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Abstract. This paper presents the application of the
Weather Research and Forecasting (WRF version 3.5)
with high spatial resolution (3 and 1 km) testing four
Planet Boundary Layer (PBL) schemes to the complex
topography of Mexico in different numerical
experiments that have tried to find the best
configuration. The WRF is a Numerical Weather
Prediction (NWP) model giving support for weather
forecasting and modeling in Chemical Transport (CTM)
or Air Quality Models as CMAQ or CHIMERE. For the
above, the objectives in this work were assess the
performance, the best grid parameterization,
meteorological initial conditions, temporal resolution,
time step and PBL schemes used in order to minimize
the execution time and to show changes in speedup
and efficiency. Mare Nostrum III supercomputer was
used for the computational processing in the cluster.
The computational performance indicators were
execution time, speedup and efficiency. The sensitivity
analysis was performed using the mean bias (MB) and
root mean square error (RMSE) from variables
obtained by WRFv3.5 such as temperature, windspeed, sea level pressure and the METAR Veracruz
airport station observations. The results show that
Mellor-Yamada-Janjic (MYJ) scheme was better in
computational parallel execution with at least 8
processors and a time step of 18 seconds.

The sensitivity analyses show that time step is not a key
in the accuracy of the meteorological values obtained.
It is necessary consider the lack of data in METAR
stations in Mexico.
Keywords. Sensitivity analysis, WRFv3.5, Parallel
processing,
WRF
Parameterization,
complex
topography

1 Introduction
Computational modeling of natural phenomena
and industrial, physical, chemical and biological
processes is currently a way to understand them
and their interactions (protein interactions, engine
combustion, air quality, etcetera). This article
describes the configuration and parameterization
of physical and computational characteristics
required to perform calculations on high
performance computers [9, 19, 17] as Mare
Nostrum III (BSC-CNS) using the Weather
Research and Forecasting model (WRF) in its
version 3.5 applied to the Mexico domain [1,
7, 17].
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Fig. 1. WRF scheme, preprocessing, data execution and post processing [27]

A sensitivity analysis in WRFv3.5 performance
was made taking in consideration the effect of the
complex topography of Mexico with high spatial
resolution [22, 24, 25], being analyzed two nested
domains to 3 and 1 km of grid spacing. The
simulation of domains was performed using the
one-way nesting that is an execution of these two
domains that goes from largest to smallest
domain [29]. Additional considerations were the
analysis of Planetary Boundary Layer (PBL)
schemes: YSU (Yonsei University), ACM2
(Asymmetric Convective Models), MYJ (MellorYamada-Janjic)
and
BouLac
(BougeaultLacarrére) [6, 12, 14].
According to Krasilnikov et al. [13] “The high
diversity of environment in Mexico results from its
extent and complex topography. The relief of
most of the country is mountainous due to high
tectonic activity…” The mountains of Mexico are
grouped into diverse systems. The most
important systems have been identified as the
“Sierra Madre Oriental”, the “Sierra Madre
Occidental” and the Transmexican Volcanic Belt.

Computación y Sistemas, Vol. 21, No. 1, 2017, pp. 35–44
doi: 10.13053/CyS-21-1-2581

Additionally, it is possible to observe that in the
Peninsula of California there are also numerous
mountains [13]. Moreover, it is convenient to
highlight that Mexico has an abundant highland
central plateau, which is enclosed by the “Sierra
Madre Oriental” and the “Sierra Madre
Occidental”. The plateau has in average 1219 m
in elevation in its north region and about 2438 m
in the central part of Mexico. The plateau starts in
the border with USA and ended in the Isthmus of
Tehuantepec. The lowlands of Mexico are
Tabasco, Campeche and Yucatán. The highest
volcanic peaks of Mexico are Pico de Orizaba or
Citaltépetl (5700 m), Popocatépetl (5452 m) and
Ixtaccíhuatl (5286 m) [27].
1.1 Problem Definition
The use of NWP (Numerical Weather Prediction)
models in Mexico has been extended in the last
years, currently being used for example in the
National Weather Service (SMN Spanish
acronym “Servicio Meteorológico Nacional”) [26],

