
In the 28th Australasian Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AusAI), Canberra,
Australia, November 30-December 4, 2015.

Modeling Ice Storm Climatology

Ranjini Swaminathan1,3, Mohan Sridharan2, Gillian Dobbie1, and Katharine Hayhoe3

1 Department of Computer Science, The University of Auckland, NZ
2 Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, The University of Auckland, NZ

3 Climate Science Center, Texas Tech University, USA
ranjinis@gmail.com; m.sridharan@auckland.ac.nz; gill@cs.auckland.ac.nz;

katharine.hayhoe@ttu.edu

Abstract. Extreme weather events such as ice storms cause significant damage
to life and property. Accurately forecasting ice storms sufficiently in advance to
offset their impacts is very challenging because they are driven by atmospheric
processes that are complex and not completely defined. Furthermore, such fore-
casting has to consider the influence of a changing climate on relevant atmo-
spheric variables, but it is difficult to generalise existing expertise in the absence
of observed data, making the underlying computational challenge all the more
formidable. This paper describes a novel computational framework to model
ice storm climatology. The framework is based on an objective identification of
ice storm events by key variables derived from vertical profiles of temperature,
humidity, and geopotential height (a measure of pressure). Historical ice storm
records are used to identify days with synoptic-scale upper air and surface con-
ditions consistent with an ice storm. Sophisticated classification algorithms and
feature selection algorithms provide a computational representation of the behav-
ior of the relevant physical climate variables during ice storms. We evaluate the
proposed framework using reanalysis data of climate variables and historical ice
storm records corresponding to the north eastern USA, demonstrating the effec-
tiveness of the climatology models and providing insights into the relationships
between the relevant climate variables.

1 Introduction
Extreme winter weather events such as snow, sleet and ice storms can cause significant
damage to property and life. Perhaps the most dangerous of these are ice storms that re-
sult from freezing rain. Ice storms are a globally occurring phenomena that can account
for billions of dollars of damage to urban and natural systems.

Ice storms account for roughly 60% of winter storm losses within the United States,
and they have caused billions of dollars of loss in the continental United States and
Canada [11,16]. The catastrophic effects of ice storms are being seen all over the world,
with the 2008 ice storm in China resulting in 129 human fatalities, $22.3 billion in
direct economic losses and structural damage, and the displacement of ≈ 1.7 million
people [31]. The increasing concentration of human populations in areas vulnerable to
ice storms, such as the north eastern United States, will only exacerbate the impact of
such ice storms in the future.

It is very challenging to accurately forecast ice storms sufficiently in advance to
offset the extent of the associated losses, primarily because the complex atmospheric
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processes driving ice storms are difficult to model. Traditional weather models forecast
ice storms using very high resolution observed data for climate variables, and exten-
sive interpretation by humans with domain expertise. Besides overcoming the difficulty
of fully understanding and modeling the complex physical processes in the atmosphere
that cause ice storms, the influence of a changing climate is a crucial factor to be consid-
ered when detecting ice storms in the future. Global Climate Models (GCMs) provide
projections for climate variables decades and even a century in advance under chang-
ing climate scenarios, thereby providing the scientific community with a framework to
study and model future climate events.

Existing expertise, however, is difficult to generalise and apply to future projections
in order to quantify the impact of human-induced climate change on the occurrence
and severity of ice storms. Such analysis is challenged by the lack of “observed” data
and by the necessity to consider the influence of a changing climate on the atmospheric
variables that drive ice storms. The work described in this paper is thus motivated by
the need to represent complex ice storm climatologies in order to project ice storms in
the future under a changing climate. We present a computational framework to model
the complex phenomena of ice storms, and make the following key contributions:

– we build on classification algorithms to model ice storm climatology, and to identify
fundamental climate patterns that are indicative of this climatology;

– we exploit feature selection algorithms to improve both the computational effi-
ciency and the effectiveness of the climatology models; and

– we provide a computational representation of the relevant physical climate vari-
ables and their behaviour during ice storms, affording atmospheric scientists better
insights into the relationships between these variables.

The proposed computational framework is illustrated and experimentally evaluated us-
ing reanalysis data, comprising relevant physical climate variables, and historical ice
storm records, corresponding to the north eastern USA.

2 Related Work
There are no published studies in the literature that apply sophisticated AI or machine
learning algorithms to model ice storm climatology. This section motivates our work by
describing how ice storm climatology has been modeled historically, and by summariz-
ing the broader applicability of computational models for climate science.

