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Abstract

Data assimilation is an iterative approach to the problerestimating the state of a dy-
namical system using both current and past observationseasytstem together with a model
for the system'’s time evolution. Rather than solving thebfgm from scratch each time new
observations become available, one uses the model to dstethe current state, using a prior
state estimate (which incorporates information from pagh)das the initial condition, then uses
current data to correct the prior forecast to a current statienate. This Bayesian approach
is most effective when the uncertainty in both the obseovatiand in the state estimate, as it
evolves over time, are accurately quantified. In this atiete describe a practical method for
data assimilation in large, spatiotemporally chaoticayst. The method is a type of “ensemble
Kalman filter”, in which the state estimate and its approxgnancertainty are represented at
any given time by an ensemble of system states. We discubstimtmathematical basis of
this approach and its implementation; our primary emphiasen ease of use and computa-
tional speed rather than improving accuracy over prewopsblished approaches to ensemble
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Kalman filtering. We include some numerical results denratisg the efficiency and accuracy
of our implementation for assimilating real atmospheritadaith the global forecast model
used by the U.S. National Weather Service.

1 Introduction

Forecasting a physical system generally requires both ahfiodthe time evolution of the system
and an estimate of the current state of the system. In somgaimns, the state of the system
can be measured directly with high accuracy. In other apptios, such as weather forecasting,
direct measurement of the global system state is not feasibktead, the state must be inferred
from available data. While a reasonable state estimatedb@seurrent data may be possible, in
general one can obtain a better estimate by using both ¢warehpast data. “Data assimilation”
provides such an estimate on an ongoing basis, iterativigynating between a forecast step and
a state estimation step; the latter step is often called @nal{sis”. The analysis step combines
information from current data and from a prior short-termefiast (which is based on past data),
producing a current state estimate. This estimate is usgttiaize the next short-term forecast,
which is subsequently used in the next analysis, and so aad@ta assimilation procedure is itself
a dynamical system driven by the physical system, and thetipah problem is to achieve good
“synchronization”[[40] between the two systems.

Data assimilation is widely used to study and forecast ggsiphl systems [13, 28]. The analy-
sis step is generally a statistical procedure (specificalayesian maximum likelihood estimate)
involving a prior (or “background”) estimate of the curretdte based on past data, and current data
(or “observations”) that are used to improve the state egBmThis procedure requires quantifi-
cation of the uncertainty in both the background state aadtiservations. While quantifying the
observation uncertainty can be a nontrivial problem, is #aticle we consider that problem to be
solved, and instead concentrate on the problem of quamgifiyie background uncertainty.

There are two main factors that create background uncéeyrtaidne is the uncertainty in the
initial conditions from the previous analysis, which prods the background state via a short-term
forecast. The other is “model error”, the unknown discreydmetween the model dynamics and
actual system dynamics. Quantifying the uncertainty duaadel error is a challenging problem,
and while this problem generally cannot be ignored in pcactive discuss only crude ways of
accounting for it in this article. For the time being, let umsider an idealized “perfect model”
scenario, in which there is no model error.

The main purpose of this article is to describe a practi@h&work for data assimilation that
is both relatively easy to implement and computationalficieint, even for large, spatiotemporally
chaotic systems. (By “spatiotemporally chaotic” we meapatially extended system that exhibits



temporally chaotic behavior with weak long-range spatataations.) The emphasis here is on
methodology that scales well to high-dimensional systamidarge numbers of observations, rather
than on what would be optimal given unlimited computatiaeslources. Ideally, one would keep
track of a probability distribution of system states, prggtang the distribution using the Fokker-
Planck-Kolmogorov equation during the forecast step. Wttiis approach provides a theoretical
basis for the methods used in practicel [25], it would be caatmnally expensive even for a low-
dimensional system and is not at all feasible for a high-disienal system. Instead one can use
a Monte Carlo approach, using a large ensemble of systessst@mtapproximate the distribution
(see [6] for an overview), or a parametric approach like tiantan filter [26] 2]7], which assumes
Gaussian distributions and tracks their mean and covaiatfithe latter approach was derived
originally for linear problems, but serves as a reasonappgaximation for nonlinear problems
when the uncertainties remain sufficiently small.)

The methodology of this article is based on the Ensemble KalFilter [7,[8/ 9], which has
elements of both approaches: it uses the Gaussian apptioximaad follows the time evolution of
the mean and covariance by propagating an ensemble of.sEtesensemble can be reasonably
small relative to other Monte Carlo methods because it id osdy to parametrize the distribution,
not to sample it thoroughly. The ensemble should be largagmto approximately span the space
of possible system states at a given time, because the enasgentially determines which linear
combination of the ensemble members forms the best estohtte current state, given the current
observations.

Many variations on the Ensemble Kalman Filter have beenighid in the geophysical liter-
ature, and this article draws ideas from a number of them|[4,(27, 20} 21/, 30, 36, 37, 45,48].
These articles in turn draw ideas both from earlier work oopdysical data assimilation and from
the engineering and mathematics literature on nonlindarifig. For the most part, we limit our
citations to ensemble-based articles rather than atterrpace all ideas to their original sources.
We call the method described here a Local Ensemble Trandfaiman Filter (LETKF), because
it is most closely related to the Local Ensemble Kalman F[8&, [37] and the Ensemble Trans-
form Kalman Filter[4]. Indeed, it can produce analyses #ratequivalent to the LEKF in a more
efficient manner that is formally similar to the ETKF. Whileig article does not describe a fun-
damentally new method for data assimilation, it proposemgaifecant refinement of previously
published approaches that combines formal simplicity whih flexibility to adapt to a variety of
applications.

In Section 2, we start by posing a general problem about wihagbctory of a dynamical system
“best fits” a time series of data; this problem is solved dydor linear problems by the Kalman
filter and approximately for nonlinear problems by ensenddénan filters. Next we derive the
Kalman filter equations as a guide for what follows. Then wscdss ensemble Kalman filters



in general and the issue of “localization”, which is impaorttéor applications to spatiotemporally
chaotic systems. Finally, we develop the basic LETKF eguatiwhich provide a framework for
data assimilation that allows a system-dependent lodalizatrategy to be developed and tuned.
We discuss also several options for “covariance inflatiantempensate for the effects of model
error and the deficiencies due to small sample size and legganoximation that are inherent to
ensemble Kalman filters.

In Section 3, we give step-by-step instructions for effitiemplementation of the approach de-
veloped in Section 2 and discuss options for further imprgwomputational speed in certain cases.
Then in Section 4, we present a generalization that allowsmations gathered at different times to
be assimilated simultaneously in a natural way. In Sectjomebpresent preliminary results using a
global atmospheric forecast model with real observatitnese results compare favorably with the
data assimilation method used by the National Weather &srand demonstrate the feasibility of
the LETKF algorithm for large models and data sets. Secti@mabbrief conclusion. The notation
in this article is based largely on that proposed.in [24]hvgibme elements from [37].

2 Mathematical Formulation

Consider a system governed by the ordinary differentiabiqn

dx

Fri
wherex is anm-dimensional vector representing the state of the systesrgaten time. Suppose
we are given a set of (noisy) observations of the system madari@us times, and we want to
determine which trajectoryx(t) } of (I)) “best” fits the observations. For any givethis trajectory
gives an estimate of the system state at time

To formulate this problem mathematically, we need to defimest fit” in this context. Let us

assume that the observations are the result of measurimgitiggthat depend on the system state
in a known way, with Gaussian measurement errors. In othelsy@an observation at tintgis a
triple (y{,Hj,Rj), wherey? is a vector of observed values, aHgandR; describe the relationship
betweery{ andx(t;):

F(t,x), (1)

y§ = Hj(x(t) + &,

wheregj is a Gaussian random variable with méand covariance matriR ;. Notice that we are
assuming a perfect model here: the observations are basztrajectory of(ll), and our problem
is simply to infer which trajectory produced the observasioln a real application, the observations
come from a trajectory of the physical system for wh(this only a model. So a more realistic (but
more complicated) problem would be to determine a pseuwajedtory of (D), or a trajectory of an



associated stochastic differential equation, that bestfé observations. Formulating this problem
mathematically then requires some assumptions aboutzbeasid nature of the model error. We
use the perfect model problem as motivation and defer theideration of model error until later.

