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ABSTRACT The knowledge of type of precipitating cloud is crucial
for radar based quantitative estimates of precipitation. We propose a novel
model called CloudSense which uses machine learning to accurately identify
the type of precipitating clouds over the complex terrain locations in the
Western Ghats (WGs) of India. CloudSense uses vertical reflectivity profiles
collected during July-August 2018 from an X-band radar to classify clouds
into four categories namely stratiform,mixed stratiform-convective,convective
and shallow clouds. The machine learning(ML) model used in CloudSense
was trained using a dataset balanced by Synthetic Minority Oversampling
Technique (SMOTE), with features selected based on physical characteris-

tics relevant to different cloud types. Among various ML models evaluated
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Light Gradient Boosting Machine (LightGBM) demonstrate superior perfor-
mance in classifying cloud types with a BAC of 0.8 and F1-Score of 0.82 .
CloudSense generated results are also compared against conventional radar
algorithms and we find that CloudSense performs better than radar algo-
rithms. For 200 samples tested, the radar algorithm achieved a BAC of 0.69
and F1-Score of 0.68, whereas CloudSense achieved a BAC and F1-Score of
0.77. Our results show that ML based approach can provide more accurate
cloud detection and classification which would be useful to improve precipi-

tation estimates over the complex terrain of the WG.

Keywords: Machine learning, Precipitating clouds, Doppler weather

radar, Western Ghats, Light GBM

1 INTRODUCTION

Clouds are an integral component of convection and precipitation and play
a vital role in modulating the global circulation, Earth’s radiative budget
and hydrological cycle. Different cloud types are associated with different
microphysical and radiative properties which influence the vertical distribu-
tion of heating in the atmosphere (Houze 1982; Houze 1997; Schumacher and
Houze 2003). Improved knowledge of cloud types can improve weather and
climate predictions through better representation of clouds in atmospheric
models. From a regional perspective, accurate detection and classification of
precipitating clouds are crucial for accurate quantitative precipitation esti-

mation (QPE) which is widely used for extreme weather forecasting, climate



studies and hydrological applications (Steiner and Houze, 1997; Gourley and
Vieux 2005; Kiihnlein et al.,2014; Thompson et al., 2015; Arulraj and Bar-
r0s,2019). QPE algorithms provide rain estimates based on relationships
specific to precipitating cloud type (Rao et al. 2001; Auipong and Trivej
2018) and therefore, any misclassification of precipitating clouds will impact
the accuracy of QPE.

Earlier studies classified precipitating clouds either using space-borne ac-
tive and passive sensors (Inoue 1987; Sassen and Wang 2008; Subrahmanyam
and Kumar 2013; So and Shin 2018) or ground-based radars and gauges
(Penide et al., 2013; Loh et al., 2020; Zuo et al.,2022). Satellite-based classi-
fication though has wider spatial coverage but has limitations due to coarser
spatial and temporal sampling. Broadly, precipitating clouds are catego-
rized as convective and stratiform types (Houze 2014). Convective clouds are
characterised by strong vertical air currents, small areal coverage, and high
rainfall intensities while the converse is associated with stratiform clouds.

Most techniques apply a threshold value to distinguish between differ-
ent precipitation types. For example, when precipitation intensity recorded
by rain gauge exceeds a certain threshold, the precipitation cloud is con-
sidered convective but otherwise stratiform (Austin and Houze 1972; Houze
1973; Testud et al. 2001). Some studies used threshold-based techniques to
raindrop spectra measured by surface disdrometer to classify precipitating
systems (Waldvogel 1974; Tokay and Short 1996; Lavanya and Kirankumar
2021). However, these methods provide point measurements and can eas-
ily misinterpret the areal extent of precipitation in a convective cloud when

there is weak precipitation intensity in its vicinity (Ran et al. 2021). Fur-



ther, these methods rely only on rainfall measured near the surface and lack
information on the vertical structure of clouds.

