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Abstract

In recent years, Artificial Intelligence Weather Prediction (AIWP) models have
achieved performance comparable to, or even surpassing, traditional Numerical
Weather Prediction (NWP) models by leveraging reanalysis data. However, a
less-explored approach involves training AIWP models directly on observational
data, enhancing computational efficiency and improving forecast accuracy by
reducing the uncertainties introduced through data assimilation processes. In this
study, we propose OMG-HD, a novel AI-based regional high-resolution weather
forecasting model designed to make predictions directly from observational data
sources, including surface stations, radar, and satellite, thereby removing the
need for operational data assimilation. Our evaluation shows that OMG-HD
outperforms both the European Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts
(ECMWF)’s high-resolution operational forecasting system, IFS-HRES, and the
High-Resolution Rapid Refresh (HRRR) model at lead times of up to 12 hours
across the contiguous United States (CONUS) region. We achieve up to a 13%
improvement on RMSE for 2-meter temperature, 17% on 10-meter wind speed,
48% on 2-meter specific humidity, and 32% on surface pressure compared to
HRRR. Our method shows that it is possible to use AI-driven approaches for
rapid weather predictions without relying on NWP-derived weather fields as
model input. This is a promising step towards using observational data directly
to make operational forecasts with AIWP models.
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1 Introduction

Over the last few decades, numerical weather prediction (NWP) has undergone what
has been called a “quiet revolution” [1], with steady improvements in forecast accuracy
driven by advances in computing power, data assimilation, and physical parameteri-
zations. In recent years, the introduction of artificial intelligence weather prediction
(AIWP) models [2–7] has provided an alternative approach, demonstrating superior
globally-averaged accuracy compared to traditional NWP models while operating at
a tiny fraction of their computational cost.

The availability of a rich set of reanalysis datasets, such as the European Centre for
Medium-Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF) Reanalysis v5 (ERA5) [8], makes the
field of atmospheric prediction suitable for machine learning approaches. As convenient
as reanalysis datasets may be, their basis in NWP means that they are an approxima-
tion to actual observations [9, 10]. Biases in NWP forecasts can stem from incomplete
representations of atmospheric physical processes, insufficient spatio-temporal reso-
lution, and uncertainties in empirical parameterizations [11]. The data assimilation
process, by which raw observational data are integrated into a gridded atmospheric
state space, inherently results in information loss due to the limited resolution of the
model grid and the approximations in the observation operators [12, 13]. In fact, the
state-of-the-art data assimilation process run at the ECMWF is only able to leverage
about 5–10% of the total satellite data volume [1]. AIWP models, however, are not
necessarily constrained by the assimilation methodology. Instead, they can learn latent
representations of observational data, potentially addressing limitations inherent in
NWP model physics.

The advantage of shifting away from NWP-generated data has motivated the devel-
opment of End-to-End (E2E) models, whereby an AIWP model is trained directly on
observational data, bypassing the need for intermediary NWP data. This approach
offers the benefit of responsiveness, as E2E models can be updated rapidly in real-
time as new observational data becomes available, eliminating the need for costly data
assimilation processes and enabling a computationally efficient response to shifts in
weather patterns. Additionally, E2E models may improve forecast accuracy by leverag-
ing abundant and diverse observational data while avoiding the uncertainties inherent
in NWP models, allowing them to better represent ground truth and uncover latent
features that traditional NWP methods may miss.

A few E2E AIWP systems have already been developed [14–21], but so far none
take full advantage of the benefits of this approach. For instance, [16] employs lim-
ited observation station data without diverse input such as satellite and radar data,
which restricts model generalization; [15, 19] do not fully decouple their models from
NWP data as it is used as inputs for model training; [17–20] do not yet achieve
performance surpassing traditional NWP. We introduce OMG-HD, an Observational
Meteorological data Guided system for High-Definition regional weather forecasting.
OMG-HD achieves the advantages of the E2E approach for operational forecasting
by directly using raw observations as input, enabling operational responsiveness and
accuracy that surpasses the High-Resolution Rapid Refresh (HRRR) model. Our main
contributions are summarized as follows:
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Fig. 1: The framework of OMG-HD. a, The forecasting pipeline with an anno-
tated timeline. At the initial time T0, observations (satellite, radar, and station
measurements) and the topography from the preceding 6 hours ([T0−5,T0]) are passed
through the Assimilating Block to produce an initial state, which is subsequently
used by the Forecasting Block to predict the following 6 hours ([T0 + 1,T0 + 6]). The
forecast can be fed back into the Forecasting Block in an autoregressive fashion to
produce temperature, humidity, pressure, and wind predictions for the next 6 hours
([T0 + 7,T0 + 12]), and so on. b, Detailed architecture of the Assimilating Block and
the Forecasting Block.

