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ABSTRACT: Synoptic-scale vortices known as monsoon low pressure systems (LPS) frequently
produce intense precipitation and hydrological disasters in South Asia, so accurately forecasting
LPS genesis is crucial for improving disaster preparedness and response. However, the accuracy
of LPS genesis forecasts by numerical weather prediction models has remained unknown. Here,
we evaluate the performance of two global ensemble models—the U.S. Global Ensemble Forecast
System (GEFS) and the Ensemble Prediction System of the European Centre for Medium-Range
Weather Forecasts (ECMWF)—in predicting LPS genesis during the years 2021-2022. The GEFS
successfully predicted about half the observed LPS genesis events one to two days in advance; the
ECMWF model captured an additional 10% of observed genesis events. Both models had a False
Alarm Ratio (FAR) around 50% for one- to two-day lead times. In both ensembles, the control
run typically exhibited a higher probability of detection (POD) of observed events and a lower
FAR compared to the perturbed ensemble members. However, a consensus forecast, in which
genesis is predicted when at least 20% of ensemble members forecast LPS formation, had POD
values surpassing that of the control run for all lead times. Moreover, probabilistic predictions of
genesis over the Bay of Bengal, where most LPS form, were skillful, with the fraction of ensemble
members predicting LPS formation over a 5-day lead time approximating the observed frequency

of genesis, without any adjustment or bias-correction.
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1. Introduction

Monsoon low pressure systems (LPS) are transient, synoptic-scale cyclonic vortices that deliver
heavy precipitation to South Asia in boreal summer (Sikka 1977; Hurley and Boos 2015). With an
outer diameter of about 2000 km, these vortices typically form over the northern Bay of Bengal then
propagate northwestward for 3—6 days (Godbole 1977; Hurley and Boos 2015). The precipitation
that falls in these storms is concentrated southwest of the vortex center (Rao and Rajamani 1970;
Sanders 1984; Boos et al. 2015) and produces a large fraction of South Asia’s hydrological disasters
(Suhas et al. 2023), as well as much of the region’s total summer rainfall (Godbole 1977; Yoon and
Chen 2005; Hunt and Fletcher 2019).

It seems natural to turn to numerical weather prediction (NWP) models for forecasts of monsoon
LPS because these models have demonstrated effectiveness in forecasting synoptic-scale distur-
bances, including low-latitude vortices such as tropical cyclones (TCs; Cangialosi et al. 2020;
Goerss et al. 2004; Yamaguchi et al. 2015). While there has been relatively little research on the
ability of NWP models to forecast monsoon LPS (Deoras et al. 2021; Suhas et al. 2024), numerous
studies have assessed model forecasts of TC positions and intensities (Goerss et al. 2004; Yam-
aguchi et al. 2015; Majumdar and Finocchio 2010; Cangialosi et al. 2020; DeMaria et al. 2014;
Gall et al. 2013; Emanuel and Zhang 2016), and have extensively evaluated TC genesis forecasts
across various ocean basins and lead times (Chan and Kwok 1999; Briegel and Frank 1997; Cheung
and Elsberry 2002; Halperin et al. 2013, 2016; Liang et al. 2021). The reliability of TC genesis
predictions made by global NWP models has improved over the years (Halperin et al. 2013, 2016),
although variations exist across different basins (Halperin et al. 2016; Liang et al. 2021). Forecast
accuracy of TC genesis is sensitive to model configuration (Halperin et al. 2020), large-scale en-
vironmental factors and genesis pathways (McTaggart-Cowan et al. 2013; Wang et al. 2018), the
phase and strength of the MJO and various climate modes (Li et al. 2016; Lee et al. 2018), and other
factors. While these previous studies on TCs offer valuable insights, their relevance to monsoon
LPS is unclear because of the weaker dynamical intensities and distinct formation mechanisms of
those storms (Diaz and Boos 2019a; Adames and Ming 2018). Monsoon LPS feature a cold core
in the lower troposphere (Godbole 1977), and can also form and intensify over land (Hurley and
Boos 2015), including in regions of strong vertical shear (Krishnamurti et al. 1976; Diaz and Boos

2019b) that are detrimental to TC formation (Emanuel and Nolan 2004). This highlights the need
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to assess model accuracy specifically for monsoon LPS rather than relying on prior evaluations of
TC forecasts.

