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Abstract

In order to study the influence of boundary layer parameterization scheme on the wind speed si-
mulation of Wenchang near-surface layer, this paper selects the Final Operational Global Analysis
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(FNL) data of the National Environmental Center of the United States as the background field data
of the model, and uses 10 boundary layer parameterization schemes of WRFV4.2.1 model (YSU,
MY], QNSE, MYNN2, MYNN3, BouLac, UW, TEMF, Shin-Hong and GBM) to numerically simulate the
wind speed of Wenchang near-surface layer in the first three days of each month in 2015. Their
ability to forecast wind speeds at different altitudes was tested and evaluated. The results show
that the MYNN2 scheme and MYNN3 scheme have better wind speed simulation effect at the low
level, the UW scheme, GBM scheme and BouLac scheme have better wind speed simulation effect
at the high level, and the TEMF scheme has the worst wind speed simulation effect. In general, the
wind speed simulation effect of the 10 schemes at 70 m and 90 m levels is better.
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JUWFEZER], M RGEBAAETT EZ JERORELF, 431 UW BT B k& SR X A . F %2
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I[85 R WRE #E R 5 Rl 52 S8k 7 %8, K EL b 7B % B I % 26 N (10 il BB TS S AR 4,
g5 PR WG RKABA RS R 502 ACM2 77 RERALH . B WAL Filgrm A6, RIum =ik, i
IR, BRER RGP IR, M3 el va R P bk ) AR AL R . B TR TR LG R, BA
ARG A ER s, WEEE, HNEMAY, T, BEHE, £2ERE, BEERERE, A
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SRy AR OR S, T DX R SR AN e AL R BT 5 R it U R AR R R B VIAE OG . AR E 4
KT FZZHANTT SR Y K7 800 B S IEAN D W[9], HK T ST E X I I B D, an A
X E X AT IR S HA DT R RRE, RS DR SR M s R 7 R, DRI 0 B S A
X AT AR 52 S50 77 S BUE RS, AT FH 12 DX =5 P e ) JX 8 0 0 ek ol &5 SR gk A7 7T
liRarga:, DA 123 X 10 A B U8 TR IR 25 32 i 22 (101, A3 RCH BT H T3 I B 75 B3 8 % 28k 5
N fegaiE WRF B0 S E0b 77 2 5 1E A Tl m X, PR ATF 98 5 B b 2 RO BB A 0 2 . RS0k
FECE L XA AL IX A, B A WREVA.2.1 RRCAS KRB 58 30 30 25 R AR SC B A0 o
2. BERFNTSE
2.1. XA

WRF RN & BLREIR /N RUBER SRR, R BUE R T 3 BB TR . WRF B8RS
B REP S EI R @ | — DM ENSEN T R BRI ES I T R Rl
ZHANTT R(SGRHRIESNARIR) 48 J7 (SRR . R BA R BRI AH ) A S E ARG T 58 it
EHEATROFZ %R Ml EZ55[11]. WRF BRI 4 AR th BRI R SR ERN
FERHIE[12]. WRFVA.2.1 HIBE R TR0 . s i se ik . IRERE 180K, JUHAE AL B0 A o
JERE KL A B 5% . WRF GE VG EAR), BEaT LA T &5 S0l R Tk, tnr DU T RS E5UE
BT T ek, EAE 8 FAL BT B S EU AT 7E . XA BE AL . S UB RBAL RS
A UL AR SE IO RIS . R A RSB0 SR F 0B (1) WREVA.2.1 WA,  DASE[E [E SRR A 0 23 i B k)
FNL (Final Operational Global Analysis){F B )T 5e37 Bk}, H T I X B 00 0 380 1 2 S & 1 S Br
KUEEHE, X SCE X 2015 45 H AT = RERGETFE 1B 0 EE .

2.2. HRET

BEIX I T = H e, 7 Xl SR sg ), B G X 51 A R
KRR, oA TESHEZME %R, BREINE XIS 1 KRR X, ] LS
FITEINAEF TR . £ 1 NARES B BUR TSI AR E, HANZ BN Z B AS B2 5 27
km, 9km, 3 km, Pk SE %14 300 x 200, 103 x 103 A 115 x 109, FEE M EZ50 R 61 2, M
JZT0 10 hpao AMZERHLRAEF DI 300 s, BN ERLIPRER DK 18 so R R B E &
SIHFRMIEESE, 76100 m LURRERE T4 10 MEXTEZ, DUE S 4 0L 52 P XU AR
Fio B BCA 2015 4R H 1 H 08 BF & 4 H 08 i, a0 /Mt — OBl 45 53 .

