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communication, 2017). This results in a much smoother
SLP field than obtained by MSLET. Unfortunately, this
smoothing often causes the analyzed intensity (minimum
SLP) of cyclones using PRMSL to be significantly and
artificially weaker than that obtained by MSLET. Perhaps
more disturbing, the analyzed tracks of cyclones can be
significantly in error when using PRMSL, leading to biases
in human and derived guidance issued using this field.

equations in Halperin et al. (2017) using
MSLET is planned, but it is important to note
that the developmental dataset for using
MSLET would only be approximately six years
in length, since the NCEP GFS model did not
output the MSLET SLP field until May 2011.
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DISCUSSION
Here we demonstrate those errors through three case RO TSR T T TGS s o As of the presentation of this poster, it is not clear that the entire scientific
1200 UTG 13 March 2017 0.25° Operational GFS Forecast Blizzard Track community is aware that the standard MSLP field (PRMSL) output by the GFS model

studies: two tropical cyclones and an extratropical
cyclone. For the extratropical cyclone, there is evidence
that forecasters tailored short-term blizzard predictions
based on misleading track guidance from the operational
GFS and GFS ensemble generated using PRMSL output,
which erroneously showed a track farther offshore than
the model actually predicted, and prompted a much
snowier forecast for New York City and Long Island.
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IS inaccurate, and that the more correct MSLET SLP field even exists. Since PRMSL is
the default MSLP field in GRIB tables, many official NWS websites and unofficial
websites show the PRMSL SLP field from model forecasts, and the GFS appears to
be the only major operational model (globally) in which the PRMSL SLP field is so
biased. Thus, given the examples shown here, many users of graphically displayed
GFS forecasts may be misled by unacceptable biases in cyclone intensity and track.
Accordingly, we strongly recommend that NCEP consider associating the PRMSL
, GRIB variable with the unsmoothed MSLP field (currently MSLET), as many other
I Ko | operational models around the world do.
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Fig. 2. A major northeast U.S. blizzard was forecast for March 14, 2017. In the face of widespread blizzard warnings for the megalopolis (orange ACKNOWLEDGMENTS AND REFERENCES

shading, upper left), the cyclone track trended west in GFS operational and ensemble forecasts. The bias introduced by using the PRMSL SLP o | |
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