 25.3 32.5 14.4

CSRM 20.7 25.3 13.5

GLORYS 32.3 43.5 15.2

ORAS5 24.7 33.9 10.6

Correlation [-]

DS 0.49 0.58 0.37

CSRM 0.48 0.57 0.35

GLORYS 0.47 0.50 0.41

ORAS5 0.45 0.45 0.45

∆RMS [mm]

DS 2.52 4.94 -1.19

CSRM 2.64 4.89 -0.81

GLORYS -3.03 -3.67 -2.07

ORAS5 0.25 -0.13 0.84

measurements and the downscaled pb anomalies. Some exceptions from such

assumed behavior are found in the Kuroshio region, where the downscaled

pb product yields negative correlations at some stations with strong signals.

Although the effective resolution of the downscaled product is significantly

improved compared to the original CSRM product, it may not be sufficient

to fully resolve the truly local variability measured by the BPR stations,

especially in the regions with high dynamics. It remains to be seen if targeting

higher spatial resolution than 0.25◦ can improve the agreement with BPR

observations.
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Figure 7: The spatial distribution of the 119 BPR stations with the colors depicting

a) signal levels (standard deviations) of downscaled pb anomalies, b) RMS reductions

provided by downscaled pb anomalies, and c) correlations between downscaled pb and

BPR measurements. The Kuroshio region is zoomed in for better visibility.

4.4. Comparison with in-situ sea-level measurements

Further validation has been performed by comparing the pb products with

coastal sea-level changes measured by tide gauges. The Pearson correla-

tions (R), explained variances (EV), and RMSE between downscaled/CSRM

pb and tide gauge measurements at the 465 selected stations are shown in

Fig. 8. The downscaled product outperforms CSRM at about 79% stations,

28



CSRM OBP

D
ow

ns
ca

le
d 

O
B

P

-1
-0

.8
-0

.6
-0

.4
-0

.2 0
0.

2
0.

4
0.

6
0.

8 1
-1

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

DS outperforms at 367 of 465 stations
(78.92%)

a) R [-]

-1
00 -8

0
-6

0
-4

0
-2

0 0 20 40 60 80 10
0

-100

-80

-60

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

100

DS outperforms at 368 of 465 stations
(79.14%)

b) EV [%]

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 10
0

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

DS outperforms at 368 of 465 stations
(79.14%)

c) RMSE [mm]

Both R significant R(DS, TG) significant R(CSRM, TG) significant Both R insignificant

Figure 8: Comparison of the full time series of downscaled pb (DS) and CSRM pb with in-

situ tide gauge (TG) measurements. Three station-wise metrics are reported: a) Pearson

correlations (R), b) explained variances (EV), and c) root-mean-square errors (RMSE).

The statistical test on correlations is a t-test with a confidence level of 0.95.

highlighting its ability to represent near-coastal ocean mass changes due to

its refined spatial resolution. The median values of the three matrices are

improved relative to CSRM from 0.44 to 0.67 (R), 14% to 38% (EV), and

62.3mm to 52.5mm (RMSE). These results indicate that the downscaled pb

product better captures the overall magnitude and phases of sea level changes

at individual sites, but may still underestimate the signal amplitudes.

The spatial distributions of the three metrics derived from downscaled pb

are depicted in Fig. 9, along with improvements compared to CSRM pb. The

downscaled product offers distinct improvements along most coastlines, such

as North America and Europe. Evidently, our deep learning method allows

the downscaled pb to better separate land and ocean signals and, therefore,

improve the fidelity of coastal mass change estimates. At the stations lo-

cated on the islands in the Pacific Ocean, both downscaled and CSRM pb

29



variations are very similar since both of them have dominant annual signals

and are highly correlated with nearby open-ocean signals (Vinogradov and

Ponte, 2011; Williams and Hughes, 2013). Although the downscaled product

provides clear improvements along the coastlines of western North America,

its absolute performance in this region is inferior compared to other regions.

The issue is perhaps related to large mass changes in nearby glaciated re-

gions, leading to residual leakage errors in the CSRM pb (Chen et al., 2019b).

