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ABSTRACT

As numerical modeling methods and forecasting technologies continue to improve, people may start to see
more specific severe weather timing and location information hours before the event occurs. While studies
have investigated response actions on the warning time scales, little work has been done to understand what
types of actions residents will take given 4-8 h of advance notice for a possible tornado. This study uses data
from the 2018 Severe Weather and Society Survey, an annual survey of U.S. adults, to begin analyzing re-
sponse actions and how those responses differ with either 4 or 8 h of advance notice. Results show that
response actions are largely the same between the two time periods. The small differences that do exist show
that sheltering behaviors are more common with 4 h of advance notice whereas monitoring behaviors are
more common with 8 h of notice. In addition, respondents claimed they would ‘“‘wait and see” more often in
the 8-h category, indicating they would seek additional information before deciding how to respond. Perhaps
more important than the types of actions that respondents identify is the increase in those who are unsure of
how to react or would choose to do nothing when given 8 h of notice. Respondents may be anchored to the current
system and may not have considered all of the possible actions they can take given more time. Therefore, we
emphasize the need for education campaigns as technology, forecasts, and desired responses continue to evolve.

1. Introduction and background The National Weather Service (NWS) is the govern-
ment entity tasked with issuing hazardous weather
forecasts for the United States for the protection of life
and property and enhancement of the national economy
(NWS 2019). Their suite includes products covering all
hazard types, from air quality alerts to winter weather
products. Specific to severe weather events, there are
generally three different levels of products that compose
the public communication process. The first level in-
cludes convective outlooks, which are forecast by the
Storm Prediction Center (SPC) up to 8 days in advance
and are generally on a regional or multistate scale. The
second level includes mesoscale discussions and severe
thunderstorm/tornado watches, which are also issued by
the SPC. These products are issued on the day of the
event, generally 1-3 h before the event begins, and are
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As forecast technology continues to improve, we
may start to see more specific forecast information
(including timing information) earlier in the event
timeline. This may mean that residents could know
their specific threat time frame 4-8h ahead of the
actual event. A change like this would open up a new
realm of potential response actions, many of which
have not been studied. This work begins the process
of understanding what types of response actions in-
dividuals may take given hours of notice to tornadic
events, and how those actions differ from those cur-
rently taken given minutes of lead time for tornado
warnings.
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NWS office. They are generally valid from just prior to
the event occurring and are usually the size of a one or
two counties.

While the current system includes three distinct levels
of products, a proposed system from the Forecasting a
Continuum of Environmental Threats (FACETS) proj-
ect aims to provide a continuous flow of hazardous
weather information (Rothfusz et al. 2018). In theory,
this system would provide each individual user with in-
formation specific to their situation and threat tolerance.
For example, this future system may supplement current
products with a continuous stream of probabilistic haz-
ard information (see Ling et al. 2015) that users can view
at any point in time or space based on their chosen alert-
level settings. While potentially beneficial, some key
partners (like emergency managers) often rely on spe-
cific products to make decisions or activate procedures
(Cross et al. 2019). Likewise, tornado watches seem to
improve the tornado warning process in local forecast
offices (Hales 1990). From a public perspective, watches
serve as the first line of defense to initiate protective
action. Generally, the more severe the watch type, the
more likely people are to stop their activities and start
monitoring the situation (Gutter et al. 2018). These
findings raise an important question: should certain
products (or product levels) be maintained in the pro-
posed FACETs system? As forecast technology con-
tinues to improve, the current products may start to
evolve and serve a different purpose, but their existence
may still be important to core partners and the public.