Ensemble forecasts may be particularly useful for the phenomenon of vortex genesis, which has
been described with some success as a random Poisson process that depends on the larger-scale
atmospheric state (Tippett et al. 2011). Studies have accordingly investigated TC genesis forecasts
made using ensembles of NWP simulations (Majumdar and Torn 2014; Yamaguchi and Koide 2017;
Nakano et al. 2015; Zhang et al. 2023). These ensemble systems typically represent uncertainties
by incorporating variations in initial conditions or parameterizations, enabling probabilistic TC
genesis forecasts and potentially extending predictive skill by a week or longer (Elsberry et al.
2014; Komaromi and Majumdar 2015; Lee et al. 2018). This probabilistic guidance and uncertainty
information has proven useful for operational forecasting (Titley et al. 2019), with forecast reliability
improving for TC genesis when a larger number of ensemble members predict TC formation at a
particular location and time (Yamaguchi and Koide 2017; Jaiswal et al. 2016). Recently, Zhang
et al. (2023) demonstrated the effectiveness of using ensemble models, and even a super-ensemble
comprising forecasts from multiple ensemble models by different forecasting centers, to enhance
the accuracy of TC genesis forecasts.

For monsoon LPS, short-term forecasts of vortex tracks and precipitation from NWP models
have been suggested to be useful for early warning systems and improving disaster preparedness
(Suhas et al. 2023). However, in contrast to TCs, only a few studies have examined the forecast
capabilities of NWP models for monsoon LPS (Sarkar et al. 2021; Deoras et al. 2021), and none
have focused on the genesis of LPS. For instance, Sarkar et al. (2021) examined the skill of a
version of the Global Forecasting System (GFS) used operationally by the India Meteorological
Department (IMD) in simulating the dynamics of LPS, but did not focus on genesis. Deoras et al.
(2021) investigated biases in track position, intensity, and precipitation using 11 subseasonal to
seasonal (S2S) ensemble models, but did not evaluate the ability of those models to predict observed
LPS genesis events at the correct time and location. In related work that introduces the automated
operational tracking of LPS (Suhas et al. 2024), we examine the accuracy of deterministic GFS
and European Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF) model forecasts of LPS

behavior, including genesis, over South Asia; however, that work solely examines the control run
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of these NWP models and does not assess the accuracy of the ensemble members or probabilistic
predictions by model ensembles.

Here we evaluate the performance of NWP ensembles in forecasting monsoon LPS genesis.
Specifically, we assess LPS genesis as represented by two operational global ensemble models:
the Global Ensemble Forecast System (GEFS) from the U.S. National Centers for Environmental
Prediction (NCEP) and the Ensemble Prediction System from ECMWE. The datasets and tracking
methodology are described in the next section. The results are then presented in Section 3 and

conclusions are summarised in Section 4.

2. Data and methods

a. Datasets

We use global ensembles from the GEFS and ECMWF models for the boreal summer monsoon
season, spanning June to September in the years 2021 to 2022. The GEFS version 12, the latest
ensemble prediction system developed by NCEP, consists of 31 members using the finite-volume
cubed-sphere (FV3) dynamical core at C384L.64 resolution (horizontal grid spacing of ~25 km
with 64 vertical levels). It is initialized four times a day, with the control run using the hybrid GFS
analysis as the initial conditions; other ensemble members use the analysis perturbed by the 6-h
EnKF forecast ensemble (Zhou et al. 2022). Further details regarding the model can be found in
Zhou et al. (2022).

