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Introduction and Motivation

e Storm surge is a constant threat to coastal communities. e Coupling configurations need to account for each models’ SWAN+ADCIRC - coupled spectral wave model (SWM) and
e Accurate and timely predictions of waves and storm surge mesh domain and time scale but run times can be prohibitive. hydrodynamic circulation model that predicts wave
from coupled circulation and SWMs are imperative to e Circulation should be simulated over a large domain and time parameters and spectra, water levels, and storm surge.
mitigate potential danger and damage to coastal period but waves are more important closer to the coast and
communities and infrastructure. when the storm is making landfall. e SWAN parameterizes source and sink terms in the physics

and numeric package.

e | atest release update introduced a new recommended
wave physics package.

e New parameterizations of wind input, white capping,
bottom friction, swell dissipation, etc.

FEMA/Mark Wolfe [l

New SWAN Version

Motivation: Motivation:

Methodology

e Wave physics are difficult to parameterize. e Wave models coupled with circulation models are
o SWAN released version updates with new Implement SWAN version 41.45 into the coupled computational costly and have long run times.
parametrizations of wave physics. SWAN+ADCIRC model Research Question
Research Question * Validate updated version To what spatial and temporal extent does a SWM need to
How sensitive are wave and storm surge predictions to Storm and Data: be simulated to optimize efficiency without
the physics packages of SWAN? e Hurricane Ian, September 22-30, 2022 compromising the accuracy of results?
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