Ground-based weather radars are excellent tools for cloud and precipita-
tion observations (Battan 1973; Fabry 2015). They provide 3D structures of
clouds and rainfall at finer spatio-temporal scales which can be utilised for
more accurate classification of precipitating systems (Xiao and Liu 2007).
Ground-based radars are also used for calibration and validation of space-
based precipitation products (Zhong et al. 2017; Biswas and Chandrashekhar
2018). A Doppler radar measures three base data parameters, viz., reflectiv-
ity, Doppler velocity and spectrum width. Using radar reflectivity threshold,
Churchill and Houze (1984) identified the core of the convective precipitation
and separated convective and stratiform regions within cloud clusters. They
used a fixed radius of influence to identify the convective area of the core. The
technique tends to overestimate the extent of the area designated as convec-
tive precipitation. Numerous echoes, despite retaining evident bright band
characteristics, are categorized as convective. Steiner et al. (1995) modified
this method using a variable radius of influence and used criteria of intensity,
peakedness and surrounding area. However, the major limitation of Steiner’s
algorithm was that it does not account for the vertical storm structure in-
formation which could improve the accuracy of precipitation classification.
Later studies modified Steiner’s algorithm using additional information from
the 3-D precipitation field and showed that the accuracy of the algorithm
is improved (DeMott et al. 1995; Biggerstaff and Listemaa 2000). In con-
trast to studies which used only reflectivity, Williams et al. (1995) classified

precipitating clouds through the synergy of vertical structures of reflectiv-



ity, Doppler velocity and spectrum width and illustrated the performance of
their algorithm. However, the basic problem with conventional radar-based
algorithms is sensitivity to the adopted threshold of a radar parameter. If
the threshold reflectivity is set to be low, it is likely that stratiform regions
are misclassified as convective. On the other hand, if the threshold is high,
transitioning convective regions or mixed stratiform-convective areas may be
identified as stratiform. Cloud structures are often complex which makes it
difficult to distinguish them into different types. For example, a convective
cloud in transition to stratiform exhibits mixed characteristics and these al-
gorithms may fail in categorising them. Further, the threshold value is not
always constant and needs to be adjusted and fine-tuned for different geo-
graphical locations, seasons and with changes in calibration constants of the
radar.

In an attempt to solve this long-standing problem, studies have been con-
ducted in the past that used machine learning (ML) models for classifying
precipitating clouds into convective and stratiform (Anagnostou 2004; Lazri
and Ameur 2018; Wang H et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2019; Wang Y et al.,
2021; Ran et al., 2021; Ghada W et al., 2022). Wang H et al., 2019 devel-
oped a deep learning method of precipitation cloud type identification, based
on the data of a dual-polarization Doppler weather radar. Anagnostou 2004
used a neural network approach to classify reflectivity measurements from
ground-based volume scanning radar into convective and stratiform precipi-
tation types. Ghada W et al., 2022, using a total of 20,979 min of rain data
measured by a Micro Rain Radar (MRR) and built seven types of ML models

for stratiform and convective rain type classification. Their results indicate



that tree-based ensembles such as xgboost and random forest, performed
better than simpler models.

Over the Indian region, ML-based classification of precipitating clouds is
either lacking or scarce. In this work, we develop a model using ML named
as “CloudSense” and attempt to classify cloud types from radar reflectivity
profiles in the Western Ghats (WG) of India. This study primarily uses
X-band radar data collected over a high altitude cloud physics laboratory
(HACPL) at Mahabaleshwar (17.92° N, 73.66° E, ~ 1.38 km MSL) in the WG
(Fig 1). The radar site (referred to as MDV) is located at a distance of 26 km
from HACPL and the data collected by the radar during July-August 2018
have been used for analysis. The WG is one of the heaviest rainfall-receiving
regions (~ 6000 mm) during the Indian summer monsoon(ISM) (Nandargi
S, Mulye S 2012) and forms an ideal test bed for cloud and precipitation
studies. The topography of the WG exerts an influence on monsoon rainfall
in a manner that amplifies rainfall on the windward side and inhibits it on the
leeward side. Due to complex topographical features, in-situ measurements
of clouds and rainfall are scarce in this region. The rainfall in the WG is
contributed by cloud systems such as stratiform, mixed stratiform-convective,
convective and shallow convective clouds ( Konwar et al., 2012a; Maheskumar
et al., 2014; Deshpande et al., 2015; Das et al., 2017). Of all clouds, shallow
convective clouds occur most frequently and contribute majorly to the total
precipitation during ISM (Konwar et al., 2014). Earlier, Das et al., 2017 used
MRR and X-band radar to study rain DSD characteristics for different cloud
types over HACPL.

