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Abstract

Predicting ocean wave behavior is challenging due to the difficulty in choosing suitable numerical models among many with
varying capabilities. This review examines the development and performance of numerical wave models in coastal engineering
and oceanography, focusing on the difference between phase-averaged spectral models and phase-resolving models. We evalu-
ate the formulation, governing equations, and methods of widely used third-generation phase-averaged spectral models (SWAN,
WAVEWATCH III, MIKE 21 SW, TOMAWAC, and WAM) alongside advanced phase-resolving models (FUNWAVE, SWASH,
—— COULWAVE, and NHWAVE) that employ Boussinesq-type equations and non-hydrostatic formulations. The review begins with
early parameterized models and progresses to contemporary third-generation models, which solve the wave action conservation
equation with few spectral constraints. A comparison of the models’ efficiency, accuracy in nearshore conditions, ability to resolve
nonlinear wave-wave interaction, simulate wave breaking, diffraction, and wave-current interactions is provided. Applications in

’ operational forecasting, extreme event simulation, coastal structure design, and assessing climate change impacts are discussed.

The validation of these models and the statistical metrics and intercomparison studies used are addressed. A discussion of the
limitations in computational scalability, physics parameterization, and model coupling is provided, along with emerging trends in
high-resolution modeling and hybrid models. This review guides researchers in evaluating which model(s) to use in coastal and

oceanographic research.
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1. Introduction

Ocean waves influence coastal and oceanic processes, affect-
ing sediment transport, shoreline development, coastal flood-
ing, offshore structure loadings, and maritime operations [1]].
More than 40% of the world’s population lives near coast-
lines, and the economic value of coastal-related resources is
trillions. Therefore, accurate prediction of wave conditions is
essential for managing coastal zones, designing infrastructure,
ensuring safe navigation, and planning for climate adaptation
[2, 13]. Recent hurricanes, typhoons, and storm surge damage
demonstrate the need for strong numerical wave models to help
forecasters, assess hazards, and project future climate changes
[4} 151

In the past fifty years, numerical wave modeling has ad-
vanced from basic models to sophisticated computational sys-
tems that simulate complex wave phenomena across varied spa-
tial and temporal scales [6, 7, [8]]. These advancements are due
to progress in wave physics, computational power, observa-
tion methods like satellite altimetry, and numerical algorithms
[9; [10]. Modern wave models can accurately resolve complex
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processes such as non-linear interactions, wave-current cou-
pling, depth-induced breaking, diffraction, and energy dissipa-
tion 11} 12} 13]].

Wave numerical models are categorized as phase average (or
spectral wave) models and phase resolution models based on
how they treat the wave phase [14} [15]. Spectral wave mod-
els represent the time evolution of the wave energy spectrum
and do not track the phase of an individual wave. They use the
wave action balance equation or the energy balance equation to
determine the statistical properties of a wave field, such as the
mean wave height, the mean wave period, and directionality
[L6, [17]. These models have advantages at larger scales than
phase-resolving models, including regional and global wave
forecasts and long-term climate studies [[18]. Phase-resolving
wave models solve variants of the Navier-Stokes, Boussinesq,
or nonlinear shallow water equations to describe the elevation
and flow fields of the sea surface [19} 20| 21]. They can re-
solve details about wave behavior, including diffraction, reflec-
tion, nonlinear shoaling, wave breaking, and interaction be-
tween waves and structures, and are used at smaller scales for
coastal engineering like harbor design, wave energy converter
optimization, and nearshore circulation [22} 23] [24].

Phase-averaged spectral wave models evolved into three gen-
erations, each representing a new paradigm for modeling and
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implementing physical processes [25}16]. The first generation,
developed in the 1960s and 1970s, used a simple representation
of wave generation by wind and energy dissipation and main-
tained a specified universal wave spectrum shape [[15]. In first-
generation models, wind input forced wave growth directly un-
til saturation. At this point, excess energy from saturated waves
would dissipate artificially to maintain the shape of the spec-
tral distribution. As such, first-generation models had a funda-
mental limitation based on their failure to model the complex
energy exchange between various frequency components; thus,
they produced large errors in modeling swell propagation and
spectral distribution changes over time.

The second generation of 1980s models better represented
nonlinear wave interactions. It used a simplified four-wave res-
onance process representation via Hasselmann’s kinetic equa-
tion [26, 25]. The wave spectrum evolution was freer than
in first-generation models; however, due to the need for com-
putational efficiency, the spectral distribution shape was con-
strained. The WAM model (an early Wave Model version), a
significant advancement from earlier models, had limitations
including an incomplete nonlinear energy transfer representa-
tion and the need for universal empirical parameters.

The first generation of spectral wave models emerged in the
early 1960s, the second in the early 1970s, and the third since
the late 1980s, still evolving today [6, [16]. They are the best
phase-averaged models available, allowing spectral shape de-
termination by solving the wave action balance equation with
few assumptions about the spectral distribution shape [17].
Third-generation models incorporate all physical processes in
the energy or action balance equation affecting the wave field,
including wind input, nonlinear wave-wave interaction through
the discrete interaction approximation (DIA) or a more sophis-
ticated scheme, white capping, bottom friction, depth-induced
breaking, and wave-current interaction [[17]]. Third-generation
models include SWAN [17], WAVEWATCH III [27], WAM
CYCLE 4 AND LATER VERSIONS [6],MIKE 21 SW [28],
and TOMAWAC [29]. Recent developments of third-generation
models aim to improve source term parameterization, notably
the ST6 physics package for better wind input and dissipation
formulations [30, [19]], unstructured grids for complex coastal
geometries [31} 32], and new numerical schemes to eliminate
computational errors like the “garden sprinkler" error [33]].

Phase-resolving models have evolved significantly. The lat-
est Boussinesq-type models use advanced higher-order dis-
persion characteristics and better nonlinearity representa-
tions. Many recent versions employ advanced wave-breaking
schemes [34} 35, 36]]. Nonhydrostatic models can model highly
nonlinear waves in complex bathymetric and geometric config-
urations, and fully nonlinear potential flow models (like FUN-
WAVE [37], COULWAVE, SWASH [38], and NHWAVE) offer
more capability than Boussinesq-type models. GPU accelera-
tion has enabled phase-resolving models to solve problems at
rates comparable to or exceeding phase-averaging models [39].
Adaptive mesh refinement and hybrid approaches combining
phase-resolving and phase-averaging strengths are now avail-
able.

Recent developments have improved our ability to numeri-

cally model waves, but significant challenges remain. A major
challenge is accurate numerical representations of wave dynam-
ics, specifically whitecapping dissipation and depth-induced
breaking. These processes involve complex turbulent motions
and have not been accurately modeled using current models
[40]. Another challenge lies in accurately representing the ef-
fects of the wave-current interaction in areas with strong tidal
currents, such as ocean eddies, which require sophisticated
methods to combine wave models and tidal/ocean eddy mod-
els [41,142]. Another challenge is developing numerical models
to study Earth’s systems by integrating wave models with atmo-
spheric, oceanic circulation, and sediment transport models to
create fully coupled Earth system models. This requires solu-
tions to numerical stability and computational efficiency prob-
lems and consistent interface process representation between
models [43] 44] 145]]. Climate change has impacted wave cli-
mates globally, including changes in wave height, period, and
directional distribution. To simulate climate change impacts
on wave climates globally over long periods (i.e., decades)
with high spatial resolutions, large computing power will be
required, pushing the limits of current capabilities [46] |8]. Fi-
nally, while advancements have been made in wave forecasting
models, these models must incorporate satellite altimeter data,
Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) observations, and in-situ mea-
surement data to increase forecast accuracy. Advancing data
assimilation to effectively combine model output with observa-
tional data is necessary [47].

This review considers the current state of numerical wave
modeling for coastal and oceanographic purposes. It focuses
on the theoretical foundations, numerical techniques, perfor-
mance, verification, and applications of phase-average and
phase-resolving models. The survey aims to (1) provide a sys-
tematic review of the mathematical formulations, governing
equations, and numerical techniques in modern wave models;
(2) critically assess the performance, limitations, and applica-
tions of various model classes; and (3) discuss current prob-
lems and future research directions in numerical wave model-
ing. Unlike previous surveys emphasizing certain models or
applications, this approach covers the complete range of wave
models from global spectral to high-resolution phase-resolving
and their applications in operational forecasting, coastal engi-
neering, climate research, and event prediction.

This paper reviews numerical wave modeling approaches to
provide a resource for (1) researchers developing new model ca-
pabilities, (2) engineers selecting and applying models to prac-
tical problems, (3) forecasters needing models to improve pre-
dictions, and (4) policymakers seeking scientific guidance for
coastal management and climate adaptation decisions.

2. Review Methodology

This section summarizes the method for reviewing numeri-
cal wave models for coastal and oceanographic purposes. The
methodology aspects include literature research, the selection
criteria for including and rejecting studies, identifying litera-
ture gaps in wave model reviews, and the importance of this
review.



2.1. Literature Search Strategy

This paper searched the current literature using various sci-
entific databases, including Web of Science, Scopus, Google
Scholar, IEEE Xplore, and specific academic repositories (i.e.,
arXiv, Institutional Archives). The search terms consisted of
keyword combinations (e.g., “numerical wave models," “spec-
tral wave models," “phase averaged models," “phase resolving
models," “Boussinesq equations,” “SWAN," “WAVEWATCH
III," “coastal wave modeling," “wave-current interactions,"
“model validation," and “operational forecasting"). In addi-
tion to keyword searches, all key reviews and seminal articles
have been examined to determine other relevant articles through
backward citation tracking. Furthermore, to track recent devel-
opments based upon their original contributions, forward cita-
tion analysis has been conducted.

Technical documentation, user manuals, and validation re-
ports for operational wave models were obtained from authori-
tative sources, including the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), the European Center for Medium-
Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF), Deltares, the DHI Group,
and academic research centers. Conference proceedings from
major forums such as the International Conference on Coastal
Engineering (ICCE), Coastal Dynamics, and Ocean Sciences
Meeting were also reviewed to capture cutting-edge research
and emerging methodologies.
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2.2. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

For this review on wave modeling, inclusion criteria in-
cluded: (1) Peer-reviewed articles, conference presentations,
or technical reports on wave models or their applications; (2)
Articles on the mathematics and numerical methods in wave
models, their performance assessment, or model comparisons;
(3) Articles on coastal/oceanographic applications like forecast-
ing, climate studies, coastal engineering, and extreme event
predictions; (4) Articles presenting empirical, field, or exper-
imental data for model validation; and (5) Articles on coupling
wave models with others, data assimilation techniques, and new
methodologies.

The review excluded studies that (1) focused only on the-
oretical wave physics without numerical models; (2) covered
niche applications irrelevant to general coastal and oceano-
graphic contexts; (3) presented unvalidated preliminary re-
sults; (4) were in non-peer-reviewed outlets, unless from rec-
ognized operational centers; or (5) described solely wave-
measuring instruments without numerical model connections.
However, foundational theoretical works and seminal articles
were included if they provided context for current numerical
approaches.

2.3. Gaps in Existing Review Literature

Despite multiple reviews of wave modeling over the last
twenty years, important gaps still exist, justifying this study.
The review by Cavaleri et al. [1] provided a detailed evalua-
tion of wave modeling as of 2007, discussing the strengths and
weaknesses of spectral wave models and highlighting critical

research areas. Since then, there have been notable advance-
ments, including new parameterizations of the source term like
the ST6 physics package [[19], the introduction of unstructured
grid capabilities for intricate coastal areas [32, 31], and the
use of GPU-accelerated computing for phase-resolving mod-
els. Another review by Cavaleri et al. [48] covered some of
these updates but continued to concentrate mainly on spectral
wave models without thoroughly addressing phase-resolution
methods.

The review by Thomas and Dwarakish [[14] provided a use-
ful overview of numerical wave modeling but lacked depth
in mathematical formulations and offered a limited discus-
sion of recent advances in model physics and numerical tech-
niques. Lavidas and Venugopal [2] conducted a thorough re-
view of wave model applications on European coastlines, with
an emphasis on the assessment of wave energy resources, but
their scope was geographically constrained and did not address
global-scale modeling or recent developments in the prediction
of tropical cyclone waves. The review by Kirby [49] offered
an excellent treatment of Boussinesq-type models and their ap-
plications on a wide range of scales but focused exclusively
on phase-resolution approaches without comparative analysis
of phase-averaged models or a discussion of appropriate model
selection criteria for different applications.

More recent reviews have addressed specific aspects of wave
modeling, such as wind-wave climate changes and their impacts
[8], tropical cyclone wave modeling [S], and coastal flooding
due to extreme events [3]], but a comprehensive, integrated re-
view spanning both phase-averaged and phase-resolving mod-
els with detailed treatment of mathematical formulations, nu-
merical techniques, validation methodologies, and diverse ap-
plications has been lacking. Furthermore, existing reviews have
provided limited guidance on model selection criteria, compu-
tational resource requirements, and trade-offs between accuracy
and efficiency for different application contexts. The rapid evo-
lution of computational capabilities, the emergence of hybrid
modeling approaches, and growing interest in model coupling
for integrated coastal system prediction create a need for an
updated, comprehensive assessment that synthesizes recent ad-
vances and provides practical guidance for researchers, engi-
neers, and operational forecasters.

2.4. Motivation and Objectives

This review is motivated by factors highlighting the impor-
tance of accurate wave modeling in modern coastal and oceano-
graphic research. Climate change is altering global wave pat-
terns, with implications for coastal erosion, flooding risk, and
marine ecosystem dynamics [8) 46]. Coastal populations con-
tinue to grow, with increasing exposure to wave-related hazards
and rising economic stakes associated with coastal infrastruc-
ture and maritime operations. The recent catastrophic impact
of extreme events including devastating hurricanes, typhoons,
and storm surge events has emphasized the pressing need for ef-
fective wave forecasting techniques to support emergency man-
agement and long-term adaptation considerations [4} 50]. At
the same time, the growth of renewable energy systems off-
shore, particularly wave energy conversion production and off-



shore wind power generation, will require accurate assessment
of wave energy resources on the one hand and operational fore-
casting on the other.

The opportunities and challenges associated with modern
wave modeling have been enhanced by advances in technol-
ogy. The rapid advancement of computer power has made
high-resolution simulations impossible formerly. Satellite re-
mote sensing yields vast new areas of coverage in space and
time with respect to ocean wave conditions. A growing number
of wave forecasting systems operating in the world require rig-
orous intercomparison and validation so that reliable methods
are identified and best practices developed. New methods like
machine learning and data assimilation will enhance model ac-
curacy and computation times [51]]. However, their evaluation
and integration with physics-based techniques require consid-
eration.

This review has three fundamental goals. The first is to give
a complete and comprehensive overview of the current math-
ematical models, governing equations, and numerical methods
used in the modeling of waves; these include phase-averaged
spectral models and phase-resolving models. We have pro-
vided a comprehensive look at how the models treat their source
terms, how they discretize the governing equations, and what
type of computational algorithms are utilized by the models to
determine the model’s ability to represent the physics of the
system and its applicability. The second goal is to be able to
provide critical assessments of the capabilities and limitations
of each model class to enable researchers to make informed de-
cisions about which model is most applicable to a particular
study or problem. In addition, we hope to provide practical
guidance for researchers who select between the various model
classes, based on the spatial scales of the study, the temporal
resolutions required, the physical processes of interest, and the
computational resources available. The third goal is to identify
the areas of ongoing research in numerical wave modeling (i.e.,
issues with the parameterization of unresolved physics, model
coupling strategies, validation methodologies, etc.) and to out-
line potential future research directions in this area.

We anticipate that this review will provide a much-needed
resource for many stakeholders in the field. Researchers devel-
oping new modeling capabilities will be particularly interested
in our review of the current state-of-the-art in both the math-
ematical formulation and numerical solution of wave models.
They will also be able to leverage our identification of gaps in
our understanding of the physics represented in current models
and our discussion of the research priorities necessary to ad-
dress those gaps. In addition, engineers and practitioners who
apply models to coastal design, coastal hazard assessment, or
real-time coastal forecasting will be able to use our review as a
guide to select a model that is suitable for their needs and will
be able to learn about how to validate models and interpret the
results produced by those models. National meteorological and
oceanographic centers that conduct real-time coastal forecast-
ing operations will be able to use our review to compare the
relative performance of different models and to explore ways
to improve their predictive capabilities using new techniques.
Finally, policymakers and coastal managers who need to rely

on the scientific community to inform their adaptation planning
and risk assessment activities will find our review to be a useful
synopsis of the capabilities and limitations of models relevant
to decision-making.

