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SUMMARY 

Therelativelevelsof skill displayedby thecurrentmanuallyderived'raw' official forecastsout to Day-7 for Melbourne,

Australia,and that of varioussetsof correspondingautomaticallygeneratedweatherforecasts(over a 9-month period

from April 2018to December2018), areevaluatedandcompared.

An evaluationof automaticallygeneratedforecastsfor Day-8, Day-9 andDay-10 is alsoconducted.

The automaticallygeneratedforecastsare thosebasedupona statisticalinterpretationof the outputof threeNumerical

Weather Prediction models (ACCESS, ECMWF, GFS) and, for Day-1 to Day-7 inclusive, a consensusof those

interpretationswith thecurrentmanuallyderived'raw'official forecasts.

But firstly, to place in contextwhat follows, Figures1 and 2 respectivelydepict historical trendsin the accuracyof

Melbournemaximumtemperatureforecasts(overthepast50years)andprecipitationforecasts(overthepast20years).

Figures1 and2 demonstratethedramaticincreasein forecastskill thathastakenplaceoverrecentdecades.

Focusing now on comparing the manually derived 'raw' official forecastsout to Day-7 with the various sets of

correspondingautomaticallygeneratedweatherforecasts,preliminaryresults(Table1 andFigures3 to 10) suggestthat:

(a) For most weatherelements,the Day-1 manually derived 'raw' official forecastsare superior,whilst the Day-2

manuallyderivedórawôofficial forecastsarebestfor thetemperaturepredictions.

(b) However, for Days 3-7, somecombinationof the manuallyderived 'raw' official forecastsand the automatically

generatedweatherforecastsyields thebestoutcome.

(c) Somepotentiallyusefulskill, albeit limited, is evidentin the automaticallygeneratedpredictionsfor Day-8, Day-9

andDay-10.

(d) Regardingthe NumericalWeatherPrediction models,the respectivealgorithmsusedto interpretthem in termsof

weatherareidentical for the 9am and3pm wind predictions(for which the ECMWF seemsto performbest). However,

theyarenot identicalfor temperatureandprecipitationpredictions(for which theGFSseemsto performbetterthanthe

other two). This meansthat the apparentoutperformanceof the GFS, regardingthe temperatureand precipitation

forecasts,maysimply arisefrom thebetterinterpretivealgorithmusedwith theGFS.
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FIGURE 1 Historical trend in the accuracyof Melbourne maximum temperature forecasts
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FIGURE 2 Historical trend in the accuracyof Melbourne precipitation amount forecasts
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TABLE 1 % Inter -diurnal variance of the observedweather at Melbourne [Min & Max Temp, Amount & Probability of

Precipitation (PoP), 9am & 3pm Wind] explained by forecastsderived from the EC, GFS & ACCESS numerical weather

prediction modelsand comparedwith both official and consensuspredictions


