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Abstract
High performance computing (HPC) architectures have undergone rapid development
in recent years. As a result, established software suites face an ever increasing challenge
to remain performant on and portable across modern systems. Many of the widely adopted
atmospheric modeling codes cannot fully (or in some cases, at all) leverage the acceler-
ation provided by General-Purpose Graphics Processing Units (GPGPUs), leaving users
of those codes constrained to increasingly limited HPC resources. Energy Research and
Forecasting (ERF) is a regional atmospheric modeling code that leverages the latest HPC
architectures, whether composed of only Central Processing Units (CPUs) or incorpo-
rating GPUs. ERF contains many of the standard discretizations and basic features needed
to model general atmospheric dynamics as well as flows relevant to renewable energy. The
modular design of ERF provides a flexible platform for exploring different physics pa-
rameterizations and numerical strategies. ERF is built on a state-of-the-art, well-supported,
software framework (AMReX) that provides a performance portable interface and en-
sures ERF’s long-term sustainability on next generation computing systems. This pa-
per details the numerical methodology of ERF and presents results for a series of ver-
ification and validation cases.

Plain Language Summary

The Energy Research and Forecasting (ERF) model is a new code for simulating
atmospheric flows that is able to efficiently model regional weather as well as local flow
phenomena. ERF is built on a state-of-the-art, well-supported, software framework that
allows ERF to run on computers from laptops through supercomputers. In addition to
its key uses for numerical weather prediction, studying atmospheric dynamics, and wind
energy research, ERF is designed to provide a flexible computational framework for the
exploration and investigation of different physics representations and solution strategies.

1 Introduction

Computational modeling plays a major role in improving our fundamental under-
standing of atmospheric flow physics, with practical application to weather forecasting,
insight into extreme weather events, and renewable energy research. The wide range of
spatiotemporal scales present in such systems, from global to mesoscale to microscale,
makes accurate modeling of atmospheric flows challenging.

Engineering applications tend to focus on the dynamics of the turbulent atmospheric
boundary layer (ABL) in which wind farms typically operate. Research in these areas
benefit from advances in high-performance computing (HPC) architectures, which can
dramatically increase simulation throughput (Donahue et al., 2024), thereby enabling
larger problem sizes and/or shorter times to solution. For example, studies of tropical
cyclones can require large mesoscale domains (3,000 km × 3,000 km) with high-resolution
nested microscale patches (80 km × 80 km) (Stern et al., 2021). Flow within the microscale
domain is typically calculated with large-eddy simulation (LES) and grid spacing ∆ ∼
O(10) m (Stern et al., 2021; Sanchez Gomez et al., 2023). However, an order of magni-
tude higher resolution (∆ ∼ O(1) m) is needed to capture surface winds during a hur-
ricane (Ma et al., 2024), which pushes the limit of computational resources if meso- and
microscales are considered simultaneously. These resolution requirements for LES also
apply to the simulation of canonical ABLs, with stable boundary layers requiring ∆ ∼
O(1) m (Beare et al., 2006a; Sauer & Muñoz-Esparza, 2020; Wurps et al., 2020), unless
advanced turbulence models are used (Kosović & Curry, 2000; Basu & Porté-Agel, 2006;
Zhou & Chow, 2011). Increased computational throughput also enables the simulation
of more comprehensive ensembles that characterize uncertainty in renewable energy fore-
casts (Ren et al., 2015; Yan et al., 2022). For example, over 50 simulations of the Weather
Research and Forecasting (WRF) (Skamarock et al., 2021) model were used to create
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a European wind resource atlas (Hahmann et al., 2020); similar efforts have been un-
dertaken with WRF in the U.S. both on- and off-shore (Draxl et al., 2015; Bodini, Op-
tis, et al., 2024). While existing numerical weather prediction (NWP) models, such as
WRF, have seen widespread use in regional weather prediction and dynamic downscal-
ing of mesoscale conditions to turbulence-resolving microscale flows (Moeng et al., 2007;
Mirocha et al., 2014), there is currently no established community code that can pro-
vide all of these modeling capabilities and leverage graphics processing units (GPUs) on
modern HPC systems (Haupt et al., 2020). To address these needs, we have developed
the open-source Energy Research and Forecasting (ERF) model (Almgren et al., 2023).