The ECMWF system comprises 51 ensemble members, each with slightly modified initial
conditions and model physics. These models are initialized twice daily at 0000 and 1200 UTC
(Molteni et al. 1996; Palmer 2019). During the period considered in this study, the model used a
horizontal resolution of O640 (an octahedral grid, nominally 18 km grid spacing in the horizontal)
with 137 vertical levels. A recent model upgrade at the end of June 2023 (IFS cycle 48r1) enhanced
the horizontal resolution to O1280 (approximately 9 km), but we did not analyze this here because
less than one full summer of output was available at the time of writing.

We obtained forecasts from both model ensembles from the archive of The International Grand
Global Ensemble (TIGGE; Bougeault et al. 2010; Swinbank et al. 2016), at a horizontal grid
spacing of 0.5° % 0.5° and 6-hourly frequency. To ensure consistency between the models, we

only consider forecasts initialized at 0000 and 1200 UTC. We limit our analysis to the years 2021
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and 2022 mainly due to storage limitations. For instance, a single summer (June to September)
of ECMWF ensemble output requires approximately 60 TB of storage space. Additionally, this
period of analysis avoids any impact of the change in the number of GEFS ensemble members that
occurred in late September 2020. Since our focus is on short-term forecasts, we further restrict the
forecasts to a maximum of 10 days after model initialization. Throughout this period, there were
no significant changes to the models or ensemble perturbation methods.

The accuracy of the genesis forecasts is evaluated using LPS tracks from the ERAS reanalysis
as the reference. ERAS is the fifth-generation reanalysis from ECMWEF, which assimilates a much
larger number of reprocessed observational datasets and novel observations compared to earlier
reanalyses. It is available at hourly frequency with horizontal grid spacing of 0.25° (Hersbach et al.
2020). LPS tracks identified in ERAS have good agreement with those obtained by expert hand
analysis and with tracks identified in other reanalysis products (Vishnu et al. 2020). Additionally,
to ensure the robustness of our results with respect to the reference dataset, we also evaluate
the models’ genesis forecasts using the Modern-Era Retrospective Analysis for Research and
Applications version 2 (MERRA-2) as the reference, providing the corresponding results in the

appendix.

b. Track identification

We identify tracks of monsoon LPS from the streamfunction of 850 hPa horizontal winds, using
an objective tracking algorithm developed by Vishnu et al. (2020). This algorithm is based on
TempestExtremes, an automated Lagrangian feature tracker (Ullrich et al. 2021), with thresholds
and parameters optimized to identify LPS tracks in five reanalyses. The tracking process involves
two steps. First, candidate vortex centers are identified where the 850 hPa streamfunction exhibits
a local minimum, with the closed contour that can be drawn around this minimum increasing by at
least 12.5x 10° m?s~!, relative to the minimum, over a 10° great circle distance from the minimum.
These candidate points are then stitched together to form LPS tracks, retaining only tracks that
persist for a minimum of 24 hours and have no gaps between candidate points beyond 12 hours.
Since we focus on the South Asian summer monsoon, we only consider tracks passing through the
region 5°N-30°N, 60°E-100°E during June to September. Additional details regarding the tracking

algorithm and its optimized parameters can be found in Vishnu et al. (2020).
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c. Genesis verification

We consider a model forecast successful, defined as a “hit”, if it predicts the formation of an
LPS within 72 hours of the LPS genesis in the reference dataset (e.g., ERAS), and if the first four
points of the model track that coincide in time with the reference track lie within 4° (averaged over
the four points) of the respective reference track points (Froude 2010; Hodges and Emerton 2015;
Zhang et al. 2023). A similar criterion was employed by Deoras et al. (2021) to assess LPS tracks
in S28S forecasts. In cases where a single reference track is matched by multiple LPS tracks of an
ensemble member at a given model initialization time, the model track with genesis closest in time
to the reference LPS genesis is selected (Zhang et al. 2023). Furthermore, if a model’s LPS track
matches multiple reference tracks, we choose the reference track with the minimum mean spatial
separation from the corresponding model track (with the mean taken over the common track time
points).