In the present work, we use several ML models to classify cloud types



from vertical profiles of reflectivity (VPRs) and select an optimal ML model
to construct CloudSense. The model-generated results are compared against
conventional radar algorithms and test cases are presented. The paper is
organized as follows. Data and methodology are given in Sect. 2, and Sect.

3 contains results followed by conclusions in Sect. 4.

2 DATA AND METHODOLOGY

2.1 Data

The Indian Institute of Tropical Meteorology (IITM), Pune, has deployed
a magnetron-based mobile dual-polarized X-band Doppler radar at Mand-
hardev (18.04°N, 73.86°E and ~ 1.3km MSL), a remote location in the WG.
The radar operates at ~ 9.535 GHz with a peak power of about 200 kW.
The technical specifications of the X-band radar are given in Table 1. The
scan strategy of the radar consists of Range Height Indicator (RHI) and vol-
ume scan modes, repeated every 12 minutes. Each volume scan consists of
plan position indicator (PPI) scans at 18 elevation angles from 0.5° to 90°
and takes approximately 12 minutes. On the other hand, the RHI scan is
executed along 239° azimuth which points over the HACPL site (see Fig. 1).

The most important parameter provided by a weather radar is the equiv-
alent reflectivity factor (Z, henceforth). Z is proportional to the 6th power
of hydrometeor size in the scattering volume (Marshall et al. 1947) . The

relation between Z and raindrop size is given by

7 = /OOO N(D)D%D (1)



where D is the raindrop diameter and N(D) is the precipitation particle size
distribution.

In this work, Z data collected during July-August 2018 has been used.
Several quality checks and corrections have been done for Z before analy-
sis. Mainly VPR data taken from RHI scans have been used in this study
(Fig. 2a). Over HACPL, zenith pointing radar observations are lacking
and therefore, vertical profiles of Doppler velocity (DV) and spectrum width
(W) are not available. PPI data corresponding to 85° elevation can serve
as pseudo zenith pointing observations and therefore, used here to obtain

vertical profiles of DV and W over MDV (Fig.2b).

2.2 Methodology
2.2.1 Processing of Z data

7 data collected by the radar is in polar coordinates. Therefore, RHI data
is converted to 2 D Cartesian coordinates with a grid spacing of 1 km in the
horizontal and 100 m in the vertical. The data below 0.5 km are discarded
to avoid noise and clutter near the ground. VPRs with Z<5 dBZ at 1.5
km above the ground are removed to avoid weak and noisy signals and are
considered non-precipitating in nature. Vertical profiles of Z, DV and W
are directly taken from 85° PPI data by averaging the respective profiles.
Contoured frequency by altitude diagrams (CFAD) of radar parameters are
also constructed (Yuter and Houze 1995). The bin size considered for CFADs
is 5 dBZ for Z and 1 m/s for DV and W. The height interval is 0.1 km between

0.5 and 11 km. The number of occurrences at each level is standardized by



the mean and standard deviation considering all reflectivity bins among all

vertical levels.