AR RS A AR D) R B I A B S DL R B S H T 2 ME RS T % K
RS TR IR ERAT BARE T R WE RS HU T R E R E A S [13], TR
ETR R EEAEH . PELE RS 50 7 R 1A B P8 BB A P 1 — AN AR 25 )

WRFV4.2.1 13LH 13 i FZSHAMN T F Tt H, Hh GFS 7 Z3) X AEfE S NMM 3 J1#%
OHER, MRF 77ZODEN YSU KIZMAHEACEFTH . el ARUCRH 10 #3844 77 (Y SU,
MY]J, QNSE, MYNN2.5, MYNN3, BouLac, UW, TEMF, Shin-Hong, GBM), 10 7%+, YSU J7 &AM
Shin-Hong 75 R #B2 AR P& 75 58, BATTETH &M% s B Ik S I8 B 2% 18 1 28 m S 1k s i) 52
ME[14]. YSU J5 545 mi @k ARG 2 T 1 A2 1) FA Sl b AT A2, 36 T 440 B el 51 ke 1)
WIRE, BRK T3 sl 5l AR RIE &15]. MYJ 5 R ANMREIRE TR, E& T RAEHNia R RS
Fi[16]. QNSE TR —/MRMsIEE %, ZH REW A ENE R EIEFE[17]. MYNN2.S J5 A
MYNN3 75 402 R i Zh BE A& 77 %, MYNN 7 E5 MYJ 7 ZFXHITET MYNN 7 Z1REGEE
FEHTR, MYNN 5 ZHREhT HER . MYT 5 % K[18]. BouLac J7 IR G T &, REWHRLT
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T RN R R R BN RE A R, BRI AL K Z 8 5 58 4 B A% s B EL R P 8 S U [20] .
TEMF J7 45 2454 1 i AN AR s 20 [21]. Shin-Hong 77 ZRAEF- Y80 TH < 43 3 2351 T FH V¢ I3 g =
L A A 1 T R R R AR P R 3 T EeAR B R A SRR K AR R AT B gk 22]. BRI E RN
JERARM BB ENTT . HTEANSEA T RHA HAMRER A, BIUIRAE T A R SH 7 X
5 b DX RSO 2 SR AN [R] R St b, s — AN LA B S B ZE GBI 5 %, I T AR TH]
(12 04k 7 SR AT It [X 0 IR A U258 S B2

Table 1. Basic setup of boundary layer parameterization sensitivity experiment
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3.1.1. 10 NS RESH 2 B L4 8 RAIMEERE

NEEFENEM S, AU EEHIR T 2015 FE4DH 2 H. 3 HA1 4 H B4 8 Bl KA %L
¥, EEoHN10m. 20m. 30m. 50m. 70 m M 90m. & 12 12 MHEH 2 H_ B4 8 I XGE AL,
Prek i, 10 mo B B RGE R RISCRAE 10 H 2 H 8 I () BouLac J7 AR BT, 12 A 2 H 8 I ) MYNN3
77 SR RGE SO A U E BT, HoAh A R ZE K 20 m i B KUBBLLACR 3 2 H 8 B
MYNN3 J5 2 [ KGR B E A GEIME 230, 10 A 2 H 8 B BouLac J7 B, 12 A2 H
8 B MYNN3 77 2 (1) KU R AME A UG M B, AR A ¥R 28K 30 m mfE3 H 2 H 8 i
1) MYNN2 J7 2 RGE R RS, 9 H 2 H 8 PR T MYNN3 J7 %M1 TEMF %, HAT7 SRR
4, 10 A 2 H 8 i) BouLac J7 ZHEMVAEGER, 12 2 B 8 BF &4 R RIIBCERELTF: 50 m & )=
1 H 2 H 8 B MYNN2 75 /1 MYNN3 77 S BASUR B, 2 H (1) TEMF J7 281 GBM 7 S BLALL8UR
B, 3 B MYNN2 75 ZR8CREF, 9 ¥ TEMF J7%. QNSE 75 %M1 Shin-Hong J7 ZHEM MR, 10
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Figure 1. Comparison chart of wind speed simulation of 10 schemes at 8:00
a.m. on the 2nd day of each month for 12 months at 6 height levels
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Figure 2. Comparison chart of root mean square error of wind speed simula-
tion for 10 schemes at 9:00 a.m. on the 2nd day of each month for 12 months
at 6 height levels
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Figure 3. Comparison chart of wind speed simulation of 10 schemes at 8:00
a.m. on the 3rd of each month at 6 levels and 12 months
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Figure 4. Comparison chart of root mean square error of wind speed simu-
lation for 10 schemes at 8:00 a.m. on the 3nd day of each month for 12 months

at 6 height levels
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Figure 5. Comparison chart of wind speed simulation of 10 schemes at 8:00
a.m. on the 3rd of each month at 6 levels and 12 months