Given our assumptions about the observations, we can fatsalmaximum likelihood estimate
for the trajectory ofl(lL) that best fits the observationsraest; <t < --- < t,. The likelihood of a
trajectoryx(t) is proportional to

Texp —}[y?—Hj(X(tj))]TRfl[y?—Hj(X(tj))] :
| 2
J:

The most likely trajectory is the one that maximizes thisregpion, or equivalently minimizes the

“cost function” i

PAx®}) = Y Iy —Hi(x(t)] "Ry Iy] — Hj(x(t))]. )

j=1
Thus, the “most likely” trajectory is also the one that betst fhe observations in a least square
sense.

Notice that[(2) expresses the cd%ias a function of the trajectody(t)}. To minimize the cost,
it is more convenient to writd® as a function of the system state at a particular timest M, be
the map that propagates a solution[df (1) from thm:tlmet’@ Then

i § —Hj (Mg ()] RS — Hj (Mg (x)] 3)

expresses the cost in terms of the system statetimet. Thus to estimate the state at timeve
attempt to minimizel®.

For a nonlinear model, there is no guarantee that a uniquemzier exists. And even if it does,
evaluatingJ? is apt to be computationally expensive, and minimizing ityrba impractical. But
if both the model and the observation operatidijsare linear, the minimization is quite tractable,
because)? is then quadratic. Furthermore, instead of performing tiremization from scratch at
each successive tintg one can compute the minimizer by an iterative method, nathelKalman
filter [26,127], which we now describe in the perfect modelrsg®. This method forms the basis
for the approach we will use in the nonlinear scenario.

2.1 Linear Scenario: the Kalman Filter

In the linear scenario, we can writd; (x) = M yx andHj(x) = Hjx whereMy andH; are
matrices. Using the terminology from the introduction, vesvrdescribe how to perform a forecast

1In the derivations that follow, we allow to be less thah though in practice integratingl(1) backward in time may
be problematic — for example, {f{(1) represents a discrétinaf a dissipative partial differential equation. Oueusf
M ¢ fort’ <t is entirely expository; the methodology we develop will nequire backward integration ¢fl(1).
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step from timet,_1 to timet, followed by an analysis step at timyg in such a way that if we start
with the most likely system state, in the sense describetelgiven the observations up to time
th_1, we end up with the most likely state given the observatignsouimet,. The forecast step
propagates the solution from tinhe 1 to timet,, and the analysis step combines the information
provided by the observations at tirpewith the propagated information from the prior observasion
This iterative approach requires that we keep track of ndt tre most likely state, but also its
uncertainty, in the sense described below. (Of course dttetiiat the Kalman filter computes the
uncertainty in its state estimate may be viewed as a virtue.)

Suppose the analysis at tifae 1 has produced a state estimgie, and an associated covariance
matrixPa_,. In probabilistic termsx3_; andP3_, represent the mean and covariance of a Gaussian
probability distribution that represents the relativeelikood of the possible system states given the
observations from timg tot,_1. Algebraically, what we assume is that for some constant

n—1

'Zl[y(j) —H j Mtnflyth]TRjil[y(j) —H ] Mtn—lytjx] = [X - )?ﬁ—l]-r(Pﬁ—l)il[x - )?ﬁ,l] +C. (4)

=
In other words, the analysis at tinig_1 has “completed the square” to express the part of the
quadratic cost functiod?  that depends on the observations up to that time as a singbirafic
form plus a constant. The Kalman filter determimgandP3 such that an analogous equation holds
at timet,,.

First we propagate the analysis state estimdtg and its covarianc®2 ; using the forecast
model to produce a background state estirﬁ%tand covariance matriRﬁ for the next analysis:

X0 =My, 11, K01, (5)

Ph =My, 1 ,Pa_M{ . (6)

Under a linear model, a Gaussian distribution of states attiome propagates to a Gaussian distri-
bution at any other time, and the equations above descriveli®model propagates the mean and
covariance of such a distribution. (Usually, the Kalmarfikdds a constant matrix to the right side
of (6) to represent additional uncertainty due to modelrérro

Next, we want to rewrite the cost functial} given by [3) in terms of the background state
estimate and the observations at titae(This step is often formulated as applying Bayes’ rule to
the corresponding probability density functions.)[Ih §dJepresents a hypothetical system state at
timet, 1. In our expression fod?, we wantx to represent instead a hypothetical system state at
timety, so we first replace by My, ¢, X = Mt;llytnx in (4). Then using[(5) and(6) yields

n—1

> V)~ HiMu X TRTHY] = HiMi, X = [x = X5 (PR) ~Hx—xq] +c.
=1



It follows that
R (x) = [x =X T (PR) " [x — X5 + [y§ — Hnx] "Ry Hy§ — HnX] +c. (7)

To complete the data assimilation cycle, we determine thie sstimate and its covariance
P2 so that
(%) = [x =3 (P) " [x—3xq] +¢

for some constant. Equating the terms of degree 2xnwe get

Pa= | (PR +HIRyHn| (8)
Equating the terms of degree 1, we get
8= P [(PY) 53+ HIRA Y] ©

Notice that when the model state is observed direétlyjs the identity matrix, and equatiohl (9)
expresses the analysis state estimate as a weighted aeéthgdackground state estimate and the
observations, weighted according to the inverse covagiaheach.

Equations[(B) and {9) can be written in many different butiemjant forms, and it will be useful
later to rewrite both of them now. Usinigl (8) to eliming®)~* from (9) yields

X2 = X5+ PAH IR (Y5 — HnxB). (10)

The matrixP2H! R, 1 is called the “Kalman gain”. It multiplies the differencetiveen the obser-
vations at timd, and the values predicted by the background state estimgteltbthe increment
between the background and analysis state estimates.mieltiplying (8) on the right by P2)~1P?
and combining the inverses yields

P2 = (I + PPH/R-1H,) ~PE. (11)

This expression provides a more efficient way tHan (8) to attmp2, since it does not require
inverting P2.

Initialization.  The derivation above of the Kalman filter avoids the issuea¥ ko initialize the
iteration. To solve the best fit problem we originally posed,should make no assumptions about
the system state prior to the analysis at timd-ormally we can regard the background covariance
PE to be infinite, and fon = 1 use [(B) and[(9) Witf@PE)—1 = 0. This works if there are enough
observations at timg to determine (aside from the measurement errors) the systaey that is,

if H1 has rank equal to the number of model variabitesThe analysis then determing$ in the
appropriate least-square sense. However, if there arenagé observations, then the matrix to be
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inverted in [8) does not have full rank. To avoid this diffigubne can assume a prior background
distribution at timet1, with Ptl’ reasonably large but finite. This adds a small quadratic terthe
cost function being minimized, but with sufficient obseioas over time, the effect of this term on
the analysis at timg, decreases in significance mgcreases.

2.2 Nonlinear Scenario: Ensemble Kalman Filtering

Many approaches to data assimilation for nonlinear problare based on the Kalman filter, or at
least on minimizing a cost function similar {d (7). At a minim, a nonlinear model forces a change
in the forecast equations| (5) and (6), while nonlinear oketern operatorsi, force a change in the
analysis equation$ (IL0) and {11). The extended Kalman {#t, for example| [25]) computes
X8 =M, ,+,(X3_;) using the nonlinear model, but compuf@using the linearizatioM_ , ¢, of
M, 1.tn aroundiﬁ_l. The analysis then uses the linearizatityof H, aroundi'r’]. This approach is
problematic for complex, high-dimensional models suchglsbal weather model for (at least) two
reasons. First, it is not easy to linearize such a model. ri&eaohen the number of model variables
mis several million, computations involving timex m covariance matrices are very expensive.

Approaches used in operational weather forecasting giynelianinate, for pragmatic reasons,
the time iteration of the Kalman filter. The U.S. National \Wea Service performs data assimi-
lation every 6 hours using the “3D-Var” methad [32] 38], iniaththe background covariané®
in (@) is replaced by a constant mat&xrepresenting typical uncertainty in a 6-hour forecast.sThi
simplification allows the analysis to be formulated in a marthat precomputes the most expensive
matrix operations, so that they do not have to be repeatedcat ttmet,,. The 3D-Var cost func-
tion also allows a nonlinear observation operaigy and is minimized numerically to produce the
analysis state estimax@.

