Assessment of the NOAA Operational Short-Range Streamflow forecast:

A Case Study for February 2019 events in San Francisco Bay Area
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* The wet season 1s from October to March in the SF Bay area (Fig. 1). Monthly mean temperature Figure 8: Results of peak flow error by lead times: this figure includes PDFs for each

1s higher than 5 °C and most precipitation falls as rain. 0.50 lead time with average and median values, relative frequency constantly ranging from
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* 33 (triangle in fig. 2) USGS gages are located in managed river systems that are affected by 0.0 to 0.6 and a fraction (%) of out of range that 1s over +/- 120% of peak flow error.

anthropogenic behaviors for a flood control and water resources management. 32 (circle in fig. 2) 0.00 1.00 -1.00
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USGS gages are located in natural river systems. positive case 1s the opposite meaning of that.
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« RMSE-SS=0: The NWM forecast performs as like as the reference forecast. * The high flow and low flow cases had 10 and 4 hours of ULT respectively. SF Bay areas had 15 and 10 hours of ULT respectively. This work was supported by the California Department of Water Resources.
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