2.5. Organization of the Review

This review systematically progresses from theory to practi-
cal implementation. Section 2 outlines the review methodology,
including the literature search, inclusion/exclusion criteria, lit-
erature gaps, and motivation for this assessment. Section 3 ex-
amines the fundamentals of wave theory, model classification,
and spectral model evolution with recent advances such as ST6
physics, unstructured grids, and GPU acceleration. Section 4
details mathematical formulations for both phase-averaged and
phase-resolving models, covering wave action balance, source
term parameterizations, and phase-resolving formulations. Sec-
tion 5 discusses numerical techniques in wave models, focusing
on spatial discretization, temporal integration, boundary con-
ditions, and recent advancements in computational efficiency.
Section 6 offers a comparative analysis of operational wave
models, evaluating performance, application contexts, valida-
tion, and coupled modeling considerations. Section 7 highlights
challenges and future research, examining gaps in physical pro-
cess representation, computational challenges, data assimila-
tion, and emerging research like Al integration and impacts of
climate change. Section 8 summarizes the findings, the latest
approaches, and the model selection recommendations.

3. Wave Theory, Model Classification, Selection, and Vali-
dation

3.1. Fundamental Wave Theory

Numerical wave models are based on theoretical formu-
lations that describe ocean wave dynamics across different
regimes of water depth and wave amplitude. The appropriate
theoretical framework depends on two dimensionless parame-
ters: relative water depth kh (where k is the wavenumber and
h is the water depth) and wave steepness ak (where a is the
wave amplitude) [52| [53]. Linear wave theory applies when
wave steepness is small (ak < 1), while nonlinear theories are
required for steeper waves or shallow water conditions [[54155]].

The dispersion relation for linear waves relates angular fre-
quency w to wavenumber k and water depth A:

w? = gk tanh(kh), 1)

where g is gravitational acceleration. This relation yields the
phase velocity ¢ = w/k and group velocity ¢, = dw/0k =
(c/2)[1 + 2kh/ sinh(2kh)]. In deep water (kh > m), Equation
simplifies to w? = gk, and ¢, = ¢/2, indicating that wave
energy propagates at half the phase velocity. In shallow wa-
ter (kh < m/10), the relation becomes w® = gk*h, yielding
cg=cC= \/g_h, where energy and phase propagate at the same
speed.
Wave energy density per unit horizontal area is given by:

1
E = —pga* = —pgH®, (2)



where p is water density and H = 2a is wave height. The energy
flux (power per unit crest width) is F = Ec,. In the presence
of ambient currents U, wave action density A = E/o (where
o = w-k-Uis the intrinsic frequency) is conserved rather than
energy [56} 54]]. This conservation principle forms the basis for
phase-averaged spectral wave models, as detailed in Section I'V.

When wave amplitude increases or water depth decreases,
nonlinear effects become significant. Stokes’ expansion pro-
vides higher-order corrections to linear theory, valid for waves
in intermediate to deep water with moderate steepness [57} 58].
For shallow water waves with long wavelengths relative to
depth, cnoidal wave theory based on elliptic functions provides
accurate descriptions [39, 160, |61]. The solitary wave, repre-
senting the limiting case of cnoidal waves as wavelength ap-
proaches infinity, is described by:

3H

m(x - Cl)

n(x,t)=H sech? [ , 3

where 7 is surface elevation and ¢ = +/g(h + H) is the wave
celerity. These nonlinear theories are essential for phase-
resolving models that simulate detailed wave dynamics in
coastal regions.

3.2. Classtfication of Numerical Wave Models

Numerical wave models are classified based on their treat-
ment of phase information, governing equations, and computa-
tional approach. The fundamental distinction separates phase-
averaged spectral models from phase-resolving deterministic
models.

3.2.1. Phase-Averaged vs. Phase-Resolving Models

Phase-averaged models represent the sea state statistically
through the wave energy or action spectrum E(f, 8) or N(f, 6) =
E(f,0)/0, where f is frequency and @ is direction. These mod-
els solve the wave action balance equation, which describes
the evolution of wave action density in space and time due to
propagation, refraction, and various physical processes includ-
ing wind input, nonlinear wave-wave interactions, whitecap-
ping dissipation, bottom friction, and depth-induced breaking
62! 54]. The detailed mathematical formulation of the wave
action balance equation and its source terms is presented in
Section IV. Phase-averaged models are computationally effi-
cient, with typical computational complexity of O(N,NyN¢Ng)
for N,xN, spatial grid points and N XNy spectral discretization,
enabling simulations over large domains and long time periods
[1}148].

Phase-resolving models directly compute the temporal and
spatial evolution of sea surface elevation 7(x, f) and associated
velocity fields by solving variants of the Navier-Stokes equa-
tions, Boussinesq-type equations, or nonlinear shallow water
equations [63} 149]]. The governing equations for these models,
including various formulations of Boussinesq equations, mild-
slope equations, and non-hydrostatic models, are presented in
detail in Section IV. Phase-resolving models preserve phase in-
formation and explicitly capture wave diffraction, reflection,

Table 1: Comparison of Phase-Averaged and Phase-Resolving Wave Models

Feature

Phase-Averaged
Models

Phase-Resolving
Models

Governing equa-
tion

Wave action bal-
ance equation

Navier-Stokes,
Boussinesq,  or
mild-slope equa-
tions

Primary variable

Wave action
spectrum N(f, 6)

Surface elevation
n(x, 1)

Phase informa- Not preserved Fully preserved

tion

Computational O(NNyN;Ng) O(NN,N;)

complexity

Typical  spatial Regional to Local to regional

scale global (10>-107 (107210 km?)
km?)

Typical temporal
scale

Days to decades

Minutes to days

Grid resolution 1-50 km 1-100 m
Primary applica- Operational fore- Harbor design,
tions casting, climate coastal struc-
studies, wave en- tures, detailed
ergy assessment nearshore  pro-
cesses
Representative SWAN, WAVE- FUNWAVE,
models WATCH III, COULWAVE,
WAM, MIKE 21 SWASH,
SW, TOMAWAC NHWAVE,
BOSZ

nonlinear shoaling, wave breaking, and wave-structure inter-
actions. However, they require significantly higher computa-
tional resources, with complexity typically O(N.N,N;) for N,
time steps, limiting applications to smaller spatial domains and
shorter simulation periods [49, [64]].

Table [I] summarizes the key differences between phase-
averaged and phase-resolving models.

3.2.2. Generations of Wave Models

Spectral wave models have evolved through three distinct
generations, characterized by progressively more complete rep-
resentations of physical processes and reduced empirical con-
straints [6, [1]].

First-Generation Models: Developed in the 1960s and
1970s, first-generation models employed highly simplified pa-
rameterizations in which the wave spectrum was constrained to
maintain a prescribed universal shape [65, |66]. Wave growth
was represented through direct wind forcing until reaching a
saturation limit, at which point energy was artificially dissipated
to preserve the spectral form. Nonlinear wave-wave interac-
tions were not explicitly computed. These models were limited



by their inability to represent complex energy transfer mech-
anisms among frequency components, resulting in significant
errors in swell propagation and spectral evolution.

Second-Generation Models: Emerging in the 1980s,
second-generation models incorporated simplified represen-
tations of nonlinear interactions and utilized variable wind
fields [67, 26]. The wave spectrum was permitted to evolve
more freely than in first-generation models, though certain
constraints on spectral shape remained to maintain computa-
tional feasibility. Nonlinear energy transfer was approximated
through simplified parameterizations rather than explicit com-
putation. Examples include the Hybrid Parametrical (HYPA)
model and the Spectral Ocean Wave Model (SOWM). While
representing significant advances, these models remained lim-
ited by incomplete treatment of nonlinear energy transfer.

Third-Generation Models: Introduced in the late 1980s,
third-generation models explicitly solve the wave action bal-
ance equation without imposing constraints on spectral shape
[6, 154)]. All physical processes—wind input, nonlinear wave-
wave interactions, whitecapping dissipation, bottom friction,
and depth-induced breaking—are represented through explicit
parameterizations (detailed in Section IV). Nonlinear four-
wave interactions are typically computed using the Discrete In-
teraction Approximation (DIA) [26] or more advanced schemes
such as the Generalized Multiple DIA (GMD) [68]]. The DIA
approximates the full Boltzmann integral for resonant four-
wave interactions using a limited set of representative quadru-
plets, reducing computational cost from O(N;) for the exact in-
tegral to O(N;,) for the DIA.

Critical Analysis of DIA: While computationally essential,
the DIA introduces unquantified errors into the spectral energy
balance. The approximation relies on an arbitrary selection of a
small number of quadruplets (typically 4-6) to represent the full
continuum of nonlinear interactions. This simplification can
lead to inaccuracies in the spectral shape evolution, particularly
in complex sea states with bimodal spectra or rapidly chang-
ing wind conditions. There is no systematic method to assess
the error introduced by the DIA for a given application, and its
performance can be sensitive to the specific set of quadruplets
used in the model implementation. Consequently, while DIA
enables the feasibility of third-generation models, it remains a
significant source of uncertainty in the representation of nonlin-
ear wave physics.

Prominent third-generation models include

e WAM (Wave Model): Developed by the WAMDIG
group, WAM was the first operational third-generation
model [6,154]]. Recent versions include WAM Cycle 6 and
WAM Cycle 7, which incorporate improved physics pack-
ages and unstructured grid capabilities [69].

o WAVEWATCH III: Developed at NOAA/NCEP, WAVE-
WATCH III features multiple source term packages, un-
structured grid capabilities, and efficient parallelization
[27, [70]. The model supports various physics packages
including ST2, ST4, and ST6, with ST6 representing
observation-based source terms that provide improved ac-

curacy in extreme conditions [[71}[72].

e SWAN (Simulating Waves Nearshore): Designed
specifically for coastal applications, SWAN includes en-
hanced representations of shallow water processes such as
depth-induced breaking, bottom friction, and wave-current
interaction [17[32]. SWAN operates on structured, curvi-
linear, and unstructured grids, with recent versions incor-
porating the ST6 physics package [73].

e MIKE 21 SW: A commercial spectral wave model devel-
oped by DHI, MIKE 21 SW includes flexible mesh capa-
bilities and integration with other coastal modeling com-
ponents [28].

e TOMAWAC: Part of the open-source TELEMAC-
MASCARET system, TOMAWAC operates on unstruc-
tured grids and includes coupling capabilities with hydro-
dynamic and sediment transport models [29].

Recent Advances in Third-Generation Models: Signifi-
cant developments since 2010 have enhanced the capabilities
of third-generation models:

e Improved Source Term Parameterizations: The ST6
physics package, based on extensive field observations,
provides enhanced wind input and whitecapping dissipa-
tion formulations that improve accuracy in extreme condi-
tions, including tropical cyclones [71} [74} [75]]. Compara-
tive studies demonstrate that ST6 reduces significant wave
height errors by 15-25% relative to previous parameteri-
zations in hurricane conditions [[72} 73} 130].

¢ Unstructured Grid Capabilities: Implementation of un-
structured triangular meshes enables efficient resolution
of complex coastal geometries with local grid refinement
[32,131,[76]. Unstructured grids reduce computational cost
by factors of 5-10 compared to structured grids for equiv-
alent accuracy in geometrically complex domains [[77,[78]).

e Advanced Numerical Schemes: Improved advection
schemes reduce numerical artifacts such as the garden
sprinkler effect (artificial directional spreading) and en-
hance stability for large time steps [33| 31]. Higher-order
schemes including ULTIMATE QUICKEST and third-
order upwind methods are now standard options.

e High-Performance Computing: GPU acceleration and
massively parallel implementations enable near-real-time
global wave forecasting at high resolution [79]. GPU-
accelerated versions of WAM achieve speedups of 20—
50x relative to CPU implementations, enabling opera-
tional forecasts at 1/12° global resolution [79].

e Coupled Modeling: Tight coupling with atmospheric,
oceanic circulation, and sediment transport models en-
ables simulation of complex interactions in coastal and
estuarine environments [44} [78]]. Two-way wave-current
coupling accounts for radiation stress gradients, enhanced
bottom friction, and Doppler shifting effects.



Fig. [I]illustrates the evolution of wave models through these
generations, highlighting the increasing complexity and physi-
cal realism of successive generations.

3.2.3. Phase-Resolving Model Development

Phase-resolving models have similarly evolved, with mod-
ern Boussinesq-type models incorporating higher-order disper-
sion, improved nonlinearity, and advanced breaking schemes
[49]. Extended Boussinesq formulations achieve accurate dis-
persion characteristics from deep to shallow water through ad-
ditional dispersive terms [35) [80]. Hybrid schemes combin-
ing finite-difference and finite-volume methods enable robust
shock-capturing for wave breaking [81} 182]. The mathematical
formulations of these models are presented in Section IV.

Representative phase-resolving models include:

o FUNWAVE: A fully nonlinear Boussinesq wave model
with shock-capturing breaking schemes and wetting-
drying capabilities [34} 37, [82].

e SWASH (Simulating WAves till SHore): A non-
hydrostatic shallow water model that solves the full shal-
low water equations without Boussinesq approximations,
enabling simulation from deep to very shallow water [38]].

e NHWAVE: A three-dimensional non-hydrostatic model
for wave-structure-sediment interaction [83|].

e BOSZ: A Boussinesq model with optimized dispersion
and shoaling characteristics [84].

Recent advances include GPU acceleration, which reduces
computational time by factors of 50-100 [85,186]], and adaptive
mesh refinement for efficient resolution of localized features
[87]. Comparative studies of multiple Boussinesq formulations
demonstrate that model selection significantly affects accuracy
for specific applications, with no single formulation optimal for
all conditions [64].

3.3. Spectral Representation

The wave spectrum E(f,0) represents the distribution of
wave energy density over frequency f and direction 6. Inte-
grated spectral parameters include:

00 27
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where H; is significant wave height, my is the zeroth moment
of the spectrum, T, is peak period, and f, is peak frequency.
Spectral discretization typically employs logarithmic fre-
quency spacing to efficiently resolve both high-frequency wind
sea and low-frequency swell:

fnzfmin'rn_l, Vl:1,2,...,Nf, (6)

where 7 = (finax/ fumin)/Y ™V is the frequency ratio. Typical
values are fuin = 0.04 Hz, fax = 1.0 Hz, and Ny = 25-40. Di-
rectional discretization uses uniform spacing with Ny = 24-36
directions. Spectral resolution requirements depend on applica-
tion: operational forecasting typically uses Ny X Ny = 30 x 24,
while detailed coastal studies may require 40 x 36 or finer
[LL55].

Directional spreading functions describe the distribution of
wave energy across different propagation directions. Common
formulations include the cosine-power function:

D(0:6,,. 5) = C(s) cos™ (%) )

where 6,, is mean direction, s is spreading parameter, and C(s)
is a normalization constant. Typical values are s = 2—10, with
higher values indicating narrower directional spreading. Alter-
native formulations include wrapped normal and von Mises dis-
tributions, which better represent bimodal directional distribu-
tions in complex sea states [88 [89].

3.4. Hybrid and Coupled Approaches

Recent developments include hybrid approaches that com-
bine phase-averaged and phase-resolving models to leverage
the strengths of both methodologies [90]. One-way coupling
uses phase-averaged models to provide boundary conditions for
nested phase-resolving domains, enabling efficient simulation
from deep water to nearshore [91]. Two-way coupling allows
feedback from phase-resolving to phase-averaged domains, im-
proving accuracy in regions with strong nonlinear interactions
[90]. These hybrid approaches reduce computational cost by
factors of 10-100 compared to pure phase-resolving simula-
tions over large domains while preserving detailed nearshore
dynamics.

Building on the classification and formulations presented
in Section III, this section provides comprehensive guidance
for model selection, validation, and application. We present
comparative analysis of major operational wave models, focus-
ing on relative advantages, limitations, computational require-
ments, and application domains. We then address model val-
idation approaches and performance assessment, followed by
representative application examples across coastal engineering,
operational forecasting, and extreme event prediction. Finally,
we discuss coupled modeling considerations for comprehensive
coastal and ocean simulations. Rather than repeating formula-
tion details from earlier sections, we emphasize practical con-
siderations for model selection, validation strategies, and real-
world applications.