• Direct learning and inference from raw observational data: OMG-HD
learns to make forecasts only from observational data, reducing the propagation of
potential inaccuracies typically introduced by NWP-derived input data.

• Responsive and efficient real-time inference: Using the latest observational
data, OMG-HD enables rapid adaptation to weather changes, avoiding the need to
wait for the lengthy process of traditional data assimilation.

• Accurate short-term regional forecasting: Within a 12-hour forecast window,
OMG-HD consistently surpasses established models such as IFS-HRES and HRRR
across the continental US, establishing a new benchmark in regional AIWP. Ablation
studies further highlight the robustness of OMG-HD to missing input data.
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• A launchpad for further research in E2E forecasting: OMG-HD introduces a
novel paradigm for transforming raw data into forecasts with a simple yet effective
model structure, paving the way forward for further experimentation to push the
accuracy limits or build a forecast system completely independent of NWP.

2 OMG-HD

The OMG-HD model is specifically designed to process raw observational data from
multiple sources for data-driven forecasting. The model framework and architecture
are shown in Fig. 1. Its architecture comprises two key components: the Assimilating
Block and the Forecasting Block.

At the forecast issue time T0, multi-source observations from the preceding six
hours (T0 − 5 ∼ T0) are ingested into the Assimilating Block through specially
designed input layers that process diverse observation types, including in-situ and
remote-sensing data. The Assimilating Block transforms such data into a gridded rep-
resentation, bridging the gap between wide-ranging, heterogeneous observations and a
more comprehensive and structured modeling of the current condition. Details of the
channels in the gridded output are introduced in Section A. A portion of these channels
is directly supervised in the loss function, while others capture latent space informa-
tion, representing features other than surface variables, such as upper air conditions.
Subsequently, the Forecasting Block leverages this structured representation to gen-
erate predictions for the upcoming six hours (T0 + 1 ∼ T0 + 6) and then iteratively
forecasts the subsequent six hours (T0 + 7 ∼ T0 + 12) in an autoregressive fashion.

For the Assimilating Block, we choose a multi-scale Transformer [22] with Shifted-
Window (Swin) Layers, which has been demonstrated in multiple applications to scale
well to large spatio-temporal forecasting tasks including weather forecasting [5, 7].
Using the Adaptive-Fourier Layers for spatial mixing in the Forecasting Block [2, 23]
significantly reduces computational complexity while managing higher input resolu-
tions. The two blocks are trained end-to-end under a unified loss function, aligning
the latent space representation generated by the Assimilating Block with the expecta-
tions from the Forecasting Block. More details on the model architecture and training
process are provided in Section A.2.

In this paper, OMG-HD is trained on data over the contiguous United States
(CONUS), leveraging rich data provided by over 18,000 surface stations, multi-channel
satellite data and radar data, as detailed in Section A. During the training phase, the
labels are derived from the Real-Time Mesoscale Analysis (RTMA) [24], which is a
dataset specifically designed to align more closely with observations than traditional
data assimilation schemes [25]. Although RTMA relies on NWP, it vastly increases
the number and diversity of targets in contrast to labels such as station observations
(see Section A.1), without compromising our goal of producing operational forecasts
based solely on observational inputs.

3 Results

In following sections, we conduct a comparative analysis of OMG-HD against NWP-
based forecasts, including IFS-HRES [26] (ECMWF), HRRR [27, 28], and GFS [29].
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We evaluate OMG-HD and the baselines on station- and grid-based targets for 12-hour
forecasts over land points only. Our focus is on 2-meter temperature (T), 10-meter
wind speed (WS), 2-meter specific humidity (Q), and surface pressure (SP), variables
that directly measure impactful weather phenomena [30, 31]. Future work could also
include forecasts of other important variables such as precipitation, cloud cover, and
wind gusts.

3.1 Average forecast accuracy

a

T WS Q SP

T WS Q

T WS Q

b

C

Fig. 2: OMG-HD achieves lower forecasting error than baselines across
varying lead hours. a, RMSE for temperature, wind speed, specific humidity, and
surface pressure verified against the RTMA dataset. b, RMSE for temperature, wind
speed, and specific humidity verified against station observations. c, As in b but
instead evaluated only on the hold-out set of observations (see Section 3.3). The
absence of certain curves indicates some variables are unavailable in certain model
evaluations.