The “4D-Var” method|[31, 42] used by the European Centre fedMm-Range Weather Fore-
casts uses a cost function that includes a constant-coearimckground term as in 3D-Var, together
with a sum like [[2) accounting for the observations colldatger a 12-hour time window. Again
the cost function is minimized numerically; this procedigeeomputationally intensive, because
computing the gradient of the 4D-Var cost function requirgegrating both the nonlinear model
and its linearization over the 12-hour window, and this pohae is repeated until a satisfactory
approximation to the minimum is found.

The key idea of ensemble Kalman filtering [7, 9] is to choodna t,_1 an ensemble of initial
conditions whose spread arourfl ; characterizes the analysis covariafe ,, propagate each
ensemble member using the nonlinear model, and conRfbased on the resulting ensemble at
timet,. Thus like the extended Kalman filter, the (approximate)autainty in the state estimate is
propagated from one analysis to the next, unlike 3D-Var ¢Wwhioes not propagate the uncertainty
at all) or 4D-Var (which propagates it only with the time wowd over which the cost function is
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minimized). Furthermore, ensemble Kalman filters do thithaut requiring a linearized model.
On the other hand, 4D-Var (with “weak constraint”) allows mlevvariety of model error terms to
be incorporated into the cost function.

In spite of their differences, though, we emphasize thaheabsence of computational limi-
tations, 4D-Var and ensemble Kalman filtering should be &bleroduce similar results because
they both seek to minimize the same type of cost function.edad in a perfect model scenario
[11], we obtained similar results with both methods when wedua sufficiently long time window
for 4D-Var and when we used enough ensemble members andmpeddhe analysis sufficiently
frequently in a 4D version (described in Secfion 4 of thigche} of our LETKF. In atmospheric data
assimilation, ensemble Kalman filtering has not yet equtdedbest results using 4D-Var, but it has
begun to achieve results that compare favorably with omeralt 3D-Var results[[22, 46, 34]; see
also Section]5.

Perhaps the mostimportant difference between ensembhedfeiltering and the other methods
described above is that the former quantifies uncertaintyiothe space spanned by the ensemble.
Assuming that computational resources restrict the nurobensemble membelsto be much
smaller than the number of model variabhesthis can be a severe limitation. On the other hand, if
this limitation can be overcome (see the section on “Loe#ilin” below), then the analysis can be
performed in a much lower-dimensional spake¢rsusm). Thus, ensemble Kalman filtering has
the potential to be more computationally efficient than ttleeomethods. Indeed, the main point
of this article is to describe how to do ensemble Kalman fiigerefficiently without sacrificing
accuracy.

Notation. We start with an ensemb{e(f:@1 :i=12,...,k} of mdimensional model state vectors
at timet,_1. One approach would be to let one of the ensemble membeeseayirthe best estimate
of the system state, but here we assume the ensemble to bencdmshat its average represents
the analysis state estimate. We evolve each ensemble maedmeding to the nonlinear model to
obtain a background enseml{l}eﬁ(i) (i=1,2,...,k} at timety:

V= My 10 00
For the rest of this article, we will discuss what to do at thalgsis timet,, and so we now drop the
subscripn. Thus, for exampldd andR will represent respectively the observation operator aed t
observation error covariance matrix at the analysis tinet/ lbe the number of scalar observations
used in the analysis.

For the background state estimate and its covariance, whesample mean and covariance of
the background ensemble:

b
Xn(



PP = (k— 1)—12()&0) —xP) (P —5P)T = (k—1)"IXP(XP)T, (12)

whereXP is them x k matrix whoseith column isx®() —xP. (Notice that the rank oP? is equal
to the rank ofXP, which is at mosk — 1 because the sum of its columnisThus, the ensemble
size limits the rank of the background covariance matrix @nalysis must determine not only an
state estimatg® and covarianc®?, but also an ensemble@’) :i = 1,2, ..., k} with the appropriate
sample mean and covariance:
kL ixa(i),
=

k

P2 = (k— 1)1.Z(Xa(i) -

g

)W 5T = (k—1) XX, (13)

whereX2 is them x k matrix whoseth column isxa(1) — x2.

In Sectior 2.B, we will describe how to determixfeandP? for a (possibly) nonlinear observa-
tion operatoH in a way that agrees with the Kalman filter equatidns (10) Bdd ih the case that
H is linear.

Choice of analysis ensemble. Oncex? andP? are specified, there are still many possible choices
of an analysis ensemble (or equivalently, a ma¥k that satisfies[(13) and the sum of whose
columns is zero). Many ensemble Kalman filters have beenogeaph and one of the main differ-
ences among them is how the analysis ensemble is chosen.iniples approach is to apply the
Kalman filter update (10) separately to each backgroundneinisemember (rather than their mean)
to get the corresponding analysis ensemble member. Howbigresults in an analysis ensemble
whose sample covariance is smaller than the analysis emeafP? given by [11), unless the obser-
vations are artificially perturbed so that each ensemble lbeems updated using different random
realization of the perturbed observations.[5, 20]. Ensemshluare-root filters [1, 45] 4,'43,/136, 37]
instead use more involved but deterministic algorithmseonegate an analysis ensemble with the
desired sample mean and covariance. As such, their analysesde exactly with the Kalman filter
equations in the linear scenario of the previous sectionwWaise this deterministic approach in

Sectior 2.B.

Localization. Another important issue in ensemble Kalman filtering of ggpaimporally chaotic
systems is spatial localization. If the ensemble kasembers, then the background covariance
matrix PP given by [12) describes nonzero uncertainty only in the @styk-dimensional subspace
spanned by the ensemble, and a global analysis will allowsadljents to the system state only in
this subspace. If the system is high-dimensionally unstablmore precisely, if it has more than
k positive Lyapunov exponents — then forecast errors will\gio directions not accounted for by
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the ensemble, and these errors will not be corrected by thlgsis. On the other hand, in a suffi-
ciently small local region, the system may behave like a thmensionally unstable system driven
by the dynamics in neighboring regions; such behavior waeed for a global weather model
in [39,[35]. Performing the analysis locally requires theemble to represent uncertainty in only
the local unstable space. By allowing the local analysefitmse different linear combinations of
the ensemble members in different regions, the global arsaily not confined to thiedimensional
ensemble space and instead explores a much higher-dimahsmacel[12, 36, 37]. Another ex-
planation for the necessity of localization for spatiotemgily chaotic systems is that the limited
sample size provided by an ensemble will produce spuriotgledions between distant locations
in the background covariance matf® [20,17]. Unless they are suppressed, these spurious cor-
relations will cause observations from one location todffan an essentially random manner, the
analysis in locations an arbitrarily large distance awéyhe system has a characteristic “correla-
tion distance”, then the analysis should ignore ensembleledions over much larger distances. In
addition to providing better results in many cases, loaailin allows the analysis to be done more
efficiently as a parallel computation [30,/36, 37].

Localization is generally done either explicitly, considg only the observations from a region
surrounding the location of the analysis [29] 20, 30, 1, 34, 8r implicitly, by multiplying the
entries inP? by a distance-dependent function that decays to zero begarettain distance, so
that observations do not affect the model state beyond tettrate [21), 177, 45]. We will follow the
explicit approach here, doing a separate analysis for gettasgrid point of the model. (Our use of
“grid point” assumes the model to be a discretization of d@igledifferential equation, or otherwise
to be defined on a lattice, but the method is also applicabdggtems with other geometries.) The
choice of which observations to use for each grid point isaughé user of the method, and a good
choice will depend both on the particular system being nmexlahd on the size of the ensemble
(more ensemble members generally allow more distant oasens to be used gainfully). It is
important, however, that most of the observations useddaratfalysis at a particular grid point also
be used in the analysis at neighboring grid points. Thisssihat the analysis ensemble does not
change suddenly from one grid point to the next. For an atherspmodel, a reasonable approach
Is to use observations within a cylinder of a given radius hedht centered at the analysis grid
point and to determine empirically which values of the radind height work best. At its simplest,
the method we describe gives all of the chosen observatgued enfluence on the analysis, but we
will also describe how to make their influence decay graguallvard zero as their distance from
the analysis location increases.

