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Abstract: Convection-Allowing Ensemble Prediction System (CAEPS) has obvious advantages in predic-
ting the convective events due to its fruitful probabilistic forecast information. The CAEPS has become one
of the hot focuses in researching and developing the local high-resolution numerical weather prediction
(NWP) system. Compared with global ensemble prediction system, representation of model uncertainty in
CAEPS is lack of systematic research and theoretical basis, and becomes an important issue worthwhile
further research. This paper devotes to reviewing the current state of CAEPS and the studies in represen-
ting the model uncertainty over the past 10 years. Up to now, several approaches have been developed in
representing model uncertainties, including multi-model, multi-physic, multi-parameter and stochastic
physics. These approaches have been widely applied in ensemble forecast of severe convective weather,

tropical cyclone intensity and tracks and so on, but with limited effect in improving under-dispersion
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problem of CAEPS. Such limited effect may come from deficiency of these approaches in formulating the

model uncertainties related to small-to-meso-scale system. Except for reviewing the past researches, we

propose a way to detect and describe model uncertainties at convective scale.

Key words: convective-scale, ensemble prediction system, model uncertainty, model perturbation methods
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SRR RN ARKFWEERIARZ
— FUA TRy i PR B L A e L A R ALE & Xk G Y ) )
RPUEW E YA BE PR EER R —, EAE
sk, X ROBEE 82 2 (Convection-Allowing Models.,
CAMs) 52 3| [& PR B R B £ 1) & 11 (Seity et al,
2010; Baldauf et al, 2011; Clark et al, 2016;
Miiller et al. 2017) , HoK 20 FEA— /N F 4 km,
AN PR AR 2 03 5 48 AT DA AT At b 220 1) e/ R
JE R GERRRAE AE AR U Ak SR 1 T AN BE
S8 423 B BT A R Y B TR ST A i
Je 5 4 14 7 (Bryan et al, 2003), 783 F T ok R
Va2 L LI A I 7/ B B U S TR L7 B SR 2
A H Z A A AERCR I AN AT 3 2 B AR e Ve AR AR
T ) B A R X i & B R T A% G Ve TR B
FR 5 BE 55 RN (R K i DX B R R UK H A P R AL 4
RO 41 714k BE 7) (Berner et al, 2011), & & %
CAMs X 5068 0 R AR A Fil i v . ot 2 106, 4]
TR RORE BIC(E 41 o 2% B TS o M L RS
OB HSC1E T B Ay 3 D) R 52 24 £ i) R

SR TR R R RN I R A T T BE L R
R £ G R & 45 (Convection-Allowing Ensemble
Prediction Systems, CAEPS) i iz i 4= , K L v DL
PEXT U 2R G0 K A R SRR IR P DX R KU B A1 25
P& MR IRAG D ZEFF A 55 Bl Bk P H
fo A BN EA . AR, MR RR T E LR K SR — 2
7y CAEPS B R4 1 0] L4 it 1 25 nl 47 19
W FREE . Clark et al(2009) % F WRF #23, o4
TS5 A 4 km KPR BEFR 15 AL 20 km
K3 AR DI AR 5 TR - 45 2R UE W I R K I
i 1) AR A B HIORE T i AT DA TG b R IR A K Y
23 GE 4 . Duc et al(2013) 3T H AR LT
e B, XA s 7 11 AR A 2 km Al
10 km 7KF- 73 BEAS 0 4R 6 TR 3R 52 LR & 75 5
F& K # 4 7 ® o5 fL. Schellander-Gorgas et al
QOID VAL T 2.5 km X3 A] 43 BEAR & Wil R 46

