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On June 21, 2015 the maximum daily average 8 hour (MDAS) ozone peaked at 77 ppbv at the University of Texas El Paso (UTEP) monitoring
location and exceeded 60 ppbv at 5 monitoring locations in the El Paso area. Similarly on June 23, 2016, the MDAS ozone peaked at 84 ppbv at
the Chamizal El Paso monitoring location and exceeded 70 ppbv at 4 monitoring locations in the El Paso area. These episodes featured ozone
levels near or above the EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Photochemical modeling may be used to better understand the causes of
such episodes and will require accurate model-ready meteorological inputs generated with numerical weather prediction (NWP) model simulations.
Simulating accurate meteorological inputs presents a challenge due to the complex topography of the region which features semi-arid mountain
slopes bounding the Rio Grande Valley, which encompasses the two moderate sized neighboring cities of ElI Paso and Ciudad Juarez, Mexico.
Exploratory WRF simulations with horizontal grid sizes down to 1 km were performed for the five days leading up to and including the two high
ozone days of June 21, 2015 and June 23, 2016.
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' . The plots on the left show the WRF 1 km
domain terrain height (m color shaded) and
10 m winds (m s, arrows) for the WRF V07
at 1000 UTC (left) and 1800 UTC (right)
June 23, 2016. The WRF simulations were
able to capture the general terrain —induced
wind flow patterns. These patterns included
channeling of the winds Iin the Rio Grande
Valley with upslope winds during the day and
downslope winds at nighttime.

The main objectives of this modeling study were:

1. To test different WRF physics options for simulating the fine-scale meteorology associated with high ozone episodes in El Paso, and

2. To assess the feasibility of improving the EI Paso WRF simulations with observational nudging.
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