Fig. 2a shows the root mean squared error (RMSE) of the models’ forecasts as a
function of lead time, measured against the RTMA as truth. OMG-HD consistently
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Fig. 3: OMG-HD provides accurate, consistent temperature forecasts
throughout the CONUS region. Spatial distribution of temperature RMSE eval-
uated against the RTMA dataset for OMG-HD and the baseline HRRR, ECMWF,
and GFS models, as labeled. Average metrics are in the top row, while metrics for
specific lead times of 1, 3, 6, 9, and 12 hours are shown in subsequent rows.

exhibits superior performance relative to the baseline models across all four variables,
particularly for Q and SP for nearly all lead times. The performance gain averaged
over lead times compared to HRRR is 13%, 17%, 48%, and 32% on T, WS, Q and SP,
respectively. Note that this difference is exaggerated by the original resolution of the
models, particularly regarding SP, which is strongly modulated by the definition of
the model topography. Despite being challenging, OMG-HD still learns the localized
RTMA SP patterns effectively, even from sparse observational data. Because OMG-
HD lacks boundary conditions and an explicit loss targeting the upper-air atmospheric
state, its forecast accuracy diminishes over time. This informs our decision to measure
the model for the first 12 hours only.

The evaluation on station observations is illustrated in Fig. 2b. While the patterns
align broadly with those in the evaluation against RTMA, the performance gap is
more noticeable for variables T, WS, and Q, where OMG-HD distinctly outperforms
the baseline models. The prediction of surface pressure is significantly influenced by
terrain. Considering the limited number of stations reporting surface pressure (fewer
than 2,000) and their sparse, uneven spatial distribution, evaluating baseline models
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Fig. 4: OMG-HD provides accurate, consistent wind speed forecasts
throughout the CONUS region. As in Fig. 3 but for forecasts of wind speed.

using station observations for surface pressure would be neither fair nor representative.
Therefore, we have decided not to include surface pressure in the station observation
evaluation. Overall, OMG-HD maintains an impressive lead over the NWP baselines
for 12-hour predictions.

To better understand spatial variability in prediction quality, we also show the
spatial distribution of the errors against RTMA for T in Fig. 3 and WS in Fig. 4 (see
Section B for the Q and SP results). Unsurprisingly, the coarser ECMWF and GFS
models show large discrepancies in mountainous regions where the terrain accounts
for much of the difference, but on the other hand they also develop significant errors
over Central and Eastern US, where the orography is largely flat. OMG-HD exhibits
the most spatially-consistent error patterns among all the models, with slightly higher
RMSE only in the Great Plains region by hour 12.

3.2 Evaluation of the embedded assimilation state

As illustrated in Fig. 1, the Assimilating Block integrates all input data from the
past 6 hours to form the initial state at T0, which is later used for forecasting. Hence
the OMG-HD Assimilating Block generates a prior, similar to the traditional data
assimilation process. Given the importance of the initial conditions for forecasting
accuracy [32], we compare the quality of OMG-HD’s initial state with those of the
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Fig. 5: The initial state produced by OMG-HD is more accurate than that
of the baselines. Shown are box-and-whisker plots of RMSE values for all forecast
grid points compared to RTMA. OMG-HD has the lowest average and inter-quartile
range of RMSE across all variables, and the fewest outliers (points).

baseline models, evaluated against the RTMA labels in Fig. 5. The results largely
align with the overall forecasting performance shown in Fig. 2: OMG-HD consistently
has the lowest mean RMSE values (red lines) across all four variables. Additionally,
OMG-HD has fewer outliers.

3.3 Ablation tests

The following tests in this section further demonstrate the robustness of the OMG-HD
framework.

3.3.1 Testing with hold-out stations

In this test, we use a hold-out mechanism [21] to isolate specific stations from the train-
ing dataset, reserving them as hold-out stations to test how well the model predicts
unseen data. This helps ensure the model does not overfit on the training stations.
The detailed process of hold-out mechanism is presented in Section A.1. As shown by
the forecast error on hold-out stations in Fig. 2c, OMG-HD model maintains superior
performance compared to standard baseline models even on this set of unseen data.
This result substantiates the model’s generalization potential across different spatial
locations, both with and without station observations present.

3.3.2 Inference with masked input station observations

In operational settings, observational input may be unavailable due to equipment
malfunctions, issues in data ingestion, or other unforeseen circumstances. It is therefore
important to evaluate the ability of a forecasting system like OMG-HD to handle
missing data issues gracefully, with minimal loss in prediction accuracy [33, 34].

In reality, situations are far more complex and dynamic, making it difficult to
completely reproduce them through simulations. Here, we adopt a commonly used
method [35, 36] to simulate real-world scenarios and evaluate the robustness of the
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Fig. 6: Reducing the number of input stations induces minor performance
drop for OMG-HD. Forecast RMSE as a function of lead time for T, WS, Q,
and SP. Dashed curves represent OMG-HD with 5%, 15%, 30%, and 50% masked
station observations at inference time, in comparison with OMG-HD without any
input masking (solid red curves) and HRRR (solid blue curves).

model. To investigate the influence of missing data on our model, we randomly vary
the masking ratio applied to input stations during the inference stage, adjusting it
from 5%, 15%, 30%, up to 50% of all the input stations. Fig. 6 shows the result of
this data-denial experiment compared to the HRRR baseline. The accuracy of the
forecasts exhibits only a relatively minor decline when more station data inputs are
progressively removed. With the exception of lead hours 1-2 and 9-12 for T and WS,
OMG-HD continues to outperform the HRRR model for all weather variables. In
summary, OMG-HD shows good robustness to missing observation data - an important
quality, given imperfect input data in an operational setting.

