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Huntsville Forecast vs. Observed
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Birmingham Forecast vs. Observed
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Mobile Forecast vs. Observed
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Model Statistics

. NOAA Model Percent Correct NOAA Model Bias

Birmingham 66% 1.8 43%

Mobile 74% 1.89 100%



Model Statistics 2015 vs. 2016

NOAA Model Percent Correct (Color

Forecast City NOAA Model Bias (AQl) NOAA FAR

Birmingham (2016) 66% 1.81 43%
Birmingham (2015) 83% 1.71 50%
Mobile (2016) 74% 1.89 100%

Mobile (2015) 74% 2.83 100%



Case Study July 1, 2016




NOAA Forecast AQI for July 1 was 112

72233 LIX Sliclell Muni

i N 7%%%35H§!jde|| Muni f
g '
i SLON -B39.83
S SELY 0.0
G ¢ | \ 04 3
L v (> DL
W, m 135313 SWET 1243
! KINK 1250
o B0 -
20 s o 80 200 s 0 B
CARE 1018,
(e - G =
e Al N 125
CINY -275 3
0 1 o 5% \ o
Wi ; sty EQTY 266
LFCT 423
XA XSO WA N
BRCH 53556
w AN ) Y s a Ve S RN KB R ¢
KLY NN TN, e AN SN AN ar g
o K@X /\ﬁ%?/_éi/ AN R sun bied LSS XXX P &Q i i
/X IN N W //&\// N WL/ e /XS IBLL LS NIV /] i
e
w0 Gl AZ XY /’Fﬁ% 1AV 0 i AZ KA B
R e
* A A \\7% oA 7 o S A A e R g“
0 LA LS O %0 LI A V0. 11 W
1000 Pl AL AP O Al el 1000 pew/ e p AR A /
4030 2 0 0 10 AN N 4 4 30 220 0 0 0w N N &

12201 Jul 2016 University of Wyoming 00Z02 Jul 2016 University of Wyoming












5 UTC Fri A1 . te u !
7B -68 -66 -64 -62| -68 -55-55 -54) -52/-58 -45) -46[- 44 - 150160140121 10-GR-c - 4| & SRR Az El 18 ZAl 22 240 26 26 3@
o L —r L 2 » e 3

Lower dewpoints and
clear skies remained
north of Mobile for
majority of the day
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Mississippi DEQ Mississippi Gulf Coast 7/1/2016 112
Florida DEP Pensacola 7/1/2016 101
ADEM Mobile 7/1/2016 112




Conclusions

e The NOAA model did a decent job of
forecasting for Alabama over the summer of
2016. Although not as well as 2015.

e Typically as you progress farther south in
Alabama, the forecast tends to be less

accurate as you approach the Gulf of Mexico.

 \We believe there needs to be more emphasis
placed on dew points and land/sea breeze
interaction along the coast.
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