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5-2  Space Weather Forecast Verification

AfRE

KUBO Yiki

BARROFEEFTRICIT. KECDITT2BYDHED DD, REDHEEZ 0/1 TFRT HIR
ERNTRE. BROREMRETFTRT 2HEERFRCH S, FED NICT DFRISRER TR
HHRLTHBD. FHRNGHERFTRNOBTZREA T BXFTRETIVOBRELGZLHTHONT
W3, AEETIE. INETNICT TITONTEFRE. REMRPOEEFRE T )L ZBEMIC
LT. FERK{FRIHEEMICOVTHEITIEND, 5T, FRIEEERATOFMIERIFT
T FRABERR COFMEEICOVTHEBNT 2.

There are two major methods to forecast natural phenomena; a deterministic forecast, which

forecasts an event occurrence as yes or no, and a probabilistic forecast, which forecasts an event

occurrence probability. NICT forecast has focused currently on the deterministic forecast. However,

we have been developing the probabilistic forecast models of space weather phenomena for future

transition from current deterministic forecast to a probabilistic forecast. In this paper, we briefly in-

troduce a forecast verification method for a deterministic and probabilistic space weather forecast-

ing. The verification in terms of forecast users as well as forecast providers is also introduced.
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