Forecast performance is commonly assessed using two key metrics: the Probability of Detection
(POD) and the False Alarm Ratio (FAR). They are defined as:

hit

POD= ——, 1
hit + miss 1

false alarm

)

~ hit+ false alarm’

Here, a “false alarm” occurs when a forecast LPS genesis event does not match an observed genesis
event, while a “miss” indicates situations where the model failed to predict an observed genesis
event (Halperin et al. 2013). For a perfect forecast, the POD would be unity, indicating that all
events were correctly detected, while the FAR would be zero, indicating no false alarms (Halperin
et al. 2016). FAR values are typically plotted as a function of forecast lead time, defined as time
elapsed since the model’s initialization, and we follow that practice here. As the POD is defined
with respect to observed events, we express that metric as a function of time prior to observed

genesis (Zhang et al. 2023).
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FiG. 1. The locations of LPS genesis in ERAS over South Asia during June to September in 2021 and 2022.
Climatologically (1979-2022), about 70% of South Asian LPS formed within the magenta box, which spans
12°N-27°N, 80°E-95°E.

3. Results

a. Total LPS counts

For the period 2021-2022, 31 LPS genesis events were identified in the ERAS reanalysis, with
15 forming in 2021 and 16 in 2022 (Figure 1). As is typical for South Asian monsoon LPS, most
of these genesis events occurred in the northwestern Bay of Bengal and immediately adjacent land
regions, although several LPS formed over the Arabian Sea, the southern Bay of Bengal, and other
South Asian land regions. As a first step in comparing the NWP ensembles with the reanalysis,
we count the number of genesis events occurring in each 24-hour period of forecast lead time
(i.e., time since model initialization, as described in Section 2¢). The control forecast and the
perturbed ensemble members predict about 20-40 genesis events on average (encompassing the
observed count of 31), with more events in the ECMWF model and no clear linear dependence
on forecast lead time in either model (Figure 2). This confirms that neither model is excessively
more or less cyclogenetic than observations, and neither has a strong trend over forecast lead time

in its tendency to form LPS. However, the proximity of the model genesis counts to the observed
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Fic. 2. The average number of LPS genesis events forecast by each ensemble member, from the GEFS and
ECMWF models for the period of June to September in 2021-2022, shown as a function of forecast lead time.
Vertical bars represent the mean of all ensemble members, while error bars indicate the range between the 5th
and 95'"* percentiles of the ensemble members. The mean values from the control runs are represented by purple

diamonds. The counts shown here include both model forecasts of genesis that match ERAS genesis and those

that do not match. The genesis counts have been averaged over the twice-daily model initializations.

number of 31 does not indicate that the forecasts were accurate because the forecasts include
successful predictions, false alarms, and instances where the models failed to predict observed
LPS genesis. Consequently, even if the total number of forecast genesis events remains relatively
constant over forecast lead times (as shown in Figure 2), the models’ performance may deteriorate
at longer forecast lead times, e.g., with more false alarms and missed genesis events. Interestingly,
on average, the control runs produced fewer genesis events than the ensemble members at most
forecast lead times; a similar behavior has been documented for TC genesis forecasts, which Zhang

et al. (2023) speculate arises from the perturbations added to the ensemble members.

b. Accuracy of individual genesis forecasts

Before evaluating the performance of the perturbed ensemble members, we first assess that of
the control runs. The control run of the GEFS model successfully forecasts about half the observed
LPS genesis events up to 2 days before their actual occurrence (Figure 3a). As expected, the POD

(probability of detection, defined in Section 2¢) decreases as the forecast is made progressively
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Fic. 3. (a) Probability of Detection (POD) and (b) False Alarm Ratio (FAR) for the GEFS and ECMWEF
ensemble models during June to September of 2021-2022. POD is shown a function of the time prior to observed
genesis, and FAR is shown as a function of model forecast lead time. Solid lines represent the mean of all
ensemble members, with error bars indicating the range between the 5/ and 95'" percentiles of the ensemble

members. Values from the control run are depicted as diamonds.

earlier in time from the observed genesis, with POD values dropping from around 0.55 about a day
prior to the event to only about 0.2 around 8 days before the event. A similar trend occurs for the
ECMWEF control run, although its POD values are, on average, about 10% higher than those of the
GEEFS at nearly all lead times.