We also acknowledge the influence of large earthquakes on both pb and tide

gauge time series, which contributes to their poor agreement near Sumatra

and Japan (see supplementary material).

In order to investigate intra-annual variability, we removed the long-term

trends and annual signals from all the time series and generated Fig. 10

and Fig. 11. First, the number of stations at which the downscaled product

outperforms CSRM increases slightly, from 79% to over 80%. The median

R and EV slightly decrease from 0.67 and 38% to 0.61 and 32%, while the

median RMSE drops from 52.5mm to 39.3mm. The results show a clear

reduction in signal levels when removing the annual signals. The minor

deterioration in R and EV, therefore, hints at the challenge of capturing sea

level fluctuations other than the dominant annual oscillation.

The spatial distributions of the intra-annual metrics (Fig. 11) are similar

to the ones derived from full time series. The most notable differences can

be found in R and EV for islands in the Pacific Ocean, where both the

downscaled and CSRM pb have dominant annual signals (Fig. 3b), and local

sea level variability correlates strongly with nearby ocean signals (Vinogradov

and Ponte, 2011). Therefore, the residual fluctuations after removing the
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Figure 9: The spatial distribution of the three evaluation metrics derived from the full time

series of downscaled products (left) and the improvements compared to the ones derived

from CSRM (right). The tide gauge (TG) measurements serve as references.

annual term have relatively low signal-to-noise ratios, resulting in diminished

values of R and EV. The argument also applies to CSRM pb anomalies since

the downscaled pb anomalies do not show significant positive or negative
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Figure 10: Comparison of the intra-annual time series of downscaled pb (DS) and CSRM

pb with in-situ tide gauge (TG) measurements. Three station-wise metrics are reported:

a) Pearson correlations (R), b) explained variances (EV), and c) root-mean-square errors

(RMSE). The statistical test on correlations is a t-test with a confidence level of 0.95.

changes compared to them. However, the benefits of the downscaled product

are evident for regions with strong semi-annual signals, such as the coastlines

of North America, Western Europe (especially the Baltic Sea), Australia, and

Japan. In these regions, the reduced RMSE relative to Fig. 9 owes to lower

signal levels after removing the annual component and better agreement with

tide gauge measurements. Therefore, R and EV are generally positive, with

widespread improvement compared to CSRM (Fig. 11a,b).
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Figure 11: The spatial distribution of the three evaluation metrics derived from the intra-

annual time series of downscaled products (left) and the improvements compared to the

ones derived from CSRM (right). The tide gauge (TG) measurements serve as references.

33



5. Conclusions and Outlook

In this study, we successfully downscaled global pb anomalies derived from

monthly GRACE(-FO) products to the eddy-permitting resolution of 0.25◦.

Since high-quality ground truth data with global coverage are not available,

we designed a self-supervised pipeline to optimize the network using the

supervision signals generated by considering different constraints. Large-

scale mass conservation has been demonstrated by examining spatial mean

pb signals over major ocean basins, while the benefit of high-resolution infor-

mation has been evaluated by comparing with seafloor pressure and coastal

tide gauge measurements. The downscaled pb anomalies closely follow the

GRACE(-FO) solutions at the global and basin scale with RMSE at the

millimeter level. In terms of high-resolution information, the downscaled pb

anomalies exhibit signal levels consistent with the monthly averaged BPR

measurements and provide an average RMS reduction of 2.52mm over all

119 BPR sites. Along the coastlines, the downscaled pb anomalies yield

better agreements with tide gauge measurements than the GRACE(-FO) pb

anomalies at around 80% of 465 globally distributed stations. Our data fu-

sion pipeline based on a self-supervised deep learning model is efficient and

amenable to use by other researchers. By training a global model, we try to

find the optimum in the loss landscape considering the global inputs. This

optimum based on global data is usually not the best solution in a specific re-

gion since it compromises generalizability and local capacity. However, with

the demonstrated global generalizability, users can easily apply our pipeline

to other target regions, by training a model from scratch or considering our

model as pre-trained and fine-tune it in the particular region in the context
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of transfer learning (Weiss et al., 2016).