An improved understanding of atmospheric dynamics will inform next-generation
turbine design, control strategies deployed in future wind farms or clusters of farms, and
the integration of wind power into the electrical grid (Veers et al., 2019). Consequently,
advances in computational science will directly support the integration and application
of research across these areas. In particular, downscaling to the microscale, while com-
putationally more expensive and complex, can provide substantial benefit, e.g., in terms
of mean absolute error in predicted wind speeds (Sanz Rodrigo et al., 2021; Storey & Rauf-
fus, 2024). Furthermore, using a microscale model with an actuator model to represent
operating wind turbines allows one to resolve wind turbine wakes and their effects on
downwind turbines. Downscaling combined with turbine modeling provides a real-world
wind-farm simulation capability that can be used for retrospective studies of wind farm
anomalies or evaluations of new wind-farm controls strategies. Ultimately, the applica-
tion of these models will have economic consequences. For decadal to annual time scales,
wind resource assessment can determine the viability of a wind project (Sanz Rodrigo
et al., 2017; Lee & Fields, 2021). For daily to hourly time scales, wind forecasting can
determine the dispatchability of wind power (Wang et al., 2011; Hodge et al., 2018) and
the profitability of a wind project (Barthelmie et al., 2008; Lee & Fields, 2021).

Modeling, or more specifically “high-fidelity” first-principles based modeling, be-
comes increasingly indispensable in the offshore environment where limited observations
exist but, at the same time, modeling complexity also increases due to coupling between
wind and ocean wave fields in the marine ABL (Shaw et al., 2022). Model predictions
of the atmospheric state (in terms of three-dimensional wind, density, temperature, and
moisture fields) over disparate scales and different environments involves varying prac-
tices that depend upon the scales of interest, and modeling choices have implications for
how results should be interpreted (Sanz Rodrigo et al., 2017; Haupt et al., 2023).

ERF provides an essential atmospheric simulation capability for renewable energy
modelers. For wind energy deployment, it has been established that wind farms inter-
act with the ABL (Allaerts & Meyers, 2018; Bleeg et al., 2018; Vanderwende et al., 2016;
Calaf et al., 2010) and each other due to the persistence of wind-farm wakes (Siedersleben
et al., 2018). The ability to accurately characterize atmospheric conditions for different
deployment scenarios, especially in heterogeneous and dynamic environments—complex
terrain, offshore, or coastal—is critical. Moreover, wind farms are growing in size and
being developed in close proximity to one another, which necessitates simulations of in-
creasing computational expense (Barthelmie et al., 2020; Maas & Raasch, 2022).

ERF incorporates many of the discretizations and algorithmic choices from WRF
to provide a computationally efficient atmospheric simulation capability for mesoscale,
idealized microscale, and mesoscale-to-microscale downscaled flows. However, it goes be-
yond the current WRF capabilities in three key ways: in performance portability across
architectures; in the generality of the meshing strategies; and in providing an anelastic
option as an alternative to the fully compressible equations. The most fundamental dif-
ference between the WRF and ERF dynamical cores is the terrain coordinate system;
ERF utilizes height-following coordinates while WRF employs hybrid pressure-based co-
ordinates. Furthermore, we emphasize that ERF is not a “port” of WRF to GPUs but
rather an entirely new open-source C++ code base that incorporates existing algorithms
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and discretizations. We also acknowledge that there are numerous physics and micro-
physics options accessible through WRF that are not yet available through ERF.