4 Case studies

To evaluate the performance of OMG-HD in impactful weather events, we’ve con-
ducted a set of case studies.

4.1 Northern plains winter storm in March 2023

In the first case, we examine a winter storm event which affected the Great Lakes
region. The winter storm initially progressed across the Western US as an atmospheric
river. As it moved across the northern US, it brought a series of extreme conditions
including drastic temperature drops. Our forecast, issued at 0 UTC on 14 March
2023, captures the cold spell as it intensifies over Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michi-
gan, resulting in the distinct and sudden temperature drops shown in Fig. 7. We
compare temperature forecasts (including initial conditions) produced by OMG-HD
and various baseline models against the RTMA label. OMG-HD produces predictions
closely resembling the RTMA labels, exhibiting the lowest bias across all lead times
(in Fig. 7b). Here, we define the bias as the error between the forecast (F) and ground
truth (GT) label, i.e., Bias = F−GT . While the performance gap between OMG-HD
and HRRR is minimal at lead time zero, OMG-HD gradually outperforms HRRR as
the lead time increases. As shown in Fig. 7a, OMG-HD effectively captures the pat-
tern of a rapid temperature drop in the precise area of interest. In contrast, HRRR
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Fig. 7: OMG-HD better predicts the temperature drop in a winter storm
than the baselines. A winter storm affected the Great Lakes region, USA, on March
14, 2023. a and b, Forecast values and their biases from ground truth over the selected
area, where the columns correspond to different models, and rows show different lead
times. OMG-HD consistently exhibits the lowest bias across all lead times. c and d,
Comparison of temperature forecasts from different models with actual station obser-
vations, on two sample stations. OMG-HD closely aligns both station observations.

and IFS-HRES (denoted as ECMWF in the figures) under-estimate the temperature
drop. Meanwhile, the GFS forecast starts too cold and continues to over-estimate the
temperature drop, reflected as larger, darker blue regions. Additionally, we selected
two airport stations from METAR [37] within the target area to examine in detail, as
shown in Fig. 7c and Fig. 7d. Forecasts generated by OMG-HD exhibit the highest
accuracy, more closely aligning with station observations than those of other base-
line models. Overall, in this case study, OMG-HD demonstrates superior forecasting
capability, accurately capturing abrupt temperature drop patterns associated with
impactful events such as this winter storm.

4.2 Chicago heatwave in August 2023

In the second case, we investigate a heatwave affecting the Chicago area on August 24,
2023. An expansive ridge of high pressure over the central US led to several days of
record-breaking temperatures in northern Illinois and northwest Indiana during mid-
August. On August 24, a brief yet intense heat incident south of Chicago resulted
in dangerously high temperatures. While the temperature forecast by OMG-HD was
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Fig. 8: OMG-HD excels in predicting heatwave development by effectively
capturing heat index increases. Comparison of prediction accuracy for different
models during the heatwave event of August 24, 2023 around Chicago, USA. a and b,
Forecast values and their biases from ground truth over the selected area, where the
columns correspond to different models, and rows show different lead times. OMG-HD
consistently exhibits the lowest bias across all lead times. OMG-HD produces the best
prediction of heat index compared to baseline models. c and d, Comparison of heat
index forecasts from different models with actual station observations, on two sample
stations. OMG-HD closely aligns both station observations.

slightly better than baselines, our model is much more successful in capturing the
unusually high humidity (as shown in Fig. 14c), which had a significant impact on
the elevated “feels-like” temperature. To capture this, we evaluate the performance
of the models’ forecasts of heat index, which better reflects the risk of heat stress.
Fig. 8a and Fig. 8b shows the forecasts and biases for this event. By lead hour 10,
all models except OMG-HD fail to capture the increase in heat index, mostly because
they under-estimate the humidity levels (as shown in Fig. 14c). While OMG-HD still
slightly under-estimates heat index near the Chicago metro area, it has much less bias
in the forecast for this event compared to the baselines. In Fig. 8c and Fig. 8d, we
selected two airport stations within the target region for closer examination. Among
all models, OMG-HD achieves the smallest gap between forecast values and station
observations.

The case studies highlight the ability of OMG-HD to deliver accurate and reliable
forecasts for significant weather events, such as the aforementioned winter storm and
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heatwave, with implications for both safety and resource management. In the winter
storm case, OMG-HD effectively captured localized temperature drops, helping pre-
pare for extreme winter conditions. For the heatwave, it accurately forecasted heat
index levels, which are critical for addressing heat-related health risks.

