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Abstract

Statistical modeling of rainfall is a crucial area of research in mete-
orology, mainly from the perspective of rainfed agriculture, where a
proper assessment of the future availability of rainwater is necessary.
The probability models generally used for this purpose are exponen-
tial, gamma, Weibull, and lognormal distributions, where the unknown
model parameters are routinely estimated using the maximum likelihood
estimator (MLE). However, the presence of outliers or extreme obser-
vations is a common issue in rainfall data and the MLEs being highly
sensitive to them often leads to spurious inference. Here, we discuss a
robust parameter estimation approach based on the minimum density
power divergence estimator (MDPDE). We fit the above four paramet-
ric models to the areally-weighted monthly rainfall data from the 36
mete- orological subdivisions of India for the years 1951–2014 and com-
pare the fits based on MLE and the proposed ‘optimum’ MDPDE; the
superior performance of MDPDE is showcased for several cases. For
all month-subdivision combinations, we discuss the best-fit models and
the estimated median rainfall amounts. Codes (written in R) for cal-
culating MDPDEs and their standard errors, optimal tuning parameter
selection, and model selection are in the Supplementary Material.
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2 Rainfall modeling using the minimum density power divergence approach

Keywords: Cramér-von Mises distance, Maximum likelihood estimation,
Outliers or extreme observations, Robust information criterion,
Subdivision-wise areally-weighted rainfall of India.

1 Introduction

The proportion of the rural population in India is high (68.84% in 2011; source:
http://censusindia.gov.in) and the main livelihood in the rural areas is agri-
culture, which contributes 17% of the country’s GDP [1]. Out of the total
sown areas, 67% of the lands are under rainfed agriculture that makes it the
largest such extent in the world [2]. Predictions indicate that the dry regions
are becoming drier, and climate being a sensitive factor for agriculture, the
change would possess a significant impact on the productivity of the rainfed
agriculture and increase concerns about food security [3]. A key solution to
the problem of water scarcity in rainfed agriculture is to build a proper irri-
gation system. The National rainfall Area Authority (NRAA) was established
in 2007, and the Rainfed Area Development Programme (RADP) was imple-
mented in 22 states of India during 2012-2013 [4]. However, 52% of the total
cropped area remains without irrigation at present (Economic Survey Report
2017-2018. Link- http://mofapp.nic.in:8080/economicsurvey), where the agri-
culture is solely dependent on rainfall. Thus, a proper assessment of the future
availability of rainwater using appropriate statistical modeling of rainfall data
of India is necessary.

Statistical modeling of rainfall has been an important research area in mete-
orology over the decades. Considering the wet months, the amount of monthly
rainfall has a positive value, and usually, the histograms appear to be positively
skewed. So, the probability distributions used for this purpose are right-skewed
and defined on the positive real line; some examples are exponential [5–8],
gamma [9–12], log-normal [13, 14], Weibull [6, 15, 16], Pearson Type-III/V/VI
[17–19] and log-logistic [20, 21]. Out of several possible choices, the first four
have been used predominantly in meteorological literature, and hence, we also
concentrate only on those four distributions in this paper. Mostly, researchers
choose one such model and analyze the data based on it. However, different
goodness-of-fit tests have also been used in the literature for data-based selec-
tion of an appropriate model; these include the Chi-square test [9, 13, 22],
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test [14, 23, 24], Anderson-Darling test [14], variance
ratio test [22, 25] and the Akaike information criterion (AIC) used by [26].

The maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) is the most widely used
parameter estimation procedure in the meteorology literature. It has several
attractive asymptotic properties like consistency and the full asymptotic effi-
ciency; it achieves the Cramér-Rao lower bound when the sample size tends
to infinity. However, the MLE is highly sensitive to outliers and gets strongly
affected even in the presence of a single outlying observation [27–29]. [30]

http://censusindia. gov. in
http://mofapp.nic.in:8080/economicsurvey
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propose a robust parametric estimation procedure, namely the minimum den-
sity power divergence estimator (MDPDE), where we obtain the estimates by
minimizing a suitable density-based divergence measure, known as the den-
sity power divergence (DPD), over the parameter space. The DPD family is
indexed by a tuning parameter α ≥ 0, and the family reduces to the well-
known Kullback-Leibler divergence at α = 0. Thus, the MDPDE at α = 0
is the same as MLE, and it provides a robust generalization of the MLE at
α > 0. A significant advantage of the MDPDE approach is that it does not need
any nonparametric smoothing for the density estimation like other minimum
divergence approaches [31, 32]; as a result, MDPDE is comparatively easy to
implement in practice [33]. As a result, the MDPDE has been widely used in
several areas of scientific research like pollution monitoring [34], Gene Ontol-
ogy [35], and meteorology [33]. While [33] used MDPDE for modeling extreme
rainfall (annual maximum daily rainfall, precipitation above some high thresh-
old), as of authors’ knowledge, it has not yet been used in classical statistical
meteorology literature (e.g., modeling monthly or annual rainfall).

In this paper, we analyze areally-weighted monthly rainfall data from the
36 meteorological subdivisions of India during 1951-2014 because of its impor-
tance in rainfed agriculture across the country. The proportions of outliers are
high in the data, particularly during the post-monsoon months. We fit four
probability distributions, namely exponential, gamma, lognormal, and Weibull
(we refer to them as “rainfall model”s or simply as RMs), and estimate the
model parameters using the proposed MDPDE for all subdivision-month com-
binations. For each value of the tuning parameter α, the MDPDE returns a
separate estimate of the model parameters; the asymptotic relative efficiency
of the MDPDEs decreases with increasing values of α only moderately. How-
ever, such loss in efficiency is observed not to be quite significant compared
to the huge gain in terms of robustness, as illustrated through the classical
influence function analysis, for all the four RMs considered. We study how
the fitted RMs vary over different α and describe an optimal data-driven
selection of the tuning parameter α by minimizing the empirical Cramér-von
Mises (CVM) distance following [36]. Instead of the non-robust AIC for model
selection under MLE, we use robust information criterion (RIC) based on the
MDPDEs to select the best-fit model among the four RMs considered. For each
RM, we present results at four subdivision-month combinations to illustrate
the advantage of the MDPDE based approach over the (non-robust) MLE-
based analyses. We finally provide the best-fit models and the median rainfall
amounts based on the ‘optimum’ MDPDE estimates for all month-subdivision
combinations.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the
Indian rainfall dataset used here, along with some preliminary analyses. The
statistical methodology and illustrations of their properties for the four RMs
are presented in Section 3. In Section 4, we discuss the results, and the paper
ends with some concluding remarks in Section 5.
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2 Rainfall data

We obtain Areally-weighted monthly rainfall (in mm) for the 36 meteorological
subdivisions of India (according to [37]) over the years 1951-2014 from Open
Government Data (OGD) Platform, India (https://data.gov.in). The regional
boundaries of the 36 subdivisions are presented in Figure 1 of [37]. Rainfall
monitoring is done by India Meteorological Department (IMD) in 641 districts
across India; monthly rainfall amounts for those districts are computed by
the arithmetic mean of the rainfall amounts at available stations within the
respective district for each month. Year-wise numbers of stations used for
obtaining the district-level data are presented in Table 2 of [38]. Subdivision-
wise rainfall series for all the months are constructed from the district-wise
rainfall series, using the district area-weighted method.