A summary of all global and regional atmospheric simulation codes is beyond the
scope of this paper. Therefore, we briefly discuss regional simulation codes able to run
on GPUs from at least one vendor. AceCAST (Abdi & Jankov, 2024), FastEddy (Sauer
& Muñoz-Esparza, 2020; Muñoz-Esparza et al., 2022), NUMA (Giraldo et al., 2013), COSMO
(Fuhrer et al., 2018) and ClimateMachine (Sridhar et al., 2022) solve the compressible
form of the equations. AceCAST is self-described as a “modified implementation of the
standard CPU-based WRF model”, and includes refactored WRF physics and dynam-
ics modules that have been enabled to run on GPUs by way of CUDA and OpenACC
directives. AceCAST is not open source and, according to recent documentation, only
targets NVIDIA architectures. FastEddy is a large-eddy simulation (LES) code with warm
moisture physics and a generalized coordinate system for terrain-following coordinates.
However, unlike WRF and ERF, it uses a co-located spatial discretization, rather than
an Arakawa C-grid. Like AceCAST, FastEddy uses CUDA for GPU acceleration and thus
targets NVIDIA GPUs only; COSMO uses OpenACC directives and also targets NVIDIA
GPUs only. NUMA and ClimateMachine use a nodal discontinuous Galerkin (rather than
finite volume) discretization and include adaptive mesh refinement through the use of
p6est (Isaac et al., 2015), an extension to p4est (Burstedde et al., 2011).

GRASP (Dubovik & et al., 2014) (built from DALES (Heus et al., 2010; Ouwer-
sloot & Attema, 2017)), AMR-Wind (Sharma et al., 2024) and MicroHH (van Heerwaar-
den et al., 2017) can solve the incompressible/Boussinesq or anelastic equation sets and
target wind energy applications. MicroHH uses CUDA for GPU acceleration and thus
targets NVIDIA GPUs only. AMR-Wind, also based on AMReX, is portable across mul-
tiple GPU architectures, but does not include terrain coordinates, grid stretching, mois-
ture physics, or several other processes necessary for general atmospheric simulations.

While this is not a complete list, we are unaware of any other atmospheric mod-
eling codes that run with NVIDIA (CUDA), AMD (HIP) and Intel (SYCL) GPUs, uti-
lize adaptive mesh refinement in addition to grid stretching and terrain-following coor-
dinates, and have the run-time option to switch between fully compressible and anelas-
tic equation sets. We believe ERF is unique in this combination of capabilities.

In addition to the features above, ERF offers the capability to evolve Lagrangian
particles in time. It is known that physical particles play a significant role in many at-
mospheric flows, such as pollutant and aerosol transport (Alam & Lin, 2008), atmospheric
chemistry (Lin, 2013), Lagrangian cloud microphysics (Morrison et al., 2020), wind-borne
debris (from tornadoes or hurricanes) (Zhao et al., 2021), and wind turbine blade ero-
sion (Mishnaevsky et al., 2021). ERF “particles” can represent physical particles or par-
ticle aggregates; they can also be used as more generic tracer quantities advected with
the flow. Using the AMReX support for particles and particle-mesh operations, ERF par-
ticles can also interact with the flow field and other quantities stored on the mesh. We
show an example of passive particle transport by a moist flow in Section 4.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the governing equa-
tions for compressible and anelastic flows as well as the turbulence and microphysics mod-
els, physical forcings, and options for initial and boundary conditions. In Section 3, we
describe the numerical discretization of these equations, both spatial and temporal, and
describe ERF’s approach to mesh refinement. Also, since ERF is designed to be used for
wind energy applications and general atmospheric simulations, we describe the wind tur-
bine models included in ERF. To validate ERF’s numerics and showcase ERF’s capa-
balities, we present a set of general atmospheric test cases as well as simulations rele-
vant to wind energy in Section 4. In Section 5, we give some background about AMReX
and present performance results. Finally, we discuss current and future work in Section 6.
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2 Governing equations

Two modes of operation are supported in the ERF dycore: in the first, the fully
compressible fluid equations are solved on the mesh; in the second, the velocity field obeys
an anelastic constraint and the density field is approximated with the hydrostatic den-
sity. Subgrid-scale models for large-eddy simulation (LES), planetary boundary layer (PBL)
parameterizations, and additional source terms including microphysics, simplified radia-
tive source terms, and additional forcing terms that can be used with both modes are
discussed further below.