2.2.2 Labelling

The precipitating clouds are classified into four categories: shallow, con-
vective, stratiform and mixed stratiform-convective (also referred as mixed
clouds) (Williams et al. 1995). Das et al. (2017) have classified clouds over
HACPL into these four categories based on VPR data collected using MRR
and the X-band radar. Here, we have adopted the VPR based definitions
of cloud types described in their study. Note that here the cloud profiles
are grouped not through a conventional approach based on radar algorithms
rather they are manually labelled into these 4 categories after careful visual
inspection of each VPR. Fig 3 shows the logical flow diagram of the classifi-
cation algorithm. The first criterion is to check whether hydrometeors exist
well above the melting layer. The climatological melting layer over the study
region has been reported at 4 km (Kalapureddy et al. 2023); if the cloud
top height is below 4 km, the cloud is classified as shallow otherwise the
VPR is scrutinized for a bright band signature. The radar bright band is a
prominent feature of stratiform precipitation and appears as a narrow region
of enhanced Z just below the 0 C level in radar returns (Marshall et al. 1947;
Battan 1973). If no bright band is detected, the cloud is placed in the convec-
tive category. Alternatively, if a bright band is present, further examination
focuses on its strength. Mature stratiform clouds exhibit well-defined bright
band features, while mixed clouds display embedded convection along with a

less pronounced bright band (Das et al. 2017). Therefore, VPRs with strong



and prominent bright band signatures are recognized as stratiform whereas
those lacking this feature are labelled as mixed stratiform-convective clouds.
These clouds being manually labelled are considered as true cloud types and

the model results are tested against them.

2.2.3 CloudSense

The CloudSense utilizes a ML model for the classification of defined cloud
types except shallow clouds. Shallow clouds are not considered in the ML
model algorithm due to the fact that they are generally confined below the
melting layer (Fig 4d) which makes their identification >95 % accurate. Shal-
low clouds are obtained by adopting a flexible height threshold of 4 km. For
example, if a cloud crosses the 4 km melting layer but only by a marginal
degree, it will be identified as shallow and therefore, no rigid threshold cri-
terion is required. For other 3 cloud types, the ML model is trained using
VPR samples and then tested for performance. Fig 4 shows the architecture
of CloudSense.

The number of VPR samples for 3 cloud types is 1492 which includes
808 stratiform, 240 mixed and 444 convective clouds. These samples have
been used for training the ML model. Stratiform clouds account for 54 %
of the total occurrences which is in agreement with the observations of Das
et al. 2017. However, this leads to an imbalanced dataset. To address this,
we use a Synthetic Minority Oversampling Technique (SMOTE) (Chawla et
al., 2002, Barua et al., 2011; Zhu et al., 2017; Elreedy and Atiya 2019) to
make the dataset balanced by increasing the number of samples of convective

and mixed clouds equal to the majority class(see supplementary Fig 1). Fig.
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5 shows the CFADs of Z for all 4 cloud types segregated through manual
labelling after oversampling.

Different cloud types have different physical processes which are linked
to their vertical structures. For training a ML model, it is important to
select features specific to each cloud type which are used as predictors for
modelling. The performance of the ML model depends on these features and
therefore, should be carefully selected. For identifying features, the following
3 zones are considered for the 3 types of clouds:

a) low-level (1-2 km): This zone is associated with rain drops and shows
higher Z in case of convective clouds due to the presence of bigger rain drops.

b) mid-level (3-5 km): This zone is associated with melting layer, has
mixed phase hydrometeors and shows a prominent bright band peak for ma-
ture stratiform clouds. Case studies conducted over the WG have found
bright band region situated between ~3-5 km (Jha et al. 2019; Devisetty et
al. 2019).

c) high-level (6-7 km): This zone is above the melting layer and mostly
populated with ice phase particles. For mixed clouds, higher turbulence is
observed in this zone (Williams et al. 1995); however, Z does not show any
contrasting features.

A total of 41 predictors are considered from the defined 3 zones.

2.2.4 Tuning and Evaluating the model

ML algorithms have several hyperparameters which determine the overall
performance of the algorithm. Different hyperparameter values produce dif-

ferent model parameter values for a given data set. These values should be
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tuned so that the combination of hyper-parameters maximizes the model’s
performance, minimizing a predefined loss function to produce better results
with fewer errors(Probst et al., 2018; Weerts et al., 2020).

Since all four types of clouds will be unevenly distributed in the unseen
test data, we use several evaluation metrics such as balanced accuracy(BAC),
precision, recall and F1-score which are commonly used in classification tasks
( Silva et al., 2020; Nasir et al., 2022). A confusion matrix (Fig 6) of size n
x n associated with a classifier shows the predicted and actual classification,

where n is the number of different classes (Visa et al., 2011).

