Storm Physics and Lightning Properties over Northern Alabama during DC3
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« U and V components of the air are computed using the terminal fall velocity.
Upon the re-computation of U and V, the anelastic form of the mass
continuity equation is integrated using a variational scheme.
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Flash Extent Calculations:
« Using the “convex hull” area of Bruning and MacGorman (2013):

« This method essentially draws a polygon around all the sources that
comprise a flash. From this polygon, the convex hull area that describes
the minimum polygon that circumscribes the horizontal flash extent is
calculated

L =+/A| Where L is the Flash Length or Flash “Extent” and does NOT
account for the tortuous propagation of a flash’s branches.
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