3.5. Phase-Averaged Spectral Models: Comparative Analysis

Phase-averaged spectral models are the cornerstone of opera-
tional wave forecasting and long-term climate studies, offering
a balance between physical realism and computational feasi-
bility. While all major models in this category solve the wave
action balance equation, they differ significantly in their numer-
ical approaches, grid handling, and target applications. This
section provides a comparative overview of the most prominent
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Figure 1: Evolution of numerical wave models from 1960 to 2025, showing parallel development of phase-averaged spectral models (top track) and phase-resolving

models (bottom track)

models: SWAN, WAVEWATCH III, MIKE 21 SW, WAM, and
TOMAWAC. A detailed feature-by-feature comparison is pro-
vided in Table

3.5.1. SWAN

SWAN (Simulating Waves Nearshore) is a third-generation
wave model, developed at Delft University of Technology, that
is specifically designed for coastal regions, estuaries, and lakes.
Its primary strength lies in its comprehensive representation of
shallow-water physics, including triad wave-wave interactions,
depth-induced breaking, and bottom friction. The use of a fully
implicit time integration scheme makes it particularly efficient
for steady-state simulations, such as those required for coastal
design and engineering studies. As an open-source model with
a large user community, it is extensively documented and vali-
dated for a wide range of nearshore applications.

3.5.2. WAVEWATCH 111

Developed at NOAA/NCEP, WAVEWATCH 1II is a third-
generation wave model that has become the standard for large-
scale ocean forecasting. Its key feature is its flexibility, of-
fering multiple grid options (including regular, unstructured,
and multi-grid mosaics) and a modular design that allows for
the easy implementation of different physics packages (e.g.,
ST6 for improved storm performance). WAVEWATCH I1I is
particularly well-suited for global and basin-scale applications,
and its advanced capabilities for modeling wave-ice interactions
make it the preferred choice for polar regions. Its open-source
nature and continuous development have led to its widespread
adoption in both operational and research settings.

3.5.3. MIKE 21 SW

MIKE 21 SW is a commercial third-generation spectral wave
model developed by DHI. It is distinguished by its user-friendly
graphical interface and seamless integration with other mod-
ules in the MIKE suite, which cover hydrodynamics, sediment
transport, and water quality. This makes it a powerful tool for
comprehensive coastal and marine engineering projects. The
model uses a cell-centered finite volume method on an unstruc-
tured mesh, providing excellent flexibility for resolving com-
plex coastlines. While its commercial nature and license fees
can be a limitation, the professional support and regular up-
dates make it a reliable choice for engineering consultancies
and operational agencies.

3.5.4. WAM

WAM (Wave Model) was the first third-generation wave
model, developed by the WAMDI Group in the 1980s. It set
the standard for operational wave forecasting for many years
and remains in use at several meteorological centers. WAM
was pioneering in its explicit computation of nonlinear wave-
wave interactions using the Discrete Interaction Approximation
(DIA). While it has been superseded by WAVEWATCH III in
many applications due to its more limited grid options (primar-
ily regular latitude-longitude grids), recent developments have
included GPU acceleration, which has significantly enhanced
its performance for real-time global forecasting.

3.5.5. TOMAWAC

TOMAWAC is a third-generation spectral wave model that
is part of the open-source TELEMAC-MASCARET modeling



system. Its use of the finite element method on unstructured tri-
angular meshes provides high flexibility for resolving complex
geometries. TOMAWAC is tightly coupled with the other mod-
ules of the TELEMAC system, such as TELEMAC-2D (hy-
drodynamics) and SISYPHE (sediment transport), making it a
strong choice for research and engineering studies that require
a comprehensive, integrated modeling approach. Its adoption
is particularly widespread in Europe and within the academic
research community.

3.6. Phase-Resolving Models: Comparative Analysis

Phase-resolving models are essential for applications where
detailed information about individual waves is required, such
as wave-structure interaction, harbor resonance, and surf zone
dynamics. These models are computationally intensive but pro-
vide a high-fidelity representation of wave motion by solv-
ing more fundamental governing equations than their phase-
averaged counterparts. This section compares several lead-
ing phase-resolving models: FUNWAVE-TVD, SWASH, and
BOSZ. A detailed feature-by-feature comparison is provided in
Table 3

3.6.1. FUNWAVE-TVD

FUNWAVE-TVD is a Boussinesg-type model that has be-
come a benchmark for modeling tsunami propagation and other
coastal hazards. Its key feature is the use of a TVD (Total Varia-
tion Diminishing) finite volume scheme, which provides excel-
lent shock-capturing capabilities for simulating wave breaking.
The model supports both Cartesian and spherical coordinates
and includes a two-way multi-grid nesting feature that allows
for efficient multi-scale simulations. With recent GPU accelera-
tion, FUNWAVE-TVD has become a powerful and widely used
open-source tool for a diverse range of coastal applications.

3.6.2. SWASH

SWASH (Simulating WAwves till SHore) is a non-hydrostatic
wave model that solves the nonlinear shallow water equations.
Its non-hydrostatic formulation allows it to accurately repre-
sent the vertical structure of wave motion, making it partic-
ularly well-suited for simulating surf zone dynamics, wave-
structure interaction, and coastal hydrodynamics. SWASH is
open-source and has an active user community, and its ability
to simulate both wave and hydrodynamic processes in a single
framework makes it a versatile tool for coastal research.

3.6.3. BOSZ

BOSZ is a high-fidelity research model that solves the
Reynolds-Averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS) equations using a
high-order spectral method. This approach provides a very de-
tailed and accurate representation of wave physics, including
turbulence and sediment transport. Due to its extremely high
computational cost, BOSZ is primarily used for fundamental
research on wave processes, such as the detailed study of wave
breaking and its interaction with the seabed. It requires signif-
icant expertise to use effectively and is not intended for large-
scale or operational applications.



Table 2: Comparative Analysis of Major Phase-Averaged Spectral Wave

Models
Feature SWAN WAVEWATCH III MIKE 21 SW
Primary Appli- Coastal, nearshore, and inland Global, regional, and basin- Coastal and offshore engineer-
cation waters scale ocean forecasting ing with commercial support
Key Strengths
e Comprehensive  shallow e Multi-grid (mosaic) ca- o Comprehensive GUI for
water  physics  (triads, pabilities for multi-scale user-friendly setup and
breaking, friction) modeling analysis
e Fully implicit time inte- e Modular design for easy e Seamless integration with
gration for efficiency in implementation of new other MIKE modules (hy-
steady-state cases physics (e.g., ST6) drodynamics, sediment)
e Flexible grid options e Advanced options for o Cell-centered finite vol-
(structured, unstructured) wave-ice interaction ume method on unstruc-
tured mesh
e Open-source with large o Highly efficient paral-
user community lelization for HPC e Reliable commercial sup-
port and regular updates
Limitations
e Limited diffraction repre- e Shallow water physics e Commercial license fees
sentation less comprehensive than can be a barrier
SWAN
o Implicit solver can be slow e "Black-box" nature limits
for large, time-dependent o Steep learning curve due to research flexibility
simulations numerous options )
e Smaller user community
e Less suitable for deep o Explicit time-stepping can than open-source alterna-
ocean applications be restrictive in shallow tives
water
Numerical Finite difference, finite volume, Primarily finite difference with Cell-centered finite volume with
Scheme or finite element with implicit third-order explicit time integra- multi-sequence explicit integra-
time integration tion tion
Grid Structure Structured, curvilinear, and un- Regular, curvilinear, unstruc- Unstructured triangular mesh
structured tured, and multi-grid (mosaic)
License Open-source (LGPL) Open-source (Public Domain) Commercial
Table 3: Comparative Analysis of Major Phase-Resolving Wave Models
Feature FUNWAVE-TVD SWASH BOSZ
Primary Appli- Tsunami modeling, harbor reso- Surf zone dynamics, wave- High-fidelity simulation of
cation nance, and nearshore wave pro- structure  interaction, and wave breaking, turbulence, and

CESSEs

coastal hydrodynamics

sediment transport
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Table 3: (Continued) Comparative Analysis of Major Phase-Resolving

Wave Models
Feature FUNWAVE-TVD SWASH BOSZ
Key Strengths
e TVD finite volume scheme e Non-hydrostatic formula- e High-order spectral
for robust shock-capturing tion allows for strong ver- method for high accuracy
(wave breaking) tical accelerations
e Resolves turbulence and
e Two-way multi-grid nest- e Multi-layer approach to re- sediment transport with ad-
ing for multi-scale simula- solve vertical flow struc- vanced models
tions ture
e Provides detailed insight
e GPU acceleration for sig- e Simulates both wave and into breaking wave physics
nificant speedup hydrodynamic processes )
e Suitable for fundamental
e Validated for a wide range o Open-source with an active research on wave processes
of coastal phenomena user community
Limitations
e Boussinesq  formulation e Computationally demand- e Extremely computation-
has depth limitations (less ing, limiting its use to ally intensive
accurate in deep water) small domains o
e Limited to small-scale re-
e Can be computationally e Can be complex to set up search applications
expensive for large do- and run ) o
mains e Requires significant exper-
tise to use effectively
Governing Boussinesqg-type equations Non-hydrostatic Navier-Stokes Reynolds-Averaged Navier-
Equations (fully nonlinear) equations Stokes (RANS) equations
Numerical Finite volume with TVD shock-  Finite difference on a staggered High-order spectral method
Scheme capturing grid
License Open-source Open-source Open-source

11



3.7. Quantitative Model Comparison

Table [] provides a quantitative comparison of major wave
models across key performance and capability metrics. These
values are representative and may vary depending on specific
implementation, domain characteristics, and computational re-
sources.

The relative computational cost is normalized to SWAN for
a representative coastal application (100 km? domain, 500 m
resolution, 24-hour simulation). Phase-resolving models are
10-200 times more expensive due to finer spatial and tempo-
ral resolution requirements. Actual costs depend strongly on
domain size, resolution, and specific application requirements.

3.8. Model Selection Guidelines

Selecting an appropriate wave model requires consideration
of multiple factors, including application objectives, domain
characteristics, available computational resources, and required
output variables. This section provides practical guidelines for
model selection.

3.8.1. Decision Framework

The primary factors guiding model selection are the spatial
scale and domain size of the area of interest. For harbor to local
coastal domains smaller than 10 kmz, suitable options include
SWAN, TOMAWAC, or phase-resolving models. For regional
coastal areas ranging from 10 to 1,000 km?, SWAN, MIKE 21
SW, and TOMAWAC are recommended. At basin scales of
approximately 10* to 10° km?>, WAVEWATCH III and WAM
are typically employed, while for global domains larger than
107 km?, WAVEWATCH III and WAM remain the preferred
modeling tools.

Water depth and associated physics requirements guide the
selection of appropriate wave models: in very shallow waters
(Iess than 10 m) with breaking waves, SWAN and other phase-
resolving models are recommended; in shallow to intermediate
depths (10-200 m), suitable options include SWAN, MIKE 21
SW, TOMAWAC, and WAVEWATCH III; in deep ocean envi-
ronments (greater than 200 m), WAVEWATCH III and WAM
are preferred; and in polar regions with sea ice, WAVEWATCH
III is the model of choice.

The required outputs and associated physics are as follows:
bulk wave parameters (significant wave height Hs, peak pe-
riod Tp, and direction) and the full directional spectrum can
be provided by any phase-averaged model; phase-resolved sur-
face elevation and velocity fields require the use of phase-
resolving models; wave—current interactions can be represented
in SWAN, MIKE 21 SW, TOMAWAC, and in phase-resolving
models; diffraction around coastal and offshore structures is
captured by phase-resolving models, with SWAN offering only
limited diffraction capability; and tsunami propagation and in-
undation analyses are typically conducted using models such as
FUNWAVE-TVD, COULWAVE, or SWASH.

Computational resource requirements vary by model and do-
main size. Desktop workstations are generally sufficient for
running SWAN and MIKE 21 SW on small domains. Small
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clusters with approximately 10-100 cores can efficiently sup-
port SWAN, regional WAVEWATCH III, and TOMAWAC sim-
ulations. Large high-performance computing (HPC) systems
with 100-1000 or more cores are typically required for global
WAVEWATCH III, WAM, and FUNWAVE-TVD applications.
Additionally, GPU acceleration is available for WAVEWATCH
III, WAM, and FUNWAVE-TVD, enabling further performance
gains for computationally intensive simulations.

Software and support considerations include the requirement
for open-source solutions such as SWAN, WAVEWATCH III,
TOMAWAC, FUNWAVE-TVD, SWASH, and COULWAVE,
while commercial support is needed for MIKE 21 SW; among
these, SWAN and WAVEWATCH III benefit from a large
and active user community, and integration capabilities are
available through the MIKE suite for MIKE 21 SW and the
TELEMAC system for TOMAWAC.

3.8.2. Application-Specific Recommendations

Coastal Engineering Design: For most coastal engineering
applications (breakwater design, beach nourishment, coastal
structures), SWAN is the preferred choice due to comprehen-
sive shallow water physics, efficient steady-state computation,
and extensive validation. For projects requiring diffraction anal-
ysis around structures, phase-resolving models (FUNWAVE-
TVD, SWASH) should be used for detailed local analysis, po-
tentially nested within SWAN for boundary conditions.

Operational Wave Forecasting: Global operational fore-
casting is dominated by WAVEWATCH III due to flexible grid
options, efficient parallelization, and operational reliability. Re-
gional coastal forecasting typically uses SWAN or MIKE 21
SW, depending on institutional preferences and computational
resources. WAM continues to be used at some centers due to
historical continuity and recent GPU acceleration capabilities.

Climate Studies and Reanalysis: Long-term climate simu-
lations and reanalysis projects typically use WAVEWATCH III
or WAM for global domains, with SWAN for regional coastal
climate studies. The choice depends on required spatial reso-
lution, available computational resources, and consistency with
other climate model components.

Tsunami Modeling: Tsunami propagation and inundation
require phase-resolving models to capture long-wave dynamics,
dispersion, and run-up. FUNWAVE-TVD is widely used due
to robust TVD numerics, multi-scale nesting capabilities, and
extensive validation. COULWAVE and SWASH are alterna-
tives for specific applications. Basin-scale propagation may use
WAVEWATCH III or specialized tsunami models, with phase-
resolving models for nearshore inundation.

Harbor and Port Engineering: Harbor resonance, wave ag-
itation, and vessel motion studies require phase-resolving mod-
els to capture diffraction, reflection, and resonance phenom-
ena. FUNWAVE-TVD and SWASH are commonly used, with
SWAN providing boundary conditions and preliminary analy-
sis. For very complex harbor geometries or wave-structure in-
teractions, CFD models may be necessary.

Offshore Engineering: Offshore wind farm site assessment,
oil platform design, and marine operations typically use WAVE-
WATCH 1II for basin-scale wave climate and extreme event



Table 4: Quantitative Comparison of Major Wave Models

Model Typical Do- Grid Reso- Time Step Relative Parallelization  Primary
main Size lution Comp. Depth Range
Cost
SWAN 10°-10° km? 0.1-5 km 10-60 min 1.0 (base- OpenMP, lim- 4 < 200 m
line) ited MPI (shallow to in-
termediate)

WAVEWATCH  10*-108 km? 1-50 km 5-30 min 0.5-2.0 Excellent MPI, All depths

I GPU (optimized for
deep)

MIKE 21 SW 10>-10° km? 0.1-5 km 10-60 min 1.0-1.5 MPI h < 500 m
(shallow to in-
termediate)

WAM 10%-10% km? 5-50 km 10-30 min  0.8-1.5 MPI, GPU h > 50 m
(intermediate to
deep)

TOMAWAC 10'-10* km? 0.05-2 km 10-60 min 1.2-1.8 MPI h < 200 m
(shallow to in-
termediate)

FUNWAVE- 107'-10> km?>  1-50 m 0.01-0.5s 10-100 MPI, GPU h < 100 m

TVD (shallow, kh <
3)

SWASH 107'-10' km?> 1-20m 0.01-0.2 s 20-200 Limited h < 50 m (shal-
low to interme-
diate)

COULWAVE 10'-10° km?> 2-50m 0.01-0.5s 15-150 MPI h < 200 m

(intermediate to
shallow, kh <
6)

analysis. SWAN may be used for nearshore wind farms or when
detailed shallow water physics are required. Phase-resolving
models are used for detailed wave-structure interaction analy-
sis.

