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Introduction Maximum Potential Intensity (MPI) Estimates and Rl RIl Statistics: GFS vs. ATMS

While tropical cyclone track errors have improved dramatically over the past few decades, the ability to o Basin BS BS BS BSS BSS BSS Bias Bias # #RII
forecast intensity changes has improved much more slowly. An especially difficult but very important > Statistical models, SHIPS and LGEM, use MPI as one of the key parameters GFS ATMS | Mean | A/G | G/M | A/M GFS | ATMS | Cases
forecast problem is predicting rapid changes in tropical cyclone intensity. Improving these forecasts is one » Operational versions of SHIPS, LGEM, Rll use MPI statistically calculated from SST only AL 25kt | 964.55 | 957.98 | 85427 | 0.68 | -1291 | -12.14 | 1.63 1.44 130 13
of the highest priorities within NOAA. The possibility of improving the Rapid Intensification Index (RIl ) as » Use ATMS-MIRS T, q, SLP retrievals together with SST to estimate MPI from using algorithm by Emanuel (1988), 30kt | 723.53 | 718.46 | 66783 | 0.70 | -8.34 | -7.58 1.30 1.15 130 10
well as SHIPS and LGEM forecasts with the use of JPSS Advanced Technology Microwave Sounder (ATMS) Bister and Emanuel (1998): 35kt | 477.11 | 467.65 | 413.10 | 1.98 | -15.49 | -13.20 | 1.26 1.00 130 6
data is investigated. Preliminary statistics show that using ATMS-based Maximum Potential Intensity (MPI) (MPI)?= Ts—To Ck (k* — k) | | e | | Iy | p—— — — .
as input to Rl results in the improvement of the Brier Skill Score and bias for Rll forecast for both Atlantic T, Cp WP 30kt | 1044.39 | 996.30 | 1586.00 | 4.60 | 34.15 | 37.18 | 0.56 0.61 176 31
and West Pacific basins, with up to 3.1% bias decrease for the Atlantic basin. * T;, To, k7, and k: estimated from SST, sounding
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