If some or all of the current product structure remains
in place, the challenge for the FACETs paradigm then
becomes developing a continuous flow of information
while maintaining the current product structure of dis-
crete forecasts. Currently, a multiple-hour information
gap may exist between the convective outlook and the
first (if any) mesoscale discussion or watch, depending
on the day. Although many NWS forecast offices pro-
vide information between these two products (often in
the form of online or phone briefings and social media
posts), there is currently no formalized product infor-
mation available between the convective outlook and a
mesoscale discussion or watch. One of the proposed
solutions to help remedy this information gap is to in-
clude the time frame of severe weather along with the
probabilistic and categorical risk levels in the convective
outlook. An analysis of historical severe weather reports
shows that a majority (greater than 95%) of daily reports
occurring at a single location will occur within a 4-h
period (Krocak and Brooks 2017). Currently, the SPC
forecasts the probability of severe reports occurring
within 25 mi (~40km) of a location over a 24-h period.
Since the analysis above shows that a majority of reports
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within 25 mi of a location will occur in a smaller timeframe
(4h), the SPC could, in theory, provide information about
that smaller timeframe (such as when it will occur) with-
out changing the definition of their probability forecasts.
For example, the SPC could provide the categorical risk
(marginal, slight, enhanced, moderate, or high risk) and a
4-h time frame (1300-1700 LT, 1600-2000 LT, etc.) for
each location.

While there has been little work conducted to un-
derstand response actions to hours of advance notice
before an event, there has been some work related to
warning-scale response actions. Most studies that ask
participants about response actions consider immediate
sheltering to be the most correct response (e.g., Jauernic
and Van Den Broeke 2016). When evaluating the fac-
tors that change response actions, studies find that de-
mographic characteristics such as education, age, and
gender can impact sheltering behaviors. Responsiveness
increases until about 65 years of age and then de-
creases with increasing age (Chaney et al. 2013), it
increases with education (Balluz et al. 2000), and
women generally seek shelter more often than men
(Ripberger et al. 2015).

Other factors that impact response behaviors include
the wording of the actual product. Impact-based warn-
ings include language that discusses the potential con-
sequences of the event, including damages and loss of
life. Studies find that this type of language increases
response actions, including plans to shelter (Casteel
2016, 2018; Ripberger et al. 2015). However, studies also
find that even when residents plan to shelter, that often
is not the first action they take because they will often
confirm warning information from multiple sources
(Jauernic and Van Den Broeke 2016).

Last, many studies attempt to measure what fraction
of participants respond to tornado warnings. Some in-
clude interviews after actual tornado events and find
that anywhere from 43% to 79% of residents take ac-
tion, depending on the region where the event occurred
(Balluz et al. 2000; Miran et al. 2018; Chaney et al. 2013).
Studies that measure hypothetical situations find higher
response rates, with anywhere from 75% to 90% of re-
spondents claiming they will take action during a future
event (Schultz et al. 2010; Lindell et al. 2016; Ripberger
et al. 2015).

There is a fundamental difference between response
actions for minutes of advance notice and those for
hours of advance notice. Some research suggests there
is a threshold of “too much” lead time on warning
scales, or a point at which the threat no longer seems
imminent and residents do not immediately head to
shelter (e.g., Hoekstra et al. 2011; Doswell 1999; Ewald
and Guyer 2002). In fact, one particular study finds that
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lead times of over 15min increase the number of fa-
talities when compared with an unwarned tornado
(Simmons and Sutter 2011). However, while shelter-
ing may be one of the only reasonable actions given
15-30 min of notice, there is a myriad of other actions
that become more reasonable given hours of notice
(i.e., leaving the area, monitoring the situation, or
preparing their home and family) that would in the-
ory set other protective actions in motion (such as
preparing the shelter or important documents). This
study aims to identify the actions individuals believe
they will take given hours of advance notice for a
tornadic event, and if (how) those actions change
given either 4 or 8 hours of notice.

2. Data and methods
a. Survey data

The University of Oklahoma Center for Risk and
Crisis Management fields a national survey to analyze
public reception, comprehension, and response to se-
vere weather forecast products (Silva et al. 2017, 2018).
This survey, called the Severe Weather and Society
Survey, has been fielded in 2017 and 2018, with plans to
field it again in 2019. It utilizes an online format with a
sample of U.S. adults (age 18+) provided by Qualtrics,
LLC, which maintains a large pool of participants that
agree to take Internet surveys. There were 2000 re-
spondents in 2017 and 3000 in 2018 (the survey used in
this study). Respondents generally took around 25 min
to complete the survey and were compensated for their
time. Dynamic sampling was employed, meaning par-
ticipants were asked demographic questions before
taking the survey and were not asked to complete the
survey if their demographic profile was already well
represented by the current pool of respondents. This
process was used to ensure that the sample population
was as representative of the U.S. population as it could
be. After the survey was fielded, responses were also
weighted according to U.S. Census estimates, further
ensuring the results were demographically representa-
tive of the population.