3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

3.1 Evolution case of a convective system

Figures 7, 8 and 9 depict the temporal evolution of a convective cloud into
stratiform precipitation over MDV. This rainfall event occurred on 26 June
2018 and was associated with a mesoscale convective system (MCS). An MCS
comprises of mainly convective and stratiform regions and has a life cycle
consisting of formation, maturity and dissipation (Houze 2004). A region
of transitional clouds also exist in the MCS which forms when convective
clouds begin to dissipate and merge into the stratiform anvil cloud (Smull
and Houze 1987; Williams et al. 1995) . Here, initially, a fully developed
convective cloud is seen (Fig. T7a) which starts to decay and transitions
to mixed stratiform-convective system (Fig. 7b). At this stage, a local
maximum in Z (indicative of bright band) starts to appear between 3 and

4 km height levels and become more pronounced in Fig. 7c. This suggests
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the gradual dissipation of convective features and shift towards stratiform
cloud. The bright-band signature becomes well-marked in Fig. 7d signifying
the transition to stratiform system is complete. Next, the stratiform system
matures and eventually diminishes (Fig. 7e,f).

Corresponding vertical profiles of DV and W are shown in Fig. 8 and
Fig. 9 respectively. During the transition phase, a gradient in DV emerges
at bright band levels (3-4 km) (Fig. 8b,c) due to the increase in fall velocities
of rain drops toward the end of melting process (Battan 1973). This gradient
increases and peaks for mature stratiform system (Fig. 8d) when DV rises
sharply from 2 at 3.5 km to 9 m/s at 2.5 km. In later stages, DV decreases
with the dissipation of stratiform cloud (Fig. 8e,f). In case of W, enhanced
values around 2-3 m/s are noted above the bright band during convective
and transition phases indicating higher turbulence (Fig. 9a,b,c). Later, W
decreases at these levels for stratiform system (Fig. 9d, e, f ). Williams
et al. (1995) also noticed enhanced turbulence above the melting level (see
their Fig. 6) in case of mixed clouds and reasoned that large W result from
convective updrafts and downdrafts occurring at these height levels which is
absent in stratiform system. An increase in W is also seen just below the
bright band during the transition and stratiform stages which is associated
with the increasing drop size as hydrometeors transform shape as they fall

through the melting layer (Williams et al 1995).

3.2 CloudSense Results

We trained 7 ML models for this multi-classification task using the training

dataset described in Section 2.2.3. Among these, 5 of them were hyper-
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parameter tuned models and 2 of them were not-tuned models. The ML
algorithms used are Decision tree, Naive Bayes, xgboost (Extreme Gradient
Boosting), catboost (Categorical Boosting), KNN (K Nearest Neighbours),
Random Forest and Light GBM (Light Gradient Boosting Machine). The
test set consists of 400 clouds (stratiform-140, mixed-77, convective-99, shal-
low -84) taken over the HACPL and MDV. The overall results obtained on
the test set from the models are given in Table 2.

It can be seen that hyper-parameter tuned models perform better than
not-tuned models for this classification problem (Table 2). This is in agree-
ment with the results of Ghada W et al., 2022. LightGBM model gives the
best results out of the 5 tuned models with a BAC of 0.80 and F1-Score
of 0.82. Therefore, this ML model is considered for CloudSense. Table 3
and Table 4 provide the classification report of CloudSense and the tuned
hyper-parameter values for the Light GBM model.

Shallow clouds, as mentioned earlier, are correctly predicted with high-
est percentage and show the highest scores for precision, recall and F1-Score.
Stratiform clouds show an F1-Score of 0.84 followed by convective clouds and
mixed clouds with 0.78 and 0.66 respectively. This shows that the distribu-
tion of stratiform clouds is better understood by the model than convective
and mixed clouds. To get the correctly classified and misclassified number of
clouds by the model we analyse the confusion matrix (Fig 10).