In addition to having a high probability of forecasting observed LPS genesis, reliable models
should also have a low number of false alarms. In the GEFS control run, the FAR is around 0.5
at a forecast lead time of 2 days and increases for longer forecast lead times, reaching 0.8 for an
8-day forecast lead time (Figure 3b). The ECMWF control run shows comparable FAR values to
the GEFS control at most forecast lead times, although it may have lower FAR values for forecast
lead times of 4-8 days.

We now evaluate the accuracy of the perturbed ensemble members in forecasting genesis. In
both models, the mean POD across all these ensemble members is consistently lower than that
of the control run, which exhibits about 5%-10% greater accuracy in forecasting genesis events
(Figure 3a); this difference is statistically significant at a 95% confidence level, as determined by a

one-sample t-test to assess whether the POD averaged across the ensemble members differs from
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the POD of the control run. This holds true across nearly all times prior to observed genesis.
Despite generally forecasting fewer genesis events than the perturbed ensemble members (Figure
2), the control runs outperform 95% of the ensemble members in detecting observed LPS in both
models, at most times prior to observed genesis. As was true for the control runs, the ensemble
mean POD of the ECMWF model is about 5%-10% higher than that of the GEFS model, across
nearly all times.

Alongside superior POD values, the control runs of both models exhibit lower FARs compared
to the perturbed ensemble members, a difference that is again statistically significant (at all forecast
lead times; Figure 3b). For the ensemble means, the FAR is comparable across both models,
particularly during the initial 3 days of forecast lead time. Beyond this period, the ECMWF model
has slightly lower FAR values.

c. Consensus ensemble forecasts

Although individual members of the perturbed ensemble exhibit lower accuracy, on average,
than the control forecast, the ensemble as a whole may provide added value. We test this idea
by constructing a consensus ensemble forecast, issuing a prediction of genesis when at least 20%
of the individual ensemble members predict LPS genesis. This follows similar practices used
for TC genesis, although rather than using a minimum absolute count of 5 or 8 members as the
required threshold for a genesis prediction (Froude 2010; Hodges and Emerton 2015), we opted for
a percentage-based threshold to avoid biasing the results toward the model with a larger number
of ensemble members. Since this sort of consensus ensemble forecast cannot be easily adapted to
give false alarm ratios (Zhang et al. 2023), we only show its POD (Figure 4). For both the GEFS
and ECMWF models, the POD of this consensus ensemble exceeds that of the control run. For
instance, three days before observed genesis, the consensus ensemble POD for the GEFS model
reaches 0.6, compared to the POD of 0.38 for the control run and 0.3 for the mean ensemble
member (Figure 3a). Similarly, at a 3-day lead time, the ECMWF model demonstrates a consensus
ensemble POD that exceeds its control run by almost 0.3 and its mean ensemble member by almost
0.4. One expects the POD for these consensus ensemble forecasts to increase as one decreases the
threshold fraction of ensemble members required for a genesis forecast; no useful accuracy would

be achieved if one attained a POD of 1 using a model with an extremely large ensemble size and
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Fic. 4. The Probability of Detection (POD) for consensus ensemble forecasts by the GEFS and ECMWEF
models during the period 2021-2022. In these consensus forecasts, a prediction of genesis is issued when at least
20% of the individual members of an ensemble predict the formation of an LPS. The POD of the multi-model
super ensemble is shown in green; in that method, a forecast of genesis is issued when at least 20% of individual

members among the combined GEFS and ECMWF ensemble predict LPS genesis.

an extremely small threshold fraction. However, the POD curves shown in Figure 4 constitute a
quantitative metric that can be used by forecasters when interpreting ensemble genesis forecasts at
particular lead times.