AROME-EPS #1 11 km H R iF 4 4 Wit 24 AL-
ADIN-LAEF  iiE W] H [ 7K & 25 55 AE 72 5 2 19 155 400
HAs B TR, EEAS R 2, BT CAEPS K
SRAFAE B BOR M A Y o) 8, LR Bk — 4
W AHBA 7050 % 1§ CAMs HraE MR iR 22 & SR R AE
P EZE . AR b R AR O I R
1R 2 14 SR R B3 K R AE B AR KO R (5 B it
W J B AR E ) L CAMs ) R 15 22 38 K AN
R 22 Tl A I TE] R 2 b R AR B AP 10 £% (Ho-
henegger and Schar, 2007), X &8 F5 Z7E OF 98 H
ANH R P ) U T DA 6

T80 5 2 s — 7 XA G 2o B — 7 1) ffy 7 P A
OUE AAG B 2R Go B 5 AR A BT T
T G TR AR R 2 R TR R, O —
J5 R JEIE T /N R 4e, Be % %) il CAMs =
ZEFFE ARG I8l ik AR T RARER A & .
M N HE? 1

HAT . B N 827 WIE R 3h (R g 45, 2010
Tennant, 2015; Raynaud and Bouttier, 2016; FEjf
SRAE, 2017) i B4 3 (Vie et al, 20115 Caron,
20135 FEFRAREE. 2016) A M ik k. B
T —F51 CAEPS il 5. A AWFFEIE B, 45 5
AN 8 P R) R  BER AR X TR CAEPS i 4l
PEREELA A L AR HE CAMs 1A 20N 1
PER L, 25T X H T CAEPS Y & Ji F s F i A
A B Iy 2 JE T 1l it Sy e B A B A S B
AR = 2% AR 5 £F X B i CAEPS #X
AN A PRI ST T T I A9 TR) A — PR O 4 S (A5
iy

1 i RURE 56 & Pl Bk

CAEPS KV BERIE 1~4 km, Mg RJEC 2
AEAE 2 T sl 3 T w0 20 B 30 00 1 X S R0 41
JI Ay T 50 X I S5 Sy L 5 R AR S R A
Kl 55 TR B ST AL 55 BB EE R . ARG
P A28 T ik 26 CAEPS (i R 28 JF g H £ %
UG TER 1P SRR e 1 X RS 46 & Bl
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ESZRPEIF L T 2.8 km XF 9 AT 43 B
% 4 Wik & 4 COSMO-DE-EPS (Peralta et al,
2012; Kiihnlein et al, 2014) ,iZ& 4T 2012 4E 5 H
TG 55 1247 BE 6 UG 20 > BRI AL 27 b 4R
BAT 8 . B3R 2 W B 2 B0k, gk IR X
T I W TR G K 2 G B 58 v R AR R I
FHESEZ AW LS 40 8 /R 4 5 B BUZE
4% 3% 75 W 5 10 A 4k 8 #% (Gebhardt et al, 2011),
WAL ZI R A 4 Ak 55 4 BR 8K SR F 3l ) e RUEE
IR T O A AR B0 5 SR A X 4 A A ER
R i 3 R ROEESR it . 2018 4E 5 H i, HE E X
GRis A7 T B A 19 5 & Tl & 48 COSMO-Dz-
EPS.iZ RS MR 70 B A P2 7 2 2. 2 km, HI{E R
Bl LT R AR B R RR SR TR RE S
[ 4 & g8 7= A, 3l 90 3l ok B 4 BR 4R G AR
ICON-EPS. #:0 sh {598k 2 W) 3 2 Kk .

WEALRHERT 2.2 km KES PR ES
Wil F 5 MOGREPS-UK. iZ R 48 £ 2013 4F 6 [l
%1547 (Golding et al, 2016; Hagelin et al, 2017),
LAG 12 A4 BRI % 54 h, B RKisf7 4 K. W)
.M R RkA BRESBMESR
MOGREPS-G 13 J3 i ROEZ 0 3h & Horp wi{E 4 3h
T e b B, MOGREPS-UK {ii F Fifi 1 2 %%
e sl 7 %2 L e )2 R = G B O S b i P B S
B BT B B AR R B LI Bl X 2 S B0k R
A E P (McCabe et al, 2016), 24 T o k%)
Xof Vi ik & v B ) FA BE ) % R GEIE I TR
JZ R B BERLAL 3