ISSN 2007-9737

Planet Boundary Layer Parameterization in Weather Research and Forecasting (WRFv3.5): Assessment of Performance...
the National Water Commission (CONAGUA,
Spanish acronym “Comisión Nacional del Agua)
[26] and universities as UNAM or UV among
others institutions. The use of NWP is important
because the results of these simulations are
weather forecasting and support of air pollutants
modeling in Chemical Transport Models (CTM)
like CMAQ or CHIMERE and may have significant
variations in both meteorological and dispersion
pollution results if parameterization is not the
more adequate.

2 Background and Overview of the
WRF Model v3.5
The WRF is a NWP model and atmospheric
simulation system designed for both research and
operational applications. The model is a multiagency effort to build a next-generation
mesoscale forecast model and data assimilation
system to advance the understanding and
prediction of mesoscale weather and accelerate
the transfer of research advances into operations.
The model was developed at the end of the
1990´s with the participation of institutions as the
National Center for Atmospheric Research’s
(NCAR) Mesoscale and Microscale Meteorology
(MMM)
Division,
National
Centers
for
Environmental Prediction (NCEP) among
others [29].
2.1 Model Components, Topographical and
Meteorological Considerations
The WRFv3.5 as we see in Figure 1, is structured
mainly of three fundamental blocks. The first one
is the preprocessing where the files needed are
prepared. The preprocessing considers the
elevation terrain data and initial meteorological
information obtained from global simulations by
NCEP or the European Centre for Medium-Range
Weather Forecast (ECMWF), among others. The
second process is the main step where the
dynamic core using the Advanced Research WRF
(ARW or NMM) is executed. This process implies
the characterization of interfaces and physics
packages, considering the necessary schemes
according to the site and how the analysis is
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performed, additionally this process emphasizes
the approaches and algorithms running on the
solver, physical considerations, initial conditions,
boundary conditions and nesting techniques on
the grid. Finally the last step is the postprocessing in which the analysis of results means
validation processes, sensitivity analysis, graphic
representation and maps of the interests
variables are made [2, 8, 29].
The most used dynamic core is the ARW
solver which works with non-hydrostatic Euler
equations with the run-time option hydrostatic. At
the same time this core uses forecast variables as
wind components among others and turbulence
regime that considers water vapor, rain, snow,
clouds, and chemical tracers’ species.
The studied area needs to be divided into
domains with vertical and horizontal coordinates
on a grid that considers integration times or time
step for calculations based on the initial and
boundary conditions configured. Calculation in
the interest domains could be done by one-way
nesting, two-way nesting or mobile nesting.
The post process analysis is available in the
grid selected and can be used from global to highresolution grids [29].
2.2 Spatial and Temporal Resolutions
The grid complexity of analysis in WRF is given
by two factors, the first one is the topography
resolution shown in Digital Elevation Models
(DEM) taken by default from U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) and the second one the
orographic characteristics that define the
horizontal resolution, which is the distance or
mesh size of the grid in the datasets [16].
These resolutions in both cases should be
considered and must be related for the analysis in
a specific space, lower grid resolution is less
precise and higher resolution is more accurately
especially in case of complex topography or in
coastal areas [29, 34, 35].
2.3 Configuration Datasets
The initial configuration and conditions consider
input data in horizontal and vertical resolution,
references of hydrodynamics and disturbance
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Table 1. Microphysics options
Scheme

Configuration

Kessler

1

WSM6

6

Thompson

8

Morrison 2-Moment
10
Source: Adapted from [29]
Table 2. PBL scheme options
PBL scheme