One of the many unique aspects of the Severe
Weather and Society Survey (hereinafter WX17 and
WX18 for the 2017 and 2018 rounds, respectively) is that
there are two different types of questions employed.
Some questions are recurring, in which researchers at-
tempt to establish a baseline of severe weather knowl-
edge and response actions. Other questions rotate in and
out, depending on what experiments researchers are
interested in conducting each year. Although there were
nearly 100 questions total on WX18, this study uses data
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from just a few different rotating questions to establish
how more advance notice for the event (on the order of
hours and not minutes) impacts tornado preparation and
response actions.

The specific questions used in this study were open
ended, meaning respondents could enter whatever
information they liked, and the responsibility to in-
terpret their responses was placed on the researchers.
Respondents were asked to describe what they would
do given the knowledge that a large and dangerous
tornado would impact their location in either 4 or 8 h.
The amount of advance notice was assigned randomly
to each participant, resulting in 1500 responses to 4 h
of advance notice and 1500 responses to 8 h of advance
notice. Time of day was held constant at 0900 LT to
ensure that all respondents were anchoring to the
same time of day and the activities that correspond to
that time of day. After removing unusable responses
(e.g., blank responses or random letters/characters),
we were left with 1392 responses in the 4-h category
and 1404 responses in the 8-h category for analysis.
Differences in responses were compared to identify
how the shift from 4 h of notice to 8 h of notice would
impact response actions. The exact wording of the
survey question is ‘“‘Imagine that it is 9:00 a.m. to-
morrow morning and you are somewhat confident
that a large tornado will hit your location in the next
[RANDOMIZE: 4|8 h]. What would you do? Please
be as specific as possible.”

Consistent with previous studies (e.g., Schultz et al.
2010; Ripberger et al. 2015), we use intended response
actions as a proxy for actual response actions in this
analysis. While there is little work that analyzes the
relationship between intended and actual response
actions to tornado warnings, there has been extensive
work relating intended and actual behavior in other
fields (e.g., Armitage and Conner 2001). This work
shows that there is a significant link between intended
and actual behavior, even when an individual is in a
high stress situation (Kang et al. 2007). While it may
not be a perfect proxy, we believe that our results
provide some insight into what response actions
might be given hours of advance notice for a possible
tornado.

b. Response treatment

After fielding the survey, responses were divided into
the two time categories (4 and 8 h) for further analysis.
We begin by comparing key word usage across the time
categories. We do this by identifying the most common
words that participants used and then compare the
percentage of respondents that used each word across
the time categories. For example, the percentage of
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TABLE 1. Response categories and their descriptions.

Category Description
Monitor Watch as the situation unfolds; monitor “apps’ or other weather information
Prepare Prepare for the incoming weather; gather family, supplies, etc.

Take shelter

Move to a safe area near where the respondent is currently located and wait until the event is over; this includes locations

that are not specifically shelters (such as basements or interior rooms), as well as specific storm cellars and shelters

Leave the place at which the respondent is currently located; this includes responses that describe intention to leave the

Leave

area to avoid the event altogether or to get to a shelter location
Nothing Do nothing in response to the event information
Unsure

The respondent does not know what they would or should do in response to the event information

responses that contain the word “‘shelter’”” in the 4-h
category is calculated as

) X 100,

p shelter,4hours = (nshelter,4hours/n4hours

where Hgpelter anours 1S the number of responses in the 4-h
category that contain the word shelter and 74p0u;s 1S the
total number of respondents who were given 4 hours of
notice in their response prompt. After those percentages
are calculated, the difference in word use between 4 and
8h is calculated by subtracting the percentage of word
use in the 4-h category from the percentage of word use
in the 8-h category:

d

shelter =D shelter,8hours -D shelter,4hours”

