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Development and Verification of a Rapid Refresh Wave Forecasting System

el . ghufg)er . @ Abmdskk . T 7] Foskokkk . ApT) Fokoekkk
Min Roh*, NaRy La**, SangMyeong Oh***  KiRyong Kang**** and PilHun Chang*****

9 KT IR HPES YHARE AT W] AFeFA2RS TR, A5 A5
£ Fed ekl byl EAES Telslel, SARINNS SR, A5 AFe A )
BEAI71SL BEAD e Cig shegialel ol 71 Aol wEkae) wwsialc. HEEA |l A
Moz mHe| wpane] Aol vepon], linlrgst el BEAE BeARE SR Sanelshs o
=3Pt APAFEOARMSER: 425K 28 1T 5 9I9lrh. RMSEZF Havh 5 29208 28800
SEAIE A sl vEEA)o wsle] ol5eabt So1eIlc. ol siRkmdo) AR okt wejE

A719) vieg ke wER) WEo R wolu, 24wk BAow A3 seke] naRETIsh kR At
&7} F25) elEA) Qgkel Aow k),

#AZ] Tk |, 20) shdelZA A, Qe 458

Abstract : A rapid refresh wave forecasting system has been developed using the sea wind on the Korea Local
Analysis and Prediction System. We carried out a numerical experiment for wind-wave interaction as an import-
ant parameter in determining the forecasting performance. The simulation results based on the seasons of with
typhoon and without typhoon has been compared with the observation of the ocean data buoy to verify the fore-
casting performance. In case of without typhoon, there was an underestimate of overall forecasting tendency, and
it confirmed that an increase in the wind-wave interaction parameter leads to a decrease in the underestimate ten-
dency and root mean square error (RMSE). As a result of typhoon season by applying the experiment condition
with minimum RMSE on without typhoon, the forecasting error has increased in comparison with the result with-
out typhoon season. It means that the wave model has considered the influence of the wind forcing on a relatively
weak period on without typhoon, therefore, it might be that the wave model has not sufficiently reflected the non-
linear effect and the wave energy dissipation due to the strong wind forcing.
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Fig. 1. Numerical model domain and locations of ocean data buoy
(+: KMA ocean data buoy).

Table 1. Numerical model description

Model name WAVEWATCHIII ver. 4.18
Coordinate Spherical coordinate
Domain 120°E-132°E , 32°N-44°N
Resolution 1/12° x 1/12° (145 x 145)
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From the regional wave model
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Forcing data
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Fig. 2. Forecasting system cycle of a rapid refresh wave model
using Korea Local Analysis and Prediction System.
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Fig. 3. Comparisons of wind speeds on the forecast lead time 3 hours between the observation (gray line) and numerical model (blue line).
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St.22105, (a): St.22102, and (c): St.22107).
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Fig. 14. bias and RMSE based on Case02 model parameter (£, = 2.05).
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