Evaluating the impact of Global Hawk observations to HWRF forecasts
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This research is a key component of the SHOUT project (Sensing — e to improvements in the forecast of accumulated rainfall over
Hazards with Operational Unmanned Systems) which aims to southeast corner of US, including North and South Carolina, which
evaluate and test how targeted observations from aircraft over received some of the highest recorded amounts.
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Figure 1. Maps showing flight paths (dashed line), dropsonde launch locations (blue circles), L e tmehy L o tend tm by CTL f :
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Figure 2: Maps showing location of HAMSR retrievals for the 10/05 12z and 18z cycles (purple Figure 3: Track and intensity error statistics from CTL, DROPS and HAMSR forecasts, averaged at ylor, l L. 1ay 9
squares), NHC observed track (line), storm center (star) and HWRF domains d02 and d03. each forecast lead time over cycles where GH observations were available. National Hurricane http;//WWW.esﬂ.nQaa.gov/gsd/g osa/

Center Tropical Cyclone reports were used for verification of forecast metrics
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