Research Applications: Research on wave physics, param-
eterizations, or numerical methods benefits from open-source
models with modular design. WAVEWATCH III is preferred
for deep-water physics research, SWAN for coastal processes,
and FUNWAVE-TVD for phase-resolving nearshore dynam-
ics. The choice depends on specific research objectives and
the availability of alternative parameterizations or numerical
schemes.

3.9. Computational Performance Considerations

Computational efficiency is a critical factor in model selec-
tion, particularly for operational forecasting, climate studies, or
ensemble simulations. Table 5] provides representative compu-
tational requirements for typical applications.

These estimates assume modern HPC systems and efficient
parallelization. Actual performance depends on specific hard-
ware, model configuration, and domain characteristics. GPU
acceleration can provide a 10-50x speedup for supported mod-
els (WAVEWATCH III, WAM, and FUNWAVE-TVD).
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Table 5: Representative Computational Requirements for Typical Applications

Application Recommended Typical Wall-

Model Resources Clock
Time

Global forecast WAVEWATCH  100-500 0.5-2 hours

(0.5° res, 7-day) III cores

Regional  coastal SWAN 1-10 cores  0.5-2 hours

(100 km?, 500 m,

24-hour)

Harbor study (1 FUNWAVE- 10-100 2-10 hours

km?, 10 m, 1-hour) TVD cores

Tsunami basin  WAVEWATCH  50-200 1-4 hours

propagation  (10° 1II cores

km?, 1 km, 6-hour)

Tsunami  inunda- FUNWAVE- 50-500 5-50 hours

tion (10 km?, 5 m, TVD cores

1-hour)

Climate reanalysis WAVEWATCH  500-2000 Days to

(global, 40-year) 1 cores weeks




3.10. Emerging Trends and Future Directions

Model development continues to advance in several direc-
tions that will influence future model selection:

Hybrid Approaches: Coupling phase-averaged and phase-
resolving models enables efficient multi-scale simulations, with
spectral models providing boundary conditions for phase-
resolving models in regions of interest. Automated nesting
frameworks reduce user burden and improve consistency.

GPU Acceleration: GPU implementations of spectral mod-
els (WAM, WAVEWATCH III) and phase-resolving models
(FUNWAVE-TVD) are enabling real-time forecasting and en-
semble simulations previously infeasible. This trend will con-
tinue as GPU architectures become more prevalent in HPC sys-
tems.

Machine Learning Integration: Data-driven parameteriza-
tions and surrogate models may supplement or replace tradi-
tional physics-based formulations for specific processes, poten-
tially improving accuracy and efficiency. However, physics-
based models will remain essential for extrapolation beyond
training data.

Coupled Earth System Models: Tighter coupling with at-
mospheric, oceanic, and ice models within Earth system frame-
works requires efficient wave models with consistent numerics
and data structures. WAVEWATCH III and WAM are increas-
ingly integrated into coupled systems for climate applications.

Unstructured Mesh Advances: Continued development
of unstructured mesh capabilities in spectral models (SWAN,
WAVEWATCH III, TOMAWAC) provides increasing flexibil-
ity for multi-scale coastal applications, potentially reducing the
need for complex nesting configurations.

These trends suggest that model selection will increasingly
depend on specific application requirements, available com-
putational resources, and integration with broader modeling
frameworks rather than fundamental model capabilities.

3.11. Model Validation and Performance Assessment

Validation and verification are essential for establishing the
credibility and accuracy of numerical wave models. Validation
assesses how well a model represents the real physical system,
while verification ensures that the model correctly solves the
underlying mathematical equations [S5]. This subsection pro-
vides an overview of validation approaches, data sources, and
key metrics used to evaluate wave model performance.

3.11.1. Validation Data Sources

Wave model validation relies on diverse observational data
sources, each with distinct advantages and limitations. In-situ
measurements from wave buoys provide the most reliable point
measurements of wave parameters, including full spectral in-
formation, and serve as the primary reference for model valida-
tion despite limited spatial coverage [92]. Fixed platforms with
mounted instruments offer continuous measurements at specific
locations, particularly valuable for long-term validation studies
[93]. Bottom-mounted instruments such as Acoustic Doppler
Current Profilers (ADCPs) and pressure sensors measure wave
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parameters in shallow waters, providing critical data for vali-
dating coastal wave models [94].

Remote sensing technologies extend validation capabilities
to broader spatial scales. Satellite altimetry from missions such
as Jason-3 and Sentinel-3 measures significant wave height with
global coverage, though with limited spatial and temporal reso-
lution [93]]. Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) provides informa-
tion on wave spectra, particularly for longer wavelengths, use-
ful for validating directional and frequency distributions [95]].
Shore-based high-frequency (HF) radar systems measure wave
parameters over coastal areas with better spatial coverage than
buoys but lower accuracy [96]. Controlled laboratory experi-
ments in wave tanks and basins provide valuable data for val-
idating specific processes such as wave breaking, nonlinear
interactions, and wave-structure interactions under controlled
conditions [97].

3.11.2. Statistical Validation Metrics

Wave model performance is typically quantified using stan-
dard statistical metrics. Bias measures systematic error as the
mean difference between model predictions and observations.
Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) quantifies the average mag-
nitude of errors, while the Scatter Index (SI) normalizes RMSE
by the mean observation to facilitate comparison across differ-
ent conditions. The correlation coefficient (R) measures linear
association between model and observations, with values rang-
ing from -1 to 1. The coefficient of determination (R?) repre-
sents the proportion of observational variance explained by the
model [55].

More specialized metrics provide additional insights into
model performance. The symmetric slope accounts for er-
rors in both magnitude and phase, while Willmott’s Index of
Agreement ranges from O to 1, with 1 indicating perfect agree-
ment. The Brier Skill Score (BSS) compares model perfor-
mance against a baseline or reference prediction, with positive
values indicating improvement over the baseline [98]].

Beyond bulk parameters such as significant wave height and
peak period, detailed validation can compare full wave spec-
tra using spectral distance parameters like Earth Mover’s Dis-
tance or Wasserstein distance. Spectral partitioning separates
wind sea and swell components, allowing validation of specific
wave systems. Directional spread comparison validates the di-
rectional distribution of wave energy, critical for applications
where wave direction is important [98].

3.11.3. Model Intercomparison and Benchmarking

Model intercomparison projects provide systematic frame-
works for comparing different wave models under identical
conditions, helping identify strengths and weaknesses of dif-
ferent approaches. The WISE Group (Wave Modelling Group)
has conducted comprehensive reviews and comparisons of
wave models, identifying key areas for improvement [[1]]. The
JCOMM Wave Forecast Verification Project compares opera-
tional wave forecasts from different centers against observa-
tions, providing valuable information on operational model per-
formance [99]. The World Meteorological Organization has es-
tablished wave model verification standards to ensure consis-



tency in validation practices across the international community
[100].

Sensitivity analysis examines how changes in model inputs
or parameters affect outputs, providing insights into model be-
havior and identifying critical factors influencing performance.
Parameter sensitivity tests the model’s response to variations in
physical parameters related to wave generation, dissipation, or
nonlinear interactions. Input data sensitivity assesses how un-
certainties or errors in wind fields or bathymetry affect model
results. Resolution sensitivity examines the impact of spatial,
temporal, and spectral resolution on model accuracy and com-
putational efficiency [101]].

4. Mathematical Formulations and Numerical Methods

Building on the classification framework presented Section
III, this section provides detailed mathematical formulations
and governing equations for numerical wave models. We be-
gin with the wave action balance equation that governs phase-
averaged spectral models, followed by comprehensive descrip-
tions of source term parameterizations representing physical
processes. Subsequently, we present the governing equations
for phase-resolving models, including Boussinesq-type equa-
tions, mild-slope equations, non-hydrostatic formulations, and
computational fluid dynamics approaches. These mathematical
foundations are essential for understanding model capabilities,
limitations, and appropriate applications.

4.1. Wave Action Balance Equation

The fundamental equation governing phase-averaged wave
models is the action balance equation, which describes the evo-
lution of the wave action density spectrum N(x, y, 0, 6, t) in time
and space [54]:
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where N = E/o is the action density (with E being the en-
ergy density and o the relative angular frequency), ¢, is the
group velocity vector, U is the ambient current vector, and ¢,
and ¢y are the propagation velocities in spectral space (fre-
quency and direction, respectively). The term S, represents
the source terms accounting for energy input, dissipation, and
redistribution.

The left-hand side of Equation [§] represents the kinematic
part, describing the propagation of wave action in geographic
and spectral spaces. The right-hand side contains the source
terms that represent the physical processes affecting the wave
spectrum [17]. In Cartesian coordinates, the action balance
equation can be written as:

[(eg + U)N] +
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For large-scale applications, such as global wave modeling,
it is more appropriate to use spherical coordinates:
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where A and ¢ are longitude and latitude, respectively, and
c, and ¢4 are the corresponding propagation velocities. The
choice of coordinate system affects numerical implementation
and accuracy, particularly for global models where spherical
geometry must be properly accounted for to avoid singularities
at the poles [27,[70].

4.2. Source Terms

The source/sink term S, in the action balance equation rep-
resents all physical processes that contribute to the generation,
dissipation, or redistribution of wave energy. It can be ex-
pressed as the sum of several components [54]:

Stot:Sin+Snl+Sds+Sbol+Sbr+Str’ (11)

where:

e S, is the wind input (energy transfer from wind to waves)

S .1 1s the nonlinear wave-wave interactions

S s 1s the dissipation due to whitecapping (deep water
breaking)

S por 18 the dissipation due to bottom friction

S pr 1s the dissipation due to depth-induced breaking

S, is the energy loss due to wave-obstacle interactions
(e.g., vegetation, structures)

Different wave models may include additional source terms
or use different formulations for each term. The accurate pa-
rameterization of these source terms is crucial for the perfor-
mance of wave models [40]. The relative importance of each
term varies with location and conditions: wind input and white-
capping dominate in deep water, while bottom friction and
depth-induced breaking become significant in shallow coastal
waters.

4.2.1. Wind Input

The wind input term represents the energy transfer from the
wind to the waves. It depends on the wind speed, the wave
steepness, and the wave-wind angle. Several formulations exist,
with many modern models using variants of Janssen’s quasi-
linear theory [102]]:

Sin(0,0) =B - E(0.0), 12)

where (3 is the exponential growth rate, which depends on the
friction velocity, the wave phase speed, and the wave direction
relative to the wind direction. Janssen’s formulation couples
the wave field to the atmospheric boundary layer through the
surface roughness, which depends on the wave spectrum itself,
creating a feedback mechanism [[102} [103]].

Alternative formulations include the ST6 physics package,
which is based on extensive field observations and provides im-
proved performance in extreme wind conditions [74} [71]. The
ST6 wind input formulation accounts for the sheltering effect
of longer waves on shorter waves and includes a dependence on



wave age (the ratio of wave phase speed to wind speed), which
better represents the physics of wind-wave interaction across
different sea states.

4.2.2. Nonlinear Wave-Wave Interactions

Nonlinear interactions redistribute energy within the wave
spectrum and are crucial for the spectral shape evolution. For
deep water, the dominant process is the four-wave (quadruplet)
interaction, while in shallow water, three-wave (triad) interac-
tions become important [104} [105].

The exact computation of nonlinear quadruplet interactions
requires evaluation of the Boltzmann integral:

S (k) = fff Tk K1, ko, ks) Ok + Ky — Ky — ks)

X 0w + w — wy — w3) dk, dk; dks, (13)
where T is the interaction coefficient and the delta functions
enforce resonance conditions. This computation is extremely
complex and computationally intensive, with complexity O(N})
for direct evaluation. Therefore, most operational models use
the Discrete Interaction Approximation (DIA) [26] or other ap-
proximations. The DIA approximates the full Boltzmann in-
tegral by considering only a limited set of wave number con-
figurations, significantly reducing computational cost to O(N?.)
while capturing the essential energy transfer characteristics.

More advanced approximations include the Generalized
Multiple DIA (GMD) [68]], which expands the set of repre-
sentative quadruplets to improve accuracy while maintaining
computational efficiency. Recent developments also include the
exact nonlinear (XNL) method [106], which computes the full
Boltzmann integral but remains too expensive for operational
applications.

For shallow water, triad interactions transfer energy from
lower to higher frequencies through resonant three-wave inter-
actions. The Lumped Triad Approximation (LTA) [105] is com-
monly used in coastal models such as SWAN to represent this
process.

4.2.3. Whitecapping Dissipation

Whitecapping is the process where waves become unstable
and break in deep water, dissipating energy. This process de-
pends on wave steepness and is typically parametrized based on
the overall steepness of the wave spectrum. A widely used for-
mulation is based on Hasselmann’s pulse-based model [107]:

A
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where I' is a coefficient that depends on the overall wave
steepness, 0 is a mean frequency, and » is a parameter control-
ling the dependence on frequency. The coefficient I' is typically
expressed as:

5 p
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where Cy; is a calibration coefficient, § is the overall wave
steepness, $py is the Pierson-Moskowitz steepness, and p is an
exponent (typically p = 2).

The ST6 physics package uses an alternative saturation-
based formulation that better represents observations of white-
capping in various sea states [[/4}[71]. This formulation relates
dissipation directly to the saturation spectrum and includes a
threshold below which dissipation is negligible, better repre-
senting the intermittent nature of whitecapping.

Critical Analysis of Whitecapping Parameterizations:
Despite these advances, the parameterization of whitecapping
dissipation remains one of the most significant sources of un-
certainty in wave modeling. The formulations are fundamen-
tally semi-empirical, and their reliance on tunable coefficients
raises critical questions about their reliability and physical basis
[40]. The whitecapping dissipation coefficient, Cy;, is often de-
termined through a trial-and-error process for specific regions
and wind products, rather than being derived from first princi-
ples. This practice undermines the universality of the models
and leads to significant forecast errors when models are applied
outside their calibration range.

Recent studies have shown that the optimal C,, value ex-
hibits a compensatory relationship with errors in the forcing
wind field, meaning the coefficient is often tuned to mask in-
accuracies in the wind input rather than to represent the true
physics of wave breaking [108]]. This co-dependence is par-
ticularly problematic under extreme wind conditions, such as
in tropical cyclones, where standard-tuned models systemati-
cally underpredict significant wave heights by 2-3 meters or
more. While the ST6 package has reduced these errors, it has
not eliminated them, and the fundamental challenge of develop-
ing a physically robust and universally applicable whitecapping
parameterization remains unresolved.

4.2.4. Bottom Friction and Depth-Induced Breaking

In shallow waters, two additional dissipation processes be-
come important: bottom friction and depth-induced breaking.
Bottom friction represents the energy dissipation due to wave-
induced oscillatory currents interacting with the seabed. It is
typically modeled using a quadratic friction law [62}109]:
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where C; is a bottom friction coefficient, which may depend
on bottom roughness. Typical values range from C; = 0.015
m?s~3 for sandy bottoms to C; = 0.067 m?s~> for very rough
bottoms [62]]. Alternative formulations include the JONSWAP
formulation [62] and the Madsen formulation [[109]], which ac-
count for different bottom roughness characteristics.
Depth-induced breaking occurs when waves enter very shal-
low water and become unstable due to the limited water depth.
A common approach is based on the Battjes and Janssen model
[[L10]], which assumes that the wave height distribution in shal-
low water is described by a Rayleigh distribution truncated at a
maximum wave height proportional to the water depth:
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where « is a dissipation coefficient (typically a@ = 1.0), Q; is
the fraction of breaking waves, T}, is the mean period, H,, is the
maximum wave height (typically H,, = yh with y = 0.73), and
E,,; is the total energy density. The fraction of breaking waves
0y, is determined iteratively from the wave height distribution.

Alternative breaking formulations include the extended
Battjes-Janssen model [[111]], which accounts for depth-limited
and steepness-limited breaking, and the bore-based model
[[L12]], which relates dissipation to the energy flux gradient.