Initial background ensemble. A common method for generating a background ensemble to use
at the first analysis time is to run the model for a while anddiec model states at different ran-
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domly chosen times. The intent of this method is for theahliackground ensemble to be sampled
from a climatological distribution. This is a reasonableicke for the background distribution when
no prior observations are available.

2.3 LETKF: A Local Ensemble Transform Kalman Filter

We now describe an efficient means of performing the anatysistransforms a background en-
semble{xP) : i = 1,2 ... k} into an appropriate analysis ensemf¥é() :i = 1,2 ... k}, using
the notation defined above. We assume that the number of efesemamber& is smaller than both
the number of model variables and the number of observatioﬁg even when localization has
reduced the effective values wfand/ considerably compared to a global analysis. (In this sectio
we assume that the choice of observations to use for the doedysis has been performed already,
and considey?®, H, andR to be truncated to these observations; as such, correddigtween errors
in the chosen observations and errors in other observadiengnored.) Most of the analysis takes
place in ak-dimensional space, with as few operations as possibleemtbdel and observation
spaces.

Formally, we want the analysis meghto minimize the Kalman filter cost functionl(7), modified
to allow for a nonlinear observation operatdr

(%) = (x=X*)T (P°) H(x=X°) + [y’ ~H(x)]"RHy° ~H(x)]. (14)

However, them x m background covariance mati® = (k — 1) ~1XP(XP)T has rank at most— 1,

and is therefore not invertible. Nonetheless, as a symmataitrix, it is one-to-one on its col-
umn spaceS, which is also the column space ¥P, or in other words the space spanned by the
background ensemble perturbations. So in this s, ! is well-defined orS. ThenJ is also
well-defined forx — x? in S, and the minimization can be carried out in this subsBaAs.we have
said, this reduced dimensionality is an advantage from thet pf view of efficiency, though the
restriction of the analysis mean &is sure to be detrimental kis too small.

To perform the analysis 08, we must choose an appropriate coordinate system. A natural
approach is to use the singular vector¥8f(the eigenvectors d#°) to form a basis foB[1,36,37].
Here we avoid this step by using instead the columnX'bfo spanS, as in [4]. One conceptual
difficulty in this approach is that the sum of these columnzei®, so they are necessarily linearly

2This assumption is only expository; our algorithm does equire an upper bound dqbut it is less efficient than

doing the analysis in model spacenif< k or in observation space ff< k.
3Considerably more general cost functions can be used, aéxpense of having to perform the minimization

numerically in the ensemble spaBeSince this space is relatively low-dimensional, this agh is still feasible even
for high-dimensional systems. In [18] we use a non-quacibatckground term within the LETKF framework, and|[48]
uses a similar approach to allow a non-quadratic observigion.
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dependent. We could assume the fik'st1 columns to be independent and use them as a basis, but
this assumption is unnecessary and clutters the resutjmations. Instead, we regax® as a linear
transformation from &-dimensional spac8onto S, and perform the analysis & Letw denote
a vector in§ thenXPw belongs to the spac®spanned by the background ensemble perturbations,
andx = X? + XPw is the corresponding model state.

Notice that ifw is a Gaussian random vector with me@rand covariancék — 1)1, then
x = X+ XPw is Gaussian with meaxP and covarianc®® = (k— 1) ~1XP(XP)T. This motivates the
cost function

Jw) = (k—)w'w+ [y° — H(X? + XPwW)] TR [y® — H (x® 4 XPw)] (15)

on S In particular, we claim that ifv® minimizesJ, thenx® = X? + XPw2 minimizes the cost
functionJ. Substituting the change of variables formula inid (14) asitig [12) yields the identity

Jw) = (k=W (I = (XP)TXP(XP) T IXP)w + I(xP + XPw). (16)

The matrixl — (X®)T[XP(XP)T]~1XP is the orthogonal projection onto the null spadeof XP.
(GenerallyN will be one-dimensional, spanned by the vedthrd, ..., 1)T, but it could be higher-
dimensional.) Thus, the first term on the right sidelof (1§)atels only on the componentwfin
N, while the second term depends only on its component in theesprthogonal t& (which is in
one-to-one correspondence witunderX®). Thus ifw? minimizesJ, then it must be orthogonal
to N, and the corresponding vectdgt minimizesJ.

A cost function equivalent td (15) appears(inl[33]. More gailg implementations of 3D-Var
and 4D-Var commonly use a preconditioning step that expeetbge cost function in a form similar

to (15).

Nonlinear observations. The most accurate way to allow for a nonlinear observaticratprH
would be to numerically minimizé in the k-dimensional spac8, as in [48]. IfH is sufficiently
nonlinear, ther could have multiple minima, but a numerical minimizatioringsw = 0 (corre-
sponding tox = XP) as an initial guess would still be a reasonable approactingaleterminedv?

in this manner, one would compute the analysis covari#@3da Sfrom the second partial deriva-
tives of J atw?, then useXP to transform the analysis results into the model space, lasvb8ut

to formulate the analysis more explicitly, we now lineartz@bout the background ensemble mean
xP. Of course, ifH is linear then we will find the minimum of exactly. And if the spread of the
background ensemble is not too large, the linearizatiomlghibe a decent approximation, simi-
lar to the approximation we have already made that a lineabagation of background ensemble
members is also a plausible background model state.
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Since we only need to evalualté in the ensemble space (or equivalently to evaILHaJtEb-l—
XPw) for w in 9), the simplest way to linearize is to apply it to each of the ensemble members
x2() and interpolate. To this end, we define an ensermybieof background observation vectors by

yPW = H (xP0). (17)

We define also their meaf®?, and the/ x k matrix Y whoseith column isy?() —y°. We then make
the linear approximation

H (X + XPw) ~ yP + YPw. (18)
The same approximation is used in, for example, [21], andusvalent to the joint state-observation

space method in [1].

Analysis. The linear approximation we have just made yields the qui@drast function
J*(w) = (k= 1)wTw+[y° —y® — YPw] TR L[y® — y* — YPw]. (19)

This cost function is in the form of the Kalman filter cost ftina (7), using the background mean
wP = 0 and background covariand® = (k—1)~11, with YP playing the role of the observation
operator. The analogues of the analysis equatlons (10J1d)de then

w? = PA(Y?)TR(y° —yP), (20)
P2 =[(k—1)1 + (YO)TR-1YP]L (21)
In model space, the analysis mean and covariance are then
X2 = X2 + XPw?, (22)
P2 = XPP3(xP)T. (23)
To initialize the ensemble forecast that will produce thelgaound for the next analysis, we must
choose an analysis ensemble whose sample mean and cogaranequal ta® andP2. As men-
tioned above, this amounts to choosing a maXixso that the sum of its columns is zero ahd (13)
holds. Then one can form the analysis ensemble by additgeach of the columns of2.
Symmetric square root. Our choice of analysis ensemble is describecBy= XPW2, where
Wa = [(k—1)P3Y/2 (24)

and by the Y2 power of a symmetric matrix we mean its symmetric square. rdden pa —
(k—1)"twaw?)T and [IB) follows from[(23). The use of the symmetric squaw to deter-
mine W2 from P2 (as compared to, for example, a Cholesky factorizationherchoice described
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in [4]), is important for two main reasons. First, as we weksbelow, it ensures that the sum of
the columns ofX? is zero, so that the analysis ensemble has the correct saneale (this is also
shown for the symmetric square root in[44]). Second, it eesthatW/? depends continuously on
P2: while this may be a desirable property in general, it is @iin a local analysis scheme, so
that neighboring grid points with slightly different mateisP2 do not yield very different analysis
ensembles. Another potentially desirable property of fimersetric square root is that it minimizes
the (mean-square) distance betw&ef and the identity matrix, so that the analysis ensemble per-
turbations are in this sense as close as possible to the toacidyensemble perturbations subject to
the constraint on their sample covariarice [36, 37].