Fig. 10 shows that 123 stratiform clouds (88 %), 45 mixed clouds (58
%), 80 convective clouds (81 %), and 80 shallow clouds (95%) have been
accurately identified and classified by the model. Although the number of

clouds correctly predicted by the model is considerable, there are instances
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of misclassifications. Specifically, 10 convective clouds have been classified
as stratiform, and 12 stratiform clouds have been incorrectly classified as
convective clouds. Various factors constrain the performance of the model
such as limited sample size, data imbalance, relevance of features selected
for training the ML model and other external factors. To understand the
nature of misclassifications by the model, we test the model using a RHI
scan conducted by the radar at 3:52 UTC on July 15, 2018 (Fig.11).
Almost 75 % of the precipitating cloud profiles have been correctly iden-
tified and classified. While shallow clouds have been predicted with 100 %
accuracy, there are some instances of misclassification with other cloud types.
The misclassifications primarily involve stratiform and convective clouds be-
ing predicted as mixed stratiform-convective clouds, and vice versa. Notably,
no convective cloud is predicted as stratiform or vice versa. Classifying a
cloud type accurately is an important step in QPE. A stratiform cloud is
considered to produce low intensity rain while a convective cloud is asso-
ciated with heavy rain; rainfall from a mixed cloud is moderate in nature.
Thus, these misclassifications directly impact the accuracy of QPE. However,
the impact is relatively less if a stratiform/convective cloud is categorized as
mixed and vice versa. On the other hand, misclassifying a convective cloud
as stratiform can have severe consequences, leading to forecasts with signif-
icantly underestimated rainfall. It may be noted that misclassification of
this nature has not been observed here; however, it cannot be completely
ruled out for other cases. In summary, the model produced cloud types have
instances of misclassifications but with relatively less impact and therefore,

the performance of the model may be considered satisfactory.
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3.3 CloudSense versus radar algorithm output

In this section, we compare the statistics of CloudSense results with those of
a conventional radar algorithm. Williams et al. (1995) have utilized vertical
profiles of Z, DV and W collected using a vertically pointing 915 MHz wind
profiler radar to classify clouds into the four types.

They used 3 criteria to distinguish the 4 cloud types (see their Fig 4):
melting layer signature, turbulence above the melting level and hydrometeors
above the melting level. A set of thresholds were specified by them for
maximum Doppler velocity gradient (DVG) between the height levels of 3.5
and 5 km and maximum spectral width (MSW) above 7 km.

In this work, we have adapted their methodology and adjusted their al-
gorithm to account for the differences in the observing instrument and the
region of study. For example, their 915 MHz wind profiler radar is sensitive
to both turbulence in clear air and precipitating hydrometeors while the X-
band radar used here is sensitive to precipitating particles only and provides
data at comparatively higher resolution. Additionally, there are differences
in melting layer altitudes at both sites. A comparison of the CFADs of Z,
DV and W constructed over MDV (Fig. 12) with those of Williams et al.
(1995) (their Fig. 3) highlight these differences. Considering these distinc-
tions, we set thresholds of DVG between height levels of 2.8-4 km and that
of MSW between 4-7 km.

A total of 200 VPRs collected from the MDYV site with 50 profiles each
for all four cloud types are taken for testing the algorithm. We tested the
sensitivity of classification results for a set of threshold values for DVG and

MSW (refer Table 1 in supplementary document) and found that a DVG >
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2.5 m st km' and MSW > 2 m/s yielded the best results. Corresponding
to this threshold, the evaluation metrics are presented in Table 5 and 6 for
radar algorithm and CloudSense model, respectively.

The radar algorithm exhibited a BAC of 0.69 and F1-Score of 0.68,
whereas CloudSense achieved a BAC and F1-Score of 0.77, indicating that the
CloudSense model outperforms the threshold-based radar algorithm. Note
that as shallow clouds are classified using the same criteria for both the model

and radar algorithm, the classification results are similar for both.