We additionally evaluate whether a multi-model consensus ensemble forecast of genesis might
be useful, as has been proposed for TC genesis (Zhang et al. 2023). For monsoon LPS, the multi-
model super ensemble consists of the ECMWF and GEFS ensembles, with a super ensemble genesis
forecast issued if the same fraction (20%) of ensemble members individually predict genesis. The
POD of this super ensemble consensus forecast is approximately the same as the ECMWF model
alone, with the ECMWF model having a higher POD than the GEFS (Figure 4). The recent study
that proposed this practice for TC genesis (Zhang et al. 2023) used a fixed 5-member threshold
for defining consensus forecasts of TC genesis, which advantages the multi-model super ensemble

because of its larger number of ensemble members. We also see the super ensemble having a
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higher POD when using a fixed S-member threshold (not shown), but that advantage disappears

when a percentage-based threshold is used.

d. Ensemble-based probabilistic genesis forecasts over the Bay of Bengal

While monsoon LPS have widespread impacts across South Asia, about 70% of these storms
form over the northwestern Bay of Bengal and its adjacent land areas (Figure 1). This leads us
to investigate the performance of probabilistic ensemble-based forecasts of LPS genesis in that
geographic region. We choose as a domain a 15° X 15° box that encompasses the main genesis
region (magenta box in Figure 1), and focus on evaluating the models’ ability to forecast LPS
formation anywhere in this region within a 5-day window after model initialization. In particular,
we aim to ascertain whether the fraction of ensemble members predicting genesis can be leveraged
to produce an accurate forecast of the likelithood of LPS formation. In previous work focused on
TC genesis, the fraction of ensemble members simulating genesis was not found to be a reliable
indicator for the probability of genesis (Majumdar and Torn 2014; Tsai et al. 2011; Zhang et al.
2023). However, there might be higher utility of such probabilistic forecasts for monsoon LPS
genesis, given their distinct dynamics and the specific task of detecting genesis within a 5-day
window in the confined region centered over the northwestern Bay of Bengal.

To assess the performance of our model ensembles, we use a reliability plot (Figure 5a) to gauge
how effectively the forecast probabilities match observed outcomes (Hartmann et al. 2002). In this
context, a model’s forecast probability represents the proportion of ensemble members predicting
the genesis of an LPS within the first 5 days after model initialization, in our 15° x 15° region
centered on the northwestern Bay of Bengal. In an ideal scenario where the forecast is perfectly
calibrated, the curve would align precisely along the diagonal (dashed grey line in Figure Sa).
When the curve falls below this diagonal, it indicates a tendency to overestimate the likelihood of
genesis, while if it rises above it suggests an inclination to underestimate. Both model ensembles
produce forecasts that lie fairly close to the ideal calibration line; all mean values for the ECMWF
ensemble lie below the line, but the offset is modest, especially compared to the uncertainties. This
indicates that the raw fraction of the ensemble members which forecast genesis can be interpreted,
without bias correction, as a probability of observed genesis. While a substantial number of cases

fall within the lowest probability bin, corresponding to a negligible likelihood of LPS formation,
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Fic. 5. (a) Reliability diagram showing the ensemble forecast probability of LPS formation during the 5 days
after model initialization, compared to the observed frequency of LPS occurrence. This analysis is performed
for genesis events in the region delineated by the magenta box in Figure 1. A perfectly calibrated forecast would
align along the dashed grey diagonal line. Error bars represent the 90% confidence interval obtained from
bootstrap resampling with 10,000 replicates. (b) Sample sizes within the bins used in (a); the reliability diagram
is constructed by binning the model predictions into 10 equally spaced bins, covering the range of fractions of

ensemble members forecasting genesis, from 0 to 1.
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Fic. 6. Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) curve for the probability of LPS formation during the 5
days after model initialization, in the region outlined by the magenta box in Figure 1. True Positive Rate (TPR)
measures the proportion of actual genesis events correctly forecast by the model, while the False Positive Rate
(FPR) measures the proportion of actual negative cases incorrectly forecast as a genesis event by the model. A
model with no predictive skill would have its ROC curve coinciding with the grey dashed line, resulting in an
Area Under the Curve (AUC) of 0.5. An AUC greater than 0.5 is often taken to indicate skill, with a maximum
value of 1 representing a perfect forecast. The AUC values for the GEFS and ECMWF models are enclosed in

parentheses within the legend.

more than half the time there is a larger than 10% probability of genesis (Figure 5b). An important
caveat is that this reliability plot compares the predicted likelihood of genesis with the observed
likelihood of genesis in a particular region, and does not assess whether specific observed genesis
events were correctly forecast by the models. It is thus a diagnostic of forecast accuracy that
complements the event-based POD and FAR metrics shown in Figures 3 and 4.