Similar to [33], we treat an observation to be an outlier if it is greater
than the 1.5 interquartile range above the third quartile or lower than the
1.5 interquartile range below the first quartile. For each subdivision-month
combination, we calculate the proportions of outliers and present them in Table
1. The highest proportion is at the Coastal Karnataka subdivision for February
(17.9%), whereas there is no outlier for 76 subdivision-month combinations.
After averaging across the subdivisions, the proportion is highest for December
(9.01%) and lowest for September (1.66%). On the other hand, after averaging
over the months, the highest proportion is for the Gujarat region (8.74%),
and it is the lowest for Sub-Himalayan West Bengal and Sikkim (2.7%). The
presence of such significant proportions of outlying observations motivates us
to consider a robust modeling procedure.

Further, out of the total 432 subdivision-month combinations, trends over
the years are significant only in 45 and 23 cases at the significance levels
5% and 1%, respectively (based on fitting a simple linear regression model
with year as a covariate). Ignoring these few cases, for each subdivision-month
combination, we assume that the monthly rainfall amounts across the years
are independent and identically distributed. These assumptions are common
for modeling rainfall data in meteorological literature [see, e.g., 21, 22, 25].

3 Statistical Methodology

3.1 The minimum density power divergence estimator

In this subsection, we summarize the proposed minimum density power
divergence estimator (MDPDE); see [30, 39] for more details.

Suppose we have independent and identically distributed (IID) observa-
tions X1, . . . , Xn from a population having true distribution function G and
density function g. We want to model it by a parametric family of distribution
functions {Fθ} having densities {fθ}, indexed by some unknown p-dimensional
parameter θ ∈ Θ, the parameter space. Note that the density functions exist
for our four RMs. We need to estimate the unknown model parameter θ based
on the observed data for further inference.

https://data.gov.in
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Table 1 Proportion of outliers for each month at the 36 meteorological subdivisions of
India. An observation is considered to be an outlier if it is larger than the 1.5 interquartile
range above the third quartile, or smaller than the 1.5 interquartile range below the first
quartile.
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In the common maximum likelihood estimation, we calculate the likelihood
function L(θ) =

∏n
i=1 fθ(Xi) and maximizing it over the parameter space Θ

to get the MLE, i.e., θ̂MLE = arg max
θ∈Θ

L(θ) = arg min
θ∈Θ

∑n
i=1− log[fθ(Xi)]. In

case of the RMs, an unique (but non-robust) estimate can be obtained.
In an alternative minimum divergence approach, one may consider an

appropriate divergence measure between the true data-generating density (esti-
mated from the observed data) and the parametric model density and minimize
this measure of discrepancy with respect to the underlying model parameter to
obtain the corresponding minimum divergence estimate. The MLE can also be
thought of as a minimum divergence estimator associated with the Kullback-
Leibler divergence. However, an appropriate choice of the divergence measure
is important when our goal lies in robust parametric inference. Among many
such available divergences, as mentioned before, here we consider particularly
the DPD measure proposed by [30]. For a tuning parameter α ≥ 0, the density
power divergence dα between two densities f and g is defined as

dα(g, f) =


∫ [

f1+α(x)−
(

1 +
1

α

)
fα(x)g(x) +

1

α
g1+α(x)

]
dx, for α > 0,

lim
α→0

dα(g, f) =

∫
g(x) [log g(x)− log f(x)] dx, for α = 0.

(1)
Here, d0(g, f) is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. For the case of para-
metric estimation, we consider the model density fθ in place of the density f
in Equation (1), whereas g denotes the true density. Then, we can define the
minimum DPD functional Tα(·) by [30]

dα(g, fTα(G)) = min
θ∈Θ

dα(g, fθ), (2)

whenever the minimum is attained. Thus, Tα(G) represents the best fitting
parameter value under the true distribution G. In practice, however, the true
density g is unknown and hence the minimizer of dα(g, fθ) cannot be obtained
directly; alternatively, we use an estimate of g. A major advantage of the
particular DPD family over other robust divergence measures is that we can
avoid the nonparametric smoothing (and associated numerical complications)
for this purpose of estimating density g. To see this, we rewrite the DPD
measure as

dα(g, fθ) =


∫
f1+α
θ (x)dx−

(
1 +

1

α

)
E [fαθ (X)] +

1

α
E [gα(X)] for α > 0,

E [log g(X)]− E [log fθ(X)] for α = 0.
(3)

where E [·] denotes the expectation of its argument with respect to the true
density g. Note that the terms E [gα(X)] and E [log g(X)] do not depend on
θ and hence they can be ignored while performing optimization with respect
to θ; and the other two expectations in (3) can directly be estimated through
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empirical means avoiding the direct non-parametric estimation of g. Therefore,
the minimum DPD estimator (MDPDE) is finally defined as

θ̂α = arg min
θ∈Θ

Hα,n(θ), (4)

where Hα,n(θ) = 1
n

n∑
i=1

Vα(θ; Xi) with

Vα(θ; x) =


∫
f1+α
θ (x)dx−

(
1 +

1

α

)
fαθ (x), for α > 0,

− log fθ(x), for α = 0.
(5)

Further, at α = 0, θ̂0 = arg minθ∈Θ
1
n

n∑
i=1

[− log fθ(Xi)] is clearly the MLE, by

definition. However, for any α ≥ 0, we obtain unbiased estimating equations
through the differentiation of Hα,n(θ) in (4) and they are given by

Un(θ) ≡ 1

n

n∑
i=1

uθ(Xi)f
α
θ (Xi)−

∫
uθ(x)f1+α

θ (x)dx = 0, (6)

where uθ(x) = δ log fθ(x)/δθ is the score function. Once again at α = 0, (6)
reduces to the usual score equation leading to the MLE. But, for α > 0, the
MDPDEs provide a weighted score equation (suitably adjusted for unbiased-
ness) with weights fαθ (Xi) for Xi. These weights would be small for outlying
observations (with respect to the model family) and thus are expected to
produce robust estimates by downweighting the effects of outliers.