While the analysis of single words is a good starting
place to understand basic response characteristics, the
context of those words also plays an important role in
understanding the actions people will take. To further
investigate these response actions, all usable survey
text responses are categorized into one or more cate-
gories. These six categories (shown in Table 1) were
chosen after reading the responses to ensure that they
encompass nearly all of the described actions. The
categories are not mutually exclusive; in fact, many of
the responses fit into multiple categories. Once cate-
gorized, the percentages for each category are calcu-
lated for both 4 and 8 h of advance notice. Similar to
the word analysis, the difference in these percentages
is calculated to understand how changing from 4 to
8 h would change respondents’ actions. A two-tailed dif-
ference in proportions z test is performed for all of the
difference calculations to identify which, if any, of the word
or category differences are statistically significant.

3. Results and discussion
a. Word analysis

The top words used in text responses are very similar
for 4 and 8 h of advance notice for a possible tornado
(Fig. 1). In fact, 22 of the 25 top words used are found in
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both the 4- and 8-h categories. The only difference is in
the order of the most used words by number of times
used. The three most popular words used with 4h of
advance notice are ‘‘shelter,” ““go,”” and ““‘monitor,” in
that order. These words are found in 20.0%, 17.8%, and
16.8% of responses, respectively. Those same three words
are also the most used with 8 h of advance notice, except the
order is “monitor,” “shelter,” and then “go.” This time,
they are found in 17.5%, 17.3%, and 15.9% of responses.

The differences between the most commonly used words
suggest a pattern of more sheltering preferences with 4 h of
notice and more monitoring preferences with 8 h of notice
(Fig. 2). Words that relate to sheltering behaviors (such as
“shelter,” “go,” “take,” “get,” ‘“‘safe,” “basement,” and
“find””) are more prevalent in the 4-h category; words that
relate to monitoring the situation or information gather-
ing (such as “monitor,” “stay,” “weather,” “prepare,” and
“keep”) are more popular in the 8-h category. Because of
the relatively low number of responses that contain the
most common words (shelter appears in only 279 responses
in the 4-h category and monitor appears in only 246 re-
sponses in the 8-h category), many of the differences are not
statistically significant. However, “take,” “get,” “shelter,”
“find,” “drive,” “away,” and “house” are all more preva-
lent in 4-h responses and are statistically different from the
8-h responses at the p < 0.1 level. This result may suggest
that there is a slight preference for sheltering behaviors
within the 4-h category. On the other hand, ‘keep,”
“family,” and ‘‘weather” are more prevalent in the 8-h
responses and are statistically different from the 4-h re-
sponses at the p < 0.1 level, which may indicate a slight
preference for monitoring and preparatory behaviors in
the 8-h category.

Another common theme in both categories is re-
spondents using the current system as an anchor for what
they would do in a situation in which they have not been
before. Many responses displayed confusion or disbelief
that there could even be 8 h of advance notice for a tor-
nado. Some responses reflect this disbelief and then
proceed to talk about what they would do with less time.
This may highlight the need for education if a new system
were to be put in place. If people are given some idea of
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FIG. 1. The percentage and number of responses containing the most common words in response to (a) 4 h of
advance notice (n = 1392) and (b) 8 h of advance notice (n = 1404) for a dangerous tornado.

what could be done with many hours of advance notice,
they may be more likely to take precautionary actions.
Although the percentages of individual words used
are interesting and a good starting point, those words
exist within the context of the individual respondents’
situations. That context is often important when un-
derstanding what specific actions they plan to take. For
example, the word shelter may be used more often in the
4-h category, but it is important to understand how it is
being used in both categories. With regard to 4 h of ad-
vance notice, “‘shelter” is used mostly in a traditional
sense, in statements like “I would go to shelter.” In the
8-h category, it is often used to say that they would not
head to shelter until necessary, in statements like “I’d
monitor the weather and head to shelter when necessary.”