5 Discussion

In this paper, we present OMG-HD, a data-driven kilometer-scale forecasting system
that predicts directly from raw observations, including station, radar, and satellite
data. Our evaluation of 12-hour forecasts over the CONUS region shows that it out-
performs NWP models including HRRR, IFS-HRES, and GFS, across key variables
including temperature, wind speed, specific humidity, and surface pressure, even with
incomplete inputs. Case studies further highlight OMG-HD’s ability to accurately
capture extreme weather events.

Compared to recent AIWP models, OMG-HD exemplifies the advantages of the
end-to-end paradigm. By directly learning from raw observational data, it minimizes
information loss and improves the upper limit of forecasting accuracy. This may be
one reason why the model demonstrates superior short-term performance over NWPs.
Integrating the entire process also simplifies workflows, reducing the need for manual
processing and consequently, the complexity of the whole system. Moreover, it elimi-
nates the latency associated with generating analysis data, enabling rapid response to
evolving weather variations.

Despite the promising accuracy, there are several directions worth exploring. First,
OMG-HD currently uses RTMA as labels, which are limited to surface variables over
the CONUS region and have small discrepancy from raw observations. This constraint
restricts its broader application, as RTMA restricts the training process to focus only
on the CONUS region, making it uncertain whether the resulting model can gen-
eralize to different regions, particularly those located in different latitude ranges or
with differing surface conditions, such as those over the ocean. Moreover, without a
global context, the model is unable to produce skillful forecasts beyond a few lead
hours in absence of boundary conditions. Second, the input data are still limited (e.g.,
only four satellite channels are employed), making it insufficient for fully capturing 3-
dimensional atmospheric conditions. To address these issues, our next goal is to collect
more comprehensive data and develop a “label system” to generate reliable training
labels. With more input data and improved labels, we expect OMG-HD to achieve
global coverage, predict additional variables, and extend to longer lead times.

The end-to-end design in OMG-HD exhibits a promising future due to their respon-
siveness and short-term accuracy, suggesting significant potential to benefit the daily
needs of users and support informed decision-making. By leveraging advances in data-
driven methodologies, such approaches offer significant potential to enhance traditional
weather forecasting paradigms. Similar advancements in end-to-end AI approaches
have driven progress across various domains, including natural language processing
and computer vision, showcasing their versatility and transformative capabilities [38–
40]. We believe that such innovations hold similar promises for weather forecasting,
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enabling faster, more efficient, and highly adaptable systems that align with the
increasing complexity of global weather patterns.
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Collins, J.J., Dincer, C.: End-to-end design of wearable sensors. Nature Reviews
Materials 7(11), 887–907 (2022)

[40] Liao, B., Chen, S., Zhang, Y., Jiang, B., Zhang, Q., Liu, W., Huang, C., Wang, X.:
Maptrv2: An end-to-end framework for online vectorized hd map construction.
International Journal of Computer Vision, 1–23 (2024)

[41] Jin, W., Weyn, J., Zhao, P., Xiang, S., Bian, J., Fang, Z., Dong, H., Sun,
H., Thambiratnam, K., Zhang, Q.: Weatherreal: A benchmark based on in-
situ observations for evaluating weather models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2409.09371
(2024)

[42] Smith, A., Lott, N., Vose, R.: The integrated surface database: Recent develop-
ments and partnerships. Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society 92(6),
704–708 (2011)

[43] Tan, B., Dellomo, J., Wolfe, R., Reth, A.: Goes-16 and goes-17 abi inr assessment.
In: Earth Observing Systems XXIV, vol. 11127, pp. 290–301 (2019). SPIE

[44] Zhang, J., Howard, K., Langston, C., Kaney, B., Qi, Y., Tang, L., Grams, H.,

16



Wang, Y., Cocks, S., Martinaitis, S., et al.: Multi-radar multi-sensor (mrms)
quantitative precipitation estimation: Initial operating capabilities. Bulletin of
the American Meteorological Society 97(4), 621–638 (2016)

[45] Balasubramanian, A.: Digital elevation model (dem) in gis. University of Mysore
(2017)

[46] Cawse-Nicholson, K., Townsend, P.A., Schimel, D., Assiri, A.M., Blake, P.L.,
Buongiorno, M.F., Campbell, P., Carmon, N., Casey, K.A., Correa-Pabón, R.E.,
et al.: Nasa’s surface biology and geology designated observable: A perspective on
surface imaging algorithms. Remote sensing of environment 257, 112349 (2021)

[47] Pondeca, M.S.F.V.D., Manikin, G.S., DiMego, G., Benjamin, S.G., Parrish,
D.F., Purser, R.J., Wu, W.-S., Horel, J.D., Myrick, D.T., Lin, Y., Aune, R.M.,
Keyser, D., Colman, B., Mann, G., Vavra, J.: The real-time mesoscale analysis at
noaa’s national centers for environmental prediction: Current status and develop-
ment. Weather and Forecasting 26(5), 593–612 (2011) https://doi.org/10.1175/
WAF-D-10-05037.1

