MSZ ECM! mé sekiet 01 418! vasar G 4 V- € OMSZ E Homersekiet) ) 84vasa a12-.00 o o ol ) = [omsz
: &N < 1 4 7 ‘ N
: . T | ‘ d Q¢ A A8 x L:' O W I n n O W n e X
/ - | y s | '
¢ ¢ P i / s .
By G LT \ /’ & 4 . .
N o N, y \, B
b v i she -R00 UL oy A e o . . B
2, 4 > | 2 p
e ! =S - L = 3 § ,
R £ S - \ y / / “ Wi y
k - i, ; \ et 1 e -
// . = - = - > >
/
/ fe i
/

BSI = f(T)+ f(T,) + f(U) + f(G) + f(H) + f(py), where

f(T) - temperature at 2m, f(T,) - surface temperature, f(U) - wind speed at 10m,
f(G) - wind gust at 10m, f(H) - snow depth, f(py) - snow density (Tordai, 2012).

Maximum possible value is 6. Blowing snow is probable when BSI > 2, and when BSI > 3,5, it
is recommended to issue first level (yellow) warning on blowing snow.
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2 years later this product inspired the ECMWEF to create two new
products in ecCharts; a meteogram and a map product.
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