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Abstract In order to research the validity of using the AMDAR (Aircraft Meteorological Data Relay) data in the
GRAPES (Global Regional Assimilation and Prediction System) numerical forecast system, the bias and standard
deviation of the operational AMDAR data from the National Meteorological Information Center (NMIC) were calculated,
and the impact of the AMDAR data on GRAPES was analyzed. We conducted our study using data from May to June
2013 (two months), with an assimilation window of 6 h and a validity period of 7 d. The bias of the temperature was
0.2 °C, and the standard deviation was 2 °C. The bias of the wind was 0.2 m/s, and the standard deviation was 3 m/s. The
AMDAR data error distribution is almost normal. The results show an improvement in the assimilation and forecast by
GRAPES when using the AMDAR data.
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Fig.3 AMDAR data horizontal distribution from in global scope at 1200 UTC 18 May 2013, time window is 6 h, total number is 55012
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