b. Categorical analysis

Given that the context of the response (and not
just the most commonly used words) is important for
understanding common behaviors, we place each re-
sponse into categories based on the most common re-
sponse actions. Some of the same themes seen in the
most commonly used words are also represented in the
categorical analysis, but the categories also reveal ac-
tions that single words cannot (Fig. 3). As an example,
prepare and monitor are the two most common categories
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in the 4-h group (32% and 29% of responses, respectively),
followed by sheltering (26% of responses). This is likely
seen because the descriptions of preparing and monitoring
do not necessarily need to include the words “prepare” or
“monitor.” For example, many respondents said that they
would gather important items (prepare), head to a safe
place (shelter), and then watch for updates on TV or their
phone (monitor). None of those actions would have been
captured in a word analysis, but they become evident when
comparing categories.

Respondents in the 4-h group often mention gathering
the most important documents/items and then shelter-
ing with family. It is somewhat unexpected to see so
many responses indicating they would immediately go to
shelter when they would likely be in shelter for hours
before the event occurred. In theory, they could get
other tasks done or even leave the area before heading
to shelter, but many responded as if they had mere
minutes instead of hours.

The 8-h group has similar response category per-
centages to the 4-h group with just a few adjustments.
The monitor and prepare categories switched places,
with monitor being the highest category in the 8-h group
(32% and 31% of responses, respectively; Fig. 3). Many
responses indicate that they would look for more in-
formation and act when the event was closer to occurring.
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The nothing category also increased to nearly 8% of re-
sponses, which may indicate that 8h was too much ad-
vance notice to begin taking precautions (Fig. 3).

The difference in percentage of responses in each
category reflects a shift from action to monitoring when
shifting from 4 to 8h of advance notice (Fig. 4). The
monitor, nothing, and unsure categories were more
prevalent in the 8-h group, although only the difference
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in the nothing category was statistically significant. Still,
these changes may indicate that either 8h is too much
advance notice or that people are unaware of what ac-
tions they can or should be doing with an entire workday
of time. The 4-h group is more focused on sheltering
and preparing (with differences of 1.3% and 3.8%,
respectively), although the prepare category is well
represented in both groups. The differences in the
percentage of responses within the shelter category
and the do-nothing category were statistically signifi-
cant, which may further indicate that respondents
within the 4-h category are more focused on sheltering
than are those in the 8-h category.

4. Summary and conclusions

Recent National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration (NOAA) initiatives like the Warn-On-Forecast
and the FACETSs projects have begun to usher in a
glimpse of what forecast information could look like in
the future (Rothfusz et al. 2018). Given that most severe
weather reports at any location are confined to subdaily
time periods (Krocak and Brooks 2017), it is within the
realm of possibility that forecasters may soon be able to
give hours of notice for severe weather events. While
some work has been done to begin understanding how
the public will react to increased specificity in products
with warning-scale lead times, little work has been done
to show how hours of advance notice for these events
will impact response actions. This is vitally important as
any actions taken a few minutes before the event are
dependent on the actions taken previously.

R
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Unsure of _
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FIG. 3. The percentage and number of responses in each response category for (a) 4h (n = 1392) and (b) 8 h
(n = 1404) of advance notice.
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FIG. 4. The difference in percentage of response categories be-
tween 8 h (orange bars indicate more responses in this category)
and 4h (blue bars indicate more responses in this category) of
advance notice. Asterisks indicate p < 0.1.

After fielding a national survey of 3000 U.S. adults, we
analyze and categorize text responses based on their
content. First and foremost, we find that response actions
are largely the same, regardless of how much time people
are given. Analysis of single words show that sheltering
behaviors may be slightly more common with 4h of ad-
vance notice and monitoring behaviors may be slightly
more common with 8h of advance notice. However,
many nuances are lost when we just look at single words.
Categorical analysis of the responses show preparation
and monitoring were the most common behaviors, re-
gardless of how much time respondents were given. Al-
though small, the differences we do find focus on
preparing the most valuable items and sheltering when
given 4h of notice, and on monitoring the weather and
confirming information as well as preparing home items,
pets, and family members when given 8 h of notice.