3.2 The MDPDE for the rainfall models

Considering the intricacy of the mathematical details, we illustrate the basic
steps to obtain the MDPDEs for our four RMs; the rigorous differentiation
and integration steps are omitted for brevity.

3.2.1 Exponential distribution

Consider the family of one-parameter exponential distributions having distri-
bution function Fλ(x) = 1 − exp (−λx), and the associated density function
fλ(x) = λ exp (−λx), for x > 0, where λ > 0 denotes the rate parameter.
Straightforward calculations of the terms Vα(θ; x) in (5) show that

Vα(λ; x) =


λα

1 + α
−
(

1 +
1

α

)
λα exp (−αλx), for α > 0,

λx− log(λ), for α = 0.
(7)
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While calculating the estimating equation from (4), the score function is
uλ(x) = λ−1 − x. Plugging this, we get

Un(λ) ≡ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(
1

λ
−Xi

)
λα exp (−αλXi)−

αλα−1

(1 + α)2
= 0. (8)

The MDPDE estimate of λ is then obtained by solving (8). A closed form

expression of λ̂α does not exist for α > 0 and hence, we compute them by
solving (8) numerically.

3.2.2 Gamma distribution

Here we assume that we have IID observations X1, . . . , Xn from the two-
parameter gamma distribution family. The corresponding distribution function
F(a,b)(x) does not have a closed form expression, but the density function has

the form f(a,b)(x) = ba

Γ(a)x
a−1 exp (−bx), for x > 0, where a and b denote

the shape and rate parameters, respectively. Straightforward calculations of
Vα(θ; x) from (5) yields

Vα(a, b; x) =


Γ ((a− 1)(1 + α) + 1) bα

Γ(a)α+1(1 + α)(a−1)(1+α)+1

−
(

1 +
1

α

)
bα

Γ(a)α
xα(a−1) exp (−αbx), for α > 0,

log Γ(a)− a log(b) + bx− (a− 1) log(x), for α = 0.

(9)

Thus, we calculate Hα,n(a, b) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 Vα(a, b; Xi) by plugging in the

observations in (9) and obtain the MDPDE of a and b by minimizing Hα,n(a, b)
numerically.

3.2.3 Lognormal distribution

We next consider the two-parameter lognormal distribution family having

distribution function F(µ,σ)(x) = Φ
(

log(x)−µ
σ

)
, where Φ is the distribution

function of a standard normal distribution and µ and σ denote the mean and
standard deviation parameters in the log-scale, respectively. The corresponding

density function is given by f(µ,σ)(x) = 1√
2πσx

exp
(
− (log(x)−µ)2

2σ2

)
, for x > 0.

Once again, straightforward calculations show that

Vα(µ, σ; x) =



1
√
α+ 1(

√
2πσ)α

exp

(
−αµ+

α2σ2

2(α+ 1)

)
−
(

1 +
1

α

)
1

(2π)α/2σαxα
exp

(
−α (log(x)− µ)2

2σ2

)
, for α > 0,

log
(√

2πσx
)

+
(log(x)− µ)2

2σ2
, for α = 0.

(10)
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Plugging in X1, . . . , Xn in (10), we again compute the objective function
Hα,n(µ, σ) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 Vα(µ, σ; Xi), and then obtain the MDPDE of µ and σ

by minimizing Hα,n(µ, σ) numerically.

3.2.4 Weibull distribution

Our final RM is the two-parameter Weibull distribution family, which has
distribution function F(a,b)(x) = 1 − exp [−(bx)a] and density f(a,b)(x) =
ab(bx)a−1 exp [−(bx)a], for x > 0, where a and b denote the shape and rate
parameters, respectively. Straightforward calculations again yield

Vα(a, b; x) =



aαbαΓ
(

1 + (a−1)α
a

)
(1 + α)1+

(a−1)α
a

−
(

1 +
1

α

)
aαbα(bx)α(a−1) exp [−α(bXi)

a], for α > 0,

(bx)a − log(ab)− (a− 1) log(bx), for α = 0.
(11)

Plugging in the sample observations X1, . . . , Xn in (11), we again calculate
Hα,n(a, b) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 Vα(a, b; Xi) and then obtain the MDPDE of a and b by

minimizing Hα,n(a, b) numerically.

3.3 Asymptotic relative efficiency

We study the performances of the proposed MDPDEs that can be expected
through its theoretical properties. The first measure of correctness of any
estimator is its standard error or variance. Although the exact sampling dis-
tribution of the MDPDEs are difficult to find in general, also in the case of
MLE, we can use the asymptotic results. Let us assume that the model is cor-
rectly specified so that the true data generating distribution is G = Fθ0 for

some θ0 ∈ Θ. Then, [30] prove that, under certain regularity conditions, θ̂α is

a consistent estimator of θ0 and the asymptotic distribution of
√
n(θ̂α − θ0) is

normal with mean zero and variance Jα(θ0)−1Kα(θ0)Jα(θ0)−1, where

Jα(θ) =

∫
uθ(x)uTθ (x)f1+α

θ (x)dx, (12)

Kα(θ) =

∫
uθ(x)uTθ (x)f1+2α

θ (x)dx− ξξT , ξ =

∫
uθ(x)f1+α

θ (x)dx.

It is easy to verify that the asymptotic variance of the MDPDE is minimum
when α = 0. Thus, the asymptotic variance of the MDPDE is larger than that
of the MLE and considering an estimator with smaller variance to be preferred
in general, it is important to study the asymptotic relative efficiency (ARE),
the ratio of the asymptotic variances of the MLE over that of the MDPDE
assuming there is no outlier in the data. A value of ARE close to one indicates
that the standard errors of the MLE and the MDPDE are comparable and
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hence, we can achieve robustness with only a little compromise in variance.
By definition, the ARE of MDPDE at α = 0 is one for all models.

Among our RMs, if we consider the exponential model, the asymptotic
variance of

√
n(λ̂α − λ) can be computed to be K/J2, where

Jα(λ) =
1 + α2

(1 + α)3
λα−2 (13)

Kα(λ) =
1 + 4α2

(1 + 2α)3
λ2α−2 − ξ2, ξ =

α

(1 + α)2
λα−1.

Since the asymptotic variance of
√
n(λ̂MLE − λ) is λ−2, the ARE of the

MDPDE is then given by

ARE(λ̂α) =

1+4α2

(1+2α)3 −
α2

(1+α)4

(1+α2)2

(1+α)6

. (14)

Note that it does not depend on the value of the parameter λ. For other
three RMs, however, the matrices Jα and Kα and hence the ARE of the
MDPDEs cannot be computed explicitly and also depends on the underlying
true parameter values; we compute them through numerical integrations. The
ARE values obtained for the MDPDE at different α > 0 are presented in
Table 2 for all our RMs; for the last three RMs, the results for some particular
parameter values are presented.