[48] Liu, Z., Hu, H., Lin, Y., Yao, Z., Xie, Z., Wei, Y., Ning, J., Cao, Y., Zhang,
Z., Dong, L., et al.: Swin transformer v2: Scaling up capacity and resolution.
In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 12009–12019 (2022)

[49] Kingma, D.P.: Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.6980 (2014)

[50] Rasley, J., Rajbhandari, S., Ruwase, O., He, Y.: Deepspeed: System optimiza-
tions enable training deep learning models with over 100 billion parameters. In:
Proceedings of the 26th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge
Discovery & Data Mining, pp. 3505–3506 (2020)

17

https://doi.org/10.1175/WAF-D-10-05037.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/WAF-D-10-05037.1


A Methods

A.1 Data

In this study, we use diverse data sources over the CONUS region, which is bounded
between latitudes 24.70° to 50.25° north and longitudes 64.00° to 128.00° west, to train
our model. First, we use weather stations derived from the WeatherReal-Synoptic
dataset [41] and the Integrated Surface Database (ISD) [42]. The number of report-
ing stations over time for the four surface variables used (temperature, wind speed,
specific humidity, and surface pressure) are illustrated in Fig. 9. The number of sta-
tions reporting T, WS, and Q varies from about 10,000 to 22,000 over the years
2018-2023, while significantly fewer stations (about 2,000 at most) report surface
pressure (SP). The distribution of weather stations is depicted in Fig. 10. Following
major population centers, stations are densely distributed along the east and west
coasts, while being more sparse over the mountainous West and the Great Plains.
Next, we utilize satellite imagery from the Geostationary Operational Environmen-
tal Satellite-16 (GOES-16) [43]. The Advanced Baseline Imager onboard GOES-16
offers high spatial and temporal resolution across multiple spectral bands, spanning
wavelengths from visible to infrared. Four channels are utilized as a part of the input
data, covering the detection of vegetation, low clouds and fog, and lower tropospheric
water vapor. Finally, we also include radar data from the Multi-Radar/Multi-Sensor
(MRMS) system [44]. We use the seamless hybrid scan reflectivity as the best estimate
of near-surface precipitation. These satellite and radar channels can provide informa-
tion not present in station observations, such as upper air conditions and information
over areas not covered by weather stations.

For additional context, we also add time encodings and topography into the model
inputs. The time encodings comprise four channels of sinusoidal signals: hour sin and
hour cos derived from the time of day, and month sin and month cos derived from the
month of the year, thereby capturing seasonal patterns. Finally, we incorporated 18
constant topographical variables into the inputs to help the model distinguish surface
features across different regions and climates. The topography is derived from multiple
data sources such as ERA5, Digital Evaluation Models (DEMs) [45] and NASA’s
Ocean Biology Processing Group (OBPG) [46]. A list of all input data sources and
their characteristics is provided in Table 1, and the meanings of these variables are
described in Table 2.

Table 1: Data sources and statistics used in the
training phase of OMG-HD.

Type Source #Channels #Time Slices

Input

GOES Satellites 4 6
MRMS Radar 1 6

Weather Stations 9 6
Time Encodings 4 6
Topography 18 1

Target RTMA 6 18

18



Fig. 9: Number of stations available for each variable over time. Temporal
distribution of available stations spanning from March 13, 2018, to December 12, 2023.

The labels used to train OMG-HD are derived from the Real-Time Mesoscale
Analysis (RTMA) [47]. During evaluation, we assess the model’s performance using
both RTMA and station data. For station-level evaluation, we specifically select about
1,600 high-quality stations (approximately 8% of total stations) as labels. Data from
January 1, 2018, to December 31, 2022 are used for training. The validation dataset
includes data from the 6th to the 8th day of each month in 2023, while the test
dataset includes data from the 1st to the 3rd day of each month in 2023. To assess the
generalization capability of our model, OMG-HD, we randomly selected a set of hold-
out stations (about 250) from those high-quality stations, excluded from the training
process. For the station-wise evaluation in Fig. 2b, Q is derived using relative humidity
(RH), T, and SP due to its unavailability from the stations. Similarly, for the hold-
out evaluation in Fig. 2c, the same conversion process is applied; however, SP from
RTMA is used as a substitute for station SP. Given the extremely limited availability
of stations with valid SP observations, RTMA SP is utilized to ensure sufficient data
coverage for the analysis.

All gridded data (including those for OMG-HD and other NWP baselines) are
interpolated to a 512×1280 grid with a spatial resolution of 0.05 degree, which approx-
imates the resolution of RTMA. For station data, we map the stations to their nearest
grid cell, averaging when more than one station is mapped to one cell. Then inputs and
labels are normalized to the range of [-1, 1], while grid points without any available
observations are filled with a value of 0.