Configuration

YSU scheme

1

MYJ

2

ACM2

7

BouLac

8
Source: Adapted from [29]

processed to generate output files with all
variables related [23, 24, 29].
2.4 WRFv3.5 Physics Configurations
Model physics in WRFv3.5 uses schemes ranging
from simple, ideals and phase-mixed [2].
Microphysics in this case includes settings for the
resolution of water vapor, clouds and precipitation
processes. We can see some schemes in Table
1 [29, 31].
2.4.1 PBL Considerations, Configuration and
Schemes Available
The parameterization of the PBL is important in
the NWP models and should consider the
forecast type [21], scale [22], vertical mixing
formulation [12, 28], turbulence parameters [17,
24], among others [6, 32, 33], due because occurs
in the lower atmospheric layer and interactions
with variables and different factors that
emphasizing this process in recent decades [1].
The PBL schemes used in this research due to
the characteristics in Mexico terrains are shown in
table 2 [2, 8, 9].
The time step in the WRFv3.5 model use the
Runge Kutta 3 (RK3) method in order to maintain
physical consistency to numerically solve
transport equations, this scheme is limited by the
advective number of Courant UΔt/Δx and
advection scheme [29], choosing discretization
orders for advection terms. This time step [29] is
given in seconds and can be estimated by the
formula 6 * dx grid size in km chosen for
estimation [24, 25].

3 Efficiency and Performance in
Parallel Programming
Fig. 1. Nested domains D1 and D2 in Mexico

fields and finally the metadata that specifies
dates, physical characteristics of the grid and
details of the projection. Data preprocessing by
the WPS which decodes the information related
to orography and land use soil provided by the
USGS or initial meteorological data from sources
such as NCEP or ECMWF [19] which provide the
download datasets in file formats as GRIB,
GRIB2, FNL or GFS [5]. These files are
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The efficiency and performance in parallel
programming usually were assessed by
magnitude and performance indicators, using
mainly the following metrics: the execution time
[10], speed-up and the efficiency [15, 16, 21]. The
execution time is the time required for the
application for the development of one or more
tasks in a program. The performance
improvement factor known as speed-up can be
estimated by the following expression:
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Fig. 3. Execution time results with MPhysics 8 and 6,
time steps 18 and 2 and PBL schemes: MYJ, ACM2,
BouLac and YSU

𝑇(1)
𝑆(𝑛) =
,
𝑇(𝑛)

(1)

Fig. 4. Speedup results with MPhysics 8 and 6, time
steps 18 and 2 and PBL models MYJ, ACM2, BouLac
and YSU

this efficiency being a comparison of the degree
of speed-up obtained from the peak value. Since
1 ≤ S (n) ≤ n, has 1 / n ≤ E (n) ≤ 1.

where T (n) = execution time in unit steps in time
and T (1) = execution time in one-processor

4 Methodology

Finally we have to system efficiency for a
system with n processors will then:

4.1 Infrastructure: Mare Nostrum III

𝐸(𝑛) =

𝑆(𝑛)
𝑇(1)
=
,
𝑛
𝑛 × 𝑇(𝑛)

(2)
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The experiments of this research were executed
in the supercomputer Mare Nostrum III (MNIII),
installed at the BSC. MNIII has a peak
performance of 1.1 Petaflop. It has 48896
processors type Intel Sandy Bridge-EP E5-2670
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Table 3. Sensitivity analysis results for PBL MYJ
scheme, Mphysics: 8 and time step: 18 and 2 seconds
Parameter
Configuration1
(Time step=18)

Configuration2
(Time step=2)

Variable

MB

RMSE

T(ºC)

1.4

0.1

WS(m s-1)

0.4

0.1

slp(hPa)

-0.7

0.2

T(ºC)

1.5

0.2

WS(m s-1)

0.5

0.1

slp(hPa)

