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Overview

• Operational suites

• Model verification



Operational suites

• Two common domains

• Harmonie-43h2.2 with SP forecasts

• DINI-EPS
• Staggered 1+30 (54 h) EPS

• 60 h forecast for control member

• 2.0 km grid with 90 vertical levels

• Updated each hour (1+5)

• IG-Det
• 72 h forecast

• 2.0 km grid with 90 vertical levels

• Updated every three hours



Operational suites
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Getting to operational status

• Advisory Team for Model Cycles
• UWC-W OM/DM plus representatives for 

the four member services

• Advise the DT on the main focal points for 
model improvement

• Consider the feasibility of the model 
changes/updates of the e-suite and advise 
the MT and SC on implementing the e-
suite as the new o-suite



Model verification: What we have now

• harpVis & harp-verif
• James Fannon with Kasper Hintz, Carlos Peralta & Guðrún Nína Petersen 

• Comparisons with IFS and existing operational forecasts

• Known issues & Forecaster feedback
• Sander Tijm



Harp & visapp

• Harp version v0.2.2 (with develop version of harpPoint)

• Data processing handled by a harp_sqlite suite
• BUFR → vobs → sqlite
• vfld → sqlite

• Point verification handled by harp_verif suite

• Dedicated harp server hosts
• harpVis, harp’s built-in shiny app
• harp-verif, for serving a “standard” set of point verification results









IG domain



IG domain



IG domain



Reforecast verification



Reforecast verification



Reforecast verification



EPS verification

• Comparison of SP and DP – is SPP in SP OK?

• Comparison with IREPS which uses SLAF

• Relatively short period considered by ATM

• Results and conclusions still valid for operations



EPS verification – SP vs DP 

Larger spread and RMSE caused by use of older LBCs



EPS verification



EPS verification



Known issues



Resolved issues



Resolved issues



Work carried out by Michael 
Adriaens & Sander Tijm

Melting the last few cm of snow
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Resolved issues



Gust verification



Some beautiful BUFR …
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