2.1 Fully compressible equation set

The compressible equations for the ERF model can be written as

∂ρd
∂t

= −∇ · (ρdu), (1)

∂(ρdu)

∂t
= −∇ · (ρduu)−

1

1 + qv + qc
(∇p′ − δi,3B)−∇ · τ + Fu, (2)

∂(ρdθd)

∂t
= −∇ · (ρduθd) +∇ · (ρdαθ ∇θd) + Fθ +Hn +Hp, (3)

∂(ρdϕ)

∂t
= −∇ · (ρduϕ) +∇ · (ρdαϕ ∇ϕ) + Fϕ, (4)

∂(ρdqn)

∂t
= −∇ · (ρduqn) +∇ · (ρdαq∇qn) + Fn +Gp, (5)

∂(ρdqp)

∂t
= −∇ · (ρduqp) + ∂z (ρdwtqp) + Fp. (6)

where u = [u v w] is the fluid velocity vector. This equation set is supplemented by
an equation of state (EOS),

p = P00

(
Rd ρd θd (1 + Rv

Rd
qv)

P00

)γ

, (7)

which allows us to diagnose pressure p from the dry density ρd, dry potential temper-
ature θd, and water vapor mixing ratio qv. Here γ = cp/(cp − Rd), where Rd and cp
are the gas constant and specific heat capacity for dry air, respectively, and P00 is a ref-
erence value for pressure, set in ERF to be 1× 105 [Pa].

We define a fixed-in-time base state (also referred to as background state) for pres-
sure p0(z), density ρ0(z) and potential temperature θ0(z), which are in hydrostatic equi-
librium (HSE); see Section 3.8. Then p′ = p−p0, τ is the stress tensor, B = − (ρ− ρ0)g
is the buoyancy force, which can also be approximated in ERF as −ρ0(θ− θ0)/θ0g or

−ρ0(T−T0)/T0g where T = θd (p/P00)
Rd/cp is the temperature and T0 is the base state

temperature. Fu and Fθ are momentum and thermal forcing terms (see Section 3.7) and
αi is the diffusivity for scalar i.

The vector of transported scalars, ϕ = [k ϕ0 ... ϕn], includes turbulent kinetic
energy (TKE), k, along with arbitrarily many additional scalars, ϕi, i = 0, ..., n. Source
terms for each scalar are contained in Fϕ and further details on the turbulence models
will be provided in Section 2.3. ERF’s ability to run with up to thousands of advected
quantities allows it to serve as a core platform for atmospheric chemistry calculations
where many chemical species must be transported. In general, the non-precipitating wa-
ter mixing ratio vector qn = [qv qc qi] includes water vapor, qv, cloud water, qc, and
cloud ice, qi, although some models may not include cloud ice; similarly, the precipitat-
ing water mixing ratio vector qp = [qr qs qg] involves rain, qr, snow, qs, and graupel,
qg, though some models may not include these terms. The source terms for moisture vari-
ables, Fp, Fn, Gp, and their corresponding impact on potential temperature, Hn and
Hp, and the terminal velocity, wt, are all specific to the employed microphysics model.
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2.2 Anelastic approximation

The anelastic equation set we define in ERF replaces the equation of state with a
divergence constraint,

∇ · (ρ0u) = 0, (8)

where ρ0 is the base state density as in 2.1. In much of the literature, the anelastic con-
straint is viewed as resulting from approximating ρd by the fixed-in-time ρ0 in the con-
tinuity equation (Equation 1). However, more generally the constraint derives from tak-
ing the Lagrangian derivative of the equation of state and approximating the pressure
by p0 (see, e.g. Durran (1989)). This more general derivation does not require smallness
of ρd − ρ0. For the present purposes we supplement this derivation with the assump-
tion that ρd is close to ρ0 thus we can replace ρd by ρ0 in the governing equations, which
makes the continuity equation redundant. However, the separability of these assump-
tions (smallness of p− p0 vs smallness of ρ− ρ0) will allow us in the future to extend
this option to more general applications where the density variations are non-negligible.

