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Summary and purpose of document

This document contains the summary of recommendations for evaluating cloud and related parameters (published as WMO document WWRP 2012-1)
Action Proposed  

The meeting is invited to take note of the document
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS


We recommend that the purpose of a verification study is considered carefully before

commencing.

Depending on the purpose:

a. For user-oriented verification we recommend that, at least the following cloud variables be verified: total cloud cover and cloud base height (CBH). If possible low, medium and high cloud should also be considered. An estimate of spatial bias is highly desirable, through the use of, e.g., satellite cloud masks.

b. More generally, we recommend the use of remotely sensed data such as satellite imagery for cloud verification. Satellite analyses should not be used at short lead times, because of a lack of independence.

c. For model-oriented verification there is a preference for a comparison of simulated and observed radiances, but ultimately what is used should depend on the pre-determined purpose. For model-oriented verification the range of parameters of interest is more diverse, and the purpose will dictate the parameter and choice of observations, but we strongly recommend that vertical profiles are considered in this context.

d. We also recommend the use of post-processed cloud products created from satellite radiances for user- and model-oriented verification, but these should be avoided for model inter-comparisons if the derived satellite products require model input since the model that is used to derive the product could be favoured.

We recommend that verification be done both against:

a. Gridded observations and vertical profiles (model-oriented verification), with model intercomparison done on a common latitude/longitude grid that accommodates the coarsest resolution.

b. The use of cloud analyses should be avoided because of any model-specific contamination" of observation data sets.

c. Surface station observations (user-oriented verification).

For synoptic surface observations we recommend that:

a. All observations should be used but if different observation types exist (e.g., automated and manual) they should not be mixed.

b. Automated cloud base height observations be used for low thresholds (which are typically those of interest, e.g., for aviation).

We recognize that a combination of observations is required when assessing the impact of

model physics changes. We recommend the use of cloud radar and lidar data as available, but

recognize that this may not be a routine activity.

We recommend that verification data and results be stratified by lead time, diurnal cycle,

season, and geographical region.

The recommended set of metrics is listed in Section 4. Higher priority should be given to

those labelled with three stars. The optional measures are also desirable.

We recommend that the verification of climatology forecasts be reported along with the

forecast verification. The verification of persistence forecasts and use of model skill scores with

respect to persistence, climatology, or random chance is highly desirable.

For model-oriented verification in particular, it is recommended that all aggregate

verification scores be accompanied by 95% confidence intervals, and reporting of the median and

inter-quartile range for each score is highly desirable.