Ice Storm Forecasting: Ice storms develop due to many complex atmospheric pro-
cesses that have traditionally been studied at different spatial (micro, meso and synoptic
or cyclone scale) and temporal (from hourly to a few hours) resolutions. Researchers
have studied the effect of topology on freezing rain, and investigaed the influence of
cold-air damming due to the Appalachian mountains in the north eastern USA and the
Rocky Mountain areas [2,26]. Researchers have also attributed the spatial variation of
freezing rain events around the Great Lakes region in the USA, to the frequency of sur-
face cyclone tracks, availability of moisture in the Atlantic ocean, and regional topogra-
phy [8]. Others have used composites of relevant climate variables over a period of five
days to describe how large scale circulation patterns of these variables fostered freezing
rain events in the Great Lakes region [16]. The sensitivity of the Atlantic ocean’s sea
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surface temperatures to ice events in the north eastern USA has been investigated [9],
and the atmospheric conditions that typically coincide with north eastern ice storms, in-
cluding synoptic scale movement of moisture and temperature, have been identified [5].

The literature on studying and modeling ice storms shows that the complex factors
driving ice storms are yet to be completely defined. While it is established that synop-
tic scale events play a key role in their occurrence, existing methods continue to use
composites of high resolution observational data for climate variables. The data is fur-
ther processed by computationally intensive numerical weather models, which limits
these studies to single or selected features of freezing events in geographically local-
ized areas. Furthermore, to forecast ice storms in the present or near future by observing
salient weather patterns, meteorologists still rely on human expertise to make the final
decision regarding intensity and occurrence. The requirements of high resolution data
and extensive human input highlight the need for alternative models for ice storm clima-
tology. This need is amplified by the question of how human-induced climate change
may be affecting the atmospheric circulation patterns that lead to ice storms. Global
Climate Models (GCMs) use the laws of physics to simulate many processes and in-
teractions in the climate system. GCMs are the main tool used to study future climate;
they can generate three-dimensional projections for different atmospheric variables un-
der future climate change scenarios. GCM simulations provide data at coarser spatial
granularities (250km vs 32km) and lower temporal resolutions (daily averages instead
of a few hours) than weather stations. Researchers have generated future ice storm pro-
jections for the north eastern USA and eastern Canada by using statistical downscaling
techniques [6,7]. These techniques establish statistical relationships between large-scale
GCM projections and high-resolution observations, and use these relationships to ob-
tain “observation-like” local data with future GCM projections [29]. However, statis-
tical downscaling makes the assumption that the relationships between large-scale and
local climate variables is stationary over time, and does not exploit the complex inter-
variable relationships within and across scales. These limitations make it challenging
to use statistically downscaled data for modeling complex interactions between climate
variables, such as those driving ice storms.

Computational models for Climate Science: Research in climate and atmospheric
sciences poses a plethora of scientific questions that could greatly from advances in AI.
A recent tutorial at a premier machine learning conference highlighted the complex na-
ture of many problems of interest, and briefly summarized some of the computational
solutions that have been developed for a subset of these problems [1]. A recent article
describes that we are yet to explore advanced computational techniques in the context of
climate and large-scale meteorological processes such as ice storms [14]. Our research
study is motivated by our strong belief that computational solutions for problems in
climate science (and other research domains) should go beyond just a superficial appli-
cation of techniques—they should actively improve our understanding of the problem
and the domain [28]. We describe a framework that addresses key computational chal-
lenges to address a hard problem in climate science. This framework also serves as an
integral first step towards improving the climate science community’s understanding
and ability to detect the complex climate phenomenon of ice storms.
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Fig. 1. Freezing rain forms when a snowflake falls through alternating cold and warm layers
before it gets supercooled and freezes on contact with the ground. The figure also shows how
sleet and snow form in comparison to freezing rain. Figure adapted and modified from [27].

3 Materials and Methods
In this section, we first summarize what is currently known about the climatology of
ice storms, identifying the variables that we consider in the proposed computational
framework. Next, we identify and describe the sources of data corresponding to the
study area in which we illustrate and evaluate our framework. Finally, we describe the
computational models for classification and feature selection that are included in the
proposed framework.