A.2 Architecture

A.2.1 Main blocks

OMG-HD consists of two parts: the Assimilating Block, which transforms the input
observations into an initial state, and the Forecasting Block, which makes the forward
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Stations for training (18k+)

Stations for evaluation (1.6k+)

Hold-out stations (250+)

Fig. 10: Spatial distribution of stations for training, evaluation and hold-
out purposes. The panels from top to down illustrate: the spatial distribution of
ground-based weather stations in the training phase, in evaluations, and the few hold-
out stations in the training phase.

predictions. This dual-block architecture allows us to use optimal architectures for
each of the tasks: The Assimilating Block leverages the Swin Transformer block [48],
which effectively captures localized features with its attention mechanism. This makes
it an excellent choice for purposes of data completion and feature extraction. The
Forecasting Block incorporates the core architecture of AFNO, which utilizes Fourier
transforms to efficiently model meteorological dependencies across different scales.
Assimilating block. The Assimilating Block is built to convert raw observational
data into structured embeddings using the modified Swin Transformer V2 [48] (SwinT
V2). As shown in Fig. 1b, similar to SwinT V2, the Assimilating Block starts with a 3D
PatchEmbed layer for tokenization. In this layer, information across all time frames is
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fused, removing time dimension. This layer is followed by a feature extraction process
consisting of SwinT blocks. By leveraging the shifted-window attention mechanism,
sparse observations from the surrounding grid points are gathered to form a robust
and accurate estimate of the current conditions. Notably, our design differs from the
conventional SwinT structure by employing only the first stage (a single Swin Trans-
former block) [48], removing patch merging layers. This choice is based on the need
to focus on finer details rather than coarse, global features when translating sparse
input data into dense outputs. A skip connection is additionally added at the end of
the SwinT blocks from the patch embeddings. Finally, the patches, including the time
dimension, are recovered using a 3D Unpatchify layer.

As shown in Fig. 11, the output of the Assimilating Block includes two parts. The
first part consists of 6 channels, which correspond to the 6 variables in the RTMA
labels. This part is used to compute the loss with the labels, thereby forcing the
model to learn the mapping from sparse observations to dense representations. The
second part consists of 20 channels, which do not participate in the loss computation.
Instead, these 20 channels are designed to encode and propagate implicit information,
which possibly includes upper-air dynamics. Together, these 26 channels serve as input
to the Forecasting Block, allowing the model to generate a complete meteorological
representation to use for prediction.
Forecasting block. The Forecasting Block uses the learned initial states to make
accurate autoregressive predictions. As depicted in Fig. 1b, unlike the Assimilating
Block, this block starts with a 2D patch embedding layer where the same patch-
ing parameters are applied to each time frame, preserving temporal relationships to
facilitate time-series forecasting. The time and feature dimensions are then combined
for the subsequent Adaptive Fourier Neural Operator (AFNO) [23] layers. After the
AFNO layers, a 2D Unpatchify layer is attached to recover the patches. The output of
this block has the same format as that of the Assimilating Block, with only the first
6 channels contributing to the loss computation.

A.2.2 Training

Each of the 36 total variables is represented as a two-dimensional field with 512×1280
pixels. These variables are stacked together along the time dimension, forming input
tensors of shape (6, 512, 1280, 36). These data tensors are fed into the Assimilating
Block in batches to start the end-to-end training process, diagramed in Fig. 11. We
denote the modeled variables collectively with the tensor X(Tstart, Tend) to represent
the close interval from the start time to the end time. The RTMA dataset serves as
the reference label, denoted by XRTMA(Tstart, Tend).

During training, the model is optimized by a loss function consisting of three parts.
The first loss, L1, measures how well the first 6 channels predicted by the Assimi-
lating Block match the gridded observations. Using RTMA labels from the preceding
6 hours, we can derive L1 = fL (X(T0 − 5, ..., T0), XRTMA(T0 − 5, ..., T0)), where, for
simplicity, we denote the loss function as fL(·). In a similar manner, L2 is evaluated
against the RTMA labels over the next 6-hour sequence using the output of the Fore-
casting Block, expressed as L2 = fL (X(T0 + 1, ..., T0 + 6), XRTMA(T0 + 1, ..., T0 + 6)).
Finally, in the second autoregressive step, the previous step’s output from the
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Fig. 11: Input, output and loss calculation in the training procedure.

Forecasting Block is passed again through the forecaster to compute the third
loss, L3 = fL (X(T0 + 7, ..., T0 + 12), XRTMA(T0 + 7, ..., T0 + 12)). The combined loss,
Lcombined = L1 + L2 + L3, is an equally-weighted sum of all the losses.

