Model Implementation Subjective Evaluation Report

Scientific Review Team Member:  Jeff Waldstreicher

Region, Service Center or Company Representing:  Eastern Region

Proposed Change: NAM-WRF Replacement System____________________________

Model Developer: Geoff Dimego_and crew_______________________________

Evaluation of Retrospective Runs:

Comments: 

Real-Time Parallel Runs:

Comments:  Overall, the NAM-WRF has been equal to or a little superior to the NAM-Eta.  Some specific items noted by Eastern Region forecasters:

· NAM-WRF surface (2 meter) dew points are better than the NAM-Eta. This is a known significant problem for the Eta.  The evaluation period was not long enough to declare this a “problem solved,” but the WRF Tds were notably improved

· The NAM-WRF appeared to have better initial conditions and short term forecasts (6-12 hour projections) than the Eta-NAM.  There were a number of instances noted of poor F6 and even F12 Eta forecasts of QPF and 700 mb omega when the WRF (and often the GFS as well) were superior.

· WFO CLE noted several cases during April and May where frontal positions in the NAM-WRF were superior to the NAM-Eta

· The NAM-WRF depiction of precipitation structures was more realistic than the NAM-Eta

The NAM-WRF did have some notable less than optimal forecasts during the evaluation period, but fewer than the NAM-Eta, and no more than one would reasonably expect from a state of the art mesoscale model.  For example, the 12Z 4/20 NAM-WRF run did a very poor job in the F60-F84 time frame for a 4-8” rainfall event in the NY Metro area.  The NAM-Eta and GFS were better, but not much.  However, this same NAM-WRF run was notably superior to the other models regarding the timing, location and intensity of severe convection that moved through the Carolinas in the F36-F60 time frame.  

Recommendation:

Implement as proposed  X


Reevaluate after changes ____

Do not implement ___