3.1 Ice Storm Climatology
Ice storms are caused by freezing rain and start out in a cold layer of moist air up in
the atmosphere quite the same way as snow and sleet, i.e., as a snowflake. In the case
of snowfall, the snowflake continues to drop down through cold air and settles as snow
when it hits the surface of the earth. Sleet forms when the snowflake first melts through
a layer of warm air and freezes while moving through a cold layer of air again before it
hits the ground. In the case of freezing rain, the snowflake moves down through a layer
of warm air and melts into rain first, then into another layer of cold air where it turns
into a supercooled droplet. If the surface temperature of the earth is below freezing, then
this supercooled droplet freezes as soon as it touches any surface. We see that certain
specific and relatively rare atmospheric conditions must be in place for freezing rain
to occur. This freezing rain then creates a film of ice on the ground and the surface of
every object it falls on. Figure 1 shows a schematic representation of how freezing rain
forms and how it differs from other forms of precipitation.

To consider the atmospheric circulation patterns that are consistent with ice storm
events, we analyze the vertical profiles of three climate variables: temperature, humid-
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Fig. 2. Synoptic scale plot showing the geographic range of the climate variables considered for
modeling ice storm climatology in north eastern USA. The range extends from 24◦ N to 55◦ N
and from 50◦ W to 94◦ W.

ity, and geopotential height. While humidity and temperature at different atmospheric
pressure levels account for the moisture and alternating warm and cold layers, the
geopotential height approximates the actual height of a pressure surface above mean
sea level. In other words, it is the height of a constant pressure surface (e.g., 750 mil-
libars) above the surface of the earth measured in meters. We also consider these at-
mospheric patterns at synoptic scales, as seen in Figure 2. For the chosen study area
of north eastern USA, this means that we capture upper atmosphere dynamics that are
characteristic of ice storms in the large area that comprises the north eastern USA, and
do not attempt to localize our projections to county-level geographic locations within
the area. Considering the patterns at synoptic scale helps develop more reliable models
of the ice storm climatology without human feedback and downscaling errors.

3.2 Data Selection
Although we rely on climate variable projections from GCMs for estimating ice storm
occurrences in the future, GCM simulations are themselves prone to uncertainties that
are difficult to quantify. Uncertainty in GCM output can broadly be attributed to: (1)
natural variability in the climate system; (2) scientific limitations in understanding and
modeling climate; and (3) human choices that will determine the extent of future emis-
sions [19,20]. Our initial model development is therefore done with data generated by a
process called “reanalysis”, which is a systematic approach to generate consistent data
for climate monitoring and research. Reanalysis is a consistent reprocessing of archived
weather observations with modern forecasting systems producing gridded datasets that
estimate a large variety of atmospheric, sea-state and land surface parameters [10]. Re-
analysis data is also well-suited for our task because there is no physical way to obtain
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comprehensive weather observations for climate variables at different heights above the
earth’s surface. Furthermore, reanalysis data is available at different spatial and tem-
poral resolutions. Reanalysis data thus enables us to build more robust models than
with just the GCM output. Since GCM simulations are independent of observations,
the models developed also provide a framework to evaluate different GCMs and iden-
tify those that would be best suited for future ice storm projections. For our work, we
used reanalysis data from the National Centers for Environmental Prediction (NCEP)
provided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, USA [24].

We model ice storm climatology in the north eastern USA by studying the atmo-
spheric patterns that characterized historical ice storm events in the region. We chose
the same 175 significant ice storm events selected in [5], all occurring in winter peri-
ods (October 1st to April 30th) between the years 1993 and 2010 . These events were
selected from the National Climatic Data Center’s (NCDC, USA) Storm Database and
a given event qualified as an ice storm if it met one of three established criteria [5].
Any ice storm events occurring in the northeastern USA is also influenced by atmo-
spheric processes at much larger geographic scales (synoptic), which could potentially
include larger masses of land and even the ocean. The synoptic scale considered suffi-
ciently large (by climate scientists) for studying these ice storms is shown in Figure 2,
spanning the area between 24◦ N and 55◦N from 50◦ W to 94◦ W. This translates to a
145×149 grid of climate variable estimates from the reanalysis data. Data for temper-
ature (2m, 850hPa, 925hPa, 100hPa), specific humidity (2m, 750hPa, 850hPa, 925hPa,
1000hPa) and geopotential height(200hPa, 500hPa, 700hPa, 850hPa) was used for each
cell in this grid since these values were considered relevant to ice storm formation by
domain experts. The temporal component of the data consists of estimates of climate
variables at three-hour intervals each day.

3.3 Experimental Framework

Ice storms are characterized by signature patterns defined by climate variables at various
atmospheric pressure levels. The task of learning computational models that capture
this signature from historical data, and use the models to identify similar patterns in the
future, can be posed as a supervised learning problem. The Learning Task is to learn
models for climate variable patterns during ice storm and non-ice storm winter periods
in the past. The Performance Task is to apply the learned models to identify ice storms
in future GCM projections.