-0.7

0.4

cores at 2.6 GHz. These processors correspond
to 3056 compute nodes with 103.5 TB of main
memory. MNIII has 1.9 PB of GPFS disk storage.
It also has an interconnection network base on
InfiniBand and Gigabit Ethernet. MNIII works with
Linux operative system Suse distribution 11
SP3 [3].
4.2 Datasets
FNL Datasets of NCEP were downloaded1, we
selected grib2 file format prepared operationally
every six hours from 2012-05-27 00:00 until 201205-28 00:00 with a 1º x 1º grid resolution [19].
4.3 Performance Indicators Experiments
144 experiments were executed to obtain the
execution time (t), speedup (Sn) and efficiency
(En) considering three hours simulation time with
a processors number from 1 to 256, the four PBL
schemes (YSU, MYJ, ACM2 and BouLac) [2, 4, 7,
8], two time step and two physics configuration
and were executed according to the scheduling in
the MNIII supercomputer account [10, 15, 16, 21].
4.4 WRFV3.5 Performance Assessment in
Mexico Domains
4.4.1 Description of Mexican Domains
Two nested high resolution domains in Mexico
were tested with grids spacing in D1 3 x 3 km 2 and
D2 1 x 1 km2, parent domain center coordinates
were 19.32 LN and -96.54 LW degrees (Figure 2).
1

http://rda.ucar.edu/datasets/ds083.2/
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These domains considered the “Sierra Madre
Oriental”, the Trans Mexican Volcanic Belt and
the plain coast in the “Gulf of Mexico” in Veracruz,
Puebla and Mexico states. The topography
presents significant differences in altitude from 32
m.a.s.l. in Veracruz METAR Airport station until
5452 m.a.s.l in Popocatepetl volcano. The
topography shows drops in altitude from mountain
to flat terrain, with hilly or valleys in the relief
[13, 27].
4.4.2 Parameterization in Mexican Domains
The configurations selected for Mexico domains
due to topographical and meteorological
characteristics, were considered under one-way
nesting and for this assessment, executions with
differences in configurations of time step values
to 18 and 2 seconds considering D1 and D2 with
the equation 6 * dx.
50 Eta-levels were automatically configured
for the troposphere, microphysics values of 8 and
6 corresponding to 18 and 2 time step were
selected, finally PBL models YSU [32, 33], ACM2
[32], MYJ and BouLac [32] for evaluation of PBL
in complex terrains conditions such as Mexico
topography were assessed [5, 20, 21].

5. Results and Discussions
5.1 Computational Performance
As result of the two settings configured for
MPhysics: 8 and 6, the two-time step: 18 and 2
seconds, the number of processors used from
one to 128 and the four PBL schemes tested, in
Figure 3 we can see that MYJ scheme presented
the best execution time, regardless the number of
processors and MPhysics used, compared with
the other three PBL schemes, which in turn have
quite equivalent results.
With respect to speed up (Figure 4) and
efficiency (Figure 5), both results were
substantially equivalent.
In Figure 6 we can observe a comparative
between the execution time and speedup of the
MYJ
scheme,
which
was
the
best
parameterization, we can see that intersection in
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Fig. 5. Efficiency results with MPhysics 8 and 6,
time steps 18 and 2 and PBL models MYJ, ACM2,
BouLac and YSU

both curves indicates the minimum processors
number in both cases are eight processors. It is
necessary to consider that execution time
observed in MPhysics 8 and time step 18 is
smaller than configuration: Mphysics 6 and time
step 2.
5.2 Sensitivity Analysis
The sensitivity analysis in nested domain D2 was
done using the following meteorological variables:
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Fig. 6. Minimum core numbers in MYJ PBL scheme
configuration, optimal parameterization MPhysics 8
and Time step 18

temperature (ºC), wind speed (m s-1) and sea
level pressure (hPa) using the MYJ PBL scheme
(Mphysics: 8 and two time step: 18 and 2
seconds).
The MB and RMSE were calculated
considering meteorological data from METAR
station in Veracruz airport, located in 19.09 N and
-96.11 W. In Table 3 we can see the results
obtained.
We observed the best results with a time step
of 18 instead of 2 seconds and insignificant MB
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differences in T & WS, the MB in sea level
pressure is the same value in both cases. On the
other hand, the RMSE obtained was considered
as a good value.
5.3 Complex Terrain and PBL Accuracy
The PBL MYJ scheme selected was the one with
the better results. The complexity in the
topography between Veracruz and Mexico states
denote the results of the efficiency on computer
time, speed-up, and the sensitivity results. Also,
the Veracruz METAR Airport station is locate in a
coastal area in the Gulf of Mexico demonstrating
that a higher spatial resolution is more accurately,
especially in the case of complex topography or in
coastal areas due mesoscale process, as in these
experiments realized [25].

