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Figure 1. Map showing locations of MIST and FLOWS networks during
COHMEX.



Figure 2. Photograph of a remote I(’AM—)]I station. Taken from Brock, et al.,
1986).
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Figure 3. Photograph of a FLOWS mesonet station.



accumulated total. PAM stations are described in detail in Brock and
Govind (1977; PAM-I) and Brock et al. (1986, PAM-II); FLOWS stations,
in Wolfson (1987) and Wolfson et al. (1987).

The best way to compare meteorological instruments is to evaluate them
together at a site calibrating them to an external control of known accuracy.
We were not able to do that during COHMEX. Instead we had to compare
each network of instruments to the other as a whole. None of the
instruments were co-sited with instruments of the other network, nor were
controls used.

This study examines only the accuracy of one network with respect to
the other and can come only to general conclusions concerning the accuracy
of individual stations. An expanded analysis of the data collected during
COHMEX should include a study of each weather station’s performance
because the networks are intended to indicate the presence of small-scale,
short-lived atmospheric phenomena. To do that, accurate and dependable
data reported by only a few stations are required.

In order to compare the FLOWS and MIST networks, only those stations
which overlap the same general area were included. That area is shown
enclosed by the inner bold box in Fig. 1 and encompasses a total of sixty
mesonet stations. MIST station No. 22 produced very little useful data
during the two month operational period of COHMEX and its data were
excluded. A healthy FLOWS station (No. 11) was also eliminated to
equalize the number of stations in each network. The remaining
twenty-nine FLOWS stations had a mean elevation of 193.6 m. The
twenty-nine MIST stations had a mean elevation of 193.8 m. The closeness
of these values is important since most of the measured variables used in
this study are dependent on elevation, and because it is the network mean of
these variables which is the basis of this comparative analysis.
































































































































