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ABSTRACT

The GNSS signal propagating from the satellite to the receiver is subjected to the phase delay due to the presence of the atmosphere. The signal’s troposphere phase delay is linked to the density of all gaseous
constituencies, including one of the most important - water vapour. There are several technigues that estimate water vapor amount in the troposphere based on GNSS signal delay. One of them is tomography. This
paper shows the first results of the Near-Real Time tomography products assimilation into WRF model using GPSREF observation operator. The assimilation was made in 3D-Var, for the period of 08-15.08.2017 when
heavy precipitation events occured in Poland. The results were compared with GNSS IWV data, showing improvement in standard deviation and correlation. Comparison with relative humidity from RS observatins

shows the improvement in BIAS and not in the standard deviation.
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