Critical Analysis of Depth-Induced Breaking Models:
The widely used Battjes-Janssen formulation relies on an em-
pirical parameter, vy, to relate the maximum wave height to the
water depth. While typically set to 0.73, observations show that
v can vary from 0.4 to 1.2 depending on beach slope and inci-
dent wave conditions. This reliance on a tunable, non-universal
parameter introduces significant uncertainty into surf zone pre-
dictions. The model also assumes that all waves break at the
same depth-to-height ratio, which is an oversimplification that
does not account for the random nature of wave breaking in the
surf zone. Consequently, these parameterizations can lead to
substantial errors in predicting nearshore wave transformation
and runup, particularly on complex or steep bathymetries.

a7

4.3. Boussinesq Equations for Phase-Resolving Models

While phase-averaged models focus on the evolution of the
wave spectrum, phase-resolving models simulate the actual
wave motion, preserving phase information. One important
class of phase-resolving models is based on Boussinesq-type
equations, which are depth-integrated approximations of the
Navier-Stokes equations [63]].

The classical Boussinesq equations are derived by assuming
weak nonlinearity (a/h < 1, where a is the wave amplitude
and £ is the water depth) and weak dispersion (h/L < 1, where
L is the wavelength). In terms of free surface elevation n and
depth-averaged horizontal velocity u, they can be written as:

—‘;'7+V [(h+m)u] = 0 (18)
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The last term in Equation [I[9)represents the dispersive effects
due to vertical acceleration. These classical equations are accu-
rate for kh < 1 and provide reasonable dispersion characteris-
tics for shallow water waves.

Modern Boussinesq-type models have extended these equa-
tions to improve their dispersion characteristics and applica-
bility to deeper water and higher wave nonlinearity [35} [34].
Enhanced Boussinesq equations introduce additional dispersive
terms or use velocity variables at different vertical positions
to achieve improved dispersion relations. For example, the
Nwogu formulation [80]] uses velocity at an arbitrary vertical
level z, to optimize dispersion:
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By choosing z, = —0.531#, the linear dispersion relation is

accurate up to kh = 3, extending the applicability to intermedi-
ate water depths [80].

Fully nonlinear Boussinesq models [34] remove the weak
nonlinearity assumption, allowing simulation of highly nonlin-
ear waves including solitary waves and cnoidal waves. These
models typically use higher-order dispersion terms to maintain
accuracy in deeper water while capturing strong nonlinear ef-
fects in shallow water.

4.4. Other Governing Equations for Phase-Resolving Models

Besides Boussinesq-type models, other phase-resolving ap-
proaches include:

4.4.1. Mild-Slope Equation

The mild-slope equation is a simplified wave equation based
on linear wave theory, suitable for modeling wave propagation
over slowly varying bathymetry [113]. It accounts for refrac-
tion and diffraction but neglects nonlinear effects. The time-
dependent mild-slope equation can be written as:

W?
V- (CCyVi) — ?nzo (22)
where C is the phase velocity and C, is the group velocity.
Extensions include the modified mild-slope equation [[114] and
the complementary mild-slope equation [115]], which improve
accuracy for steeper bottom slopes and higher frequencies.

4.4.2. Non-Hydrostatic Wave Models

Non-hydrostatic wave models solve the Navier-Stokes equa-
tions with a non-hydrostatic pressure assumption, allowing for
the simulation of dispersive waves without the limitations of
Boussinesq-type approximations [38}183]]. The governing equa-
tions include the continuity equation:

0
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where u is the horizontal velocity, w is the vertical veloc-
ity, p is pressure, and v is kinematic viscosity. The pressure is
decomposed into hydrostatic and non-hydrostatic components,
with the non-hydrostatic component accounting for vertical ac-
celeration and dispersion. These models can accurately simu-
late waves from deep to very shallow water without the depth
restrictions of Boussinesq models [38]].

4.4.3. Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) Models

For the most detailed simulation of wave dynamics, espe-
cially around complex structures, CFD models solve the full
Navier-Stokes equations, often using approaches like the Vol-
ume of Fluid (VOF) method to track the free surface [116}117].
The VOF method introduces a volume fraction function F that
represents the fraction of fluid in each computational cell:

oF
" +V-(Fu)=0
where FF = 1 in water, ' = O in air, and 0 < F < 1 at the
interface. The full Navier-Stokes equations are solved for the
entire domain, with fluid properties (density, viscosity) varying
according to F. CFD models can capture complex phenomena
including wave overtopping, green water on decks, wave impact
forces, and air entrainment, but require very fine spatial and
temporal resolution, limiting applications to small domains and
short time periods [L16].

Fig. []illustrates the hierarchy of wave equations, from sim-
plified approximations to full Navier-Stokes solvers, highlight-
ing the trade-off between computational complexity and phys-
ical realism. The choice of governing equations depends on
the specific application requirements, available computational
resources, and the physical processes that must be resolved.

(26)

4.5. Numerical Discretization Methods

The partial differential equations governing wave propaga-
tion and transformation must be discretized for numerical solu-
tion. Various discretization methods are employed in different
wave models, including finite difference, finite volume, finite
element, and spectral methods [55].

4.5.1. Finite Difference Methods

Finite difference methods (FDM) approximate spatial deriva-
tives on structured grids by finite difference stencils and re-
main attractive because of their algebraic simplicity and cache-
friendly data layout [6]. Accuracy depends on the order
of the stencil and the grid spacing; improperly tuned high-
order schemes can suffer from numerical dispersion or ex-
cessive dissipation [118]]. Current research mitigates these
drawbacks through dispersion-relation-preserving (DRP) opti-
mization. A comparative study showed that fourth- and fifth-
order DRP stencils outperform maximal-order central differ-
ences in long-range wave propagation tests [119]]. Stability and
shock-handling have improved with positivity-preserving, well-
balanced compact schemes that enforce non-negative depths
and exact lake-at-rest equilibria without diffusive limiters [[120].
MUSCL-TVD reconstructions remain a practical alternative for
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strongly nonlinear breaking zones, as demonstrated in recent
shallow-to-deep transformation experiments [82]. Complex
shorelines and offshore structures can be captured on Cartesian
meshes via high-order immersed-boundary treatments validated
for fully nonlinear wave-structure interaction [121]].

Operational implementations leverage high-performance
computing: a global unstructured WAVEWATCH III grid
achieves 1/10 degree resolution on thousands of CPU cores
with non-blocking MPI [70], while WAM Cycle 6 has been
fully ported to GPUs, reducing a seven-day global forecast to
minutes on eight A100 GPUs [79]. These developments al-
low DRP and compact finite difference solvers to support real-
time forecasting and century-scale coupled-climate integrations
without loss of fidelity.

4.5.2. Finite Volume Methods

Finite volume methods (FVM) integrate the governing equa-
tions over control volumes and use fluxes at cell faces, guaran-
teeing local and global conservation. The unstructured MIKE
21 SW solver pioneered triangular finite volume discretiza-
tion for coastal applications, removing the right-angle con-
straints of FDM while keeping numerical diffusion low [28]].
The FVCOM-SWAVE module later embedded a spectral wave
solver in the FVCOM hydrodynamic core, enabling two-way
wave-current coupling on identical unstructured meshes [76].
At basin scale, 40-year SCHISM + WWM hindcasts have
shown that multiresolution meshes can deliver 100 m shore-
line resolution with fewer wet cells than structured alternatives
[122].

Accuracy advances center on high-order reconstructions:
fourth- and fifth-order well-balanced WENO schemes preserve
non-negative water depth and exactly maintain still-water equi-
libria [123]]; multi-resolution WENO variants relax CFL lim-
its and permit larger time steps without violating monotonic-
ity [124]. Scalability improvements are equally significant.
A distributed-graph MPI topology reduces finite volume wave
modeling runtimes by up to 40% on 1024 ranks through im-
proved domain decomposition [[125]], and a local time-stepping
GPU shallow water solver achieves 30x acceleration relative
to multi-core CPUs [126]]. These features make FVM a com-
petitive choice where strict conservation and unstructured-mesh
flexibility are paramount.

4.5.3. Finite Element Methods

Finite element methods (FEM) approximate the wave action
balance using polynomial basis functions on unstructured ele-
ments, facilitating local mesh refinement and curved-boundary
fidelity. TOMAWAC first showed that a characteristic-Galerkin
formulation on triangular elements can resolve refraction,
diffraction and depth-induced breaking over complex coastlines
[127]]. Vertex-based implicit solvers on irregular grids have
demonstrated improved skill in rapidly varying bathymetry
[32]. FEM discretizations also underpin the WWM series:
WWM-II uses residual distribution to ease CFL constraints on
highly distorted elements [7], and SELFE-WWM extends cou-
pling to three-dimensional currents on multiscale unstructured
meshes [31].
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AN/t + V-(c_g N) + d(c_8 N)/a8 + d(c_o N)/do = S_tot/a

N = wave action density, S_tot = source terms (wind input, dissipation, nonlinear interactions)
Models: SWAN, WAVEWATCH Ill, WAM, MIKE 21 SW, TOMAWAC
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v
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— 3rd Gen (1988+): Full DIA, no constraints — Improved (2019+): ST6 physics, GPU acceleration

Increasing sophistication in source term parameterizations and numerical methods

Comparative Characteristics

Characteristic Phase-Resolving

Phase-Averaged

Output Surface elevation n(x,y,t) at each point

Wave spectrum E(f,0,x,y,t)

Typical Domain Size 102 - 102 km* (local)

102 - 108 km* (regional to global)

Grid Resolution 1-100 m (N20 to A'10)

100 m - 50 km (independent of A)

Simulation Duration Minutes to hours

Relative Cost 10-200x higher (per unit area-time)

Hours to decades

Baseline (efficient for large domains)

Optimal Use Cases Nearshore, harbor, tsunami, wave-structure

Forecasting, climate, regional coastal studies

Figure 2: Phase-resolving models (left) compute deterministic wave elevation for local domains (1072 to 10> km?) from non-hydrostatic 3D to simplified formula-
tions; phase-averaged models (right) solve wave action balance for statistical spectra over large domains (10? to 108 km?) with 10-200x lower computational cost.
Comparative table quantifies key differences in resolution, duration, and applications.

Current FEM research targets high-order accuracy and het-
erogeneous computing. A global 40-year SCHISM + WWM-
V reanalysis reaches 100 m coastal resolution with implicit-
explicit time integration [122]. In the mild-slope family, re-
cent FEM extensions address port-scale resonance and incorpo-
rate data-driven parameter tuning, while modal-decomposition
FEM reduces the cost of harbor eigenfrequency extraction
[128]. Collectively, these advances position FEM as a versa-
tile framework for unstructured, high-resolution coastal wave
modeling on modern hybrid architectures.

4.5.4. Spectral Methods

Spectral methods approximate the wave action balance
by expanding the directional spectrum in global basis func-
tions such as spherical harmonics or double-Fourier series.
Laboratory-to-coast studies have shown that, when equipped
with state-of-the-art source term parameterizations, spectral
models accurately reproduce bimodal sea states and peak-
frequency downshift at prototype scale [40]. On the global side,
improved double-Fourier series (DFS) transforms have been
proposed to replace the classical spectral transform method, re-
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ducing the O(N?) cost of the Legendre transform to O(N? log N)
while maintaining accuracy in semi-implicit, semi-Lagrangian
shallow water cores [129]. Evaluation of multiple third-
generation models against Southern Ocean extremes highlights
the sensitivity of spectral forecasts to dissipation and nonlinear-
interaction physics, motivating hybrid frameworks that com-
bine spectral energy balance with unstructured spatial dis-
cretizations [130]. Although spectral bases offer exponential
convergence for smooth solutions, their global support hampers
local refinement; operational systems therefore couple a spec-
tral action solver with finite difference or finite volume spatial
propagation, as in WAVEWATCH III, where the spectral grid is
stepped separately from the geographic mesh [70]].

4.6. Time Integration Schemes

Time integration schemes advance the solution from one time
step to the next. The choice of time integration method affects
the stability, accuracy, and efficiency of the model [118].



4.6.1. Explicit Methods

Explicit schemes compute the solution at the new time level
using only information from previous time levels. They are
relatively simple to implement but are subject to stability con-
straints such as the Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) condition,
which limits the time step size based on the grid spacing and
wave speed [54]].

WAVEWATCH III uses a third-order explicit scheme for time
integration, which provides a good balance between accuracy
and computational efficiency [27]. To alleviate the severe time
step limitation in areas with fine grid resolution, the model em-
ploys a spatial splitting technique. For highly refined, nested,
or unstructured grids, recent versions combine the split scheme
with dynamic sub-cycling to ease the CFL restriction in com-
plex coastal zones [70]. Recent advances in explicit schemes
include the development of strong stability-preserving Runge-
Kutta (SSPRK) methods, which maintain desirable stability
properties while achieving higher-order accuracy [131]. These
SSPRK methods have been applied to ocean modeling for sim-
ulating wave shoaling, breaking, and nearshore circulation pro-
cesses.

4.6.2. Implicit Methods

Implicit schemes express the solution at the new time level in
terms of both previous and new time level values, resulting in a
system of equations that must be solved simultaneously. They
can use larger time steps than explicit methods but require more
computation per step [[17].

SWAN uses a fully implicit scheme for time integration,
which allows for unconditional stability regardless of the time
step size. This enables efficient computation, especially for sta-
tionary wave conditions [17]. Recent developments have in-
troduced high-order implicit time integration schemes based on
implicit-explicit (IMEX) methods and Padé expansions of the
matrix exponential. These methods provide significantly im-
proved accuracy for wave propagation problems while main-
taining good stability properties [132].

4.6.3. Semi-Implicit and Fractional Step Methods

Semi-implicit methods combine aspects of both explicit and
implicit approaches, typically treating some terms explicitly
and others implicitly. Fractional step methods split the com-
putation into multiple stages, often separating the propagation
and source term calculations [28]].

MIKE 21 SW employs a fractional step approach where the
propagation step is solved using an explicit method, and the
source terms are integrated using a separate scheme. This sep-
aration allows for different time steps to be used for propaga-
tion and source term integration, optimizing computational ef-
ficiency [28]].

4.6.4. Adaptive and Local Time-Stepping Methods

Recent developments emphasize local time-stepping (LTS)
and automatic step-size control to exploit mesh non-uniformity
and maintain accuracy without global CFL restrictions. Im-
proved first- and second-order LTS algorithms on unstructured
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grids have reduced wall-clock times for surge-wave coupling by
up to 35% while preserving second-order accuracy [133]. An
adaptive LTS strategy that monitors wetting-drying fronts fur-
ther accelerates inundation calculations for coastal storm surge
applications [[134]. In the GPU-optimized WAM6-GPU v1.0,
block-structured LTS enables real-time global hindcasts at 0.1
degree resolution, yielding a 37x speedup over dual-socket
CPUs [79].

4.6.5. Strong Stability-Preserving (SSP) Schemes

SSP Runge-Kutta (RK) and multistep schemes guarantee
that monotonicity or total-variation-diminishing (TVD) prop-
erties of the spatial discretization carry over to the fully dis-
crete model. A comprehensive review of modern SSP RK and
linear-multistep algorithms up to fourth order is given by Got-
tlieb et al. [[131], who derive optimal schemes with larger effec-
tive SSP coefficients. For high-order discontinuous-Galerkin
wave solvers, implicit SSP schemes have recently been shown
to achieve up to fourth-order accuracy while remaining A(a)-
stable, thus permitting aggressive time-step growth on stiff free-
surface flows [135]].

4.6.6. Parallel-in-Time and Multi-Rate Integrators

As massively parallel architectures emerge, parallel-in-time
(PinT) algorithms such as the multi-level PFASST method en-
able concurrent advancement of multiple time slices. Applied
to the shallow water equations on the rotating sphere, PFASST
delivered speedups over classical time marching and retained
spectral accuracy, demonstrating feasibility for future global
wave-climate simulations [136]]. Complementary multi-rate
explicit-implicit frameworks are being explored for coupling
fast wave propagation with slower source terms, further reduc-
ing latency on heterogeneous CPU/GPU systems [[137]].

4.7. Spatial and Spectral Discretization
4.7.1. Spatial Grids

Wave models use various types of spatial grids, each with
distinct advantages and limitations:

Regular (Structured) Grids: These consist of rectangular
cells with uniform or variable spacing. They are simple to
implement and computationally efficient due to regular mem-
ory access patterns, but may not efficiently represent complex
coastlines or areas requiring variable resolution [55]. Struc-
tured grids are commonly used in global wave models such as
WAVEWATCH III and WAM for open ocean applications.

