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* To estimate the surface roughness length off the Northeastern coast of the U.S.
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Figure 3. Prediction error versus the stability parameter at 60 m for the (a) Charnock (b) analytical and (c) statistical methods.
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o i RESULTS:
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uy * A correlation between the calculated and observed wind speeds is presented for each method (Fig. 1).

Zy is a function of physical parameters of the atmosphere: . _ . .
* A comprehensive error analysis for each of the three methods is provided.
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* A recommended regional z, value of 6x103 m [3].

* friction velocity u,.

. Ji'2008  Ju2004  JuI2005  Ju2006  Jul2007 * Arecommendation to use the median z,value rather than the mean, as it is a more robust statistic.
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) * Despite unrealistic z, values at times, the statistical method has better results than either of the other two methods.
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* A purely mathematical method 3]. E° * Charnock and analytical methods underestimate the wind speeds in more stable cases (Fig. 3).

* The equation for z, is derived by using the least square error
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