Perhaps more important is that we find more un-
certainty about what to do with 8h of advance notice
than with 4 h, which may indicate that either 8h is too
much time before the event occurs or that many re-
spondents do not have a well conceptualized list of the
kinds of actions they could take to prepare for severe
weather with more time. It is important to recognize that
respondents in our survey were likely working with
knowledge of the current system to help them visualize
what they would do in a completely different system.
While some people may know their routine when given
15 min of lead time, they may never have thought about
all of the additional actions they may want to take given
hours of advance notice. When the respondents are
stratified by region, we do see a slightly higher propor-
tion of those in less tornado-prone areas (the eastern
and western NWS regions of the United States) stating
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that they were unsure of what they should do in both time
categories. Within the 4-h category, the eastern and west-
ern regions show 2.4% of responses in the unsure category
while the central and southern NWS regions show 1.6% in
the same category (the same percentages in the 8-h cate-
gory are 2.8% for the eastern and western regions vs 1.9%
for the central and southern regions). We find a similar
result when the data are stratified by education level.
Those with less education (i.e., a high school degree or
lower) said they were unsure of what to do more often than
those with more education (3.2% vs 1.4% in the 4-h cat-
egory and 3.0% vs 2.0% in the 8-h category, respectively).
Given that education and prior experience may help resi-
dents to understand what actions to take to prepare for
these events, we follow recent reports from NOAA and
the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) in emphasizing
the need for collaborative work between the physical and
social sciences in the weather enterprise (NOAA 2015;
NAS 2018). We believe that implementing changes in
product structure must coincide with an education or in-
formation campaign that explains the nature of the change
and how residents can utilize that change to enhance their
safety and resilience. As related to this work, we believe an
education campaign should include information on some
of the kinds of actions that people can and should take
multiple hours before a tornado occurs to make sure that
they are safe if (when) the storm hits.

We also recognize the limitations of this work, which
leaves room for future projects and research paths. First
and foremost, we focus on anticipated actions to a hy-
pothetical event, which may differ from actual responses
to a real event. Studies of actual behavior after torna-
does are needed to understand if and how intended ac-
tions differ from actual responses. Second, we study
intended responses to a single hazard (tornadoes).
While there is likely some overlap in preparatory ac-
tions, many of the relevant response actions for other
weather hazards would likely be different, meaning
the results of this study are not likely to be generaliz-
able to other categories of weather hazards. In addition,
our survey data are collected using an online plat-
form, meaning vulnerable populations (like the elderly
or those living in poverty) are likely to be un-
derrepresented. We therefore see a need to employ
multiple collection methods, including interviews and
focus groups that target these populations to ensure
results are generalizable. Last, we again emphasize
the need for accompanying education campaigns,
which suggests a close relationship among researchers,
forecasters, emergency responders, and communities will
be needed if a new system is to be implemented. We hope
that this work begins the process of understanding whether
and how response actions may change with more notice for
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hazardous weather events and where we should be investing
time and money in education campaigns as the forecast
system continues to evolve.

Acknowledgments. The data for this project were col-
lected with support from the University of Oklahoma.
The analysis was conducted with support from NOAA'’s
Office of Weather and Air Quality through the U.S.
Weather Research Program.

REFERENCES

Armitage, C., and M. Conner, 2001: Efficacy of the theory of
planned behavior: A meta-analytic review. Br. J. Soc. Psy-
chol., 40, 471-499, https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164939.

Balluz, L., L. Schieve, T. Holmes, S. Kiezak, and J. Malilay, 2000:
Predictors for people’s response to a tornado warning: Arkan-
sas, 1 March 1997. Disasters, 24, 71-77, https://doi.org/10.1111/
1467-7717.00132.

Casteel, M. A., 2016: Communicating increased risk: An empirical
investigation of the National Weather Service’s impact-based
warnings. Wea. Climate Soc., 8,219-232, https://doi.org/10.1175/
WCAS-D-15-0044.1.

——,2018: An empirical assessment of impact based tornado warn-
ings on shelter in place decisions. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct., 30,
25-33, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.1IJDRR.2018.01.036.