Curvilinear Grids: These are structured grids that have
been transformed to better conform to coastlines or other fea-
tures. They provide improved coastal representation while
maintaining the computational advantages of structured grids,
including efficient matrix operations and straightforward imple-
mentation of finite difference schemes [27]. Curvilinear grids
are particularly useful for regional models where the domain
has a dominant orientation, such as along continental shelves.

Unstructured Grids: These consist of irregularly arranged
elements, typically triangles or quadrilaterals. They allow for
highly flexible spatial resolution, with refinement in areas of in-
terest or complex bathymetry and coarser resolution elsewhere.



Models like SWAN (unstructured version), MIKE 21 SW, and
TOMAWAC use unstructured grids to efficiently represent com-
plex coastal geometries [32]. The primary advantage is the abil-
ity to concentrate resolution where needed without the global
refinement required by structured grids. However, unstructured
grids require more complex data structures and may have less
favorable cache performance.

Nested Grids: This approach uses multiple grids of differ-
ent resolutions, with finer grids nested within coarser ones. The
coarse grid provides boundary conditions for the finer grid, al-
lowing for high resolution in areas of interest while maintaining
computational efficiency in the larger domain [27]]. One-way
nesting transfers information from coarse to fine grids, while
two-way nesting allows feedback from fine to coarse grids, im-
proving accuracy in regions where local processes affect the
larger-scale solution.

Multi-Grid and Mosaic Approaches: Advanced techniques
like the multi-grid method in WAVEWATCH III combine mul-
tiple structured or unstructured grids with two-way communi-
cation between them. The mosaic approach connects multiple
structured grids to form a composite grid covering complex do-
mains [[/0]. These methods provide flexibility in handling do-
mains with multiple scales of interest while maintaining com-
putational efficiency.

4.7.2. Spectral Discretization

The wave spectrum is typically discretized in terms of fre-
quency and direction. The choice of spectral resolution signifi-
cantly affects model accuracy and computational cost.

Frequency Discretization: Logarithmic frequency spacing
is commonly used to efficiently resolve both high-frequency
wind sea and low-frequency swell. The frequency bins are typ-
ically defined as f, = fuin - 7"~ where r = (finax/ fmin) /™D
is the frequency ratio. Typical values are f;, = 0.04 Hz,
Smax = 1.0 Hz, and Ny = 25-40 frequency bins. The loga-
rithmic spacing provides higher resolution at lower frequencies
where swell energy is concentrated, while maintaining adequate
resolution at higher frequencies for wind sea [54} 55]. Some
models also offer linear frequency spacing for specific applica-
tions where uniform frequency resolution is desired.

Directional Discretization: A uniform directional spacing
is commonly used, dividing the full circle (360 degrees) into a
number of directional bins. The directional resolution typically
ranges from 10 degrees to 30 degrees, with 24 to 36 directional
bins being common [[17]. Higher directional resolution (36 bins
or more) is beneficial for applications involving strong direc-
tional spreading or complex wave-current interactions, while
lower resolution (24 bins) is often sufficient for open ocean ap-
plications. The directional bins are typically centered on the
cardinal and intercardinal directions to facilitate interpretation
and comparison with observations.

The choice of spectral resolution involves a trade-off between
accuracy and computational cost. Higher spectral resolution
can better represent complex sea states with multiple wave sys-
tems and bimodal spectra, but requires more computational re-
sources and memory. Sensitivity studies have shown that in-
creasing spectral resolution beyond Ny X Ny = 40 X 36 provides
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diminishing returns for most applications, though finer resolu-
tion may be warranted for specific research applications or re-
gions with highly complex wave climates [1]].

4.8. Boundary Conditions

4.8.1. Open Boundaries

At open boundaries (boundaries with the open ocean), wave
models require information about incoming waves. Several ap-
proaches are used:

Parametric Spectra: In the absence of detailed spectral
information, parametric spectra like JONSWAP or Pierson-
Moskowitz can be specified based on bulk parameters such as
significant wave height, peak period, and mean direction [S3].
The JONSWAP spectrum is commonly used for fetch-limited
conditions, while the Pierson-Moskowitz spectrum represents
fully developed seas. These parametric forms provide a reason-
able approximation when only bulk wave parameters are avail-
able from observations or coarser-resolution models.

Nested Modeling: Boundary conditions can be obtained
from a larger-scale model that includes the domain of inter-
est. This approach ensures consistency between different model
scales and allows for proper representation of swell propagation
from distant sources [33]]. One-way nesting is computationally
efficient and suitable when the nested domain does not signifi-
cantly affect the larger-scale solution. Two-way nesting allows
feedback from the fine-resolution domain to the coarse domain,
improving accuracy when local processes (such as wave gener-
ation in enclosed seas) affect the broader wave field.

Data Assimilation: Observations from buoys, satellites, or
other sources can be assimilated into the model to provide more
accurate boundary conditions [138]. Satellite altimeter data
provide significant wave height along the satellite track, while
synthetic aperture radar (SAR) can provide two-dimensional
wave spectra over limited areas. Optimal interpolation, vari-
ational methods, and ensemble Kalman filters are commonly
used to blend observations with model forecasts at open bound-
aries.

Radiation Boundary Conditions: For phase-resolving
models, radiation or absorbing boundary conditions are essen-
tial to prevent spurious wave reflection at open boundaries.
Sommerfeld radiation conditions, sponge layers, and perfectly
matched layers (PML) are commonly used to allow waves to
exit the domain without reflection [49]. The effectiveness of
these methods depends on the angle of wave incidence and the
frequency content of the outgoing waves.

4.8.2. Closed Boundaries

At land boundaries or other obstacles, wave energy is typi-
cally assumed to be either absorbed, reflected, or a combination
of both. The treatment of closed boundaries affects the accuracy
of wave simulations near coastlines or structures [[139].

Full Absorption: The simplest approach assumes that all
wave energy is absorbed at the coastline, with no reflection.
This is appropriate for gently sloping beaches where wave en-
ergy is dissipated through breaking and bottom friction before
reaching the shoreline. However, this approach underestimates



wave heights near steep coastlines or vertical structures where
reflection is significant.

Full Reflection: For vertical walls or steep rocky coastlines,
full reflection may be assumed, where the incident wave energy
is completely reflected back into the domain. This provides an
upper bound on wave heights near reflective structures but may
overestimate wave energy if some dissipation occurs during re-
flection.

Partial Reflection: Some models include specialized treat-
ments for partially reflecting boundaries, allowing for a more
realistic representation of wave-structure interactions. A reflec-
tion coefficient can be specified based on the structure type and
wave conditions, with values ranging from O (full absorption)
to 1 (full reflection). Typical reflection coefficients are 0.1-0.3
for rubble-mound breakwaters, 0.3-0.6 for riprap slopes, and
0.7-0.95 for vertical walls [140].

Phase-Resolving Treatment: Advanced phase-resolving
models can explicitly simulate wave reflection and diffraction
around complex structures [38]. These models resolve the de-
tailed wave field near structures and can capture phenomena
such as standing waves, edge waves, and wave focusing that
are not represented in phase-averaged models. However, the
computational cost limits their application to relatively small
domains.

4.9. Numerical Stability and Convergence

Numerical stability and convergence are critical considera-
tions in wave model development and application. Stability en-
sures that numerical errors do not grow unboundedly during
time integration, while convergence ensures that the numerical
solution approaches the true solution as grid and time step sizes
are reduced.

4.9.1. Stability Analysis

The stability of explicit time integration schemes is governed
by the CFL condition, which requires that the time step At sat-
isfies the following:

Ax

At < CerL 27

Cmax
where Ax is the spatial grid spacing, cmax 1s the maximum
wave propagation speed (typically the group velocity for the
highest frequency component), and Ccg is the CFL number,
which must be less than or equal to 1 for stability. For mul-
tidimensional problems on structured grids, the CFL condition
becomes more restrictive:

1

V2iei/ Axi)?

where the sum is over spatial dimensions. Implicit and semi-
implicit schemes can relax or eliminate the CFL restriction, al-
lowing larger time steps at the cost of solving linear systems at
each time step [132]].

For spectral wave models, stability also depends on the
source term treatment. Stiff source terms, such as depth-
induced breaking, can impose severe time-step restrictions if

At < CcrL (28)
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Types of Computational Grids Used in Numerical Wave Models
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Figure 3: Examples of different grid types used in numerical wave models: (a)
regular structured grid with uniform spacing, (b) curvilinear grid conforming
to coastline geometry, (c) unstructured triangular grid with local refinement in
coastal regions, and (d) nested grid approach with fine-resolution domain em-
bedded in coarse-resolution domain. Each grid type offers distinct advantages
for specific applications and computational requirements.

treated explicitly. Implicit or semi-implicit treatment of source
terms is commonly employed to maintain stability with reason-
able time steps [[17]].

4.9.2. Convergence and Accuracy

Convergence analysis examines how the numerical error de-
creases as grid and time step sizes are reduced. A scheme is said
to be p-th order accurate in space if the spatial discretization er-
ror decreases as O(Ax”), and g-th order accurate in time if the
temporal discretization error decreases as O(At?). Most opera-
tional wave models use first- or second-order schemes in space
and time, providing a balance between accuracy and computa-
tional efficiency.

Grid convergence studies are essential for verifying model
implementation and assessing solution accuracy. These stud-
ies systematically refine the spatial and temporal resolution and
examine the convergence rate of key output variables such as
significant wave height and peak period. Deviations from the
expected convergence rate may indicate implementation errors,
insufficient resolution, or physical processes that are not ade-
quately resolved by the model [[141].

For unstructured grids, convergence analysis is more com-
plex due to variations in element size and shape. Adaptive mesh
refinement strategies can be used to concentrate resolution in re-
gions with large solution gradients, improving accuracy while
controlling computational cost [87]].

Fig. B|illustrates different types of computational grids used
in numerical wave models, highlighting their characteristics
and suitability for different applications.



5. Quantitative Validation and Inter-Model Comparison

While the previous sections provided a qualitative compari-
son of wave model features, a quantitative assessment of their
performance is crucial for building confidence in simulation re-
sults and making informed model selections. This section ad-
dresses this need by summarizing key validation metrics from
published studies, focusing on performance in both operational
and extreme conditions.

Wave model performance is typically evaluated using a set of
statistical metrics that compare model output to observational
data from buoys, satellite altimeters, or laboratory experiments.
The most common metrics include:

¢ Root Mean Square Error (RMSE), which measures the
magnitude of the error between model predictions and ob-
servations.

e Bias, which indicates or under-

prediction.

systematic over-

e Scatter Index (SI), a normalized measure of the disper-
sion of errors.

e Correlation Coefficient (CC), which measures the linear
correlation between model output and observations.

o Skill Score, a dimensionless metric that quantifies overall
model performance.

5.1. Performance of Phase-Averaged Models

Phase-averaged models have been extensively validated for
a wide range of applications, from global wave forecasting to
regional and coastal studies. Table [f] summarizes key perfor-
mance metrics from recent literature.

Wang et al. [[142] provided a comprehensive validation of the
ECMWF wave model (WAM-based) in the complex hydrody-
namics of the China Sea, highlighting significant regional per-
formance variations. As shown in Table[6] the model performed
best in the open waters of the South and East China Seas, with
an RMSE for significant wave height (SWH) below 0.33 m and
a correlation coefficient above 0.94. However, performance de-
graded in enclosed and nearshore areas like the Bohai Sea and
Taiwan Strait, where RMSE exceeded 0.3 m and a large sys-
tematic underestimation was observed in the southern Taiwan
Strait (Bias = -0.267 m, RMSE = 0.445 m). This is a common
challenge for all wave models, as complex bathymetry and non-
linear wave transformation introduce additional physical pro-
cesses that are difficult to resolve [143]].

For global applications, Abdolali et al. [90] demonstrated
the high accuracy of a multi-grid WAVEWATCH III configura-
tion, achieving an RMSE of 0.357 m and a skill score of 0.990
against satellite altimeter data during the 2022 Atlantic hurri-
cane season. These results showcase the capability of modern
wave models to produce reliable global wave forecasts. Rogers
et al. [144] validated SWAN for the Southern California Bight
using an extensive buoy network, demonstrating the model’s ca-
pability for operational coastal forecasting. Ortiz-Royero [145]
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conducted an intercomparison of SWAN and WAVEWATCH
III, finding good agreement between both models and NDBC
buoy observations along the US East Coast.

5.2. Performance in Extreme Conditions and Complex Geome-
tries

The lack of validation data for nearshore complex bathyme-
tries and tropical cyclones has been identified as a critical gap
in wave modeling literature. Table [7]summarizes findings from
studies focused on these challenging conditions.

For hurricane conditions, dynamically coupled models are
becoming the standard. Vijayan et al. [148] demonstrated
that a coupled SWAN+ADCIRC model could accurately sim-
ulate the waves and storm surge from Hurricane Michael, a
Category-5 storm that made landfall in the Gulf of Mexico
in 2018. The study evaluated model performance against ob-
served water levels and wave heights, showing that the cou-
pled system captured both the spatial and temporal evolution
of the hurricane-generated wave field. Similarly, Kalourazi
et al. [149] optimized the ST6 physics package in WAVE-
WATCH I for hurricane-induced waves, showing improved
performance through detailed statistical analysis using Taylor
diagrams and skill scores. Moon et al. [150] used a high-
resolution WAVEWATCH 1II configuration (1/12° x 1/12°) to
simulate hurricane-generated directional wave spectra, demon-
strating the model’s capability to resolve complex wave fields
under extreme wind forcing.

In regions of complex bathymetry, such as nearshore subma-
rine canyons, phase-averaged models can still provide accurate
results for wave height, although with some limitations. Gorrell
et al. [147] found that SWAN accurately predicted wave height
variations over a steep canyon offshore of California, with good
correlation between model output and field observations. How-
ever, the study also noted that SWAN struggled with nonlinear
energy transfers in very shallow water, which is a known lim-
itation of phase-averaged models in such environments. This
finding is consistent with the theoretical constraints of the spec-
tral approach, which assumes weak nonlinearity.

5.3. Performance of Phase-Resolving Models

Phase-resolving models like FUNWAVE-TVD are typically
validated against laboratory experiments for specific physical
phenomena, due to their high computational cost. These studies
often focus on a direct comparison of water surface elevation
and velocity fields rather than statistical metrics over long time
periods.

Dong et al. [151] validated FUNWAVE-TVD for transient
harbor oscillations induced by solitary waves, finding good
agreement with experimental results for wave heights inside
the harbor. The study demonstrated that the model accurately
captured the resonance characteristics and amplification pat-
terns within the harbor basin. Shi et al. [82]] demonstrated the
model’s excellent shock-capturing capabilities for wave break-
ing, a critical process in the nearshore. The TVD finite volume
scheme used in FUNWAVE-TVD provides superior perfor-
mance for discontinuous flows compared to traditional Boussi-
nesq models. Bruno et al. [152] validated an earlier version



Table 6: Summary of Quantitative Validation Metrics for Phase-Averaged Wave Models.

Model Study Region/Condition Key Metrics (SWH) Data Source
ECMWEF (WAM) Wang et al. [142]  South & East China Sea  RMSE < 0.33 m, Bias < 0.1 24 Buoys
m, CC > 0.94
Bohai Sea & Taiwan RMSE >0.3m,Bias>0.1m, -
Strait CC<0.93

WAVEWATCH IIT Abdolali et al. Global (2022 Atlantic) RMSE = 0.357 m, Skill = Satellite Altimeter

[90] 0.990

Chu et al. [146]] South China Sea Good agreement with T/P al- TOPEX/Poseidon

timeter observations

Rogers et al. [144]  Southern California Excellent operational perfor- Buoy Network
SWAN Bight mance

Ortiz-Royero Coastal (US East Coast)  Good performance relative to NDBC Buoys

[145] WW3

Gorrell et al. [147] Complex Bathymetry Accurate wave heights Field Data

Table 7: Summary of Model Performance in Extreme Conditions and Complex Geometries.
Model Study Condition Key Finding
SWAN+ADCIRC  Vijayan et al. [148]] Hurricane Michael (Category Coupled model accurately simulated storm
5) surge and extreme wave conditions.
WAVEWATCH IIT Kalourazi et al. [149] Hurricanes Optimilzed ST6 physics package signifi-
cantly improves storm-wave performance.
Moon et al. [150]] Hurricane-generated waves High-resolution configuration effectively
resolves directional wave spectra.

