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Abstract: The DTC objective evaluation during the 2010 HWT Spring Experiment complements the subjective evaluation that has traditionally taken place. With the addition of
probabilistic verification capabilities in the DTC’s Model Evaluation Tools (MET), both probabilistic products and deterministic forecasts will be evaluated this year. In addition to
the severe convective weather component, the 2010 Spring Experiment objective evaluation plan includes evaluation of forecasts from WRF convection- -allowing models for
extreme precipitation events as well as aviation related thunderstorm indicators. This year’s Spring Experiment ran from May 17 — June 18, 2010.
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Summary Acknowledgements

The DTC/HWT Objective Evaluation goals include are to 1) to provide objective evaluations of the
experimental forecasts; 2) to supplement and compare to subjective assessments of performance; and 3) to
expose the forecasters and researchers to both new and traditional approaches for evaluating forecasts.

In total, 30 models and 3 ensemble product methods were evaluated in near real-time for the 5 week HWT
2010 Spring Experiment. Three forecast challenges were addressed: Severe Weather, QPF, and Aviation
Weather. The DTC evaluated 1-2 variables for each area.

Some preliminary objective results:

*Models using radar assimilation methods exhibited improved skill during 0-6 hr lead times

*CAPS Convective Allowing Models with radar assimilation generally exhibited improved skill over
operational baselines (such as NAM, HRRR, and SREF) but this improvements may be a by-product of
Increased frequency bias and hence may result in increase false alarms.

Preliminary observations about Ensemble Products:
«Simple arithmetic mean field only available for QPF field — it showed improved skill over other methods on
some days but not all. Further investigation is recommended.

*Probability Matched mean product exhibits higher skill for reflectivity (REFC) and quantitative precipitation
forecast (QPF) fields but appears to produce an sizable frequency bias (FBIAS) for radar echo top
(RETOP), and hence increased false alarm ratio (FAR)s that may make the field unusable

*Probability Neighborhood product was evaluated for QPF only. While the product exhibits a smoother
Probability QPF field, which in general appears to increase traditional skill, the tendency for a sizable
frequency bias may decrease its utility. The true test is which product was found to be the most useful.
Further investigation of subjective logs is needed.
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technical support. David Novak, Faye Barthold (from NOAA/Hydrometeorological Prediction Center), and Jason Levit (from
NOAA/Aviation Weather Center) provided much needed guidance on meaningful evaluation criteria.
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