To see that the sum of the columnsX is zero, we express this condition$8v = 0, wherev
is a column vector ok ones:v = (1,1,...,1)". Notice that by[(21)y is an eigenvector dP? with
eigenvalugk — 1)~

(P~ = [(k= D)1+ (Y?)TRTIYPlv = (k—1)v,

because the sum of the columnsWf is zero. Then by({24) is also an eigenvector &2 with
eigenvalue 1. Since the sum of the columnXBis zero, X2 = X’Wav = XPv = 0 as desired.

Finally, notice that we can form the analysis ensemble fir§ by addingw? to each of the
columns ofw?; let {w3"} be the columns of the resulting matrix. These “weight” vesgpecify
what linear combinations of the background ensemble geations to add to the background mean
to obtain the analysis ensemble in model space:

xa0) = xP 4 xbwal), (25)

Local implementation. Notice that once the background ensemble has been usedntoyfor
and Y®, it is no longer needed in the analysis, except(in (25) tostea the results frons to
model space. This point is useful to keep in mind when implaing a local filter that computes
a separate analysis for each model grid point. In principhes should form a global background
observation ensemby-%]i) from the global background vectors, though in practice ¢his be done
locally when the global observation operatéy; uses local interpolation. After the background
observation ensemble is formed, the analyses at diffemihtpgints are completely independent
of each other and can be computed in parallel. The obsengatioosen for a given local analysis
dictate which coordinates grﬁg(]i) are used to form the local background observation enseyihle
and the analysis i§ produces the local weight vecto{wa(i)}. Computing the analysis ensemble
{x@)} for the analysis grid point using (25) then requires onlyngghe background model states
at that grid point.

As long as the sets of observations used for a pair of neigidpgrid points overlap heavily, the
local weight vectors{wa(i)} for the two grid points are similar. In a region over which theight
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vectors do not change much, the analysis ensemble membeap@oximately linear combinations
of the background ensemble members, and thus should repreasonably “physical” initial con-
ditions for the forecast model. However, if the model regsiiof its initial conditions high-order
smoothness and/or precise conformance to an conservatipit may be necessary to post-process
the analysis ensemble members to smooth them and/or pthg@utonto the manifold determined
by the conserved quantities before using them as initiatlitimms (this procedure is often called
“balancing” in geophysical data assimilation).

In other localization approaches [21 17) 45], the influesfan observation at a particular point
on the analysis at a particular model grid point decays shiypti zero as the distance between the
two points increases. A similar effect can be achieved hgraddtiplying the entries in the inverse
observation error covariance matRx ® by a factor that decays from one to zero as the distance of
the observations from the analysis grid point increasess "Bmoothed localization” corresponds
to gradually increasing the uncertainty assigned to themhsions until beyond a certain distance
they have infinite uncertainty and therefore no influenceheraenalysis.

Covariance inflation. In practice, an ensemble Kalman filter that adheres striotihe Kalman
filter equations(1I0) and (11) may fail to synchronize with ttrue” system trajectory that produces
the observations. One reason for this is model error, but ewth a perfect model, the filter tends
to underestimate the uncertainty in its state estimate R8yardless of the cause, underestimating
the uncertainty leads to overconfidence in the backgrousté sistimate, and, hence, the analysis
underweights the observations. If the discrepancy becdawekarge over time, the observations
are essentially ignored by the analysis, and the dynamitiseoflata assimilation system become
decoupled from the truth.

Generally this tendency is countered by ah hocprocedure (with at least one tunable pa-
rameter) that inflates either the background covarianckepanalysis covariance during each data
assimilation cycle. (Doing this is analogous to adding a ehedor covariance term to the right side
of (@), as is usually done in the Kalman filter.) One “hybrigipgoach adds a multiple of the back-
ground covariance matri from the 3D-Var method to the ensemble background covagignor
to the analysis [16]. “Multiplicative inflation’ [2, 17] iriead multiplies the background covariance
matrix (or equivalently, the perturbations of the backgrensemble members from their mean)
by a constant factor larger than one. “Additive inflationtach small multiple of the identity matrix
to either the background covariance or the analysis cavegiduring each cyclée [36, 37]. Finally,
if one chooses the analysis ensemble in such a way that eanbenéas a corresponding member
of the background ensemble, then one can inflate the analysesmble by “relaxation” toward the
background ensemble: replacing each analysis perturbfttm the mean by a weighted average
of itself and the corresponding background perturbatidi.[4
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Within the framework described in this article, the hybmpeoach is not feasible because it re-
quires the analysis to consider uncertainty outside theesppanned by the background ensemble.
However, once the analysis ensemble is formed, one coukelaj@a means of inflating it in direc-
tions (derived from the 3D-Var background covariance ma&ror otherwise) outside the ensemble
space so that uncertainty in these directions is reflectéteibackground ensemble at the next anal-
ysis step. Additive inflation is feasible, but requires sabsal additional computation to determine
the adjustment necessary in thelimensional spac8 that corresponds to adding a multiple of the
identity matrix to the model space covariarReor P2. Relaxation is simple to implement, and is
most efficiently done ir§ by replacing/V@ with a weighted average of it and the identity matrix.

Multiplicative inflation can be performed most easily on #realysis ensemble by multiplying
W? by an appropriate factor (namelyp, if one wants to multiply the analysis covariancedy To
perform multiplicative inflation on the background enseenibistead, one can multipX® by such
a factor, and adjust the background ensen{tif¥)} accordingly before applying the observation
operatoH to form the background observation ensem{iyl®’)}. A more efficient approach, which
is equivalent ifH is linear, is simply to replacé& — 1)l by (k— 1)l /p in 21)), since(k— 1)l is the
inverse of the background covariance ma#in the k-dimensional spac& One can check that
this has the same effect on the analysis meéaand covarianc®? as multiplyingX? and Y® by
V/P. If pis close to one, this is a good approximation to inflating thekiground ensemble before
applying the observation operator even when this operatoomlinear.

Multiplicative inflation of the background covariance camthought of as applying a discount
factor to the influence of past observations on the currealyais. Since this discount factor is
applied during each analysis, the cumulative effect isttiainfluence of an observation on future
analyses decays exponentially with time. The inflationdadetermines the time scale over which
observations have a significant influence on the analysitierQhethods of covariance inflation
have a similar effect, causing observations from suffityefar in the past essentially to be ignored.
Thus, covariance inflation localizes the analysis in timbisTeffect is especially desirable in the
presence of model error, because then the model can ordypkefiropagate information provided
by the observations for a limited period of time.

3 Efficient Computation of the Analysis

Here is a step-by-step description of how to perform theyamabescribed in the previous section,
designed for efficiency both in ease of implementation artdéramount of computation and mem-
ory usage. Of course there are some trade-offs between dbgsetives, so in each step we first
describe the simplest approach and then in some cases mattémate approaches and possible
gains in computational efficiency. We also give a rough antiag of the computational complexity
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of each step, and at the end discuss the overall computhtomplexity. After that, we describe
an approach that in some cases will produce a significargtgfanalysis, at the expense of more
memory usage and more difficult implementation, by reorjagisome of the steps. As before, we
use “grid point” in this section to mean a spatial locatiothia forecast model, whether or not the
model is actually based on a grid geometry; we use “array” éama vector or matrix. The use of
“columns” and “rows” below is for exposition only; one shdwf course store arrays in whatever
manner is most efficient for one’s computing environment.

The inputs to the analysis are a background ensembie ptiimensional model state vectors
{xb(i) 1i=1,2,...,k}, afunctionHg from themg-dimensional model space to thg-dimensional
observatlon space, dpy-dimensional vectoy[g] of observations, and afy; x £ observation error
covariance matriRg. The subscripg here signifies that these inputs reflect the global moded stat
and all available observations, from which a local subsetighbe chosen for each local analysis.
How to choose which observations to use is entirely up to e af this method, but a reasonable
general approach is to choose those observations made wit@rtain distance of the grid point at
which one is doing the local analysis and determine emplyigehich value of the cutoff distance
produces the “best” results. If one deems localization tarbeecessary in a particular application,
then one can ignore the distinction between local and g)aival skip Steps| 3 and 9 below.