Table 2 Asymptotic relative efficiency of the MDPDEs at different α for the four RMs.

α
Distribution Par 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.0

Exponential(λ) λ 0.97 0.90 0.82 0.75 0.68 0.59 0.51
Gamma(5, 0.05) a 0.98 0.94 0.88 0.82 0.77 0.68 0.58

b 0.98 0.93 0.86 0.80 0.74 0.64 0.55
Gamma(10,0.05) a 0.98 0.93 0.87 0.81 0.75 0.66 0.56

b 0.98 0.93 0.86 0.79 0.73 0.64 0.54
Weibull(2, 0.01) a 0.98 0.94 0.90 0.84 0.79 0.71 0.62

b 0.99 0.97 0.94 0.91 0.87 0.79 0.69
Weibull(4, 0.01) a 0.99 0.94 0.88 0.82 0.78 0.69 0.59

b 0.99 0.97 0.93 0.90 0.86 0.78 0.67
Lognormal(5, 0.2) µ 0.99 0.96 0.92 0.88 0.84 0.76 0.65

σ 0.98 0.92 0.85 0.79 0.73 0.63 0.54
Lognormal(5, 0.4) µ 0.99 0.96 0.92 0.88 0.83 0.76 0.66

σ 0.98 0.92 0.85 0.78 0.72 0.63 0.54

From 2, we observe from the table that the AREs of the MDPDEs decrease
with increasing values of α, but the loss is not quite significant for smaller
values of α > 0. Thus, the asymptotic variance of MDPDE under pure data
(no outlier) assumption is comparable with that of the MLE at least for small
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values of α and, against this small price, we can achieve extremely signifi-
cant increase in the robustness under data contamination (when outliers are
present), as illustrated in the next subsection.

3.4 Robustness: Influence Function Analysis

We further illustrate the claimed robustness of the proposed MDPDE through
the classical influence function analysis [40]. For this purpose, we need to con-
sider the functional approach with Tα(G) being the MDPDE functional at
the true distribution G as defined in (2) for tuning parameter α. Suppose
Gε = (1 − ε)G + ε∧y denotes the contaminated distribution where ε is the
contamination proportion and ∧y is the degenerate distribution at the con-
tamination point (outlier) y. Then, [Tα(Gε)− Tα(G)] gives the (asymptotic)
bias of the MDPDE due to contamination in data distribution. The influence
function (IF) measures the standardized asymptotic bias of the estimator due
to infinitesimal contamination and is defined as

IF (y, Tα, G) = lim
ε→0

Tα(Gε)− Tα(G)

ε
. (15)

Therefore, whenever the above IF is unbounded at the contamination point y,
the bias of the underlying estimator can be extremely large (tending to infinity)
even under infinitesimal contamination at a distant point; this clearly indicate
the non-robust nature of the corresponding estimator. On the contrary, if the
IF remains bounded in y, then the underlying estimator also remains within a
bounded neighborhood of the true estimator even under contamination at far
extreme y, and hence indicates the robustness of the estimator.

For our MDPDEs, the general theory developed in [30] can be followed to
obtain its IF. When the model is correctly specified, i.e., G = Fθ0 for some
θ0 ∈ Θ, the IF of the MDPDE functional Tα with tuning parameter α ≥ 0 is

IF (y, Tα, Fθ0) = Jα(θ0)−1

[
uθ0(y)fαθ0(y)−

∫
uθ0(x)f1+α

θ0
(x)dx

]
, (16)

where Jα is as defined in (12). Due to the exponential nature of the densities
of our RMs, it can be shown that the corresponding score functions uθ are
polynomial; hence the IF of the MDPDEs for our RMs are bounded for all
α > 0 but unbounded at α = 0 (corresponds to the MLE).

To visualize it more clearly, in Figure 1, we present the IFs of the MDPDEs,
at different α, over the contamination point y for the four RMs with some
particular values of model parameters θ0. Specifically, in the top-left panel, we
describe the IF for the rate parameter λ of the exponential distribution with
true rate parameter λ0 = 1. The top-right panel describes the IF for the shape
parameter a of the gamma distribution with true shape parameter a0 = 5
when the rate parameter b = 1 is fixed. The bottom-left panel describes the IF
for the parameter µ of the lognormal distribution with true value µ0 = 0 when
the parameter σ0 = 1 is fixed. The bottom-right panel describes the IF for
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the shape parameter a of the Weibull distribution with true shape parameter
a0 = 5 when the rate parameter b = 1 is fixed. The boundedness of the IFs
at α > 0 and their unboundedness at α = 0 are clearly observed from the
figures. This indicates the claimed robustness of the MDPDEs at α > 0, and
the non-robust nature of the MLE (at α = 0).
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Fig. 1 Influence Functions of the MDPDEs for different choices of the outlier value y for
different RMs. All the sub-figures share same legend as in the top-left panel. The top-left
panel describes the IF for λ of exponential(λ) at exponential(1) distribution. The top-right
panel describes the IF for a of gamma(a, 1) at gamma(5, 1) distribution. The bottom-left
panel describes the IF for µ of lognormal(µ, 1) at lognormal(0, 1) distribution. The bottom-
right panel describes the IF for a of Weibull(a, 1) at Weibull(5, 1) distribution.

3.5 On the Choice of Optimum tuning parameter α

We have seen that the tuning parameter α provides a trade-off between the
efficiency and robustness of the corresponding MDPDEs; choosing a larger α
provides higher robustness while the asymptotic variance (and hence the stan-
dard error) of the estimator increases. So one needs to choose α appropriately
depending on the amount of contamination in the data – larger α for greater
contamination proportions and vice versa. In practice, however, the contami-
nation proportion in the data is unknown (can be guessed at maximum) and
hence a data-driven algorithm for the selection of an ‘optimum’ tuning param-
eter α is necessary for practical applications of the MDPDE including the
present rainfall modeling.

Here we follow the most recent approach of [36] and [33], where we choose
the ‘optimum’ tuning parameter α by minimizing the empirical Cramer-von
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Mises (CVM) distance as

α̂ = arg min
α

1

n

n∑
i=1

{
i− 0.5

n
− F

θ̂
(−i)
α

(xi)

}2

, (17)

where x1, . . . , xn are the order statistics of sample observations and θ̂
(−i)
α is the

MDPDE at tuning parameter α obtained by leaving out xi from the sample.