SWAN Gorrell et al. [147] Complex bathymetry Accurately predicts wave heights; limited

skill in nonlinear energy-transfer estima-
tion.

FUNWAVE-TVD Dong et al. [151]]

Shi et al. [82]

Tsunami-like waves

Wave breaking

Good agreement with laboratory data; suc-
cessfully captures harbor resonance pat-
terns.
TVD scheme provides excellent shock-
capturing and breaking-wave representa-
tion.

of FUNWAVE against laboratory data for wave transformation
and breaking over submerged structures, showing good agree-
ment for both deep water and shoaling zone conditions.

For operational applications, Malej et al. [153] provided
practical guidance for numerical modeling with FUNWAVE-
TVD, including recommendations for grid resolution, time step
selection, and boundary condition specification based on ex-
tensive validation studies. More recently, Torres et al. [154]
extended this work by analyzing the range of validity of input
wave characteristics and appropriate numerical domain proper-
ties for various coastal applications.

In summary, this section has provided a quantitative
overview of wave model performance, addressing the need for
concrete numerical metrics. The results show that while mod-
ern wave models are highly accurate, their performance varies
significantly with geographic location, bathymetry, and wave
conditions. For phase-averaged models, typical RMSE values
for significant wave height range from 0.3 to 0.5 m in opera-
tional forecasting, with better performance in open ocean con-
ditions and degraded performance in complex coastal environ-
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ments. Phase-resolving models demonstrate excellent agree-
ment with laboratory data for specific processes, but their val-
idation against field data remains limited due to computational
constraints. The choice of model and physics parameterizations
must therefore be carefully considered based on the specific ap-
plication and available validation data.

6. High-Performance Computing and Parallelization

The practical application of wave models to large-scale,
high-resolution problems is fundamentally dependent on high-
performance computing (HPC) capabilities. While advances in
wave physics and numerical methods have enabled increasingly
sophisticated simulations, the computational demands of opera-
tional forecasting, climate studies, and extreme event modeling
require efficient parallelization strategies and modern comput-
ing architectures. This section examines the HPC implemen-
tations in contemporary wave models, including parallelization
strategies, performance benchmarks, scalability characteristics,
and the emerging role of GPU acceleration.



6.1. FParallelization Strategies and Domain Decomposition

Modern wave models employ several parallelization strate-
gies to distribute the computational workload across multiple
processors. The two primary approaches are spectral decompo-
sition and spatial domain decomposition.

Spectral Decomposition, also known as the “card deck”
(CD) approach in WAVEWATCH 111, parallelizes the problem
by distributing different parts of the wave spectrum (i.e., differ-
ent frequency and direction bins) to different processors. While
this method is relatively simple to implement, it suffers from
significant scalability limitations. As the number of processors
increases, the communication overhead required to exchange
information between spectral components becomes a bottle-
neck. Abdolali et al. (2020) showed that the CD algorithm
in WAVEWATCH III performs well for coarse grids but expe-
riences a significant slowdown on fine-resolution unstructured
grids, with performance degrading beyond 100-200 cores [[155].

Spatial Domain Decomposition (DD) has become the stan-
dard for massively parallel wave modeling. In this approach,
the geographical domain is partitioned into multiple subdo-
mains, and each subdomain is assigned to a processor. This
is typically achieved using graph partitioning libraries like
ParMETIS [125]. The primary advantage of DD is its superior
scalability, as it minimizes communication between processors
to only the halo regions (the boundaries between subdomains).
For example, the unstructured grid version of SWAN has been
shown to scale to over 9,000 cores using DD [156]], and WAVE-
WATCH I with DD shows near-linear scalability up to thou-
sands of cores, far surpassing the CD approach [155].

However, DD is not without its pitfalls. **Load balanc-
ing** is a major challenge, especially on unstructured grids
with highly variable resolution. If one subdomain contains a
large number of small, computationally intensive cells (e.g., in
a complex nearshore region), it can become a bottleneck, leav-
ing other processors idle. This is a well-documented issue in
coastal modeling, where the workload is often unevenly dis-
tributed [[157].

6.2. Performance Benchmarks and Scalability

Quantitative benchmarks are essential for understanding the
practical performance of wave models on HPC systems. Table
[8| summarizes key performance metrics from recent studies.

For phase-averaged models, the scalability depends heav-
ily on the grid type and parallelization strategy. On struc-
tured grids, WAVEWATCH III can achieve excellent scalabil-
ity with MPI, but performance on unstructured grids is more
complex. Rautenbach et al. (2021) found that for SWAN, a
hybrid MPI/OpenMP approach can be effective, but the opti-
mal number of threads per MPI rank is highly dependent on the
domain size and grid structure. Their study showed that using
more than 20 threads for a small domain actually decreased the
speedup ratio due to communication overhead [[157].

6.3. GPU Acceleration

The advent of Graphics Processing Units (GPUs) has rev-
olutionized wave modeling, particularly for phase-resolving
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models. The massively parallel architecture of GPUs is well-
suited to the explicit, stencil-based computations common in
these models. For example, the GPU-accelerated version of
FUNWAVE-TVD has demonstrated speedups of 50-100x com-
pared to CPU implementations, making it possible to run high-
resolution tsunami and storm surge simulations in near real-
time on a single workstation [85} [86].

Phase-averaged models are also benefiting from GPU accel-
eration. Yuan et al. (2024) successfully ported the WAM model
to GPUs, achieving a 37x speedup for a 7-day global forecast
on 8 NVIDIA A100 GPUs compared to a dual-socket CPU
server. 'This breakthrough makes real-time, high-resolution
(0.1°) global wave forecasting a practical reality [79].

However, GPU acceleration is not a silver bullet. Key chal-
lenges include:

e Memory Transfer Overhead: The time required to trans-
fer data between the CPU (host) and GPU (device) can be
a significant bottleneck, especially for models with large
memory footprints. Minimizing these transfers is critical
for achieving good performance.

e Code Refactoring: Not all parts of a wave model are eas-
ily parallelizable on GPUs. Implicit solvers, unstructured
grid operations, and complex source term integrations of-
ten require significant code refactoring to run efficiently on
GPUs.

e Multi-GPU Scalability: Scaling a simulation across mul-
tiple GPUs introduces additional communication over-
head, similar to multi-node CPU parallelization. GPU-
aware MPI libraries and techniques like NVIDIA’s
NVLink are essential for efficient multi-GPU scaling.

6.4. Memory Constraints and Domain Sizes

The memory footprint of a wave model simulation is a criti-
cal constraint, often determining the maximum feasible domain
size and resolution. Memory requirements are primarily a func-
tion of the number of grid points, the number of spectral bins
(for phase-averaged models), and the complexity of the physics
packages being used.

For a typical global WAVEWATCH III simulation at 0.5° res-
olution, the memory requirement can be in the range of 10-
100 GB, depending on the number of spectral bins and the
use of multi-grid nests. High-resolution coastal applications
with SWAN or MIKE 21 SW can require 1-10 GB for regional
domains. Phase-resolving models like FUNWAVE-TVD have
even higher memory demands due to the need to store the full
3D velocity field, often requiring 10-100 GB for relatively small
coastal domains (1-10 km?).

Implicit solvers, while computationally efficient in terms of
time steps, often have a higher memory footprint than explicit
solvers (typically 2-5x) due to the need to store the large sparse
matrices used in the solution process. This trade-off between
computational time and memory is a key consideration in model
selection and configuration.

In summary, while HPC has enabled transformative advances
in wave modeling capabilities, achieving efficient performance



Table 8: Summary of HPC Performance Benchmarks for Wave Models.

Model Study Hardware Key Finding Speedup / Scalabil-
ity
WAVEWATCH Abdolali et al. Intel Haswell Domain decomposition is essential ~Near-linear scalabil-
I [[155]] CPU Cluster for scalability. Implicit solver re- ity up to 720 cores.
duces time by 60-75%.
SWAN Dietrich et al. CPU Cluster Excellent scalability for large do- Scalable to 9,000+
[156] mains. cores.

WAM Yuanetal. [7/9] 8x NVIDIA Real-time global forecasting is 37X speedup over
(GPU) A100 GPUs achievable. dual-socket CPUs.
FUNWAVE- Fangetal. [85] NVIDIA GPU Enables real-time ensemble simula- 50-100x  speedup
TVD tions. over CPU.

at scale requires careful consideration of parallelization strat-
egy, hardware architecture, memory constraints, and the spe-
cific characteristics of the problem being solved. The combi-
nation of domain decomposition, implicit time integration, and
GPU acceleration has made real-time high-resolution forecast-
ing feasible for many applications, but challenges related to
load balancing, communication overhead, and code complex-
ity remain active areas of research and development.

7. Applications, Current Challenges, and Future Directions

7.1. Application Examples and Case Studies

Numerical wave models have demonstrated value across di-
verse applications, from coastal engineering design to opera-
tional forecasting and extreme event prediction. This subsec-
tion highlights representative applications that illustrate model
capabilities and practical utility.

7.1.1. Coastal Engineering and Design

Wave models provide essential information for designing
coastal structures such as breakwaters, seawalls, and harbor
facilities. They simulate extreme wave conditions and wave-
structure interactions, helping engineers determine design wave
parameters and optimize structural configurations [140]. Ap-
plications include determining design wave conditions (height,
period, direction), evaluating hydrodynamic forces on struc-
tures, assessing wave overtopping and transmission, optimiz-
ing breakwater geometry and layout, and evaluating harbor
tranquility for safe berthing operations. Phase-resolving mod-
els like FUNWAVE-TVD or SWASH provide detailed wave-
structure interaction analysis, while phase-averaged models like
SWAN efficiently provide boundary conditions for smaller-
scale simulations [[158]].

For coastal erosion and morphodynamic studies, wave mod-
els coupled with hydrodynamic and sediment transport mod-
els simulate shoreline changes, beach erosion, and impacts
of coastal interventions. Applications include predicting sed-
iment transport rates, assessing beach nourishment effective-
ness, evaluating coastal erosion risks from storms or climate
change, designing coastal protection measures, and analyzing
morphological changes around structures. Integrated systems
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like Delft3D, MIKE 21, and COAWST combine wave, cur-
rent, and sediment transport modules for comprehensive coastal
morphodynamic modeling [159].

7.1.2. Operational Forecasting and Climate Studies

Operational wave forecasting systems provide critical pre-
dictions of wave conditions worldwide for maritime safety, off-
shore operations, and coastal management. These systems typ-
ically combine global models (WAVEWATCH III, WAM) for
large-scale prediction with regional or local models (SWAN,
MIKE 21 SW) for higher-resolution coastal forecasts. Data
assimilation incorporates observations from buoys, satellites,
and other sources, while ensemble forecasting quantifies uncer-
tainty. Major meteorological centers such as NOAA, ECMWE,
and national weather services maintain operational systems that
provide essential information for shipping, offshore energy,
coastal management, and public safety [27} [103]].

Wave climate studies use models to characterize wave con-
ditions through hindcast studies with historical wind data or
projections of future conditions under climate change sce-
narios. Applications include developing wave atlases and
databases, characterizing extreme wave statistics, assessing
seasonal and interannual variability, evaluating climate change
impacts on wave conditions, and supporting marine spatial
planning. Long-term hindcasts using WAVEWATCH III or
WAM have become standard tools for characterizing wave cli-
mates in regions with limited observational data [160} [161].

7.1.3. Extreme Event Prediction

Wave models play critical roles in predicting and assessing
extreme events. For tropical cyclones, models predict extreme
wave conditions and assess impacts on coastal communities
and marine operations. Applications include real-time forecast-
ing during cyclone events, historical reconstruction of cyclone
wave fields, risk assessment for coastal infrastructure, evalu-
ation of design conditions for offshore structures, and emer-
gency response planning. Specialized techniques such as mov-
ing nested grids and advanced wind field parameterizations im-
prove accuracy during tropical cyclones [[162]].

Tsunami modeling uses phase-resolving models like
FUNWAVE-TVD to simulate generation, propagation, and



coastal impacts. Applications include simulating tsunami gen-
eration by earthquakes, landslides, or volcanic eruptions; pre-
dicting basin-scale propagation; assessing coastal inundation
and runup; evaluating tsunami hazard and risk; and designing
warning systems and evacuation plans. Phase-resolving models
based on Boussinesq or non-hydrostatic equations are partic-
ularly suitable due to their ability to simulate dispersive wave
propagation and complex nearshore processes [82]].

7.1.4. Marine Renewable Energy

Wave models are essential for assessing wave energy re-
sources and identifying suitable locations for wave energy con-
verters (WECs). They provide spatially and temporally re-
solved information on wave parameters determining energy po-
tential. Applications include mapping wave energy resources
at regional and local scales, characterizing temporal variabil-
ity (seasonal, interannual, long-term trends), assessing extreme
conditions for structural design, optimizing WEC array layout
and orientation, and evaluating climate change impacts on re-
source availability. High-resolution models like SWAN are par-
ticularly valuable for detailed nearshore resource assessments
where many WECs are deployed [2].

For offshore wind energy, wave models provide wave climate
information for site assessment, foundation design, and opera-
tional planning. Combined with wind resource data, wave mod-
els help optimize turbine placement, assess installation vessel
requirements, evaluate maintenance windows, and design foun-
dations accounting for combined wind-wave loading. The rapid
expansion of offshore wind energy has increased demand for
high-quality wave climate information in coastal and offshore
waters.

7.2. Coupled Modeling Considerations

To provide comprehensive simulations of coastal and oceanic
processes, wave models are increasingly coupled with other
environmental models. This subsection explores coupling ap-
proaches, major integrated systems, and practical considera-
tions for coupled modeling applications.

7.2.1. Wave-Current Coupling

Wave-current interactions are important in many coastal
and oceanic environments. Currents modify wave properties
through refraction, frequency shifting, and energy exchange,
while waves generate currents through radiation stress gra-
dients and affect momentum transfer at the air-sea interface
[42]. Key interaction processes include current-induced refrac-
tion and shoaling, Doppler shift of wave frequency, enhanced
wave steepness and breaking in opposing currents, generation
of wave-induced currents (longshore currents, rip currents), and
modification of bottom stress and turbulence. These interac-
tions are particularly significant in coastal areas with strong
tidal currents, river plumes, or oceanic features like the Gulf
Stream.

Coupling approaches range from one-way coupling, where
current fields from hydrodynamic models provide input to wave
models without feedback, to two-way coupling, where wave
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and current models exchange information bidirectionally. Two-
way coupling better represents the full range of interactions but
requires more computational resources [43]. Some advanced
models solve wave and current equations simultaneously within
unified frameworks, ensuring consistency but potentially limit-
ing sophistication of individual components [38].

Applications of wave-current coupling include simulating
complex nearshore circulation patterns (rip currents, longshore
currents), modeling tidal inlets and estuaries where tidal cur-
rents and waves interact, studying river plumes and their influ-
ence on mixing and sediment transport, and investigating inter-
actions between waves and large-scale ocean currents that can
lead to extreme wave conditions [43] 163, 41]].

7.2.2. Wave-Atmosphere Coupling

Wave-atmosphere interaction is a two-way process where
winds generate and modify waves while waves affect the at-
mospheric boundary layer through changes in surface rough-
ness, stress, and energy exchange [[103]]. Key processes include
wind-to-wave momentum and energy transfer, wave-induced
modification of sea surface roughness, feedback effects on at-
mospheric boundary layer stability, enhancement of air-sea gas
exchange, and sea spray generation affecting heat and mois-
ture fluxes. These interactions are particularly important for
predicting storm development and intensity, as well as air-sea
exchanges in climate models.

Coupling approaches include one-way forcing (traditional
approach for operational forecasting), two-way coupling (wave
models provide sea surface roughness and wave-induced stress
to atmospheric models), and fully coupled Earth system mod-
els integrating atmospheric, wave, and ocean components [27,
103| 144]). Applications include improving tropical cyclone in-
tensity forecasts, enhancing storm surge predictions, incorpo-
rating wave effects in climate modeling, and improving weather
forecasts for marine and coastal areas [45, |50 46].

7.2.3. Wave-Sediment Coupling

Waves play crucial roles in mobilizing, transporting, and de-
positing sediments in coastal environments. Coupling between
waves and sediment processes is essential for understanding
coastal morphodynamics [[159]]. Key processes include wave-
induced bed shear stress and sediment mobilization, suspended
sediment transport by wave orbital motion, longshore sediment
transport driven by oblique wave approach, wave breaking and
associated turbulence effects on sediment suspension, and feed-
back effects of changing bathymetry on wave transformation.