Stepg 1l andl2 are essentially global operations, but mayteIdoally in a parallel implemen-
tation. Step§1348 should be performed separately for eaeth &malysis (generally this means for
each grid point, but see the parenthetical comment at th@bﬁ(bp@) Stepl9 simply combines
the results of the local analyses to form a global analymmhale{x } which is the final output
of the analysis.

1. Apply Hg to eachx[(]) to form the global background observation ensem{m%] and

average the Iatter vectors to get thg-dimensional column vect@«bg] Subtract this vector
from each{y } to form the columns of thég x k matrix Yb (This subtraction can be

done “in place” since the vecto{s' } are no longer needed ) This requikeapplications

of H, plus X/ (floating-point) operatlons IH is an interpolation operator that requires
only a few model variables to compute each observation bigjdahen the total number of
operations for this step is proportionalkégy times the average number of model variables
required to compute each scalar observation.

2. Average the vector$x } to get the my-dimensional vectox[ and subtract this vector

g’
from eachx[ (]) to form the columns of thegnx k matrlxXFg}. (Again the subtraction can be
done “in place”; the vector$x } are no longer needed). This step requires a totaknfg?_
operations. (IH is linear, one can equivalently perform Sikep 2 before Stemd, obtalry[ ]

andYFg] by applyingH to x[g] andxf’gﬂ )
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3. This step selects the necessary data for a given grid pwhether it is better to form the
local arrays described below explicitly or select themrlate needed from the global arrays
depends on one’s implementatioBelect the rows o?%’g] andXFg] corresponding to the given

grid point, forming their local counterparts: the m-dimémrsal vectorx? and the mx k matrix

XP, which will be used in Stép 8. Likewise, select the rovﬁgpandYFg} corresponding to the

observations chosen for the analysis at the given grid péontning the/-dimensional vector

yP and the? x k matrix Y. Select the corresponding rows yff; and rows and columns of

Rg to form thel-dimensional vectoy® and thel x ¢ matrixR. (For a high-resolution model,

it may be reasonable to use the same set of observations faplegrid points, in which

case one should select here the rowxfgf andi'[’g] corresponding to all of these grid points.)

4. Compute the k ¢ matrix C = (YP)TR~1. If desired, one can multiply entries &1 or C
corresponding to a given observation by a factor less thaiamdecrease (or greater than one
to increase) its influence on the analysis. (For examplecanaise a multiplier that depends
on distance from the analysis grid point to discount obg@mwa near the edge of the local
region from which they are selected; this will smooth thetigpanfluence of observations, as
described in Sectidn 2.3 under “Local Implementation"nc@ithis is the only step in whidR
is used, it may be most efficient to comp@eby solving the linear systeRCT = YP rather
than invertingR. In some applicationdR may be diagonal, but in othef® will be block
diagonal with each block representing a group of correlatexkrvations. As long as the size
of each block is relatively small, inverting or solving the linear system above will not be
computationally expensive. Furthermore, many or all oflileeks that make uR may be
unchanged from one analysis time to the next, so that the#rses need not be recomputed
each time. Based on these considerations, the number cdtapes required (at each grid
point) for this step in a typical application should be prajmmal tok¢, multiplied by a factor
related to the typical block size &*.

5. Compute the k k matrixP? = [(k—1)I /p+ CY"] ! asin [21).Herep > 1 is a multiplica-
tive covariance inflation factor, as described at the entd@previous section. Though trying
some of the other approaches described there may be fratfehsonable general approach
Is to start withp > 1 and increase it gradually until one finds a value that isgtaccording
to some measure of analysis quality. Multiplyi@gndYP requires less thark2¢ operations,
while the number of operations needed to invertkhek matrix is proportional td.

6. Compute the k k matrixW?2 = [(k— 1)P3%/2, as in [24). Again the number of operations
required is proportional tk®; it may be most efficient to compute the eigenvalues and eigen
vectors of| (k— 1)1 /p+ CYb] in the previous step and then use them to compute Bb#nd
wa,
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7. Compute the k-dimensional vectof = P2C(y° —yP), as in [20), and add it to each column

of W2, forming a kx k matrix whose columns are the analysis vectosd()}. Computing
the formula forw? from right-to-left, the total number of operations reqdiffer this step is
less than B(¢ +k).

8. Multiply XP by eachw@!) and addx® to get the analysis ensemble membp&")} at the
analysis grid point, as i {25)This requires R2m operations.

9. After performing Stepd B}-8 for each grid point, the outpd@itSted 8 form the global analysis
ensembl«{x%]')}.

We now summarize the overall computational complexity efakgorithm described above. If
p is the number local analyses performed (equal to the numibgria points in the most basic
approach), then notice tham= m, while pé_: g where is the average number of observa-
tions used in a local analysis ands the average number of local analyses in which a particular
observation is used. His large compared tbandm, then the most computationally expensive step
is either Stefi]5, requiring approximatel®p¢ = 2k?ql g operations over all the local analyses,
or Step 4, whose overall number of operations is proportitmép/ = kg¢g, but with a propor-
tionality constant dependent on the correlation structfife. In any case, as long as the typical
number of correlated observations in a blockgj remains constant, the overall computation time
grows at most linearly with the total numbey of observations. It also grows at most linearly with
the total numbemy; of model variables; ifng is large enough compared &g, then the most
expensive step is Step 8, witlkZZn[g] overall operations. The terms in the computation time that
grow with the number of observations or number of model ez are at most quadratic in the
numberk of ensemble members. However, for a sufficiently large ebégnthe matrix operations
in Stepd’5 anfl6 that take of ordet operations per local analysis, kitp operations overall, will
become significant.

In Sectiori b, we present some numerical results for which metfie computation time indeed
grows roughly quadratically witk, linearly withq, and sublinearly witt .

Batch processing of observations. Some of the steps above havel-fold redundancy, in that
computations involving a given observation are repeated an average af different local analy-
ses. For a general observation error covariance mafgjthis redundancy may be unavoidable, but
it can be avoided as described below if the global obsematian be partitioned into local groups
(or “batches”) numbered, 2, ... that meet the following conditions. First, all of the obssrons in

a given batch must be used in the exact same subset of thealwalgses. Second, observations in
different batches must have uncorrelated errors, so tiuét leatchj corresponds to a blodR; in

a block diagonal decomposition &g. (These conditions can always meRfy is diagonal, by
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making each batch consist of a single observation. Howegezxplained below, for efficiency one
should make the batches as large as possible while stilimggtie first condition.) Then at Stép 3,
instead of selecting (overlapping) submatrice%t Y‘[’g], yfg], andRg, for each grid point, Iej_/‘j’,

YE’, y?, represent the rows corresponding to the observationstainhaand do the following for
each batch. Compute and store ke k matrix CjY? and thek-dimensional vectoCj(y{ —37?),
whereCj = (Y‘J?)TRJ-‘1 as in Stefp 4. (This can be done separately for each batchrafigdaand
the total number of operations is roughlyzz[g}.) Then do Stepkl5+8 separately for each local
analysis; wherCYP andC(y° —yP) are required in Stegs 5 ahtl 7, compute them by summing the
corresponding array@jY? andC; (y? —)7']9) over the batches of observations that are used in the
local analysis. To avoid redundant addition in these stegghes that are used in exactly the same
subset of the local analyses should be combined into a dragdd. The total number of operations
required by the summations over batches roudfilys wheres is the average number of batches
used in each local analysis. Both this and tké@ operations described before are smaller than
the roughly X?p¢ = 2k?q(|q operations they combine to replace.

This approach has similarities with the “sequential” apyeto of [21] and[[45], in which ob-
servations are divided into uncorrelated batches and aaepanalysis is done for each batch; the
analysis is done in the observation space whose dimensiba imumber of observations in a batch.
However, in the sequential approach, the analysis enseimbtae batch of observations is used
as the background ensemble for the next batch of obsergati®imce batches with disjoint local
regions of influence can be analyzed separately, some @aation is possible, though the LETKF
approach described above is more easily distributed ovaga humber of processors. For a serial
implementation, either approach may be faster dependinigeoapplication and the ensemble size.