Classification Models for Ice Storm Climatology: We considered some popular
algorithms such as decision trees, rule-based system, neural networks, and Support Vec-
tor Machines (SVMs) to classify ice storm and non-ice storm patterns defined by cli-
mate variables. The SVM-based classifier was (experimentally) observed to provide the
best classification accuracy, and was hence used in all subsequent experiments. Specif-
ically, we adapted an SVM with a linear kernel to use the climate variables as input
features, providing class labels (“positive” for ice storms and “negative” for non-ice
storms) as the corresponding outputs. SVMs transform the task of determining bound-
aries around patterns in feature spaces into the dual convex quadratic problem. Features
and patterns are projected to high(er) dimensions and loss functions are used to penal-
ize errors, resulting in sparse representations and robust decision boundaries [18,22,25].
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SVMs have a simple geometric interpretation, provide robustness to overfitting, and use
structural risk minimization methods [3]. SVMs are well-suited to model the complex
relationships that characterize the behavior of ice storms. Since the reanalysis data was
available at very high resolutions, the larger 145×149 grid was subsampled by averag-
ing values (of each variable) across 5×5 grid cells—this size of the subsampling mask
provides a granularity consistent with GCM projections. Furthermore, the three-hourly
readings for the different climate variables were averaged to provide the equivalent of
daily average readings, which is (again) the resolution at which GCM projections will
be available. To evaluate the sensitivity of classification to different spatio-temporal
scales, we considered other grid sizes and temporal resolutions—see Section 4.

We considered the relevant climate variables, i.e., temperature, humidity and geopo-
tential height, at pressure levels ranging from the surface (2 meters) to 1000 millibars.
Traditional ice storm forecasting methods consider five-day composite maps for climate
variables. Instead, we build a classification model for each day in a five-day window
(three days before, the day of the storm, and one day after). A total of 175 vectors of the
historical record of ice storms, each with 10092 features, were used to build the classifi-
cation model for each day in the window. We can now apply a sliding window on GCM
projections for winter periods during future decades (or centuries) to identify five-day
sequences that signal the potential for an ice storm. Section 4 describes the outcome of
10-fold cross validation on this dataset for the baseline (SVM) classifier,

Feature Selection for Ice Storms: Given the complexity of the underlying atmo-
spheric processes, and the relatively small number of ice storm events under consid-
eration, learning the classification model for each day can be challenging and compu-
tationally expensive with input vectors of ≈ 10000 features. Also, the learned models
will be used to identify ice storms in time periods spread over several decades. One ob-
jective of this work is to identify features that contribute most significantly towards the
ice storm signature so that climate scientists can gain better insights into the physical
characteristics of the atmospheric processes driving ice storms. We would also like to
see how the features selected change over the five-day window to better understand the
change in relevance of the climate variables as the ice storm develops. Dimensionality
reduction methods such as Principal Component Analysis [21] are not applicable since
they transform the original features into a different dimensional space, and we lose the
correspondence information needed to identify the contribution of individual climate
variables. Guidelines laid out by [15] recommend first applying domain knowledge to
perform feature selection and reduce the dimensionality of features for classification
tasks. However, we are unable to use domain knowledge to reduce the set of features—
the complexity of the relationships between climate variable driving ice storms makes
it difficult for even a domain expert to identify the most relevant features.

We investigated two different measures for ranking features: (1) Pearson’s corre-
lation coefficient; and (2) a mutual information-based information-theoretic measure.
The Pearson’s correlation coefficient is computed between individual features and the
class labels:

ρClass,Attribute =
cov(Class,Attribute)

σClassσAttribute
(1)

where ρClass,Attribute is the Pearson’s coefficient, cov(Class,Attribute) is the covariance
between random variables Class and Attribute, and σ is the standard deviation. The
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Readings per day Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5
Four 0.594 0.640 0.717 0.780 0.780
Two 0.606 0.623 0.708 0.754 0.814
One 0.528 0.614 0.634 0.740 0.814
Daily avg. 0.571 0.606 0.683 0.769 0.751

Table 1. Classification performance of ice storm vs. non-ice storm dates in winter periods. Values
represent the F-measure for a linear kernel support vector machine classifier. Every 5×5 grid in
the input data becomes a single supercell for the classification.