Chaney, P. L., G. S. Weaver, S. A. Youngblood, and K. Pitts, 2013:
Household preparedness for tornado hazards: The 2011 di-
saster in DeKalb County, Alabama. Wea. Climate Soc., 5, 345~
358, https://doi.org/10.1175/WCAS-D-12-00046.1.

Cross, R. N, D. S. Ladue, T. Kloss, and S. Ernst, 2019: When un-
certainty is certain: The creation and effects of amiable distrust
between emergency managers and forecast information in the
southeastern United States. /4th Symp. on Societal Applications,
Phoenix, AZ, Amer. Meteor. Soc., TJ3.3, https://ams.confex.com/
ams/2019Annual/meetingapp.cgi/Paper/352381.

Doswell, C. A., 1999: Are warning lead times the most important
issue in tornado events? WeatherZine, No. 17, accessed 20 May
2019, https://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/zine/archives/1-29/17/
editorial.html#2.

Ewald, R., and J. L. Guyer, 2002: The ideal lead time for tornado
warnings—A look from the customer’s perspective. 21st Conf.
on Severe Local Storms, San Antonio, TX, Amer. Meteor.
Soc., 7.4, https://ams.confex.com/ams/pdfpapers/47592.pdf.

Gutter, B. F., K. Sherman-Morris, and M. E. Brown, 2018: Severe
weather watches and risk perception in a hypothetical decision
experiment. Wea. Climate Soc., 10, 613-623, https://doi.org/
10.1175/WCAS-D-18-0001.1.

Hales, J. E., 1990: The crucial role of tornado watches in the
issuance of warnings for significant tornadoes. Natl. Wea.
Dig., 15 (4), 30-36, http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/
download?doi=10.1.1.666.8989&rep=repl&type=pdf.

Hoekstra, S., K. Klockow, R. Riley, J. Brotzge, H. Brooks, and
S. Erickson, 2011: A preliminary look at the social perspective
of warn-on-forecast: Preferred tornado warning lead time and
the general public’s perceptions of weather risks. Wea. Climate
Soc., 3, 128-140, https://doi.org/10.1175/2011WCAS1076.1.

Jauernic, S. T., and M. S. Van Den Broeke, 2016: Perceptions of
tornadoes, tornado risk, and tornado safety actions and their ef-
fects on warning response among Nebraska undergraduates. Nat.
Hazards, 80, 329-350, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-015-1970-9.

Brought to you by NOAA Central Library | Unauthenticated | Downloaded 07/19/23 06:33 PM UTC

WEATHER, CLIMATE, AND SOCIETY

VOLUME 11

Kang,J., M. Lindell, and C. Prater, 2007: Hurricane evacuation
expectations and actual behavior in Hurricane Lili.
J. Appl. Soc. Psychol., 37, 887-903, https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1559-1816.2007.00191 .x.

Krocak, M. J., and H. E. Brooks, 2017: Towards consistency in fore-
casting severe weather events across a wide range of temporal and
spatial scales in the FACETSs paradigm. Seventh Conf. on Tran-
sition of Research to Operations, Seattle, WA, Amer. Meteor.
Soc., J4.6, https://ams.confex.com/ams/97 Annual/webprogram/
Paper308117.html.

Lindell, M. K., S. K. Huang, H. L. Wei, and C. D. Samuelson, 2016:
Perceptions and expected immediate reactions to tornado
warning polygons. Nat. Hazards, 80, 683-707, https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11069-015-1990-5.

Ling, C., L. Hua, C. D. Karstens, G. J. Stumpf, T. M. Smith,
K. M. Kuhlman, and L. Rothfusz, 2015: A comparison
between WarnGen System and Probabilistic Hazard
Information System. Proc. Human Factors Ergonomics
Soc. Annu. Meet., 59, 1791-1795, https://doi.org/10.1177/
1541931215591387.

Miran, S. M., C. Ling, and L. Rothfusz, 2018: Factors influencing
people’s decision-making during three consecutive tornado
events. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct., 28, 150-157, https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.02.034.

NAS, 2018: Integrating Social and Behavioral Sciences within the
Weather Enterprise. National Academies Press, 198 pp.,
https://doi.org/10.17226/24865.