EEAR RN R R EES MR RS
AROME-EPS 7£ 2016 4£ 10 H il % iz 47 (Nuissier
et al, 2016; Raynaud and Bouttier, 2017), £ 4 ik
12 A KB4 BER 2.5 km, AR IF 2 45 h, R
IBAT 2 . WIE 0N S B ok A A AR A AR
PEARP #y 3l Jy b RO 4 8 5 - Ho b w0 (6 40 s i 1
H A AR B . BT 3l R BE LS B i 1 48 3 7
2% (Stochastic Perturbed Parameterization Tenden-
cies, SPPT) o Al 24 T KR Y 01 K iR 0 (ECM-
WE) 23k 45 Tl b SPPT J5 5 B9 A7 BR X U AS
205 G T LASE AR 5 S 10 R O - R A
e F DI [ B 488 v AR B T 3 R AR S T A5
FUES HRE—E i % — B PE & R (Bouttier et al,
2012), Ak, AROME-EPS Huik fin A 1 X i 32

J | R R A i S e A BE AL )

WP WK LR 0 AE 2014 R LA B
Az 47 T 2.2 km JKF 20 B R4 G Bk & 5
COSMO-Ru2-EPS(Kiktev et al, 2017) , H i 4 A}
R 48 h, AR 0000,1200 UTC 24z . B M1 F 4L
Bk A XL A #ii COSMO-S14-EPS 3y Jj %
REAsh 5 AH s sh T % .

HEAS L WA T 3 km X AT 4 HE 0 X %
AW ARG LENSZ R G HARINACh 45 h, &R
0300,1500 UTC i fle . HIfE M52 540 3l ¥ 3 o 4
BRAE G TR R 4 EPSG 3@ i3 3l J) B RO 4t 81X
P zhk 5 MOGREPS-UK 2 {8l 11y i H1L 2 ¥ 4K 2l
757 % (Kim and Kim, 2017),

2 [ [E K I8 R A O (NCEP) #5379l
F5ia 4T 1 R AR 45 P & 4t (Short-Range Ensem-
ble Forecast, SREF) , iZ &4 A 26 P4 G WL, K
oy BN 16 km WA YL SN R BT R EAE S
et B 1) BRSPS FOR B 3l Oy ik
A Z XMW S 120 R iR
A WUl NCEP IR K2 AT 3 km X A £ &
FiiR A2 45 NCASE Fl 1 km KR R JE#E 4 HIR R 4
NSSE, H i & £ % #1 J¥ J& NCASE-TL [ #f 5% (Du
et al, 2014),

M 2007 4, Z ZFRHE RN 55 AL S T 5
] 2 A A0 R U B Ry R T R AR 6 1 R 2R T
g, PEAT R AR 0 2 A R O R AR TR
(Clark et al, 2012), 2015 4, 3& A 5o L fif 5 K4
JAZ 73 A -5 LR TP XU FIE rp s | B RS
s (NCAR) | [ 5 i K3 52 3 3 (NSSL) 28 277,
LSRRy ol FE VAN I o VA DO N WA i 2 S 1 K1
24 (Gallo et al, 2017), Hd,CAPS XK i54T T
ZHME 2R 2B T KRR R AR 5 F &R
%4t (Storm Scale Ensemble Forecast,SSEF) , 7K 43
PR 4 km SR & 3 km, G R 51 4, TR
60 b WIE M S LB Eok B SREF 3l J [ R
Pzl AL B w5 A 56 [ Kl RE 8 2l 3% 7E it
R KRN 2 08 B B AR T4l . SPC g7 T 2 A £
Py B X ROBE 4R & Wil it & 4t (Storm-Scale Ensem-
ble of Opportunity,SSEO) , #5573 ¥ 4 km, 45
BB 7 A AT ]S g myE e g . EEA T
— R BR XTI L R F & 2 R Bl . NCAR #F5E
TF& T 3 km JK 43 B 4 G iR R 48 EnKE-
based EPS(Schwartz et al, 2015) , 84 % & 10 14>,
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TR B AL 48 h WA B B 2 TG R R 2 0%
P e AR 1 BRI 55 6 A2 B 0 i1 4 Bl 2 A
SEREEC GFS 3l J B RO J5 & mBE LA . 5 B Fi &t
DA B AT E PERY Rk . 2016 4F, 0 T X CA-
EPS §7 4> i /9 38 B 5% F ik 59 5% 48 3k =, CAPS,