To further evaluate the performance of ensemble-based forecasts of genesis in our 15° x 15°
box centered over the Bay of Bengal, we employ a Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve
(Figure 6) (Bradley 1997). This provides an assessment of the models’ performance in making

a binary classification (i.e., genesis or no genesis in the magenta box of Figure 1) across various
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classification thresholds, with the threshold in this case being the ensemble forecast probability
required to issue a genesis prediction. When the threshold is set too low, for instance, issuing a
positive forecast for genesis when only one or more ensemble member predicts it, the ensemble
model can effectively detect many of the observed events but also generates a large number of false
positives. This scenario would produce a data point in the upper right portion of the ROC space.
Conversely, using a very high threshold may reduce false alarms but at the expense of missing many
observed genesis events, resulting in a data point in the lower left part of the ROC space (Davis and
Goadrich 2006). A model with no predictive skill would have its ROC curve coinciding with the
grey dashed line, resulting in an Area Under the Curve (AUC) of 0.5. An AUC greater than 0.5 has
been taken to indicate skillful forecasts, with a maximum value of 1 representing a perfect forecast
(Hanley and McNeil 1982; Marzban 2004). The AUC for both ensemble models is around 0.85,
suggesting that both exhibit similar accuracy in predicting the formation of LPS within 5 days of

model initialization in the main development region centered over the Bay of Bengal.

4. Summary and discussion

Monsoon LPS are the main rain-bearing weather system for much of South Asian land (Godbole
1977; Yoon and Chen 2005), producing a large fraction of that region’s heavy precipitation events
(Ajayamohan et al. 2010; Fletcher et al. 2018) and disasters (Suhas et al. 2023). Accurate and
timely forecasts of LPS genesis are thus essential. However, few studies have assessed the accuracy
of NWP models in forecasting LPS behavior, with none, to our knowledge, specifically examining
genesis prediction. In a related study (Suhas et al. 2024), we evaluated the performance of control
runs of the GEFS and ECMWF models in forecasting LPS, including their genesis. Here, we
extend that analysis by assessing the accuracy of the perturbed ensemble members in predicting
genesis and the possible utility of ensemble statistics.

A key result is that the control runs in both models produced more accurate genesis forecasts than
the average ensemble member, with POD and FAR values that surpassed even the 95" percentile of
the ensemble member values of those metrics. Two days before observed LPS genesis events, the
GEFS control run successfully forecast roughly half of the events. The ECMWF model forecast
about 10% more of these observed events. About 50% of the forecast LPS in the control runs of

both models were false alarms for forecasts with 2-day lead time. The average perturbed ensemble

16
Accepted for publication'ih Weather and Forecasting. DOI104 175 \WAF.D-24-0044.1." B



member had a POD value about 10 points lower, and an FAR roughly 10 points higher for lead
times up to 3 days, with these differences increasing even more at lead times of 4-7 days.

While individual ensemble members exhibited lower average accuracy than the control run, the
ensemble as a whole provided useful information complementary to that of the control. Specifically,
we tested a consensus method that predicts genesis when a minimum of 20% of ensemble members
forecast an LPS, and the resulting consensus POD values consistently surpassed those of the control
run and the ensemble mean across all forecast lead times (false alarms are assessed in the context
of the ROC metric discussed below). This follows a similar approach taken for TC genesis (Zhang
et al. 2023), although unlike the TC case, we did not find a multi-model super ensemble consensus
forecast to have superior accuracy for LPS genesis.