Readings per day Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5
Four 0.594 0.640 0.711 0.797 0.786
Two 0.608 0.629 0.717 0.760 0.806
One 0.531 0.609 0.648 0.749 0.820
Daily avg. 0.557 0.600 0.668 0.774 0.754

Table 2. Classification performance of ice storm vs. non-ice storm dates in winter periods. Values
represent the F-measure for a linear kernel support vector machine classifier. Every 3×3 grid in
the input data becomes a single supercell for the classification.

information gain measure, on the other hand, evaluates the worth of each feature as the
information gained about each class given the individual feature:

In f oGain(Class,Attribute) = H(Class)−H(Class|Attribute) (2)

where H(Class) is the marginal entropy of the class and H(Class|Attribute) is the con-
ditional entropy of the class given the feature. We experimentally evaluated how clas-
sification performance changed with different feature set sizes, to deduce the optimal
set of features for the problem of modeling ice storm climatology. As described in
Section 4, the feature selection algorithms reduced the number of features considered,
and improved the (overall) accuracy of the classifier built using the reduced number
of features. As before, we used 10-fold cross validation to evaluate the classification
performance of the combination of feature selection algorithms and the SVM classifier.

4 Experimental Results
We present results from various experiments conducted in relation to ice storm climatol-
ogy modeling. All algorithms were implemented and evaluated on the datasets using the
WEKA data mining software [17]. As stated in Section 3, the results reported below are
obtained by performing 10-fold cross validation. We primarily used the F-measure to
reflect classification performance in all the experimental trials—a higher value of this
measure represents better classification accuracy. We also used some other measures
(see below) to evaluate the significance of the performance of different algorithms.

Classification performance at varying spatio-temporal scales: As stated in Sec-
tion 3, we considered classification performances with two different spatial resolutions,
one where the gridded data is averaged over a mask of 3× 3 cells and another with
5× 5 cells. Reanalysis data is also available at different temporal resolutions and the
values of the climate variables can be considered multiple times through the day. The
daily average reading is obtained by averaging all available readings for an entire day.
GCM simulation data for estimating ice storms in the future will be available to us in
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Fig. 3. Classification performance for different sized feature sets, using the Pearson’s coefficient
for feature selection on the days before, during, and after the ice storm.

Fig. 4. Classification performance for different sized feature sets, using the mutual information
gain for feature selection on the days before, during, and after the ice storm.

the form of daily average readings and hence we consider the daily average f-measure
to be our baseline performance. In order to provide a more comprehensive overview,
we also conducted experiments with different combinations of spatial scales and tem-
poral scales, with the corresponding classification performance (i.e., F-measure scores)
summarized in Table 1 and Table 2. We observe that classification performance peaks
on Day 4, which is the day of the storm. In some cases, the classifier for the day after
the storm does better and can be attributed to the fact that many of the storm events typ-
ically occur over a period of two days. In general, this tells us that the ice storm signal
is strongest on the day of the storm, and that our model is able to capture this signature.

As expected, we also observe that the classification performance improves for both
spatial coverages as the temporal resolution increases (i.e., if we consider multiple read-
ings of the climate variables in a day). However, we notice that the classification perfor-
mance does not drop significantly when the spatial and temporal resolutions are set to
match those of the GCM projections. In other words, we are able to demonstrate that our
classification framework’s performance is reasonably robust to changes in spatial and
temporal resolutions. For the remaining experiments, we thus used only the GCM-scale
resolution data (5×5 smoothing and daily averages).
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Feature Subsets F-measure Kappa Statistic RMSE
All 0.769 0.537 0.481
Top 500 (Pearson) 0.809 0.617 0.438
Top 500 (Info-gain) 0.786 0.571 0.463

Table 3. Classification performance and statistics for the day of the storm (Day 4). The Kappa
measure increases with feature selection and the RMSE decreases. The best score for each column
is highlighted in bold—feature selection using the Pearson coefficient provides the best results.

Feature Subsets All Top 500 (Pearson) Top 500
(Info-gain)

All ↑ 1.625 ↑ 0.5893
Top 500 (Pearson) ←1.4289
Top 500 (Info-gain)

Table 4. The z scores for the McNemar’s test comparing classification performance with and
without feature selection. The arrow points in the direction of the better performing algorithm—
using the Pearson coefficient for feature selection provides the best results.