Es5oMEmER 12 MAEA 3 HE 8 A 10 M RRERBITLE

mean_10m ] mean_20m ] mean_30m

LJ
5 °® 5 ° 5 °
. .
i{ oe 0%00® . . oo 41y o
o ®
[ ] [ J
3 3{ ®e 3 ® o
LY o
2 2 2
1 1 4 1
o077 77T 7T+ 77+ 07T T T TV 7+ T 77 07T T T T T T T T
SN T ) D & R » N & O & & & > » D & GO & N N
& & 0@@@\@\: &&o & X\OQZ@ & & c}f) ﬁ\;@\; &v@“o & x\"% & & og: ﬁ\sﬁe &c'”o & X\BQZ@
<F S NS &f S AR O S
B B B
6 — 6 — 6 —
® [
5 PY 5 ) 5 )
®
4 Te a oo 4 o0
°® e o e o
3 e ©° 31 ® 3 PS
® ® [ J (X}
2{ @ 2{ @ ® 2 [ )
1 1 1
0777 77T 7T 7T+ 077 7T T T T T T 77 07T T T T T T T T
D O & & SN\ & D O &
FOIRS 56 {§$’L{Q$’ y@‘&r Q\(\%@e‘ © & 5 {@K@“’ &-o\)&&r x\o‘;@%‘ & & & {@K@"’Qy“@ & x\oogg“
S o & & & %Q\o & § g}\o

Figure 6. Comparison chart of wind speed simulation of 10 schemes at 8:00
a.m. on the 4rd of each month at 6 levels and 12 months
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Figure 7. Comparison chart of wind speed simulation of 10 schemes at 6 height
levels from 9 am on January 1st to 9 am on January 2nd
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Figure 8. Comparison chart of root mean square error of wind speed simula-
tion for 10 schemes from 9:00 a.m. on January 1Ist to 9:00 a.m. on January 2nd
at six levels
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B2, BT RAESAN 2 AUEOR ZFEIR K530 m A1 50 m w210 4 H 5 MYNN2 75 241 MYNN3
J5 S RGE A AT AR B i, AR RAE S A 2 ZFE R 70 m #1190 m &)= 3 H 9 B
(1) TEMF 75 SRR, 3 H 13 18, 3 H 23 IFAT 4 H 3 B MYNN2 77 281 MYNN3 75 SR80 2%
B, 4 HSIAI4 H 788 YSU 7% MYT 5% QNSE 77 % BouLac /7% . UW /7 %&. TEMF 7 &.
Shin-Hong 77 %M1 GBM 75 EEHBUERENLT . 434 6 NEwm NS 2 S8 75 R R R ZE BUs K,
Shin-Hong /7 iR Z /N, MYI %, BouLac /7 &M GBM H EizkZHH HAW/~, YSU %, QNSE i
FMUW HFRIRZEMmMA, 10 m &8 EIRZERK.

SRR, 1 AR Shin-Hong 77 B ELLF, MYT %, YSU %M BouLac J5 FBLRURE
7, 10 m = EBM AR R % .

3.2.2.7 B REERI X L L 45 R o #h

M7 B LI ORTZE 7 H 2 H 9B 24 /N XGEBI I E, 545 B E AET 10 AN/ NI AR R R B 0
Joi 14 AN BRURRZE . b 7 A LI 9 A 7 H 2 H 9 B 10 AN 5 R A RGEM I 5 IR 1% 2, TEMF
J7 MR ZE BN, HE MYNN3 75 %, BouLac 77 S MYT 75 SRR ZEHUK, 90 m = 2 iR ZE B/,
10 m SRR ER K. W7 B 20 9 ZE 7 H 3 H 9 B XGEMAELT L, 90 m & L8R B 4F
R 3 ANEF IR S ME A IME T, HR & R MIRZE . RYE 10 77 R R 77 i
RZERH], QNSE FEM YSU HRIFER/DN, MYJ L. UW J7 %M BouLac /7 RiIRZER K, 10 m =%
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JE AR AR 22 5K, 90 m 1 P2 KU RTUR Z /N AT 7 H 3 O P % 7 H 4 H 9 I KUE BT LE,
IR 1o P 2 P AU AT 42 BRI 4 26 R Z2BEARAR K 04 7 H 3P 92 7 H 4 H 9 B 10 N ERM
RGEREL I TR R 2, YSU 7R M1 QNSE R ZE RN, HRTRREMEKR.