3.6 Robust Model Selection

The final step in rainfall modeling is to choose an appropriate parametric
model from a set of candidate RMs. The usual approach of Akaike information
criterion (AIC) is based on the MLE and hence non-robust against outliers.
In consistent with the robust MDPDE, we use an associated robust model
selection criterion, namely the robust information criterion (RIC).

Although first discussed in the technical report associated with [30], RIC

has been widely explored in [41]. For a particular model M , if θ̂α,M denote the
MDPDE at some prefixed tuning parameter α ≥ 0, then the corresponding
value of RIC is computed as

RICα,M = Hα,n

(
θ̂α,M

)
+ (1 + α)−1n−1Tr

[
Jα(θ̂α,M )−1Kα(θ̂α,M )

]
, (18)

where Hα,n is the MDPDE objective function given in Equation (4), the matri-
ces Jα and Kα are as defined in (12) and Tr(·) denotes the trace of a matrix.
For fixed α ≥ 0, the RIC values are compared across different models and the
model having lowest RIC is chosen as the “best” among the candidate RMs.
It is important to note that, at α = 0, MDPDE and MLE coincide and hence
the model with minimum RIC is same as the model with minimum AIC.

One downside of the RIC is that it depends on the tuning parameter α. One
possible approach could be to choose α first by minimizing the CVM distance
as described in the previous subsection and then to apply the RIC with the
chosen ‘optimum’ α to robustly select the final rainfall model in each cases.
However, the optimal α for the four RMs are likely to be different. Therefore,
for our analyses, we select a model M∗ satisfying

M∗ = arg min
M

{
min
α
RICα,M

}
.

4 Results

To illustrate the advantages of the proposed MDPDE in rainfall modeling,
we first present the histogram of rainfall data along with fitted models by
the MDPDE (and the MLE) for four example cases of subdivision-month
combinations under each RMs. For this purpose, we choose four values of
α = 0, 0.1, 0.5, 1 and the corresponding MDPDE estimates along with their
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standard errors (SE) and the CVM distances (CVMD) are provided. The over-
all results from the comprehensive study are presented afterward along with
the final predicted models and and the estimated median rainfall amounts for
all month-subdivision combinations.

4.1 Performance of the MDPDE with exponential
distribution

We choose four subdivision-month combinations where exponential distribu-
tion provides more reliable fits compared to other RMs. The density function
of the exponential distribution is monotonically decreasing which resembles
with the empirical histograms for these cases; also these data include high
percentage of outliers. These chosen cases are – (Coastal Karnataka; Febru-
ary), (Gujarat region; May), (Maratwada; December) and (Saurashtra, Kutch
and Diu; December), having outlier proportions as 17.9%, 13.0%, 11.4% and
13.0%, respectively. The fitted exponential distributions based on the MDPDE
approach are provided in Figure 2. The corresponding MDPDEs, their SEs
and the CVMDs are provided in Table 3.
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Fig. 2 Histograms along with fitted exponential densities with parameters estimated using
the MDPDE at α = 0, 0.1, 0.5, 1. All the sub-figures share same legend as in the top-left
panel.

From Figure 2, we observe that the fitted density based on MLE (black
line; α = 0) have thicker right tail and with increasing α, the tails of the
fitted densities become thinner. Hence, the fitted densities underestimate the
probabilities of smaller values and overestimate the probabilities of incorrectly
large values (outliers) for α = 0 (the MLE based inference). On the other hand,
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Table 3 Results for fitting exponential distributions on selective Region-month pairs

Region,
Month

Results α = 0 α = 0.1 α = 0.5 α = 1

Coastal λ̂ 0.4861 0.7639 2.0537 1.8785

Karnataka, SE(λ̂) 0.2885 0.5495 0.4988 0.4307
February CVMD 0.0648 0.0367 0.0086 0.0070

Gujarat λ̂ 0.1594 0.2370 0.6644 0.7314

region, SE(λ̂) 0.0585 0.1163 0.2362 0.2314
May CVMD 0.0486 0.0271 0.0140 0.0164

Maratwada, λ̂ 0.0784 0.1007 0.1793 0.1936

December SE(λ̂) 0.0305 0.0378 0.0632 0.0713
CVMD 0.0238 0.0122 0.0080 0.0097

Saurashtra, λ̂ 0.3898 0.5794 1.0000 0.9850

Kutch & Diu, SE(λ̂) 0.2447 0.2931 0.3196 0.2816
December CVMD 0.0365 0.0154 0.0056 0.0053

for α = 1, the fitted densities appear to overestimate the probability of smaller
values and underestimate the probability of moderate through large values;
this is due to high penalization (assigning less probability) of the moderate
values along with the outliers. There is a clear trend observed for such over
and underestimation as we move from α = 0 to α = 1. This fact can also be
observed from Table 3, where the MDPDE estimates increase with increasing
α in most cases; note that the tail of an exponential distribution becomes
thinner with increasing value of its rate parameter. In an asymptotic sense,
the standard errors of the MDPDEs are proportional to the corresponding rate
parameters (follows from (13)) and hence they also increase with α. Here, we
observe similar pattern for most of the cases. Further, the CVMDs drop with
changing α = 0 to α = 0.1 for all the cases, explaining the reduction in bias
with increasing α.

Therefore, an optimal α between 0.1 and 1 would provide the best fit
for the data by controlling the penalization based on the amount of outliers
in each case. Based on the minimization of the CVMDs, the optimal α val-
ues for the considered subdivision-month pairs turn out to be 0.9995, 0.2314,
0.2372 and 0.3106, respectively, with the corresponding CVMDs being 0.0070,
0.0105, 0.0059 and 0.0052, respectively. The MDPDEs for these final ‘best’
fitted models are 1.8787, 0.4997, 0.1444 and 0.9098, respectively.

4.2 Performance of the MDPDE with gamma distribution

Here we choose four subdivision-month combinations where gamma distribu-
tion provides reliable fits and the data include some outliers. The chosen cases
are – (Arunachal Pradesh; June), (Chattisgarh; July), (Nagaland; August) and
(Rayalseema; June); the proportion of outliers in these cases are 4.9%, 3.1%,
3.1% and 7.8%, respectively. The fitted gamma densities based on the MDPDE
approach are provided in Figure 3, while the corresponding MDPDEs, their
SEs and the CVMDs are provided in Table 4.

From the histograms in Figure 3, we notice that the outliers are on the
right tail except for the second case where the outliers are on the left tail.
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Fig. 3 Histograms along with fitted gamma densities with parameters estimated using the
MDPDEs at α = 0, 0.1, 0.5, 1. All the sub-figures share same legend as in the top-left panel.