6. Conclusions and Future Work
In this paper we assessing the performance of
WRFv3.5 for a domain located between Veracruz,
Puebla and Mexico states with complex
topography, it has been found that MYJ PBL
scheme shows the best performance indicators
parameterization with MPhysics set to 8 and a
time interval 18 seconds.
So when we are talking about the performance
of parallel processing in D2 (1 km) with the MYJ
PBL Scheme in WRFv3.5, it can be concluded
that the parameterization Mphysics 8 and time
step of 18 seconds, it gives us the best indicators
related with the execution time and efficiency.
Also it was found that the minimum number of
processors that could be selected is 16 and over.
The sensitivity analysis performed shows MB
and RMSE with a significant improvement in T
and WS results between the time step
configuration from 18 and 2, the sea level
pressure presented good accuracy with
insignificant differences. Then these last results
should be considered if a good model
approximation is required. This means that
greater execution time and greater number of
processors will be required to achieve
these objectives.
Another important conclusion is that these
comparisons give us relevant information for
operational forecast, key aspect to consider for
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the managing of computational resources in large
domains with high spatial resolution for the mesh
(1 km).
As future work, it is necessary to consider the
assessment in more days and sites in Mexico with
more meteorology METAR stations and the
parameterization selected for an accurate model
evaluation and an evaluation related with the
CMAQ model in the same sites and days
assessed.

Acknowledgments
First and third authors thank the CONACyT and
the BSC by the support to their postdoctoral
research and also for the space to execute these
simulations on the Mare Nostrum III
supercomputer. Also thanks to the Universidad
Veracruzana for the support to develop this
postdoctoral research stay in the BSC.

References
1.

Banks, R. F., Tiana-Alsina, J., Baldasano, J. M.,
Rocadenbosch, F., Papayannis, A., Solomos,
S., & Tzanis, C. G. (2016). Sensitivity of boundarylayer variables to PBL schemes in the WRF model
based on surface meteorological observations,
lidar and radiosondes during the HygrA-CD
campaign. Atmospheric Research, Vol. 176–177,
pp. 185–201.

2.

Bougeault, P. & Lacarrere, P. (1989).
Parameterization
of
Orography-Induced
Turbulence in a Mesobeta-Scale Model. Monthly
Weather Review, Vol. 117, pp. 1872–1890, DOI:
10.1175/15200493(1989)117<1872.

3.

BSC-CNS (2016). Barcelona Supercomputing
Center.
MareNostrum
III
User’s
Guide.
https://www.bsc.es/support/MareNostrum3ug.pdf.

4.

Cohen, A. E., Cavallo, S. M., Coniglio, M. C.,
Brooks, H. E., Cohen, A. E., Cavallo, S. M.,
Coniglio, M. C., & Brooks, H. E. (2015). A
Review
of
Planetary
Boundary
Layer
Parameterization Schemes and Their Sensitivity in
Simulating Southeastern U.S. Cold Season
Severe Weather Environments. Weather and
Forecasting, Vol. 30, pp. 591–612, DOI:
10.1175/WAF-D-14-00105.1.

ISSN 2007-9737

Planet Boundary Layer Parameterization in Weather Research and Forecasting (WRFv3.5): Assessment of Performance...
5.

Duda, J. D. (2011). WRF simulations of
mesoscale convective systems at convectionallowing resolutions. Graduate Theses and
Dissertations. Paper 10272.

6.

Hong, S. Y., Noh, Y., & Dudhia, J. (2006). A new
vertical diffusion package with an explicit treatment
of entrainment processes. Monthly Weather
Review, Vol. 134, pp. 2318–2341, DOI:
10.1175/MWR3199.1.

7.

Hu, X. M., Nielsen-Gammon, J. W., & Zhang, F.
(2010). Evaluation of three planetary boundary
layer schemes in the WRF model. Journal of
Applied Meteorology and Climatology, Vol. 49, pp.
1831–1844.

