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Zonal Wind Anomalies and Shear for the QBO

This study evaluates the concurrent relationship
between Quasi-Biennial Oscillation (QBO) phases and

the Indian Summer Monsoon (ISM) on a subseasonal 50
scale. The QBO 1s 1identified by the Empirical A
Orthogonal Function (EOF) analysis of equatorial zonal 150
wind bounded by 10°S-10°N over 100-10 hPa. The w0
QBO aftects the tropical troposphere and influences the
ISM through upper-level wind circulation, particularly

the tropical easterly jet (TEJ). The easterly phase of ol |
QBO (EQBO) 1s associated with strong easterlies O T |
(westerlies) at 200 hPa (850 hPa), which enhances| — “euiiwty s’ i anona s | win anoaty oo’ Joine anomaty onss’
vertical zonal wind shear, strengthens the TEJ, and
increases upper-level divergence and lower-level QBO modulation over Indian region
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convection, creating favorable conditions for a strong EQBO - WQBO
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