The short-scale pb information fed by the network into the GRACE(-FO)

solutions should enable investigations of mass change signals beyond the

effective resolution of GRACE(-FO) solutions, similar to analyses by Gou

and Soja (2024) for hydrological basins. One key application would be to

monitor AMOC transport variability in different latitudes from knowledge

of eastern and western boundary pressures on the continental slope (Bing-

ham and Hughes, 2008a; Roussenov et al., 2008). Further, the downscaled

product carries the imprints of mesoscale eddies on pb, which could be ex-

amined for trends and interannual variability (Beech et al., 2022). We are

also envisioning benefits for Earth rotation studies, particularly efforts to im-

prove estimates of oceanic angular momentum and the resulting excitation of

Earth rotation parameters (Gross et al., 2003; Kiani Shahvandi et al., 2022;

Gou et al., 2023). In general, knowledge of pb variability only constrains the

mass term of this excitation, but recovery of the motion term from pressures

across topographic gradients is possible under certain assumptions (Ponte

and Schindelegger, 2022).

Despite the progress in methodology, we acknowledge that some of our

validations, such as those against BPR measurements (Table 2), are inconclu-

sive. These evaluations demonstrate the ability of our downscaling pipeline

to restore signal levels, but the RMS reductions given by the downscaled

products do not show clear benefits compared to the original GRACE(-FO)

data. Since most of the utilized BPR series are rather short (median length:

22 months), a conclusive validation requires extensions to more recent years

and new measurement sites. In coastal regions, the downscaled product rep-

35



resents mass changes clearly better than the original GRACE(-FO) products,

demonstrating its ability to resolve small-scale signals and restore signal lev-

els. (Ali et al., 2022). Nevertheless, the errors inherent to the GRACE(-FO)

solutions (Wiese et al., 2016) necessarily affect our downscaled products. New

releases of the atmosphere-ocean de-aliasing product (Dobslaw et al., 2017;

Shihora et al., 2022) or future satellite gravimetry missions (Heller-Kaikov

et al., 2023; Daras et al., 2024) will likely reduce noise levels, improve the

effective resolution of the derived gravity fields, and therefore enhance the

fidelity of our product.

Since our method is based on level-3 products and does not have spe-

cific requirements on the input grids, it should be easily applied to other

GRACE(-FO) products, ocean models, or reanalysis outputs with different

spatio-temporal discretizations than the fields analyzed here. For example,

we can get observation-constrained high-frequency products by applying the

method to daily or weekly GRACE(-FO) solutions, which resolve pb signals

to wavelengths of around 1000 km (Kvas et al., 2019). We may also combine

the improved gravimetry products with an eddy-rich ocean model or reanal-

ysis with a spatial resolution of 1/12◦ or higher. Such downscaled products

could be particularly beneficial for studying ocean dynamics and energetics

on sub-seasonal and sub-monthly time scales (Weijer, 2010; Yu et al., 2018;

Rohith et al., 2019; Ponte and Schindelegger, 2022).

Data Availability

The downscaled products generated by this study are available to the editors

and reviewers during the review process and will be released to the public
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together with core codes upon publication. All the other codes and interme-

diate datasets are available from the corresponding author upon a reasonable

request. The raw data used in this study are available as follows. CSRM:

https://www2.csr.utexas.edu/grace/RL06_mascons.html (Accessed:

18.02.2023). PSMSL: https://psmsl.org/data/ (Accessed: 23.11.2023).

Ocean reanalysis products: https://data.marine.copernicus.eu/produc

t/GLOBAL_MULTIYEAR_PHY_ENS_001_031/ (Accessed: 12.01.2023). ERA5:

https://cds.climate.copernicus.eu/cdsapp#!/dataset/reanalysis-e

ra5-single-levels-monthly-means (Accessed: 19.05.2023).
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S1 Downscaled products with different mascon products
Differences in the processing strategies among the three mascon providers (Center for Space Research, CSRM; Jet Propulsion
Laboratory, JPLM; and Goddard Space Flight Center, GSFC) may lead to differences in the satellite-based monthly ocean
bottom pressure (pb) solutions (Sakumura et al., 2014; Landerer & Cooley, 2021). In this study, we applied our downscaling
algorithm using the three mascon products to explore possible sensitivities to these input data. The three downscaled products
forced by CSRM, JPLM, and GSFC are denoted as DS-CSRM, DS-JPLM, and DS-GSFC, respectively.