8.

Janjić, Z. I. (1990). The step-mountain coordinate:
Physical package. Monthly Weather Review, Vol.
118, pp. 1429–1443, DOI: 10.1175/15200493(1990)118<1429: TSMCPP>2.0.CO;2.

9.

Jiménez, P. A., González-Rouco, J. F., GarcíaBustamante, E., Navarro, J., Montávez, J. P., De
Arellano, J. V. G., Dudhia, J., & Muñoz-Roldan,
A. (2010). Surface wind regionalization over
complex terrain: Evaluation and analysis of a highresolution WRF simulation. Journal of Applied
Meteorology and Climatology, Vol. 49, pp. 268–
287.

10. Juarez, F., Ejarque, J., & Badia, R. M. (2016).
Dynamic energy-aware scheduling for parallel
task-based application in cloud computing. Future
Generation Computer Systems. DOI:10.1016/
j.future.2016.06.029.
11. Kim, H. S. & Do, J. G. (2006). Performance of
WRF using UPC. CUG, pp. 1–5.
12. Konor, C. S., Boezio, G. C., Mechoso, C. R., &
Arakawa, A. (2009). Parameterization of PBL
Processes in an Atmospheric General Circulation
Model: Description and Preliminary Assessment.
Monthly Weather Review, Vol. 137, pp. 1061–
1082, DOI: 10.1175/2008MWR2464.1.
13. Krasilnikov, P., Gutiérrez-Castorena, M. D. C.,
Ahrens, R. J., Cruz-Gaistardo, C. O., Sedov, S.,
& Solleiro-Rebolledo, E. (2013). Geographical
regionalization of the Mexican Territory. The Soils
of Mexico, pp. 75–126.
14. Kumar, A., Rincón, A., & Rojas, N. (2010).
Application of WRF-Chem model to simulate
ozone concentration over Bogota. pp. 1–6.
15. Langkamp, T. (2011). Influence of the compiler on
multi-CPU performance of WRFv3. Geoscientific
Model Development Discussions, Vol. 4, pp. 547–
573.

43

16. Malakar, P., Saxena, V., George, T., Mittal, R.,
Kumar, S., Naim, A. G., & Husain, S. A. B. H.
(2012). Performance evaluation and optimization
of nested high resolution weather simulations.
Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pp. 805–817.
17. Mohan, M. & Bhati, S. (2011). Analysis of WRF
Model Performance over Subtropical Region of
Delhi, India. Advances in Meteorology, pp. 1–13.
18. Morton, D. & Nudson, O. (2009). Benchmarking
and evaluation of the Weather Research and
Forecasting (WRF) Model on the Cray XT5. Cray
User Group, pp. 1–8.
19. National Centers for Environmental Prediction/
National Weather Service/ NOAA/ U.S.
Department of Commerce (2000). NCEP FNL
Operational Model Global Tropospheric Analyses,
continuing from July 1999. Research Data Archive
at the National Center for Atmospheric Research,
Computational
and
Information
Systems
Laboratory, DOI: 10.5065/ D6M043C6.
20. Pleim, J. E. (2007). A combined local and nonlocal
closure model for the atmospheric boundary layer.
Part II: Application and evaluation in a mesoscale
meteorological model. Journal of Applied
Meteorology and Climatology, Vol. 46, pp. 1396–
1409.
21. Reboredo, B., Arasa, R., & Codina, B. (2015).
Evaluating Sensitivity to Different Options and
Parameterizations of a Coupled Air Quality
Modelling System. Vol. I, WRF Model
Configuration, pp. 47–64.
22. Salamanca, F., Martilli, A., Tewari, M., & Chen,
F. (2011). A study of the urban boundary layer
using different urban parameterizations and highresolution urban canopy parameters with WRF.
Journal of Applied Meteorology and Climatology,
Vol. 50, pp. 1107–1128.
23. Shainer, G. (2008). Weather Research and
Forecast (WRF) Model: Performance Analysis on
Advanced Multi-core HPC Clusters. The 10th LCI
International Conference on High Performance
Clustered Computing, pp. 1–14.
24. Shin, H. H. & Dudhia, J. (2016). Evaluation of
PBL Parameterizations in WRF at Subkilometer
Grid Spacings: Turbulence Statistics in the Dry
Convective Boundary Layer. Monthly Weather
Review,
Vol.
144,
pp.
1161–1177,
DOI:10.1175/MWR-D-15-0208.1.
25. Shin, H. H. & Hong, S. Y. (2011). Intercomparison
of Planetary Boundary-Layer Parametrizations in
the WRF Model for a Single Day from CASES-99.
Boundary-Layer Meteorology, Vol. 139, pp. 261–
281.