The loss function fL(·), used consistently across all three parts of training in OMG-
HD, is defined as a weighted sum of Mean Squared Error (MSE) and Mean Absolute
Error (MAE). MSE penalizes larger errors more heavily, making it effective at reducing
large outliers in predictions. MAE, on the other hand, is more robust to small errors
and less sensitive to outliers. Adding these two losses together improves the trained
model’s accuracy. In our implementation, the MSE and MAE are weighted equally.

During the training phase, we use the Adam [49] optimizer with a batch size of
64, a weight decay of 1× 10−4 and an Epsilon value of 1× 10−8. The whole training
process runs for 194 epochs (around 50k steps), with the learning rate decaying from
2×10−4 to 5×10−7. Training takes about two weeks of wall-clock time with 32 AMD
Instinct MI250X GPUs using the DeepSpeed [50] platform.

B Additional results

We supplement several additional experimental results in this section.

B.1 Spatial distribution of RMSE for additional variables

Fig. 12 visualizes the performance of forecasting accuracy on variable Q across the
CONUS. OMG-HD shows significantly lower error levels, especially for short lead
times (1-3 hours), with a deep blue RMSE heatmap across the CONUS region, and
maintains better accuracy for long lead times (9-12 hours) compared to HRRR. In the
case of variable SP (Fig. 13), OMG-HD provides superior accuracy over HRRR and
IFS-HRES at all lead times, with clear distinctions in lower RMSE.

B.2 Supplementary results for the heatwave case

Complementing Section 4, we also show results for temperature (T) and specific humid-
ity (Q) in Fig. 14. For Q, only the HRRR forecast was readily available. For both
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variables, OMG-HD demonstrates the lowest bias among all baseline models. Addi-
tionally, in Fig. 14c and d, the performance gap is particularly significant for specific
humidity, where OMG-HD successfully captures the humidity increase, whereas the
HRRR model fails. The improved forecast accuracy for specific humidity also explains
why, as shown in Fig. 8, OMG-HD provides better heat index forecasts compared to
the baseline models.

Fig. 12: RMSE spatial distribution of variable Q with varying lead times.
As our ECMWF and GFS data lack the Q variable, their corresponding heatmaps
are absent. In comparison with HRRR, OMG-HD generally demonstrates superior
performance across all lead times.
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Fig. 13: RMSE spatial distribution of variable SP with varying lead times.
As our GFS data lacks the SP variable, its corresponding heatmap is absent.

PBC (accessible at https://synopticdata.com/) for aggregating station observations
and providing the Mesonet API for us to download those data, which are crucial in
building an AI-based framework like OMG-HD for weather forecasting.
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Fig. 14:OMG-HD also excels in predicting temperature and specific humid-
ity during the heatwave case. Comparison of prediction accuracy for different
models during the heatwave event of August 24, 2023 around Chicago, USA. Forecast
values and their biases from ground truth over the selected area, where the columns
correspond to different models, and rows show different lead times. OMG-HD con-
sistently exhibits the lowest bias across all lead times. OMG-HD produces the best
prediction of both temperature and specific humidity compared to baseline models.
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Variable Unit Definition

Input Variables
sta t °C Station temperature at 2 meters
sta q g/kg Station specific humidity
sta u10 m/s Station u component of wind at 10 meters
sta v10 m/s Station v component of wind at 10 meters
sta rh % Station relative humidity
sta ws m/s Station wind speed at 10 meters
sta wd degrees Station wind direction
sta p hPa Station surface pressure
sta msl hPa Station mean sea level pressure
goes1∼4 - Satellite channels measuring 0.640, 3.9, 7.4, and 11.20 µm wavelengths
SHSR dBZ Seamless hybrid scan reflectivity
d2c km Distance from coast GMT intermediate
lc - Land cover class defined in LCCS
dl m Lake depth
cl - Lake cover
slt - Soil type
cvh - Low vegetation cover
cvl - High vegetation cover
tvh - Type of high vegetation
tvl - Type of low vegetation
anor radians Angle of sub-grid scale orography
isor - Anisotropy of sub-grid scale orography
z m2/s2 Orography / Geopotential
lsm - Land-sea mask
slor - Slope of sub-grid scale orography
sdfor m Standard deviation of filtered sub-grid orography
sdor - Standard deviation of orography
longitude degrees Geographical longitude coordinate
latitude degrees Geographical latitude coordinate
hour sin - Sine transformation for capturing hourly cycles
hour cos - Cosine transformation for capturing hourly cycles
month sin - Sine transformation for capturing monthly cycles
month cos - Cosine transformation for capturing monthly cycles

Output Variables
T °C Temperature at 2 meters
Q g/kg Specific humidity
WS m/s Wind speed at 10 meters
SP hPa Surface pressure
u10 m/s U component of wind at 10 meters
v10 m/s V component of wind at 10 meters

Table 2: Definition of each variable in the input and output channels.
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