Fig. S1 shows the temporal decomposition of the three downscaled pb fields, along with a similar decomposition for
the three corresponding mascon solutions. It is worth noting that the long-term trend component of the three downscaled
solutions features the most notable differences, particularly in the Arctic Ocean. The CSRM solution reveals decreasing trends
surrounding Greenland, whereas the JPLM and GSFC solutions indicate decreasing trends in Baffin Bay but increasing trends
in other Arctic regions. Since the downscaled products are forced to agree with utilized GRACE(-FO) solutions over a large
area, they are expected to inherit the long-term information from the corresponding GRACE(-FO) solutions. A similar case can
be found in the Southern Ocean: JPLM and GSFC trends show questionable signals in the Bellingshausen Sea and Amundsen
Sea, which might be caused by leakage of mass change signals from West Antarctica. The downscaled pb solutions also show
similar signals in these regions. The three mascon solutions agree well in terms of annual signal amplitudes, resulting in
consistent annual signals across the three downscaled products. The semi-annual signals and post-fit residuals estimated from
the three downscaled products are very similar since they are learned from the same reanalysis products. It is noteworthy that
the nominal mascon sizes do not compromise the effectiveness of our method in resolving small-scale signals. Specifically,
the downscaled solution based on JPLM with a mascon size of 3◦ has very similar small-scale patterns as the downscaled
solution based on CSRM with a mascon size of 1◦. Thus, the high-resolution information seems less affected by the chosen
GRACE(-FO) products than the long-term trends.

We further examine the large-scale mass conservation of the different solutions and report evaluations against the mascon
ensemble (ME) in Table S1. We can observe that the choice of a particular mascon product dominates the large-scale signals of
downscaled products. The statistics for the primary temporal components (trend, annual amplitude, semi-annual amplitude) and
other numerical metrics (RMSE and correlation) of the downscaled products are very similar to the ones obtained from their
forcing mascons. For example, the largest disparity in long-term trends between the DS-CSRM solution and the ME solution
is in the Arctic Ocean (0.05 mmyr−1 vs 1.33 mmyr−1), which is mainly caused by the differences between the CSRM and
ME solutions (0.01 mmyr−1 vs 1.33 mmyr−1). Similar issues can be found in other regions, such as the Indian Ocean, where
JPLM tends to overestimate the trend (2.08 mmyr−1), whereas GSFC tends to underestimate it (1.76 mmyr−1). Consequently,
the downscaled products forced by JPLM and GSFC have similar trends (2.15 mmyr−1 vs 1.76 mmyr−1). Nevertheless, all the
mascon products and downscaled products have similar RMSEs and correlations, indicating similar large-scale accuracy. All of
them are of better quality than the reanalysis solutions in terms of large-scale accuracy.



Figure S1. Temporal decomposition of six pb products from April 2002 to December 2020. The four columns show the
long-term trends [mm/year], annual amplitudes [mm], semi-annual amplitudes [mm], and standard deviations of residuals [mm].
The six rows depict the signals estimated from CSRM, JPLM, GSFC mascons, and the corresponding downscaled products.
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Table S1. Comparison of the three downscaled pb products, three mascon products, and two reanalysis products with the
mascon ensemble (ME) solution in the six large ocean basins regarding long-term trends, RMSEs, and Pearson correlations.
SA: South Atlantic, NA: North Atlantic, SP: South Pacific, NP: North Pacific, IND: Indian, ARC: Arctic.