Classification performance with Feature Selection: Next, we describe the clas-
sification performance when feature selection is included with the baseline classifier
evaluated above. As described in Section 3.3, we used the correlation coefficient mea-
sure and the mutual information measure to rank features. Figure 3 shows the F-measure
scores when the features were ranked using the correlation between individual features
and the class label. Figure 4 shows the corresponding results for when the features were
ranked based on a mutual information theoretic gain measure. In both cases, the num-
ber of features was varied to find an optimal set smaller than the entire set of features
(10092) that best captured the signatures of ice storms. From Figures 3, 4, we observe
that for both methods of feature selection, we get the best classification performance for
Day 4, which is the day of the ice storm. We also observe that using the top 500 features,
as ranked by the feature ranking measures, results (on average) in the best classification
performance—this much smaller set of features can be considered as being representa-
tive of ice storm patterns.

Many methods have been developed to evaluate the significance of classification
performance [4,12,13]. We used three measures to evaluate whether the ability to detect
ice storms improves significantly with feature selection. First, the Kappa statistic [30]
compares the observed accuracy with the expected accuracy or random chance. It is a
measure of the agreement between the predicted and the actual classifications. A higher
Kappa statistic value indicates better classification accuracy. Second, the Root Mean
Square Error (RMSE) [30] is a measure of the difference between the values predicted
by the classifier and the ground truth (i.e., known) values. A lower RMSE indicates
better classification accuracy. Finally, we used the McNemar test [23], a non-parametric
test used to analyze matched pairs of data. It compares the classification accuracy of two
algorithms on a per-instance basis and computes a z score that can be translated into
confidence levels. A One-tailed Prediction is used to determine when one algorithm is
better than the other. Tables 3, 4 summarize the result of using these measures. Table 3
shows that selecting and using the top 500 features raises the Kappa value and lowers
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The most relevant 500 climate variables using Pearson's Coefficient Correlation
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Fig. 5. The computational representation of the most relevant climate variables selected using
Pearson’s Coefficient for ice storm modeling is shown for the day of the storm.

the RMSE. Table 4 shows that the classification performance improvement obtained
using the Pearson’s coefficient for feature selection corresponds to a 94.8% confidence
level. Due to space limitations, we only show the results for the day of the storm.

Computational representation of atmospheric processes: In addition to modeling
the ice storm climatology, the results summarized above can also be used to computa-
tionally represent the climate variables that are most relevant to characterize ice storms.
For instance, Figures5 shows the distribution of the climate variables at different spatial
locations (specific latitude and longitude cells after 5x5 subsampling) and at different
pressure levels on the day of the storm (i.e., Day 4), using the Pearson correlation co-
efficient for feature selection—both methods of feature selection show similarity in the
atmospheric patterns (i.e., the spatial distribution of climate variables) on the day of the
storm. The geopotential height variables selected indicate that a confluence of temper-
ature and moisture variables occurs at ≈ 700mb. This observation is consistent with the
formation of snowflakes at this height. We also observe three different layers of temper-
ature where the snowflake alternatively cools, melts and then freezes just as it hits the
surface of the earth. This is clearly indicated in the representations by both methods of
feature selection. Similar figures that depict the computational representations for the
days before and after the storm (not shown in this paper) show the ice storm conditions
slowly start to form during Day 2, peak on Day 4 and disappear on Day 5—these ob-
servations are (once again) completely consistent with the observed behavior of the ice
storms. The key finding is that we are able to computationally confirm these patterns
using a much smaller subset of features typically considered while modeling ice storms.

5 Conclusions and Future Work
Ice storms are potentially catastrophic weather events that can cause significant dam-
age to life and property. The ability to project ice storm prevalence and intensity in the
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future can help us minimize their negative impact. This paper presents a novel compu-
tational framework to model ice storm climatology, a complex problem in climate sci-
ence. This framework learns atmospheric patterns that characterize historical ice storm
occurrences using reanalysis data for the relevant climate variables. We show that the
classification models in our framework are robust (according to climatolgists) across
spatial and temporal scale changes in climate data. In addition, the framework includes
feature selection algorithms, which identify a smaller subset of features that increase
the classification accuracy and significantly reduce the computational cost of building
(and testing) the classification models on decadal data. Finally, our computational mod-
els help confirm and improve the existing understanding of what causes ice storms, in
ways that will allow climate scientists to develop new insights into this complex atmo-
spheric phenomenon.

This study opens up many directions for inter-disciplinary research. For instance,
we would like to develop and use more sophisticated feature selection algorithms that
can better ground the relationships between the climate variables driving ice storms. We
would also like to use our models constructed with reanalysis data to evaluate Global
Climate Model output for historical time periods, which will allow us to choose the
Global Climate Models that are best suited for generating future ice storm projections.
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