NOAA, 2015: Vision and strategy: Supporting NOAA’s mission
with social science. NOAA Social Science Tech. Rep., 19 pp.,
https://www.performance.noaa.gov/wp-content/uploads/SSVS_
Final_073115.pdf.

NWS, 2019: National Weather Service mission statement. Ac-
cessed 29 April 2019, https://www.nws.noaa.gov/mission.php.

Ripberger, J. T., C. L. Silva, H. C. Jenkins-Smith, and M. James,
2015: The influence of consequence-based messages on public
responses to tornado warnings. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 96,
577-590, https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-13-00213.1.

Rothfusz, L. P., R. Schneider, D. Novak, K. Klockow-McClain,
A. E. Gerard, C. Karstens, G. J. Stumpf, and T. M. Smith,
2018: FACETs: A proposed next-generation paradigm for
high-impact weather forecasting. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 99,
2025-2043, https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-16-0100.1.

Schultz, D. M., E. C. Gruntfest, M. H. Hayden, C. C. Benight,
S. Drobot, and L. R. Barnes, 2010: Decision making by
Austin, Texas, residents in hypothetical tornado scenarios.
Wea. Climate Soc., 2, 249-254, https://doi.org/10.1175/
2010WCAS1067.1.

Silva, C. L., J. T. Ripberger, H. C. Jenkins-Smith, and M. Krocak,
2017: Establishing a baseline: Public reception, understanding,
and responses to severe weather forecasts and warnings in the
contiguous United States. University of Oklahoma Center for
Risk and Crisis Management Reference Rep., 30 pp., http://
risk.ou.edu/downloads/news/WX17-Reference-Report.pdf.

—, ——, ——, ——, and W. W. Wehde, 2018: Continuing and
reﬁmng the basehne Public reception, understanding, and
responses to severe weather forecasts and warnings in the
contiguous United States. University of Oklahoma Center for
Risk and Crisis Management Reference Rep., 29 pp., http:/
risk.ou.edu/downloads/news/WX18-Reference-Report.pdf.

Simmons, K. M. and D. Sutter, 2011: Tornado warnings: How
Doppler radar, false alarms, and tornado watches affect
casualties. Economic and Societal Impacts of Tornadoes,
Amer. Meteor. Soc., 117-173.


https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164939
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7717.00132
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7717.00132
https://doi.org/10.1175/WCAS-D-15-0044.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/WCAS-D-15-0044.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.IJDRR.2018.01.036
https://doi.org/10.1175/WCAS-D-12-00046.1
https://ams.confex.com/ams/2019Annual/meetingapp.cgi/Paper/352381
https://ams.confex.com/ams/2019Annual/meetingapp.cgi/Paper/352381
https://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/zine/archives/1-29/17/editorial.html#2
https://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/zine/archives/1-29/17/editorial.html#2
https://ams.confex.com/ams/pdfpapers/47592.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1175/WCAS-D-18-0001.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/WCAS-D-18-0001.1
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.666.8989&amp;rep=rep1&amp;type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.666.8989&amp;rep=rep1&amp;type=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1175/2011WCAS1076.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-015-1970-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00191.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00191.x
https://ams.confex.com/ams/97Annual/webprogram/Paper308117.html
https://ams.confex.com/ams/97Annual/webprogram/Paper308117.html
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-015-1990-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-015-1990-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541931215591387
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541931215591387
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.02.034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.02.034
https://doi.org/10.17226/24865
https://www.performance.noaa.gov/wp-content/uploads/SSVS_Final_073115.pdf
https://www.performance.noaa.gov/wp-content/uploads/SSVS_Final_073115.pdf
https://www.nws.noaa.gov/mission.php
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-13-00213.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-16-0100.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/2010WCAS1067.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/2010WCAS1067.1
http://risk.ou.edu/downloads/news/WX17-Reference-Report.pdf
http://risk.ou.edu/downloads/news/WX17-Reference-Report.pdf
http://risk.ou.edu/downloads/news/WX18-Reference-Report.pdf
http://risk.ou.edu/downloads/news/WX18-Reference-Report.pdf