NSSL . NCAR 2 LA & =57 T — 4> 65 Aot .
3 km 7KF 43 FE 3 0 PR A T R 48 (Community
Leveraged Unified Ensemble, CLUE) , 3f-¥# 8 4~ 4

X5 AR SR 5T 1714 (Clark et al,2018),

®1 FEMMNRREEEHHES

Table 1 Main Convection-Allowing Ensemble Prediction Systems
H* Wi T4 BF AR - . - e =
EES R Jkm %/ b s HIE ) 3) 303 57 3 3 M Bh
4 A4~ 4 R A X TR e
7 ) COSMO-DE-EPS 2.8 27 20 % 2 71 K& R 9 ! Téﬂé Lakakis EZVBIE 2
. Y 8 1 1 R
LA ab 3
MOGREPS-G Hj 3} . R " .
# MOGREPS UK 2.2 54 12 1 W R AR 3 b 0 T?;;Eﬁi;; 1; 3 ﬁg KEE S
A JREIN AL !
PEARP 3 Jj B R B "
‘ - PEARP i3l Jy b R BB HL 2 81k il
[ A -EPS N 5 ir 4t 2
v [ ROME-EPS 2.5 45 12 B 3 3% 9 oo e f— 1 3 %
Ak 7
COSMO-S14-EPS COSMO-S14-EPS
%5 COSMO-Ru2-EPS 2.2 48 10 Wsh R ESRZ WM hBEREwRS —
Y Y
. . . EFSG i3 1 e R EFSG W3 71 B R FEHL 9 B 2 B
WE LENS ! o P 35 15
v . SREF #y8) 1 R SREF W3 hER L2y H
*H SSEF s 60 T e ] it
- NCAR EnKF-based s 18 1 ﬁ /a AR RR AR GFS 8 Jy B KRR
EPS Wk & IMBEALHE )

SRSk UG, H AT CAEPS X %) 1 F1 K 2 A 1 &
P ) 1 R IR A O A Ol — B0 B B 1 XA
WA RO N %S . CAEPS (W2 H i &
AR R SR | R b iR 1) 8 R SR A Kk AR R R
55 A A B e AR R AN M A
FEE, HAE] CAEPS (s F B RZWHT
S BRI A TR P O L X e L R R
1t CAEPS By JUR BB A & PEAD RF . 4T
Xof 33— ], 50 H i S B b R A 3R A
A B 7 2 R 5 R R EAT 2R R AT 51 CA-
EPS #52 XA ff 5 1 BF 5 J9T 18 I 14 ] A

2 Ik

BUIR B 4R/ XIUAR & Pk (016 CAEPS) 1 3%
IR AN RE PRI 30 H R T T A 280 2 W)
b2 boR e £7/BEIE 2 NI K7/ B LR T R ]
LI B 3 2 AR AN i S P Y iR AR 5 BE AL BT
AL 5 S B . BEAILY) B0 S A Ji LR 3 ik 5

