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Figure 4. Proportion of disagreement between Matrix-suggested and issued danger level (Pdisagree) for (a) dry-snow avalanche problems

and (b) for wet- and gliding snow avalanche problems. In (a), use of the Matrix is shown on the x-axis, in (b) the proportion of very poor

stability assessments (Pstab: very poor) is shown. Each point represents one warning service, colored by group as defined in Section 4.2.

5.2.1 Avalanche problems relating to dry-snow conditions

Comparing the issued danger level with the Matrix-suggested danger level showed that nearly all warning services occasionally

deviated from the Matrix (median Pdisagree = 4%; Fig. 4a). The highest disagreement rates were observed in Andorra (AND),260

Scotland (SCO), and Switzerland (SWI), where deviations occurred in 36–39% of cases. Piemonte (PIE), Livigno (LIV), and

Sweden (SWE) also showed comparably frequent deviations (10–21%), while in half of the warning services, deviations were

relatively rare (Pdisagree < 4%).

Figure 5 illustrates how the issued danger levels for dry-snow avalanche problems were assigned to combinations of stability,

frequency, and avalanche size. Results are shown for the groups introduced in Figure 4a and Section 4.2. As expected, warning265

services with high compliance with the Matrix (group compl-hi) generally assigned the Matrix-suggested danger level. In these

services, alternations between the two danger levels shown in the Matrix were rare: the secondary danger level was only used

in three factor combinations (fair–a few–size 1, poor–some–size 2, and very poor–some–size 3) in more than 1% of cases.

In contrast, forecasters in services with low Matrix compliance (group compl-lo, Pdisagree ≥ 7%) and presumably greater

heterogeneity in how the Matrix is integrated into the forecasting process, showed a much broader distribution of danger levels270

across Matrix cells and, consequently, greater overlap in the use of the same factor combinations for different danger levels.

Two factor combinations, highlighted in Figure 5, stood out for both groups: poor–some–size 2 and very poor–some–size

3. These combinations were among those where deviations from the Matrix-suggested danger level were more frequent,

even among forecasters with high Matrix compliance. According to the Matrix (Fig. 1), the suggested danger level for
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