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BACKGROUND/MOTIVATION DATA/RESULTS

Below are the results for each station test. The pie charts represent the percentages of warned tornadoes, tornadoes warned
after its reported start, and unwarned tornadoes. Inside the chart is a comparison of tornadoes deemed “observable” vs
“unobservable” via the radar scan provided at the time of the report. The distribution of given lead time is also shown below.

The nearest National Weather Service Doppler Radars to Southeastern
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Each test would correspond the tornado report3
to NEXRAD data, which was used to perform a
series of checks of warning verification, lead
time for warning (if applicable,) and tornado
information? (i.e. Av, storm mode, WFO, pixel
difference, beam height.) Said information was
used to diagnose whether the radar could

CONCLUSIONS

The claim that distance from radar results in worse detection and warning of tornadoes
remains subjectively proven. Excluding data from Southeastern Ohio, there remains
correlation with better detection/warning rates within 30 miles of a station than that of
30-100 miles. However, including Southeastern Ohio in this sample creates disparity due to
“observe” the tornado*: similar detection/warning rates to that of <30 miles. A few influencing factors include:

* Av = 30kts » Weight of reports via days of tornado outbreaks

* Pixel difference = 4 px * Influence of multiple WFOs in detection/warning
Radar beam obstruction and “cone of silence” « Abnormality of tornado presence within Southeastern Ohio (low sample size)
proximity must also be considered. Further detailing tornado warning issuing processes within this region is necessary to fully
correlate how this region behaves comparatively to the trend of its neighboring stations.
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Figure 3. An “observable” tornado. Note the velocity folding and minimal pixel difference.

Figure 4. An “non-observable” tornado. Despite mesocyclone evidence, couplet is not tight enough to be distinguished tornadic.
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