Global SA NA SP NP IND ARC

Trends [mmyr−1]

ME 1.99 2.72 1.22 2.06 2.23 1.90 1.33
DS-CSRM 1.87 2.67 0.88 2.14 2.10 1.80 0.05

CSRM 1.89 2.71 0.90 2.18 2.12 1.84 0.01
DS-JPLM 2.10 2.79 1.20 2.13 2.16 2.15 1.49

JPLM 2.04 2.73 1.18 2.08 2.11 2.08 1.47
DS-GSFC 2.04 2.71 1.59 1.89 2.46 1.76 2.47

GSFC 2.04 2.71 1.59 1.91 2.46 1.76 2.52
GLORYS 2.72 2.66 2.91 2.52 2.43 2.88 2.55
ORAS5 1.97 1.72 1.58 2.02 1.99 1.95 1.35

Annual
Amplitudes [mm]

ME 9.27 10.53 6.33 10.08 7.93 8.54 16.45
DS-CSRM 9.26 11.08 5.76 10.60 8.06 8.22 14.42

CSRM 9.40 11.27 5.86 10.82 8.11 8.28 14.31
DS-JPLM 8.84 10.29 6.04 9.42 7.33 8.33 16.30

JPLM 8.61 10.05 6.01 9.14 7.20 8.04 15.80
DS-GSFC 9.81 10.28 7.19 10.24 8.52 9.28 19.25

GSFC 9.83 10.28 7.15 10.32 8.56 9.30 19.56
GLORYS 11.3 12.06 11.80 11.70 8.44 10.56 21.15
ORAS5 8.10 7.85 8.09 11.24 4.50 8.39 22.12

Semi-annual
Amplitudes [mm]

ME 0.76 1.13 1.49 0.67 1.02 1.70 3.62
DS-CSRM 0.82 1.24 1.34 1.07 1.00 1.66 3.91

CSRM 0.85 1.32 1.34 1.15 1.02 1.68 3.94
DS-JPLM 0.76 1.18 1.60 0.54 1.05 1.86 3.51

JPLM 0.75 1.56 1.56 0.53 1.05 1.89 3.52
DS-GSFC 0.68 0.87 1.77 0.40 0.98 1.48 3.59

GSFC 0.69 0.92 1.75 0.39 1.02 1.52 3.64
GLORYS 1.73 0.14 1.00 2.87 2.00 2.89 5.43
ORAS5 0.18 1.96 1.76 1.55 1.39 2.40 4.31

RMSE [mm]

DS-CSRM 0.99 1.56 3.10 1.40 1.37 1.18 9.71
CSRM 0.85 1.64 3.06 1.62 1.27 1.01 10.03

DS-JPLM 1.03 1.53 1.29 1.30 1.07 1.97 2.99
JPLM 0.80 1.36 1.31 1.30 1.27 1.56 2.83

DS-GSFC 0.74 1.84 3.31 1.46 1.78 1.42 8.69
GSFC 0.74 1.86 3.33 1.41 1.80 1.38 9.01

GLORYS 7.59 7.91 12.91 8.01 9.71 9.09 18.50
ORAS5 7.03 11.47 9.87 9.04 8.76 8.46 15.87

Correlation [-]

DS-CSRM 0.999 0.996 0.96 0.996 0.996 0.997 0.88
CSRM 0.999 0.996 0.96 0.996 0.996 0.998 0.87

DS-JPLM 0.998 0.997 0.99 0.996 0.997 0.996 0.99
JPLM 0.998 0.997 0.99 0.996 0.997 0.996 0.99

DS-GSFC 0.999 0.996 0.988 0.996 0.998 0.994 0.97
GSFC 0.999 0.996 0.99 0.996 0.998 0.994 0.96

GLORYS 0.95 0.90 0.89 0.91 0.84 0.93 0.71
ORAS5 0.88 0.74 0.72 0.83 0.80 0.82 0.75
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S2 Extended evaluation against in-situ bottom pressure recorders measurements
We extend the evaluation against in-situ bottom pressure recorders (BPR) to five downscaled pb products to investigate the
impacts of different mascon and reanalysis products on the final downscaled solutions. The first three downscaled products are
based on two reanalysis products and one of the three mascon solutions, as in Section S1. The other two downscaled products
are generated based on the CSRM solution and only one of the two reanalysis products, denoted as DS-CSRM (GLORYS only)
and DS-CSRM (ORAS5 only).