A BEALIE 3h ok £ & 25 1Ok A% ) 38 3 A 1 A i i€
PELEFR AN B B 4 SPPT Jr % LB
HLZ %3 30 7 22 (Random Parameters /Stochasti-
cally Perturbed Parameterizations, RP/SPP), %
Hb LR 25 IR T R B I R A A T RS 4 Bl
REFEHL . 18 A Pl Pl 3l BB #IM J7 %8 (Stochastic Kinetic
Energy Backscatter, SKEB) , A [q] i Bé HL4E 3 7 2=
AT E AR R R RS Tk K2
Al LU E) A B 45 R i MOGREPS-G [#] it i i
SKEB f1 RP 77 % (Bowler et al, 2009), ECMWF
R PR A 5 A SKEB #l SPPT J5 %2 (Leut-
becher et al, 2017), AT IHYY T % HIEL 80 3h 7
12 1 D 3 R L 7 Y R B R AR R 5 (GR 2)

2.1 &#ER

Rk FE R A 1) 05 R4 L B il
TR W B A DL e AR BE T B A [R] o AN TR A XA
AR A Y S AT PR BRASE 5 3l g By B i e ) S
M S H H A S TR B AR 9 2R 48 i 22 iR
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%z, ZHRAESGIM ELQFTEZ o 2L
4 Poor man 55 NEEH/ AL G, Hi.£25
Mr—Z B G2 A A SIS RLEl 55 0 1)
I3 BT RS S A 4 & Tl . fg DR E A A B
MG ARSG R ERX LA F £ 46 BdkomE —
R Ry B AR A T, AT AR AR 800 T AR A5 2R
Poor man 75 N4E & J2& 8 JL Al 55 0 19 T 5E P T
RAE A TR A AT HEIFBIT RS
RGN S & . % G (Krish-
namurti et al, 1999) & Poor man %5 A4 & 11 ¥t —
R AN K 2 AR TR 25 R A AR B R
R AR A A K i PR e EAT ST IT IR TE =
o3 BB AR RN B CR P REE, 2015),

2 180 A G T4 5 v R X T B 7R AR bR R R Y
AU TN R R AR L B XU AR R B T R A
2T 3 8 M (Tebaldi and Knutti, 2007; Min
et al, 2009; Iversen et al, 2011; &1 K&, 2014),
Melhauser et al (2017) % COAMPS-TC, HWRF,
WREF-ARW = Fff i RO & 8 IF 24
F KR OF S A Z Y P 2 SPPT \SKEB J7
R R G PR IEAT T B & B2 T4 )
KT 48 h I, 28 TE TR Pl e % A% A i B2 1) HE
R ERE R

2.2 ZYEETRE

Z Y AR R RS W 280 T R G ik
A X 7 T PRI L 2 O B L A i O A 1% A
A E RN E (Houtekamer et al, 1996), X643l
TS T R AE B R T B e R A Uy A
AN o PRI %o T AN [ s X K SR G B A A ] Uk
Y. HETZW Mg Rk o) Zh A FhRESLS
Pl p A AR B U7 28 L OF AT L W 0 0 AR A S
B (B 5%, 2003 5 15130 1 9K £5 #% , 2008; Charron
et al, 2010; Hacker et al, 2011; Wang et al,
20115 SRINLSF . 201452017 Z2{R4E, 2015; H4L
Ha4, 2016), Duda et al(2014) ¥ £ ¥y P 5 #5 1 1
B CAEPS v, J 4 3k 5[5 b 7R 3 1 2= [ 7K 1Y
A ENE IS Z YIS EOE AT TR . 35 AR
KRR AT B 45 2R Won L A 2 W) B R AR A
Pl Lo S5 HAA T i R Y .

22 Wy 38k ARk AT DA G b 2% T R — ) e RO
] PR R AR B Y 22 5 L ] — W) B R B0 W LR AR 1Y
AN TA) AR AR TT e A R A RE SR 3h ) ) 22 03 4

PEAF R, 5 1 245 205 0L, 2 — b A X fR] A
b 2R AN R 1k ) 7 3+ A AR R L PIRR O 06
W4k 451 A CAEPS (iR BB 58 .