Under both the scenarios, the densities corresponding to the MDPDEs fit the
bulk of the data better compared to the fitted densities via the MLEs. Due to
assigning more probability to the outliers, the MLEs lead to underestimation
near the mode of the data for all four cases. Similar to the case of exponential
distribution, the fitted densities corresponding to the MDPDE at α = 0.1
have less bias compared to the MLE (α = 0) in the region of the bulk of the
data but still has a similar pattern of underestimation and overestimation as
for the MLE. The fitted densities corresponding to the MDPDEs at α = 0.5
and α = 1 appear to be very similar except for the fourth case. Further, from
Table 4, we see that the estimates of both the shape and the rate parameters
increase with α for most of the cases. Except for the fourth case, standard
errors of the MDPDE estimates increase with α only moderately. The CVMDs
corresponding to α greater than zero are significantly smaller than those for
α = 0 for all four cases.

Therefore, once again we expect to obtain an optimal α between 0.1 and
1 that would lead to the ‘best’ fit for the data via appropriate trade-offs.
Based on the minimization of the CVMDs, the optimal values of α for these
four subdivision-month pairs turn out to be 0.2210, 0.2305, 0.9760 and 0.2351,
respectively, with the corresponding CVMDs being 0.0008, 0.0003, 0.0005 and
0.0021, respectively. The corresponding MDPDEs of the (shape, rate) param-
eters are (9.3351, 0.0193), (29.6795, 0.0778), (17.2231, 0.0488) and (7.1414,
0.1190), respectively. These MDPDEs at the optimal α are significantly larger
than the respective MLEs. The variance of a gamma(a, b) distributed ran-
dom variable is a/b2; based on the MLEs, the variances for the four cases
are 32581.8013, 6334.3876, 15321.9900 and 969.0534, respectively, while based
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Table 4 Results for fitting gamma distributions on selective Region-month pairs

Region,
Month

Results α = 0 α = 0.1 α = 0.5 α = 1

Arunachal â 7.7271 8.5078 10.1195 10.4062

Pradesh, b̂ 0.0154 0.0173 0.0213 0.0220
June SE(â) 2.0813 2.0953 2.8247 3.7360

SE(b̂) 0.0048 0.0048 0.0062 0.0080
CVMD 0.0017 0.0010 0.0010 0.0011

Chattisgarh, â 22.3500 25.9000 32.4022 33.3266

July b̂ 0.0594 0.0683 0.0845 0.0864
SE(â) 7.3054 7.2572 9.0554 10.5645

SE(b̂) 0.0187 0.0187 0.0233 0.0270
CVMD 0.0015 0.0006 0.0005 0.0009

Nagaland, â 9.1221 14.5329 17.7133 17.3707

August b̂ 0.0244 0.0407 0.0503 0.0492
SE(â) 4.5299 4.2286 4.4504 5.3694

SE(b̂) 0.0135 0.0125 0.0127 0.0150
CVMD 0.0039 0.0004 0.0006 0.0005

Rayalseema, â 4.5073 5.4844 8.4239 10.8251

June b̂ 0.0682 0.0870 0.1433 0.1862
SE(â) 1.3541 1.6391 4.4444 7.7056

SE(b̂) 0.0251 0.0303 0.0797 0.1363
CVMD 0.0053 0.0031 0.0022 0.0027

on the MDPDEs at the optimal α, these variances reduce to 25084.6641,
4901.6169, 7235.2070 and 504.337, respectively. This illustrates that MLE over-
estimates the model variance due to the presence of outliers, which can be
solved successfully through our MDPDE approach.

4.3 Performance of the MDPDE with lognormal
distribution

We further pick four subdivision-month combinations where lognormal distri-
bution provides reliable fits and the data include outliers. The chosen cases
are – (Arunachal Pradesh; August), (Chattisgarh; July), (Tamilnadu and
Pondicherry; May) and (Uttaranchal; August), with the proportion of outliers
being 6.6%, 3.1%, 7.8% and 1.6%, respectively. The fitted lognormal density
functions obtained using the MDPDEs are provided in Figure 4; the MDPDE
values, their SEs and the associated CVMDs are provided in Table 5.

Figure 4 shows that the outliers are on the right tail for the first and the
third cases while they are on the left tail for the other two cases. In the fourth
case, there is only one outlier (1.6%) in the data corresponding to the first bin
of the histogram. Considering both the scenarios, the densities based on the
MDPDEs fit the bulk of the data better compared to those based on the MLEs
even in the presence of a single outlier. Further from Table 5, we observe that
the estimates of both µ and σ decrease with α for the first and the third cases
where outliers are on the right tail; they increase with α for the other two
cases having outliers on the left tail. SEs of the MDPDE estimates change only
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Fig. 4 Histograms along with fitted lognormal densities with parameters estimated using
the MDPDEs at α = 0, 0.1, 0.5, 1. All the sub-figures share same legend as in the top-left
panel.

slightly with changing α. The CVMDs corresponding to α = 0.1 and α = 0.5
are significantly smaller compared to those for α = 0 and α = 1.

Therefore, in these cases, we expect the ‘optimum’ α to be between 0.1 and
0.5. By minimizing CVMDs, the optimal α for these four subdivision-month
pairs indeed turn out to be 0.1983, 0.2135, 0.2352 and 0.1884, respectively, with
the corresponding CVMDs being 0.0009, 0.0005, 0.0008 and 0.0006, respec-
tively. The corresponding MDPDE estimates of (µ, σ) are (5.8728, 0.4012),
(5.9309, 0.1848), (4.0961, 0.4059) and (5.9100, 0.2960), respectively. Clearly
these MDPDEs at the optimal α are smaller than the respective MLEs for the
first and the third cases, whereas the reverse order is observed for the rest. As
(µ, σ) denote the mean and standard deviation in the log scale, these patterns
indicate that the MDPDE approach moves the fitted density towards the bulk
of the data by removing the erroneous effects of the outliers.