Table S2 reports the average correlation and RMS reductions. From these bulk statistics, we can find that the impact of
different mascon solutions is minor, with the solutions forced by JPLM or GSFC products slightly outperforming the one forced
by CSRM. On the contrary, considering two reanalyses noticeably increases the agreement between the downscaled products
and BPR measurements. The benefits of combining two reanalysis products are more obvious by analyzing the signal levels
and RMS reductions at individual BPR stations (Fig. S2 and S3). The downscaled product forced by only one reanalysis tends
to overfit this particular pb solution and also inherit its deficiencies. The signal levels of these two downscaled products follow
the corresponding reanalysis solutions (Fig. S2c-f). Therefore, they yield negative RMS reductions (Fig. S3c-f). The situation
is improved considerably by combining the two reanalysis products, enabling the downscaled solutions to have more realistic
signal levels and positive RMS reductions. We find no clear evidence that the disparities in the different GRACE(-FO) pb
estimates influence the downscaling quality (Fig. S2a-b, g-j).

Table S2. The average signal levels, Pearson correlations, and RMS reductions of the four pb products compared to monthly
BPR measurements. The average signal levels of monthly BPR measurements are shown for comparison. The stations are
divided into three groups by considering their signal levels (σ ): all valid stations, greater equal to 20 mm, and smaller than
20 mm.

All σ ≥ 20mm σ < 20mm
Num. of BPR 119 72 42

Signal level [mm]

BPR 27.3 36.6 12.9
DS-CSRM 25.3 32.5 14.4

DS-CSRM (GLORYS only) 44.8 25.3 18.2
DS-CSRM (ORAS5 only) 37.2 25.3 16.0

DS-JPLM 24.6 31.2 13.6
DS-GSFC 24.3 37.2 16.0

Correlation [-]

DS-CSRM 0.49 0.58 0.37
DS-CSRM (GLORYS only) 0.46 0.53 0.34
DS-CSRM (ORAS5 only) 0.44 0.49 0.37

DS-JPLM 0.53 0.61 0.41
DS-GSFC 0.53 0.60 0.42

∆RMS [mm]

DS-CSRM 2.52 4.94 -1.19
DS-CSRM (GLORYS only) -3.53 -3.03 -4.31
DS-CSRM (ORAS5 only) -1.47 -0.88 -2.37

DS-JPLM 3.87 6.64 -0.38
DS-GSFC 3.87 6.78 -0.60
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Figure S2. The signal levels at the 119 valid in-situ BPR stations. The stations are sorted by the descending signal levels of
the monthly BPR measurements and split into two groups for better visualization. Each row shows an individual downscaled
product with different inputs. The signal levels of the corresponding mascon product and reanalysis products are shown in all
panels for comparison.
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Figure S3. The RMS at the 119 valid in-situ BPR stations. The stations are sorted by the descending signal levels of the
monthly BPR measurements and split into two groups for better visualization. Each row shows an individual downscaled
product with different inputs. The signal levels of the corresponding mascon product and reanalysis products are shown in all
panels for comparison.
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S3 Impacts of earthquakes on the evaluation
Large earthquakes and tsunamis may affect our evaluation in two ways. First, the GRACE(-FO) pb fields are derived from
gravity measurements, which carry the imprint of seismological events. Second, the displacements caused by earthquakes
may create discontinuities in tide gauge (TG) measurements. We pick four TG stations that may have been impacted by the
Sumatra–Andaman earthquake (26 December 2004) and the Tōhoku-Oki earthquake (11 March 2011) and show the time series
in Fig. S4. These seismological imprints may cause biased statistics for the evaluations against tide gauge measurements, such
as low correlations and high RMSE. However, compared to the GRACE(-FO) solutions, our downscaled solution has more
similar variability to the tide gauge measurements, which demonstrates the ability of the downscaling method to restore signal
levels.
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Figure S4. Examples of two tide gauge (TG) stations in the Tōhoku region (a, b) and two tide gauge stations in the Indian
Ocean (c, d).
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