2.3 ZHESH

ZYHSEOEF AN S BT Zh AR S
BT Bl ok e ik 5 AN W i M L S 800 B 1 AE AR
2 DX R 9 A B B P [ s T LR 6 T O 1 T 4
XF4 CnpEK 2 m D PS5, X T CAMs fif
5K EEVRL T B O A s A AR T
AR SRR L B2 i A A 6 A O AR 1 iR
BHSHMBE T EE, BESFQIDHSHT
Duda et al (2014) f#) i 5% B % . B T WSM6 34 4y #i
J7 % BT 4 AN AN TR TR T R N A
B BRI 16 - 77 RE R B CAEPS i 55 i
Rk WSMG T 1 )5 28 AT S 80 30 5 i 4 G il
B35 BB 43 ) 2 35 586 U R R R B AR 2 5T I8 s i K
T J5e ) B K 2ok B TE B T 2 ) B S B0 s Tk 1
CAEPS i FI A &

L) B2 B0 3 T U A G 3h PR X
ey SR ORI S R AL ZY k2 S N (e
5 Z2 Wy B3 B 05 5 AR B AT DAk G 30 7 40 B B 1)
B, B TAE RN, B 320 B ol 55 41
B TR B R A i COSMO-DE-EPS,

2.4 SPPTHE
SPPT J5 S8 £t %K W A% ) B iod 7 2 B0 a7 of 1Y

AN E R ) B2 A e R AT ) I R L — A B
LIRS £ Sk F A O 1 L 2 U F

i = [

t=0

[ACe, s0) + fSTP (e, ) Jde (1)

S =1+ Cest) 2
Kfoe, RARES MM BRME.j=1.2,--.N. N
HEB G AE ) =0 B FRRER TR, Ale;.00H
g B AT I 0. P Ce; o 1) O Z 5040 W) LA 7R
R ) J5 5 e T 80 /0 305 b T8 R F 38 U2 0 B 3 i
JE o DATITT 9802 Wi 2255 2040 07 Rt T 1 AN A . B AL
Wi 7, Ce o) MW 22 BAEL—0.5,0. 5] X 1]
N B3 5) 4y 4 (Buizza et al, 1999), ot B 28 - 5t
T—Br A 5 88 & o> A (Palmer et al,
2009) ,
SPPT )5 £ i Jofe ECMWF &3k 4 Bk R 4%
g | A L 15 7R AR/ IXIRAR A AR A 2
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I T A S 2 e R T 6 R TR IR R S T AR
FRAE T AT BIAR G B 3 Uk (L AR 2N 5F . 20115 1
T, 20135 ERM. 20155 2 HEE, 20165 P
45, 2018) , H Tt AROME-EPS % fil. it it (¢
W% v, Christensen et al(2017) %1% H gif SPPT J5
Zrh HURE S5 LU B 2l B A W B 3ok R A6 1] 301 1) AN L
1 T iSPPT (independent SSPT) J5 2, B 43 5l 4
S AN TR 9 Z 804k T7 58 19 AR O340 1) 200, 328 56 4 2RIk B
iISPPT J5 %8 nJ DA 35 2 v A0 b X T 41 28 WO L 4
ol 2 A RS UL T T e ) ML X

2.5 SKEB /5%

SKEB Jy 58 i) 3 A% AR 4 ook 3 FE 1070 A i 5l
o B AL R 1 2T 32 3 T A A A il g A
TE fe /N o] 43 RUBE 9 3 BE 3% (Shutts, 2005) . ${H
A L8 B T RUE T A R e TR B gAY
P R D X 2 5 BB A W] A3 B 0 0 /N RBE
UE 4 Y BLRE B 1 5k B AR L, e AR X BT R PR I (e
SR DL B — S YR A% i B AR S R A R I
) . 2 BAXF