4.4 Performance of the MDPDE with Weibull
distribution

Finally, we choose four subdivision-month combinations where Weibull distri-
bution provides reliable fits and the data include some outliers. The chosen
cases are – (Andaman and Nicobar Islands; May), (Arunachal Pradesh; July),
(Costal Andhra Pradesh; May) and (Orissa; May) having outlier proportions
as 6.2%, 6.6%, 10.9% and 4.7%, respectively. The fitted Weibull densities based
on the MDPDEs are provided in Figure 5, and the individual MDPDEs along
with their SEs and the corresponding CVMDs are provided in Table 6.
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Table 5 Results for fitting lognormal distributions on selective Region-month pairs

Region,
Month

Results α = 0 α = 0.1 α = 0.5 α = 1

Arunachal µ̂ 5.9218 5.8963 5.8379 5.8205
Pradesh, σ̂ 0.4587 0.4287 0.3708 0.3695
August SE(µ̂) 0.0579 0.0565 0.0560 0.0610

SE(σ̂) 0.0537 0.0504 0.0429 0.0495
CVMD 0.0023 0.0013 0.0017 0.0026

Chattisgarh, µ̂ 5.9079 5.9225 5.9394 5.9479
July σ̂ 0.2233 0.1994 0.1771 0.1744

SE(µ̂) 0.0279 0.0250 0.0235 0.0262
SE(σ̂) 0.0359 0.0291 0.0222 0.0241
CVMD 0.0024 0.0008 0.0007 0.0014

Tamilnadu µ̂ 4.1239 4.1112 4.0771 4.0661
& Pondicherry, σ̂ 0.4395 0.4243 0.3817 0.3648

May SE(µ̂) 0.0538 0.0525 0.0521 0.0533
SE(σ̂) 0.0458 0.0439 0.0483 0.0529
CVMD 0.0015 0.0011 0.0010 0.0015

Uttaranchal, µ̂ 5.8643 5.8929 5.9320 5.9429
August σ̂ 0.3583 0.3215 0.2782 0.2840

SE(µ̂) 0.0448 0.0408 0.0383 0.0436
SE(σ̂) 0.0592 0.0513 0.0299 0.0322
CVMD 0.0032 0.0011 0.0013 0.0020

From Figure 5, we observe that the densities based on MLEs have the sim-
ilar trend of underestimation near the bulk and overestimation near the tails
like the other three rainfall models. For α = 0.1, the fitted densities have less
bias compared to α = 0 but have the similar pattern of bias. For α = 0.5 and
α = 1, the fitted densities are approximately similar. Further from Table 6, we
observe that the estimates of the parameters a and b increase as we move from
α = 0 to α = 0.1 for all the cases. However, further increase in α only increases
the estimates of b for all the cases; the estimates of a show different patterns
across the cases. For most of the cases, standard errors of the MDPDEs change
only moderately with changing α. The CVMDs corresponding to α = 0.1 and
α = 0.5 are again significantly smaller compared to those for α = 0 and α = 1.

Therefore, similar to the cases of lognormal distribution, here also we
expect the optimum α values to be in the range [0.1, 0.5]. By minimizing the
CVMD values, we get the optimal α for these four subdivision-month pairs
as 0.2658, 0.2301, 0.2476 and 0.2061, respectively, with the corresponding
CVMDs being 0.0012, 0.0014, 0.0033 and 0.0010, respectively. The corre-
sponding MDPDE estimates of the shape and the rate parameter pairs (a, b)
are (2.9168, 0.0026), (3.2054, 0.0017), (1.5793, 0.0207) and (2.1721, 0.0150),
respectively, which are larger than the respective MLEs. The expectation and
variance of a Weibull(a, b) distributed random variable are b−1Γ(1 + 1/a) and
b−2[Γ(1+2/a)−Γ2(1+1/a)], respectively; based on the MLEs, the expectations
for the four cases are 365.0842, 577.2223, 58.9457 and 65.9042, respectively,
while based on the MDPDEs with optimal α, these expectations become
348.1964, 532.9209, 43.4610 and 59.1287, respectively. Thus, the (optimum)
MDPDE shifts the fitted Weibull densities towards zero by removing the effect
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Fig. 5 Histograms along with fitted Weibull densities with parameters estimated using the
MDPDEs at α = 0, 0.1, 0.5, 1. All the sub-figures share same legend as in the top-left panel.

of the outliers on the right tail. Further the variances for these four cases are
23542.0980, 61483.7960, 2710.5810 and 1711.4720, respectively, based on the
MLEs, whereas they reduce to 16842.8240, 33313.1305, 792.1322 and 823.5878,
respectively, based on the MDPDEs at the optimal α. Thus, we see that the
MLE overestimates the model variance due to the presence of outliers, which
is corrected via the proposed approach using the optimum MDPDE.

4.5 Comprehensive model selection using the RIC

Here we finalize the appropriate RM for each subdivision-month combination
to obtain a comprehensive picture of Indian rainfall distribution. We follow
the MDPDE based robust model selection with the RIC as described in Sub-
section 3.6 and the ‘best’ selected models for all the cases are reported in the
Supplementary Material.

Out of the total 432 subdivision-month pairs, the four rainfall models,
namely exponential, gamma, lognormal and Weibull are selected for 28, 107,
183 and 114 cases, respectively. Considering month-wise analysis, exponen-
tial distribution is selected mostly for February (6 cases) and least for May
with no cases. Gamma distribution is selected mostly for November (16 cases)
and least for August and September each with 3 cases. Lognormal distribu-
tion is selected mostly for September (22 cases) and least for November (9
cases). Weibull distribution is selected mostly for August (14 cases) and least
for May and October each with 6 cases. Considering subdivision-wise analysis,
exponential distribution is selected mostly for North West Bengal and Sikkim
(3 months) and is never selected for 15 subdivisions. Gamma distribution is
selected mostly for Gangetic West Bengal (7 months) but never for Tamilnadu
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Table 6 Results for fitting Weibull distributions on selective Region-month pairs

Region,
Month

Results α = 0 α = 0.1 α = 0.5 α = 1

Andaman â 2.5508 2.6820 3.0411 3.1284

& Nicobar, b̂ 0.0024 0.0025 0.0026 0.0027
May SE(â) 0.3268 0.3160 0.3653 0.4744

SE(b̂) 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0002
CVMD 0.0026 0.0018 0.0015 0.0033

Arunachal â 2.4892 2.6329 3.6201 3.4936

Pradesh, b̂ 0.0015 0.0016 0.0017 0.0018
July SE(â) 0.3614 0.4380 0.4223 0.4689

SE(b̂) 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
CVMD 0.0050 0.0033 0.0024 0.0035

Costal Andhra â 1.1346 1.2379 1.9991 2.0398

Pradesh, b̂ 0.0162 0.0172 0.0240 0.0252
May SE(â) 0.1352 0.1622 0.2766 0.3852

SE(b̂) 0.0021 0.0024 0.0026 0.0033
CVMD 0.0086 0.0067 0.0064 0.0095

Orissa, â 1.6340 1.9038 2.3354 2.3221

May b̂ 0.0136 0.0143 0.0157 0.0160
SE(â) 0.3157 0.3112 0.2587 0.2756

SE(b̂) 0.0011 0.0012 0.0011 0.0013
CVMD 0.0043 0.0018 0.0017 0.0027

& Pondicherry. Lognormal distribution is selected mostly for Andaman & Nico-
bar Islands and Tamilnadu & Pondicherry each with 8 months and least for
Gangetic West Bengal, Orissa and East Madhya Pradesh each with 2 months.
Weibull distribution is selected mostly for West Rajasthan with 6 months and
is never selected for Saurashtra, Kutch and Diu. Thus, instead of considering
a particular model which is often done in the literature, we discuss a method
for model selection along with an robust estimation approach which provides
better inference at more granular level of meteorological subdivisions in India.

