Ensemble Forecast Sensitivity to Observations (EFSO) technique for global OSEs
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Summary 2. Data denial experiments and EFSO diagnosis

v An AGCM-LETKF data assimilation system, ALERAZ2, can be used for global observing Experimental designs
system experiments (OSEs) to evaluate impacts of specific observation in the global v Comparison of the EFSO values and actual impacts of specific radiosondes through OSEs.
observing system to synoptic-large-scale atmospheric circulations. | v" How useful is the 6-hr EFSO diagnosis to estimate the impacts on weekly (7-day)

v Ensemble-based Forecast Sensitivity to Observations (EFSO) quantitatively well estimated forecasts?
impacts of individual observations (ex. observation campaign) by comparing actual data 1 Doc 12Dec 13Dec | 129 Fab

denial experiments or OSEs.
v"  Radiosonde observations whose impacts were more propagated into the Arctic give the
larger impact on weekly weather forecasting in the ALERAZ2 system.
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(bottom) SLP.
v ALERAZ2 can reproduce realistic wintertime synoptic—large-scale atmospheric circulations.
v ALERAZ2 and the DA system have been successfully used for OSEs to estimate impacts of
special observation campaigns to investigate, e.g., how much specific radiosondes

v Greater initial impacts of the Arctic observations tend to more amplify in the latter forecast
period in the ALERAZ2 forecast system.
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