o = [

t

B [A((f] 9t) +P(€] at) +E:KEB]dt

3)
ES™ = [bD (e; »t) ]'"* Fle; s t) €Y
v LY DS BTk 8 T e RN R Y =
DCe; ) 2R B REAE WL F (e, 0) N 5 SPPT J5
R = 4ERE P 3h 3 AT 23 (8] 45 1 0 i T
FEHFE . Berner et al(2009) K303 i R BFE T —
By B [ R AT 5 e T gF — 2D ok F 9 B AL 3h RE
#MZETJ7 % (Spectral Stochastic Kinetic energy Back-
scatter Scheme, SSBS) #i iR 31 8 #& 8. Shutts
(2015) W] 4 ty — Ff il A1 XJ 9 #b £2% 77 28 (Stochastic
Convective Backscatter, SCB) , H % [& 5 & X} i &
Al 2 b Ry RE R AE O SRR UIR 22
5 SPPT J5 &M T 3RAB Y B S5 A H il
K AT 2 AR, SKEB 7 %8 i F 2% rg i sC 50
THI LA W 35 8 2 B0k v BRE HORT 20 19 S i
e, A2 st 778 CAEPS )i ] SKEB J5 %
HI R R Romine et al(2014) % SKEB 5 SPPT i %
HEATXE LG, A 3 SPPT 1§ 0 4 25 # K T SKEB, (H
S T e Bt AL 4 B 7 8 S 2 A B B ) o M TR
F15] A i 25 . SKEB 51 A fii 22 8 /) Duda et al
(2016) 44 SKEB J % 5 2 ¥y 8 i #2471 %F b . & 3R

SKEB A DU ANX i JZ b 2 R R PR 9 25 1k
JIE 340 T et T R AR ) A o L A e A
FEHULEN.

2.6 RP/SPP /%

RP/SPP J7 G251 XF i) 2 4l i 1 385 72 2 804k Uy
Rrh ARk 25 2 B AT E T S BUE T
SE (I R] ] B T BE LS AL X 5 2 9 B2 80 A
Dl o H R HA AR /Y W R B AL S B 3h 7 &
e E LR R RP J7 &M ECMWE (1) SPP
VES

WEAE RN RP FE R EN T 2RER
Wik (Bowler et al, 2008), Z J5 #% 51 A % i v 4 9¢
RUEEG Tl 2R 4 (Baker et al, 2014), Z &3
F—Br A BB S BT 48 -

P =p+r(Poi—pw +e (5)
Kb P, S EAE ¢ W2 RIAE, 0 WS HCE S E . r
B EUH R Ee S BEHLIR.

McCabe et al(2016)#3E T4 H T A B 3 & %k
S B0 ) [] [) By 1) BE AL, iR 5T A T L — 1,108
2 B0 W SPF 1 — T 5 B P AU 00 B SR L A B 2 4
B I (] A2 A0 B X A g 3L B RP2 5%, #FE R
ZNNATE LIRVE N N S E R R e
RS i 55 R % . AR 48t RP J7 2 (1 i
— b 58 % i B 2 B I [A) F s ) B AR Ak

it ECMWFE k& T —Fh SPP J7 2 (Ollinaho
et al, 2017) iZ 7 RAEDFLIE WL 46 94 55 S 5k
TR PIEI T 20 DSH X X e Y B S B AT IE S
o3 A B BEALYE 3 . OF 3 T — B @ ] )9 45 A LRI
IR [R] AH 5C 1 -

£ = exp(W)E (6)

P (L AL = ¢ 7, (D) + 5,8, (1) 7

Xh e HSHAS B .6 WSEH FAH. ¢ HIE

B o7, (O R W TE ¢ W23 R mn 53 51

S5 o] FILELE ¢ s, A3 R 7, (0 B R R B
AR ME 22 v e, (0O S FEHLI
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Table 2 Main advantages and disadvantages of the model perturbation methods
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