Computación y Sistemas, Vol. 21, No. 1, 2017, pp. 35–44
doi: 10.13053/CyS-21-1-2581

ISSN 2007-9737
44

Sergio Natan González-Rocha, Fredy Juárez-Pérez, Armando Aguilar-Meléndez, Alfredo Cristóbal Salas, et al.

26. SMN-CNA (2016). Servicio Meteorológico
Nacional - Comisión Nacional del Agua. Modelosde-pronostico-numéricos @ smn.cna.gob.mx.
27. Suter, M., Quintero, O., & Johnson, C. A. (1992).
Active faults and state of stress in the central part
of the Trans-Mexican Volcanic Belt, Mexico 1.
Journal of Geophysics Research, Vol. 97, pp.
11983–11993, DOI: 10.1029/91JB00428.
28. Shrivastava, R., Dash, S. K., Oza, R. B., &
Sharma,
D. N.
(2014).
Evaluation
of
Parameterization Schemes in the WRF Model for
Estimation of Mixing Height. International Journal
of Atmospheric Sciences, DOI: 10.1155/
2014/451578.
29. Skamarock, W. C., Klemp, J. B., Dudhi, J., Gill,
D. O., Barker, D. M., Duda, M. G., Huang, X. Y.,
Wang, W., & Powers, J. G. (2008). A Description
of the Advanced Research WRF. Version 3,
Technical Report, pp. 113.
30. Solano-Quinde,
L.
(2014).
Análisis
de
rendimiento y profiling del modelo WRF en un
clúster HPC. pp. 151–162.
31. Varquez, A. C. G., Kanda, M., Nakayoshi, M., &
Adachi, S. (2012). 79: Tokyo localized rainfall
simulation using improved urban and sea
parameterized WRF-ARW. Science, pp. 8–11.

Computación y Sistemas, Vol. 21, No. 1, 2017, pp. 35–44
doi: 10.13053/CyS-21-1-2581

32. Xie, B., Fung, J. C. H., Chan, A., & Lau, A.
(2012). Evaluation of nonlocal and local planetary
boundary layer schemes in the WRF model.
Journal of Geophysics Research, Vol. 117, DOI:
10.1029/2011JD017080.
33. Yver, C. E., Graven, H. D., Lucas, D. D.,
Cameron-Smith, P. J., Keeling, R. F., & Weiss,
R. F. (2013). Evaluating transport in the WRF
model along the California coast. Atmospheric
Chemistry and Physics, Vol. 13, pp. 1837–1852,
DOI: 10.5194/acp-13-1837-2013.
34. Zhang, C., Wang, Y., & Hamilton, K. (2011).
Improved Representation of Boundary Layer
Clouds over the Southeast Pacific in ARW-WRF
Using
a
Modified
Tiedtke
Cumulus
Parameterization Scheme. Monthly Weather
Review, Vol. 139, pp. 3489–3513, DOI: 10.1175/
MWR-D-10-05091.1.
35. Zhang, C., Wang, Y., Lauer, A., & Hamilton, K.
(2012). Configuration and Evaluation of the WRF
Model for the Study of Hawaiian Regional Climate,
Monthly Weather Review, Vol. 140, pp. 3259–
3277, DOI: 10.1175/MWR-D-11-00260.1.

Article received on 16/09/2016; accepted 02/12/2016.
Corresponding author is Sergio Natan González Rocha.