Since the majority of South Asian LPS form in a small area over the Bay of Bengal and adjacent
land, we evaluated the ensemble models’ probabilistic predictions of genesis within this region.
We found that the fraction of ensemble members forecasting genesis could be interpreted, without
correction, as a likelihood of genesis. Specifically, probabilistic forecasts from both ensemble
models fell close to the 1:1 line on a reliability diagram for forecasts over the five days after
model initialization. This differs substantially from the behavior seen in past studies of TC genesis
forecasts, which under- and over-predict the likelihood of genesis in such probabilistic forecasts
(Majumdar and Torn 2014; Zhang et al. 2023).

All of these results suggest that NWP models can be useful in forecasting the formation of
monsoon LPS over South Asia. They demonstrate the utility of ensemble models for probabilistic
forecasts of genesis, while highlighting the greater accuracy of the control runs for deterministic
genesis predictions. There are, of course, important caveats. The analysis was limited to a two-year
period, 2021-2022. This constraint was primarily imposed by data storage limitations, but it also
allowed our analysis to avoid spanning the increase in GEFS ensemble members from 20 to 30
in late 2020. Further evaluation with longer periods and additional models will help establish
the robustness of these findings. Additionally, this study did not examine the various factors
that may affect forecast performance in the ensemble models. For example, the occurrence of
LPS is influenced by the boreal summer intraseasonal oscillation (BSISO; Goswami et al. 2003;
Karmakar et al. 2021; Hunt and Turner 2022), the MJO (Haertel and Boos 2017), and convectively

coupled equatorial waves (Srujan et al. 2021), which may provide more predictable pathways for
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Fic. Al. As in Figure 3, but using MERRA-2 instead of ERAS as a reference. (a) Probability of Detection
(POD) and (b) False Alarm Ratio (FAR) for the GEFS and ECMWF ensemble models during June to September
of 2021-2022, using LPS genesis data from MERRA-2 as a reference. POD is shown a a function of the time
prior to observed genesis, and FAR is shown as a function of model forecast lead time. Solid lines represent the
mean of all ensemble members, with error bars indicating the range between the 5/ and 95" percentiles of the

ensemble members. Values from the control run are depicted as diamonds.

LPS genesis. Additionally, improvements in model resolution, subgrid-scale physics, and data

assimilation systems could enhance the accuracy of LPS genesis forecasts. In a related study,
Suhas et al. (2024) found that the accuracy of LPS genesis forecasts by the GEFS control run has
improved over time, approaching that of the ECMWF control in the past few years. However,
an analysis similar to that conducted by Halperin et al. (2020) for tropical cyclones is needed
to distinguish the influence of model performance improvements from the effects of changes in

genesis pathways. Such information could further enhance the utility of LPS forecasts.

APPENDIX

Al. Evaluation of forecast performance using MERRA-2

This study evaluated the performance of NWP models in forecasting LPS genesis by comparison
with genesis events from the ERAS reanalysis. It seems possible that use of ERAS as the reference

dataset may give an advantage to the ECMWF model. To address this possibility, we repeated
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some analyses using the MERRA-2 reanalysis as an alternative reference dataset. Over South
Asia, 45 LPS genesis events were identified in the MERRA-2 dataset during June to September of
2021-2022, which is more than the 31 genesis events in ERAS. A similarly higher number of LPS
genesis events was also seen in MERRA-2 by Vishnu et al. (2020) (see their Figure 6), while the
ERAS5 count was closer to the subjectively analyzed track dataset compiled by Sikka (2006). The
higher number of LPS events in the MERRA-2 dataset reduces the probability of detection in both
NWP models (compare Figure Ala with Figure 3a). Nevertheless, the ECMWF model still exhibits
about 10% higher accuracy in successfully predicting LPS genesis. False alarms also exhibit a
similar behavior as when compared to ERAS, with the GEFS model having lower FAR values for
the first day of lead time, while the ECMWF model performs better beyond that. Overall, the POD
and FAR distributions obtained using MERRA-2 as a reference confirm the general conclusions

discussed in the main text.
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