
Th e C.1.1I1.0. Working Group 011 the
nu-n surement of rainfall and the Committ ss
on P rec inita fiona of the U.G.G.I. at their
1955 m~tillA' in Zurich, reported :

" When rainfall is heavy, a raiugauge whoso
lower walls are not sufficient ly sloped. gives
nRC to splashin~, as a resu lt of which part of
the water which has entered the instrument
leaves it ugniu in the form of a mist of fine
droplets, thus causing a significant loss of
wate r",

"In Case the rain is accompanied by n
vcry strong wind, such as with tornadoes,
the Gross-section of the raingauge should be
designed to minimize splashing".

" In principle the trajectory of a ll drops
should meet the inner wall at. an angle
greater than 90°, if possible, sud in nn,}"
ease neve r less than 90°. The disgrum
shows possible solutions with rx >90°"
-Bee Fig. 1.

" It shou ld be pointed out that the mer idia
na l section with a constant a ngle is th e arc
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Difference between rainfall catches recorded in
shallow and deep rim raingauges
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Cnnadian mingauge aNI a (j. B. ~allg:e for
r. mont hs from September 19:19 tu Feb ruary
1910 nnd found that the Canadian ga ul!"
with n deeper lim rec ord ed more rainfall.
Tn observations nt two stations, the deeper
rim gauge was found to reconl 2':~ per cent
and ~'9 per cent more than the U. R gauge
hut the difference was less in wind)' weather.

Th e C.U LO. (W) [O, No. 8 TP. 3, 1950)
has rec ent.lv recom mended that "The wall
of th e eolleet"r sho uld be deep to prevent
rn in from being blown out hy wind and
from splashing it out, A depth about
equa l to the diam eter of the collector is
suita ble".

t. Introduetlen

Aecord inp to )l i,ld let oll and Spi lhnus
(1953L it hns be en "shown heyol1lt rensouable
doubt that of two ruingau:-,res having the
same diameter, the one with the deeper
rim catches the most min, presumablv
because some of t he drops splash out of the
sha llower funnel Thc Met eorological
Office (London) is ent irely correct in recorn
mend ing the abolition of ga.uges with shallow
rims, since it seems more probable that the
sha llow rim would lose rain by splnshing
out, th an that the dee per r im would edlc«,
any water that does not belong to it". The
invest igat ions ca rried out hv Kadel (19:l0)
during 1923-25, d ill not conclusively pmve
this, He compared two U,S . 8 ill, gaugt~s,

one havi ng th e vertical wall of th e funnel
of 2t in. an d the other 6 io. deep. 97 obser
va tions from May to October 1923 gavc an
increase of 1· -1 per cent in the rainfall
catch in the deepe r rim gauge, 1,15 com
parative observations from )lay 1924 to
March 1925 showed a greater catch in th e
6 in. deep funnel by 1·2 per cent. While
the catch was more in strong winds t ha n
in modera tely wind~ weathe r, the differences
were not significant. Though the number
of comparisons were too few for arrivino
at allY defini te result, he concluded that
increasi ng the2t in. depth of the funnel of
the 8 in. I(allge to 6 in, increased the amount
by a little more than 1 per cent, a va lue
\I it hin the limits of erro r and that there
was no sufficient warrant for correcting the
existing record s or recommending a change
in tb e U.s. gauge.

Denison (1941) compared th e amount
of precipitati on collected in a standa rd
