4 Asynchronous Observations: 4D-LETKF

In theory, one can perform a new analysis each time new oaisemg are made. In practice, this
is a good approach if observations are made at regular afidisuofly infrequent time intervals.
However, in many applications, such as weather forecastihgervations are much too frequent
for this approach. Imagine, for example, a 6-hour intenaideen analyses, like at the National
Weather Service. Since weather can change significantlysmah a time interval, it is important
to consider observations taken at intermediate times inr@ swphisticated manner than to pretend
that they occur at the analysis time (or to simply ignore the@perational versions of 3D-Var and
4D-Var (see Sectidn 2.2) do take into account the timing efahservations, and one of the primary
strengths of 4D-Var is that it does so in a precise manner,dmgidering which forecast model
trajectory best fits the observations over a given time valeftogether with assumed background
statistics at the start of this interval).
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We have seen that the analysis step in an ensemble Kalmarncbhsiders model states that
are linear combinations of the background ensemble statke analysis time, and compares these
model states to observations taken at the analysis timeilaBiynwe can consider approximate
model trajectories that are linear combinations of the pemknd ensemble trajectories over an
interval of time, and compare these approximate trajezsonith the observations taken over that
time interval. Instead of asking which model trajectorytldés the observations, we ask which
linear combination of the background ensemble trajecidrest fits the observations. As before, this
is relatively a low-dimensional optimization problem tlgimuch more computationally tractable
than the full nonlinear problem.

This approach is similar to that of an ensemble Kalman snevdtt0, 8], but over a much
shorter time interval. As compared to a “filter”, which estites the state of a system at time
t using observations made up to tirmea “smoother” estimates the system state at tinnging
observations made before and after titm@®ver a long time interval, one must generally take a more
sophisticated approach to smoothing than to simply consitgar combinations of an ensemble of
trajectories generated over the entire interval, both lieethe trajectories may diverge enough that
linear combinations of them will not approximate modeldpries, and because in the presence of
model error there may be no model trajectory that fits the miasiens over the entire interval. Over
a sufficiently short time interval however, the approxiraatdf true system trajectories by linear
combinations of model trajectories with similar initialraditions is quite reasonable.

While this approach to assimilating asynchronous obsemnstis suitable for any ensemble
Kalman filter [23], it is particularly simple to implement the LETKF framework. We call this
extension 4D-LETKF; seé [19] for an alternate derivatiothid algorithm.

To be more concrete, suppose that we have observa(ﬁp,rﬁj) taken at various timeg; since
the previous analysis. Leét; be the observation operator for tintg and letR;; be the error
covariance matrix for these observations. In Sedtioh 2e3napped a vectav in thek-dimensional
spaceS into observation space using the formgfa+ YPw, where the background observation
meany® and perturbation matri¥® were formed by applying the observation operatoto the
background ensemble at the analysis time. So now, for eaeTti we applyHy, to the background
ensemble at time;, calling the mean of the resulting vect@_«%l and forming their differences from
the mean into the matrix?,.

We now form a combined observation vecy8rby concatenating (vertically) the (column) vec-
torsy?j, and similarly by vertical concatenation of the vectﬁijsand matricey ?j respectively, we
form the combined background observation mg&and perturbation matriX?. We form the cor-
responding error covariance matRxas a block diagonal matrix with block;; (this assumes that
observations taken at different times have uncorrelatemtgrthough such correlations if present
could be included iR).
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Given this notation, we can then use the same analysis egsads in the previous sections,
which are based on minimizing the cost functibngiven by [29). (We could instead write down
the appropriate analogue {0 {15) and minimize the resutiomjinear cost functiod; this would
be no harder in principle than in the case of synchronousreasens.) Referring to Sectidd 3,
the only change is in Stdg 1, which one should perform for ezadervation timer; (using the
background ensemble and observation operator for tha) tameé then concatenate the results as
described above. Stép 2 still only needs to be done at thgsaaméime, since its output is used only
in Step 8 to form the analysis ensemble in model space. Ali®irttermediate steps work exactly
the same, in terms of the output of Skeép 1.

In practice, the model will be integrated with a discretedistep that in general will not coincide
with the observation times;. One should either interpolate the background ensembhéxtogies
to the observation times, or simply round the observatimes off to the nearest model integration
time. In either case, one must either store the backgrousengnle trajectories until the analysis
time, or perform Stepll of Section 3 during the model integraaind store its results. The latter
approach will require less storage if the number of obsematper model integration time step is
less than the number of model variables.

One can perform localization in the same manner as with spnclus observations, but it may
be advantageous to take into account the timing of the oasens when deciding which of them
to use in a given local analysis. For example, due to spategggation in the model dynamics,
one may wish to include earlier observations from a greastauice than later observations. On the
other hand, earlier observations may be less useful tharadisons closer to the analysis time due
to model error; it may help then to decrease the influenceeoééilier observations as described in
Step 4 of Sectiohl3.

5 Numerical Experiments with Real Atmospheric Observatiors

We have implemented the 4D-LETKF algorithm, as describeBdations B andl4, with the oper-
ational Global Forecast System (GFS) model [14] of the U.&idwal Centers for Environmental
Prediction (NCEP). This model is used (currently at higlesiotution than we describe below) for
National Weather Service forecasts. Previously we havéghda results using this model with the
LEKF algorithm of [36/ 37], in a perfect model scenario (wsiimulated observations) [41]. Using
the same parameters for the LETKF algorithm, we have oldaiesults very similar to those in
[41], which we do not repeat here; with LETKF, the data adsitiain steps run 3 to 5 times as fast
as with LEKF.
Here, we present some preliminary results obtained usiagtbxLETKF algorithm with the

same model and real atmospheric observations collecteghunady and February 2004, and com-
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pare them with results from the NCEP Spectral Statistidarpolation (SSI)[15], a state-of-the-art
implementation of 3D-Var. Further results will appear inudufe publication. Our data set in-
cludes all operationally assimilated observations exé@psatellite radiances and measurements
of atmospheric humidity. Observations include verticalrsding profiles of temperature and wind
by weather balloons, surface pressure observations bydiatddea stations, temperature and wind
reports by commercial aircraft, and wind vectors derivedTfisatellite based observation of clouds.
For all of the results below, we assimilate observationgyegehours, and we use a model
resolution of T62 (a 192 94 longitude-latitude grid) with 28 vertical levels, for atal of about
500 000 points. In our 4D-LETKF implementation, for each gridmpwe selected observations
from within ah x h x v subset of the model grid, centered at the analysis grid paittt the vertical
heightv varying (depending on the vertical level) from 1 to 7 gridmeias in[[41], and the horizontal
width h held constant for each experiment at either 5 or 7 grid poifitee number of ensemble
membersk we use in each experiment is either 40 or 80. In all 4D-LETKpesknents we used
a spatially-dependent multiplicative covariance inflatfactorp, which we taper from 1.5 at the
surface to 11 at the top of the model atmosphere in the Southern Hemispaied from 125 at the
surface to 115 at the top in the Northern Hemisphere (betweeis3ihd 30N latitudes, we linearly
interpolate between these values).

5.1 Analysis Quality

In this section, we compare the analyses from our 4D-LETKpl@mentation, using= 40 ensem-
ble members and ax/7 horizontal grid K = 7) for each local region, and from the NCEP SSI, using
the same model resolution and the same observational ddta g global analysis (we call this the
“benchmark” SSI analysis). To estimate the analysis ewoafgiven state variable, we compute
the spatial RMS difference between its analysis and theatipeal high-resolution SSI analysis
computed by NCEP (we call this the “verification” SSI anatysWhile this verification technique
favors the benchmark SSI analysis, which is obtained wiglsdime data assimilation method, it can
provide useful information in regions where the 4D-LETKFRldenchmark SSI analyses exclude
a large portion of the observations assimilated into thé&weg SSI analysis. Such a region is the
Southern Hemisphere, where satellite radiances are knoWwave a strong positive impact on the
quality of the analysis.