Coupling approaches include sequential coupling (wave
models provide parameters to sediment transport models, which
calculate morphological changes fed back to wave models) and
process-based coupling (direct incorporation of sediment dy-
namics within wave models or unified frameworks). Morpho-
logical acceleration techniques bridge time scale gaps between
hydrodynamic and morphological processes for long-term sim-
ulations [164]]. Applications include simulating beach evolu-
tion, assessing impacts of coastal structures on sediment trans-
port and shoreline evolution, predicting storm-induced beach



and dune erosion, and evaluating long-term coastal system re-
sponse to sea level rise and changing wave climates [[159, [164].

7.2.4. Integrated Coastal Modeling Systems

Comprehensive modeling frameworks combine multiple
components including waves, currents, sediment transport, and
water quality to address complex coastal problems [44]. Major
integrated systems include:

Delft3D integrates modules for waves (SWAN), hydrody-
namics, sediment transport, morphology, and water quality,
widely used for coastal and estuarine applications [[159].

COAWST (Coupled Ocean-Atmosphere-Wave-Sediment
Transport) couples the ROMS ocean model, WRF atmospheric
model, SWAN wave model, and Community Sediment Trans-
port Model, designed for comprehensive coastal ocean simula-
tions [44]).

MIKE provides a suite of modeling tools including waves
(MIKE 21 SW), hydrodynamics, sediment transport, and water
quality with seamless integration capabilities, widely used in
engineering applications [165]].

TELEMAC-MASCARET includes modules for waves
(TOMAWAC), hydrodynamics (TELEMAC-2D/3D), and sed-
iment transport (SISYPHE), popular in European applications
[[L66].

SCHISM+WWM combines the unstructured-grid SCHISM
hydrodynamic model with the WWM spectral wave model, de-
signed for multi-scale coastal and estuarine applications with
flexible mesh refinement [31]].

While integrated modeling systems offer powerful capabil-
ities, they present challenges including substantial computa-
tional demands for high-resolution or long-term simulations,
ensuring consistency between model components in physical
assumptions and numerical schemes, error propagation across
coupled components, validation complexity requiring compre-
hensive multi-process datasets, and technical expertise require-
ments across multiple domains [44] |50, [159]]. Despite these
challenges, integrated systems represent the state-of-the-art for
comprehensive coastal and ocean modeling, with continued de-
velopment improving efficiency, accuracy, and usability.

Despite significant advances in numerical wave modeling
over the past five decades, fundamental challenges remain in
physical process representation, computational efficiency, and
predictive skill under extreme conditions. This section iden-
tifies major unsolved problems, critical research gaps, and
promising directions for future development that will shape the
next generation of wave modeling capabilities.

7.3. Physical Process Representation Challenges

7.3.1. Wind Input and Whitecapping Dissipation

The parameterization of wind input and whitecapping dis-
sipation remains one of the most significant unsolved problems
in wave modeling. These source terms govern wave growth and
decay but are based on semi-empirical formulations with lim-
ited theoretical foundation [40]. Wind input parameterizations
struggle to accurately represent momentum transfer from wind
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to waves across the full range of atmospheric stability condi-
tions, wind speeds, and wave ages. The complexity of the tur-
bulent atmospheric boundary layer and its interaction with the
evolving wave field makes first-principles modeling computa-
tionally prohibitive for operational applications.

Whitecapping dissipation, which dominates wave energy de-
cay in deep water, remains poorly understood despite decades
of research. Current parameterizations rely heavily on empiri-
cal tuning parameters that lack clear physical interpretation and
may not extrapolate reliably to conditions outside their calibra-
tion range [40]. The recent ST6 physics package represents
progress through observation-based calibration, reducing errors
by 15-25 percent in hurricane applications [71]], but fundamen-
tal questions about the physics of wave breaking and energy
dissipation remain unresolved. Future advances will require
combining high-resolution field observations, laboratory exper-
iments, and direct numerical simulation of breaking waves to
develop more physically based parameterizations.

7.3.2. Extreme Conditions and Strong Gradients

Wave model performance degrades significantly under ex-
treme conditions such as tropical cyclones, strong opposing cur-
rents, and rapidly varying wind fields. In tropical cyclones, the
combination of extreme wind speeds, complex wind field struc-
ture, rapidly evolving conditions, and strong wave-current in-
teraction challenges standard parameterizations developed for
moderate conditions [162]. Observations show that models of-
ten underpredict significant wave height in the most intense por-
tions of hurricanes, with errors exceeding 2—3 meters in some
cases.

Strong currents, particularly in regions like the Gulf Stream
or Agulhas Current, can dramatically modify wave condi-
tions through refraction, blocking, and enhanced steepness.
When wave propagation opposes strong currents, waves can be
blocked entirely or experience extreme steepening and break-
ing. Standard spectral models struggle to accurately repre-
sent these interactions, particularly when current gradients are
sharp or when waves approach blocking conditions [41]. Phase-
resolving models can capture some of these effects but remain
computationally prohibitive for large-scale applications.

Steep or complex bathymetry in coastal regions violates
the mild-slope assumptions and the homogeneous wave field
underlying many wave transformation models. Submarine
canyons, steep continental shelves, and complex reef structures
create challenges for accurate wave prediction. The existing
triad interaction models generally follow the weakly non-linear
Hasselmann kinetic theory which assumes spatial homogeneity
on O(100-km) scales that is not adequate for coastal modeling.
While unstructured mesh capabilities provide geometric flexi-
bility, fundamental limitations in the governing equations them-
selves restrict accuracy in regions where depth changes rapidly
over distances comparable to the wavelength.

7.3.3. Shallow Water Nonlinear Processes

Nonlinear wave-wave interactions in shallow water, includ-
ing triad interactions and higher-order effects, remain challeng-
ing to represent accurately and efficiently. The Lumped Triad



Approximation (LTA) and Stochastic Parametric Model (SPM)
used in operational models provide computational efficiency
but sacrifice accuracy in some conditions [17]. Observations
in shallow water often show spectral evolution that differs from
model predictions, particularly for bimodal seas or complex
bathymetry. The existing triad interaction models generally fol-
low the weakly non-linear Hasselmann kinetic theory, which
assumes spatial homogeneity on O(100-km) scales that is not
adequate for coastal modeling. Improved parameterizations or
computationally efficient alternatives to current approximations
are needed to improve the wave modeling in coastal areas.

Wave breaking in the surf zone involves complex turbulent
processes that are parameterized rather than resolved in phase-
averaged models. The widely used Battjes-Janssen model and
its variants rely on empirical parameters that may not cap-
ture the full range of breaking behavior across different beach
slopes, wave conditions, and bathymetric configurations [[L10]].
Phase-resolving models can simulate breaking more directly
but require empirical parameters for eddy viscosity or other
turbulence closures. Fundamental understanding of surf zone
turbulence and its interaction with wave propagation remains
incomplete.

7.4. Computational and Numerical Challenges

The demand for higher resolution, larger domains, and longer
simulations continues to push computational limits. Global
wave forecasting at 1 km resolution, regional coastal model-
ing at 10 m resolution, and phase-resolving tsunami simulations
at meter-scale resolution all require computational resources
that exceed current operational capabilities. ~ While high-
performance computing continues to advance, wave model
computational demands grow proportionally or faster as users
seek finer resolution and more complex physics.

Multi-scale processes spanning orders of magnitude in space
and time present fundamental challenges. Global swell prop-
agation occurs over thousands of kilometers and days, while
individual wave breaking occurs over meters and seconds. Ef-
ficiently coupling these scales within a single modeling frame-
work remains difficult. Adaptive mesh refinement and nested
grid approaches provide partial solutions but introduce com-
plexity in boundary treatment, load balancing, and conservation
properties [32].

Modern computing architectures emphasizing parallelism,
accelerators, and heterogeneous systems require wave mod-
els to evolve beyond traditional CPU-based implementa-
tions. While GPU acceleration has demonstrated 20-50 times
speedup for some models [82) [79], not all wave model com-
ponents parallelize efficiently. Spectral integration, implicit
solvers, and unstructured mesh operations present particular
challenges for GPU implementation. Future model develop-
ment must consider computational architecture from the outset
rather than retrofitting existing codes.

7.5. Data Assimilation and Uncertainty Quantification

Current operational wave forecasting systems make limited
use of available observations. While satellite altimeter data are
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routinely assimilated in some systems, the full potential of SAR
imagery, HF radar, and in-situ spectral measurements remains
underutilized. Advanced data assimilation techniques such as
ensemble Kalman filters or variational methods have been ex-
plored but are not yet standard in operational wave forecasting
[L67]]. The high dimensionality of the wave model state space
(spatial grid times spectral bins) and nonlinear dynamics pose
challenges for efficient data assimilation.

Uncertainty quantification in wave predictions is increas-
ingly important for decision-making but remains underdevel-
oped. Operational forecasts typically provide deterministic pre-
dictions without rigorous uncertainty estimates. Ensemble fore-
casting approaches can capture some uncertainty from atmo-
spheric forcing but do not address model structural uncertainty
or parameter uncertainty. Probabilistic wave forecasting sys-
tems that provide meaningful uncertainty information to end
users require further development [167]].

Multi-model ensembles combining predictions from differ-
ent wave models offer potential to capture structural uncertainty
but are computationally expensive and require careful interpre-
tation. Different models may agree well under typical condi-
tions but diverge significantly under extreme or unusual condi-
tions where uncertainty is most critical. Systematic frameworks
for combining multi-model predictions and quantifying their re-
liability across different conditions are needed.

7.6. Emerging Research Frontiers

Climate change impacts on wave conditions represent a
growing application area requiring long-term simulations span-
ning decades to centuries. Efficient methods for multi-decadal
wave climate projections under different emission scenarios are
needed to support coastal adaptation planning. Waves may also
provide feedbacks to the climate system through modifications
of air-sea momentum, heat, and gas exchange, but these feed-
backs are not yet well quantified or incorporated in Earth sys-
tem models [[160), 46]).

The interaction between waves and coastal ecosystems is an
emerging research area with implications for both ecosystem
management and coastal protection. Coral reefs, seagrass beds,
mangroves, and salt marshes modify wave conditions and pro-
vide natural coastal protection, but these effects are rarely in-
cluded in operational wave models. Conversely, wave condi-
tions affect ecosystem health, sediment dynamics, and habitat
suitability. Developing coupled wave-ecosystem models that
capture these bidirectional interactions will support integrated
coastal management and nature-based solutions for coastal pro-
tection [168]).

Artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning offer poten-
tial to improve wave modeling through data-driven parameteri-
zations, efficient surrogate models, and enhanced data assimila-
tion [[169]. Machine learning has been applied to predict wave
conditions from atmospheric data, optimize source term param-
eters, and accelerate computationally expensive model compo-
nents [170]. However, fundamental questions remain about
the reliability of data-driven approaches for extrapolation be-
yond training data, particularly for extreme events. Hybrid ap-
proaches combining physics-based models with machine learn-



ing components may offer the best path forward, leveraging the
strengths of both approaches.

Integration of wave models into comprehensive multi-
hazard early warning systems represents an operational frontier.
Coastal communities face compound hazards from storm surge,
waves, rainfall, and river flooding that interact in complex ways.
Integrated systems that couple atmospheric, wave, surge, hy-
drologic, and inundation models can provide more complete
hazard information than individual model components. De-
veloping efficient coupling frameworks, managing computa-
tional demands, and communicating multi-hazard information
to decision-makers and the public remain active areas of devel-
opment [S0].

The next generation of wave models will likely feature tighter
coupling with other Earth system components, more sophis-
ticated physics parameterizations informed by machine learn-
ing and high-resolution process studies, efficient exploitation of
emerging computing architectures, and comprehensive uncer-
tainty quantification. Progress on these fronts will require con-
tinued collaboration between the wave modeling community,
observational programs, computational scientists, and end users
to ensure that model development addresses the most pressing
scientific and societal needs.

8. Conclusions

Wave modeling has evolved from basic models to complex
computational tools for forecasting, engineering, climate pro-
jection, and risk assessment worldwide. This review outlines
the development, implementation, and application of modern
wave models, aiding researchers in selecting suitable models
and identifying areas for further research.

Wave modeling’s progression from first to third generation
models over five decades highlights advances in wave physics,
computing, and observation technologies. Notable third gener-
ation models like SWAN, WAVEWATCH III, WAM, MIKE 21
SW, and TOMAWAC address energy transfer in waves while
minimizing constraints. Recent innovations include the ST6
physics package, unstructured grids, and GPU use, reducing
errors by 15-25% and enabling high-resolution global fore-
casts. However, limitations in wind input, triad interactions,
and whitecapping dissipation parameterization persist, relying
on semi-empirical methods lacking a strong theoretical founda-
tion.

Phase-resolving models like Boussinesq and non-hydrostatic
types detail wave dynamics crucial for tsunami simulations,
harbor resonance, and wave-structure interactions where phase
information matters. In contrast, phase-averaged models sta-
tistically represent waves across scales, essential for forecast-
ing, climate studies, and offshore engineering. The choice of
wave models depends on resources and the nature of the prob-
lem. Hybrid models combining spectral models (for bound-
ary conditions) and phase-resolving models (for detailed areas)
are promising for efficient multi-scale wave modeling. Recent
numerical techniques advances include finite-difference, finite-
volume, and finite-element methods improving wave modeling
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accuracy and efficiency. Innovations like higher-order solu-
tions, implicit integration, adaptive time stepping, and unstruc-
tured meshes (as in SWAN, WAVEWATCH III, TOMAWAC)
significantly cut computational costs by about 5-10 times versus
structured grids. Unstructured meshes enhance coastal geome-
try and bathymetry resolution, suggesting future models will
leverage these advances for better accuracy and efficiency.

Advances in numerical techniques and GPU use have greatly
impacted the field, significantly accelerating spectral models
like WAM and WAVEWATCH 111, and phase-resolving mod-
els like FUNWAVE-TVD, with 20-50x speedups compared to
CPUs. Despite these gains, challenges persist in parallelizing
certain wave model components for GPUs. Ongoing research is
expected to optimize wave models for new platforms like TPUs
and FPGAs.

Model validation using diverse data sources like buoys, satel-
lite altimetry, SAR, and lab experiments confirms wave model
reliability under typical open ocean conditions, with correlation
coefficients over 0.9 and scatter indices under 0.2 for signifi-
cant wave height. However, performance declines in coastal
areas during extreme conditions, such as tropical cyclones and
where strong current gradients exist, leading to underpredic-
tions. Intercomparison projects by the WISE Group, JCOMM,
and WMO highlight model strengths and weaknesses, guiding
improvements. Wave models are crucial in coastal engineering,
forecasting, climate studies, and marine energy. They provide
design conditions, evaluate structures, assess erosion risks, and
support marine safety and climate adaptation. They also enable
tsunami modeling and wave energy assessments, demonstrat-
ing their importance in managing coastal hazards and ocean re-
sources.

Cutting-edge coupled modeling frameworks integrate waves
with currents, atmosphere, and sediment transport for coastal
and ocean simulations, using systems like Delft3D and
COAWST. These models are vital for morphodynamic studies,
storm surge predictions, and coastal management, capturing in-
teractions such as wave-induced currents and wave-driven sed-
iment transport. Despite challenges in computation and valida-
tion, they offer precise multi-process predictions.

Current challenges include gaps in wind input, triad inter-
actions and whitecapping dissipation understanding, perfor-
mance issues under extreme conditions, high computational de-
mands, and insufficient observation use and uncertainty quan-
tification. Future research explores climate impacts on waves,
wave-ecosystem interactions, Al for parameterizations, and
multi-hazard systems. Next-gen wave models may feature
tighter Earth system integration, physics-based parameteriza-
tions, GPU computing, and comprehensive probabilistic fore-
casts.

This review examines numerical wave modeling for coastal
and oceanographic use, covering model formulations, numeri-
cal methods, validation, and practical applications. It identifies
key models, compares their strengths and weaknesses, and of-
fers guidance for model selection. This serves researchers, en-
gineers, forecasters, and policymakers involved in wave mod-
eling and management. Advances in physics, computing, and
observation will boost our capacity to predict and manage wave



processes amid rising coastal populations, marine activities,
and climate change.
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