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The simulations with GPS RO data
assimilation did make improvements for
both seasons (summer and winter).

It would improve the bias around 10%~15%
when GPS RO data were assimilated.

Tuning the observational error factors (case

OE2) for GPS RO would further improve
the forecasts.
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Similar results for the verifications against GPS RO soundings.
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Using an appropriated OE would get a
better improvement for the moisture.
(LOEZ2; >20OEC,; *OE1; +OE3)

Similar results for the T verification.
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quality control (QC) in WRFVAR
1. Relative Error check

2. Low level check

3. Background check
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With data thinning exhibit
Improvements on lower levels at
00h in June, but bigger BIAS and
RMSE for most forecasts in Jun.
and Dec.

Similar results for data thinning with
OE tuning
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Quality control in WRFVAR v3.1

1. Relative Error check (gc=-31,-32,-33)
2. Low level check (gc=-31)

3. Background check (qc=-3)
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QC flag

New QC would impact the data below 4~5 km as mentioned in Poli et al. (2009)
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Forecast 00h

Blue line: WRF model

Green line: EC data Forecast 24h
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Healy and Thépaut (2006):
remove surface pressure
iIncrements would improve the
SH 500Z.
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