We initialize 4D-LETKF with a random ensemble of physicaihausible global states at mid-
night on 1 January 2004. Specifically, we take each initigkemble member from an operational
NCEP analysis at a randomly chosen time between 15 JanuaBlavarch 2004. The 4D-LETKF
analyses start to synchronize with the observations aftevalays. To exclude from our compari-
son the transient error due to initialization of 4D-LETKFe wverage all estimated errors over the
month of February 2004 only.
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Figure 1 shows the estimated analysis error of each methotbrfiaperature in the Southern
Hemisphere extratropics (28 to 90'S latitudes) as a function of atmospheric pressure. The 4D-
LETKF analysis is more accurate than the benchmark SSI akeéipt near the surface, where the
two methods are quite similar in accuracy. The advantageeofiD-LETKF analysis is especially
large in the upper atmosphere, where observations arengliresparse. Figure 2 makes the same
comparison between the 48-hour forecasts generated fremefipective analyses, again verified
against the operational high-resolution SSI analysis etagppropriate time. We see that the 4D-
LETKF forecasts are also more accurate than those from ttlgbaund SSI analysis, especially in
the upper atmosphere.

.—-“"’"""P
100 ( r
200 - A

3001

\
400 N
500 Y
600 - /
700 - ]
800 /

900
1000 f w . \ \

0 2 4 6 3 10
RMS analysis temperature error (K)

atmospheric pressure (hPa)

Figure 1: Vertical profile of the estimated analysis tempererror, in degrees Kelvin, for the 4D-
LETKF (solid) and benchmark SSI (dashed) analyses in théh®auHemisphere extratropics. The
atmospheric height is indicated by pressure, in hectophabba estimate of the error is obtained by
calculating the root-mean-square difference between analysis and the verifying SSI analysis
for latitudes between 2@ and 90S and averaging over all the analysis times in February 2004.

For wind in the Southern Hemisphere and temperature and witite Northern Hemisphere,
the RMS analysis and forecast errors for the 4D-LETKF andcberark SSI are more similar to
each other, though in all cases the 4D-LETKEF results arafgigntly better in the highest part of
the atmosphere (0 hPa to 100 hPa).

We emphasize that these results are obtained with modesgtahthe 4D-LETKF parameters,
and we expect further significantimprovements from a maseaihigh exploration of the algorithm’s
parameter space, as well as a more sophisticated approaxided error, such as the adaptive bias-
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Figure 2. Estimated 48-hour forecast temperature erragugeatmospheric pressure for the 4D-
LETKF (solid) and benchmark SSI (dashed) methods in the feontHemisphere extratropics.
The estimated forecast error is computed in the same wayeasstimated analysis error shown in
Figure 1.

correction technique of [3].

Qualitatively similar results with the same model and a Eindata set are reported in [46], using
both an alternate implementation of the 4D-LETKF algoritfwith a different covariance inflation
approach) and a related method based on the Ensemble SRpairEilter of [45]. The latter method
was slightly more accurate in the Northern Hemisphere aigtith} less accurate in the Southern
Hemisphere, and both methods were more accurate than ttesgonding benchmark SSI, when
verified both against the operational high-resolution S&llysis and against observations. See
also [22] and[[34] for comparisons of ensemble Kalman filesuits to those of other operational
3D-Var methods, using forecast models from the Meteorckidbervice of Canada and the Japan
Meteorological Agency, respectively; the latter artidsoamplements the LETKF approach.

5.2 Computational Speed

In this section, we present and discuss timing results fromemsl representative analyses of the
4D-LETKF experiment using the GFS described above, wittediht numbers of observations. In
addition, we vary the number of ensemble membékrs- @0 or 80) and the horizontal width of
the local regionlf =5 or 7 grid points in both latitude and longitude). Though vge a parallel
implementation, we report in Table 1 below the total CPU timed on a Linux cluster of forty.2
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GHz Intel Xeon processors. The actual run time is many tirastef; with the larger local region
(h =7) the analysis takes about 6 minutes on our cluster with40 ensemble members, and 18
minutes withk = 80. Thus, the results shown in Figures 1 and 2 can be obtainaal operational
setting that allots only a few minutes for each analysis. tHarmore, because the observations
are very nonuniformly distributed spatially, we expect ®dble to reduce the parallel run time
considerably by balancing the load more evenly betweengssmrs. We will report details of our
parallel implementation in a future publication.

Table 1 shows the total CPU time in seconds for 4 differentld0KF parameter sets at each
of 4 different analysis times. Different numbers of obs&ores are available for each analysis time,
with about 50% more at 1200 GMT than at 0600 GMT. The companatme generally grows with
the number of observations, though not by as large a factderRng to the discussion immediately
following Stepd 1l t@ 9 in Sectidd 3, this indicates that theérmanultiplication portion of Stey 15
that requires on the order b?qﬁ[g] total floating point operations is a significant componerthef
computation time, but that other parts of the computatiensagnificant too. (Recall thd; is the
global number of observations agds the average number of analyses in which each observation i
used, which in this implementation is roughly the averagaloer of grid points per local region.)
As hincreases from 5 to 7, the value gfapproximately doubles, and so does the computation
time. And askincreases from 40 to 80, the computation time grows by a fadté to 5, indicating
that the time is roughly quadratic knbut suggesting that terms that are cubikiare becoming
significant.

analysis time | 0600 GMT | 1800 GMT | 0000 GMT | 1200 GMT
# observations 159,947 193,877 236,168 245,850

k=40,h=5 945 945 1244 1142
k=40,h=7 1846 2076 2105 2200
k=80,h=5 4465 4453 5124 5010
k=80,h=7 9250 10631 10463 10943

Table 1. Total CPU time in seconds (on 3.2GHz Intel Xeon pssoes) for various analyses with
4D-LETKF using the GFS with approximately 5@@0 model grid points. Columns represent
different analysis times, arranged in increasing ordemhefriumber of observations assimilated.
Rows represent different values of the ensemble lsied horizontal localization width. Notice
that even on a single processor, all of these analyses caoredrmlless than real time.

Indeed, examining the CPU time spent in various subroutmedifferent processors confirms
that most of the time is spent in Stdds 5 and 6, and that in knalyses where observations are
dense, the matrix multiplication in Step 5 dominates thematation time, while in local analyses

27



where observations are sparse, the matrix inverse andesoparin Stepsl5 arid 6 dominate. We find
that the latter operations take more time in the analysds tvé larger local region; this suggests
that the iterate eigenvalue routine we use takes longemanrgases when the presence of more
observations causd® to be further from a multiple of the identity matrix. Theredlso some
computational overhead not accounted for in Sedtion 3 whosgibution to the computation time
is not negligible, in particular determining which obseéiwas to use for each local analysis.

Overall, our timing results indicate that with a model antbdset of this size, a substantially
larger ensemble size than we currently use may be probleniatt that our implementation of
4D-LETKF should be able to assimilate more observationhk atitmost linear growth in the com-
putation time. Furthermore, though we do not vary the nunolbenodel variables in Table 1, our
examination of the time spent performing each of the step® fBectiorl B suggests that we can
increase the model resolution significantly without havimgch effect on the analysis computation
time (though the time spent running the model would of courseease accordingly).

6 Summary and Acknowledgments

In this article, we have described a general framework faa dgsimilation in spatiotemporally
chaotic systems using an ensemble Kalman filter that in g&chaersion (Sectiohl3) is relatively
efficient and simple to implement. In a particular applicatione may be able to improve accuracy
by experimenting with different approaches to localizatfsee the discussion in Sectidns|2.2 and
[2.3), covariance inflation (see the end of Sedtioh 2.3),@radynchronous observations (Sectibn 4).
For very large systems and/or when maximum efficiency is mamb, one should consider carefully
the comments about implementation in Secfibn 3 (and at tHeoéBectiori 4, if applicable). One
can also apply this method to low-dimensional chaotic sgstevithout using localization.

In Sectionl b, we presented preliminary results for a reddyistraightforward implementation
of the LETKF approach with real atmospheric data and an e¢ipei global forecast model. Our
results demonstrate that this implementation can prodesidts of operational quality within a few
minutes on a parallel computer of reasonable size. Theesifiyi of the basic algorithm provides
many opportunities to improve the quality of the resultdwmite variations discussed and referred
to in this article.
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