4.6 Median rainfall amounts

Based on the selected models by RIC and the model parameters estimated
by the proposed MDPDE approach with the optimal tuning parameter, we
finally calculate the median rainfall amounts for each subdivision-month pairs.
The results are provided in the Supplementary Material. Similarly, the rainfall
amounts for other percentiles can be calculated as per the requirements.

Although our modeling is done considering wet-months only, there are cer-
tain percentage of zero observations in the data corresponding to dry months.
For such dry months, we adjust the fitted distributions to get the estimated
median rainfall amount as follows. If the proportion of dry months is more than
50%, the estimated amount is zero; otherwise, if the proportion of dry months
is 100p%, the estimated amount is the [(50 − 100p)/(1 − p)]-th percentile of
the fitted probability distribution. This is a common strategy for zero-inflated
rainfall data modeling while considering the dry and wet periods jointly.
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For the months of June through September, the monsoon months, the
amounts of areally-weighted rainfall are high across all the subdivisions of
India. For the three months June through August, the rainfall amounts are
maximum in the Coastal Karnataka subdivision and the subdivision Andaman
and Nicobar Islands receives the highest amount of areally-weighted rainfall
in September. Except for July, the rainfall amount is minimum in the West
Rajasthan subdivision for the other three monsoon months and the subdivision
Tamilnadu and Pondicherry receives the lowest amount of areally-weighted
rainfall in July. For the pre-monsoon month of May and the post-monsoon
month of October, the amounts of median rainfall are high in the Andaman
and Nicobar Islands, north-eastern and the southern subdivisions. In May,
the amount of rainfall is highest (344.30 mm) for the subdivision Andaman
and Nicobar Islands and lowest for Saurashtra, Kutch and Diu (0.36 mm). In
October, the amount is highest (287.17 mm) for the subdivision Andaman and
Nicobar Islands and lowest for West Rajasthan subdivision (1.68 mm). For
the other months, the amounts of rainfall is practically nil except the north-
eastern and the northern sub-Himalayan subdivisions. The average monthly
rainfall is maximum in the Coastal Karnataka subdivision (281.50 mm) and
minimum in the West Rajasthan subdivision (20.31 mm).

5 Discussions and conclusion

The MLE is the most widely used parameter estimation procedure in the
meteorological literature and other disciplines due to some theoretical proper-
ties and the availability of software for their computations. However, they are
sensitive to outliers and are strongly affected even in the presence of a single
outlier. The presence of outliers is a common issue in rainfall data, and hence,
a robust parameter estimation approach is required to estimate the model
parameters more accurately. Here, we discuss an easily implementable robust
parameter estimation procedure, namely the MDPDE of [30], where we obtain
the estimates by minimizing a density-based divergence measure. While the
applications of MDPDE are in diverse scientific areas, it has not been explored
for modeling monthly or annual rainfall. The exponential, gamma, Weibull,
and lognormal probability distributions are widely used for rainfall modeling.
We study how MDPDE performs for these rainfall models and discuss choosing
an optimal value of the underlying robustness tuning parameter. While AIC
is used for model comparison if the model parameters are estimated by MLE,
we discuss RIC as a model selection criterion for MDPDE. We provide codes
written in R (http://www.R-project.org/) for the estimation of the parameters
by the MDPDE, calculating their standard errors by bootstrapping, finding
the optimal tuning parameter, and calculating RIC for model comparison.

Apart from discussing the statistical method of the MDPDE for robust
parameter estimation in rainfall data, we analyze areally-weighted monthly
rainfall data from the 36 meteorological subdivisions of India for the years
1951-2014, where a substantial amount of outliers are present in the data.

http://www.R-project.org/
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We fit the four rainfall models and estimate the model parameters using the
MDPDE for all subdivision-month combinations. For each rainfall model, we
present results at four subdivision-month combinations to illustrate the advan-
tage of the MDPDE based approach over the MLE approach. We provide tables
of the best-fit models and the median rainfall amounts estimated based on the
MDPDE from the best-fitted model (in the Supplementary Material). As per
the report of NRAA, the rainfed agro-ecosystem is divided into five homoge-
neous production systems- i. The rainfed rice-based system, ii. The nutritious
(coarse) cereals-based system, iii. The oil-seeds-based system, iv. Pulses-based
system and v. Cotton-based system. Out of these, the rainfed rice-based sys-
tem is most sensitive to the availability of water. Rainfed rice cultivation is
prevalent in the northeastern through eastern (Chattisgarh) subdivisions. For
the four subdivisions– Gangetic West Bengal, Orissa, Jharkhand, and Chattis-
garh, the rainfall amounts are low (less than 100 mm on average) for May and
October. Thus, proper irrigation facilities are necessary for long-duration cul-
tivation or multiple cultivations within a year. Altogether, a risk assessment
before sowing is crucial as the success of rainfed agriculture largely depends
on the rainfall amounts. The estimated rainfall amounts and the availability
of software for quantifying the associated risk would be highly beneficial for
agricultural planners.

While the MDPDE was originally proposed by [30] for univariate data,
[42] recently discussed its applicability for multivariate data as well. Instead
of treating the rainfall data across different regions as independent observa-
tions, multivariate/spatial/areal modeling has been widely considered in the
spatial statistics literature [43] where we can obtain superior estimates by
borrowing information from the neighboring regions. As of our knowledge,
MDPDE has never been implemented in a spatial setting, and it is a pos-
sible future endeavor. In the context of approximate Bayesian inference for
high-dimensional spatial data using two-stage models, the parameters of the
marginal distributions are often estimated in a robust way [44, 45] in the first
stage, before fitting a spatial model in the second stage, and MDPDE can be
readily used in such a scenario.

Supplementary information. Codes (written in R) for calculating
MDPDEs and their standard errors, optimal tuning parameter selection and
model selection are provided in the Supplementary Material (also available at
https://github.com/arnabstatswithR/robustrainfall.git). Tables of the best-fit
models and the median rainfall amounts estimated based on the MDPDE from
the best fitted models for all subdivision-month pairs are also provided.
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