4 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents an initial attempt to develop an accurate cloud classi-
fication model from radar data with an ML-based approach which is com-
pletely lacking over the Indian region. We proposed a novel model called
CloudSense which uses machine learning (ML) for identifying precipitating
cloud types over the WGs. The clouds are classified into stratiform, mixed
stratiform-convective, convective and shallow. The model used vertical re-
flectivity profiles (VPRs) collected from an X-band DWR located at Mand-
hardev (18.04°N, 73.86°E and ~ 1.3km MSL) in the WGs. The CloudSense
model classifies shallow clouds using flexible threshold height of the melt-
ing layer whereas other 3 cloud types are classified using ML algorithms.
A typical case showing the evolution of a convective system to stratiform
precipitation was discussed and microphysical properties of the clouds were
studied to select the suitable features to train the ML algorithm. 7 ML al-

gorithms were trained and tested using the VPRs. Among all ML models,
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Light GBM, a tree-based learning algorithm, showed the best test results
with a BAC of 0.8 and F1-Score of 0.82. The performance of CloudSense
was compared against a conventional threshold-based radar algorithm de-
scribed in by Williams et al 1995. The radar algorithm achieved a BAC of
0.69 and F1-Score of 0.68 while the model exhibited a BAC and F1-Score of
0.77 for 200 samples tested, thus showing that CloudSense can provide more
accurate detection and classification of cloud types.

Future plan is to rigorously train this model using more samples and de-
velop a more robust model for improved classification of clouds over the WG.
Similar studies can be carried using other radars over other regions to de-
velop accurate cloud classification models which would be useful to improve

the radar based quantitative estimates of precipitation.
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Parameter Value
Frequency(GHz) 9.535
Wavelength(cm) 3.14
Transmitter Magnetron
Peak power(kW) 200

Pulse widths 0.8-2 ps
Beam width

Antenna gain(dB) 44.3
Antenna diameter(m) 2.4
Cross-pol Isolation(dB) -30

Minimum detectable signal

-25 dBZ at 20 km

underlined portion highlights the best results

Table 1: Technical specifications of X-band Doppler radar

Table 2: Overall results of tuned and not tuned ML models. The bold and

Model BAC | Precision | Recall | F1-Score
Decision tree 0.67 | 0.68 0.68 0.68
Not Tuned Models
Naive Bayes 0.54 | 0.69 0.43 0.36
xghoost 0.76 | 0.78 0.79 0.78
catboost 0.76 | 0.78 0.78 0.77
Tuned Models KNN 0.69 | 0.71 0.71 0.71
Light GBM 0.80 | 0.82 0.82 | 0.82
Random Forest | 0.77 | 0.79 0.79 0.79
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Table 3: Classification report of CloudSense
Precision | Recall | F1-Score | Number of samples
Stratiform 0.80 0.88 0.84 140
Mixed Stratiform-Convective | 0.75 0.58 0.66 7
Convective 0.75 0.81 0.78 99
Shallow 1 0.95 0.98 84
Table 4: Hyper-parameters and their tuned values used in the

Light GBM model. The values are finalised after running 1000 trials
and selecting the trial with the highest F1-Score

Hyper Parameters | Lower limit | Upper limit | Tuned Values
boosting _type - - gbdt
class_weight 1 5 {0: 5, 1: 5, 2: 4}
objective - - multiclass
metric - - multi_logloss
random _state - - 42

lambda_l1 le-8 10.0 3.54e-05
lambda_12 le-8 10.0 0.0006
feature_fraction 0.4 1 0.72
bagging_fraction 0.4 1 0.98
bagging_freq 1 7 6

min_child samples | 5 100 16
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Table 5: Classification report of the radar algorithm for 200 cloud

samples taken over the MDYV site

Precision | Recall | F1-Score | Number of samples
Stratiform 0.65 0.84 0.73 20
Mixed Stratiform-Convective | 0.44 0.34 0.38 50
Convective 0.64 0.64 0.64 50
Shallow 1 0.92 0.96 50

Table 6: Classification report of CloudSense for 200 cloud samples

taken over the MDYV site

Precision | Recall | F1-Score | Number of samples
Stratiform 0.68 0.80 0.73 20
Mixed Stratiform-Convective | 0.81 0.50 0.62 50
Convective 0.67 0.86 0.75 20
Shallow 1 0.92 0.96 50
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