RARSKE, YSU 7. QNSE /7%, TEMF J7 &M MYNN3 5 ZiRZEB/N, MYT %, UW J7 &A1
BouLac /7 ZiRZERN, 10 m =2 MIMME R ZE MW, 90 m 1 FEE WM 5 2 fhi /)N o

3.3. 10 N7 RE RURIRHNRZE 54

BlOZ10MTEEH 1 H9BKZE2 H 9 M KIESY TR R ZTEBUSE, 10 m S )ET
MYNN2 FRIEER/N, HIUE MYNN3 5%, MY] FRIZEEHMm/DN, QNSE 7 ZEM TEMF J7 &% %
FEiT, BouLac /7% Shin-Hong J7 RiRZHEIT, UW J7EM GBM &M YSU 5 RikZH A; 20 m &
FEE R ZE RN MYNN2 5%, A5 MYNN3 %, MYJ J5ZHM QNSE FRiRE#L, YSU
J7% . BouLac 7%, UW J7%. Shin-Hong /7 &Ml GBM 75 RiRZ T, #ZE R KM TEMF 7%; 30 m
EE R E RN MYNN2 5%, HIUGE MYNN3 5%, MYJ J7%&A QNSE 5 EifZE#iE, YSU
J7%. BouLac TE. UW /7%, Shin-Hong /7 &M GBM F &%z, TEMF FRRZERK; 50 m &
%2 QNSE 5 %1 BouLac 7 EiRE &N, HIKZE MYI H%E. UW HEA GBM FE, #5772 YSU i
% Shin-Hong /7 %8, MYNN2 J5 2 F1 MYNN3 J7 1% 24231, TEMF J5 %81 22 5 K 70 m =1 2 ' BouLac
T RRER/N, YSU J7 % MYJ J7%.QNSE J5 % .UW J7 %A1 Shin-Hong J5 % % 15/ H AT, MYNN2
J7 %A MYNN3 J7 1 7 #5235, TEMF J7 iR K 90 m & EJZH BouLac 77 iR Z R/, YSU J7 %
MYJ 7%, Shin-Hong 75 &M GBM 77 Fix ZHIEWE/N, QNSE HE. MYNN2 5%, MYNN3 J7£H
UW 77 MR Z T, TEMF J5 RHRZER K.
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Figure 9. Comparison chart of root mean square error of average wind speed si-
mulation from 9 o’clock on the 1st to 9 o’lock on the 2nd of 6 height layers and
10 schemes every month
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EL10 210 NAFRTH 2 H WA 3 H 9 I RES A RREFIMEBSE, 10 m &EE+ YSU
J7%. QNSE 77 ZEA MYNN2 5 Zi#Z /N, BouLac 7 &M TEMF FRigZERKRK; 20 m & ZEF YSU
75 %M QNSE 5 Rk Z /)N, BouLac J7 &M TEMF 5 RiRZ /R K: 30 m &EZES YSU TE. MY J7
%, UW J7 £ A Shin-Hong 75 1% % f¢/]N, BouLac 7 &A1 TEMF 5 &iRZEHRA; 50 m &EZEH UW 77
%A Shin-Hong J5 %1% Z /), BouLac J7 &M TEMF 77 &% Z & K; 70 m F1 90 m & Ed UW .
Shin-Hong J5 %A1 GBM J7 &% % /)N, QNSE J7%. MYNN2 J5 %A TEMF J5 RiRZ R K.
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Figure 10. Comparison chart of root mean square error of average wind speed
simulation from 9 o’clock on the 2st to 9 o’clock on the 3nd of 6 height layers and
10 schemes every month
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BT R 104N SREH 3 HORZE 4 H 9 B -F3 KIS TR RZEXTEE, 10 m #1120 m & E 2
o QNSE 77 &M MYNN2 7 Ei# % /N, TEMF 7Rz ZER K, UW J7 %M Shin-Hong 77 iR ZE ki K
30 m & EJEH YSU T EA GBM 5 RixZ /DN, TEMF FRIFERK: 50 m. 70 m 190 m & FZEH
BouLac 77%. UW 77 &M GBM 77 £ixZE /), TEMF 77 RIREHR K.

SRR, TEMF 77 RiRZR K, GBM 7%, BouLac /7 &M UW 7 RiRZE R/, MYNN2 J7 &
MYNN3 75 SR Z Wi/~ e 10 m Al 20 m = BE/Z R ZEHR, 70 m A1 90 m 5 FE 2 1% 22 /)~ o

4. &g

AICHET WRFV4.2.1 8, FIH 10 M R ZSH 7%, Shfgr SCEHIX 2015 45 12 MM
HhJZ TR T RS 7 BB, 5 RS B 4 AT T L, LR R

FEART=0R 8 B A THUR AT 200 RO AR AR 2, S 7 RIBHLR ZE LR . UW T RiR%E
b, BRGSO BF, MYNN2 J7 S MYNN3 7 RiRZ RN, SRR BRZ . A REE 10m & B 1
PR ZE, 70 m AT 90 m 7 AR AL
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Figure 11. Comparison chart of root mean square error of average wind speed
simulation from 9 o’clock on the 3st to 9 o’clock on the 4nd of 6 height layers
and 10 schemes every month
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