When using the anelastic approximation we define the buoyancy force, B, for dry
air as ρ0(θ−θ0)/θ0g; other source terms are as defined for the compressible case. In this
equation set the pressure perturbation, p′, that enters the momentum equation is com-
puted solely from the Poisson equation that results from the divergence constraint and
does not enter the equation of state or contribute to any thermodynamic processes. We
note that if the domain height is sufficiently small, the base state has negligible varia-
tion in the vertical direction, thus ρ0 is effectively constant in space and the anelastic
equation set reduces to the incompressible flow equations.

2.3 Turbulence models

ERF utilizes an expansion of the dynamic viscosity into molecular and turbulent
components, µ = µm + µt, when evaluating the fluid stress tensor

τ = −2 (µm + µt)σ, (9)

where σ = S − D, S = 1/2 (∇u+∇u⊺) is the strain rate, D = 1/3 (∇ · u) I is the
expansion rate, and I is the identity matrix. The molecular viscosity may be specified
as a run-time constant while the turbulent viscosity is parameterized through various
sub-grid scale (SGS) closures. The Smagorinsky (Smagorinsky, 1963; Lilly, 1967) model
and 1.5–order TKE model of Deardorff (1980) are available for LES descriptions while
the MYNN 2.5 model of Mellor & Yamada (1982) and Nakanishi & Niino (2009) is avail-
able for PBL descriptions. We note that PBL schemes, unlike eddy viscosity turbulence
models, assume horizontal homogeneity on account of the coarse horizontal grid reso-
lution used in the mesoscale regime and, therefore, only model vertical diffusion processes.
Furthermore, while not considered here, PBL schemes may also be non-local, with fluxes
depending on the atmospheric state throughout a column of air, and/or coupled to other
models to account for microphysics and radiation.

2.4 Cloud Microphysics

Microphysics models describe the evolution of clouds, precipitation, and phase change
in the atmosphere through statistical and physical modeling approaches. Currently, ERF
includes only Eulerian models for the microphysics, but the particle capability in ERF
allows for the development of efficient Lagrangian microphysics models in the future.

The microphysics models in ERF may be broadly grouped into models that include
only cloud vapor, cloud water and rain, and those that, in addition, include cloud ice,
graupel and snow. The default model of the first type follows that of Kessler (1969); Klemp
& Wilhelmson (1978a). The default model for the second type follows the cloud resolv-
ing model of Khairoutdinov & Randall (2003), which is akin to the classic Purdue Lin
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model (Lin et al., 1983; Rutledge & Hobbs, 1984). ERF also allows users to run any of
the models without the precipitating components.

3 Numerical Methodology

Here we describe the spatial and temporal discretizations used to approximate the
continuous governing equations in Section 2. Additionally, discussions relevant to time
step selection, initial/boundary conditions, and physical forcing terms are provided in
the following sections.

3.1 Temporal Discretization: Compressible

When solving the fully compressible equations, ERF uses a low-storage third-order
Runge-Kutta (RK3) scheme (Wicker & Skamarock, 2002), i.e. to solve

dS

dt
= f (S) , (10)

where S is the state vector, we take the following three steps:

S∗ = Sn +
1

3
f (Sn)∆t, (11)

S∗∗ = Sn +
1

2
f (S∗)∆t, (12)

Sn+1 = Sn + f (S∗∗)∆t. (13)

Here the superscript n refers to the previous timestep. It is noted that the above scheme
is not total variation diminishing (TVD), i.e. it is not guaranteed to be monotonicity pre-
serving. However, the low-storage TVD RK3 scheme of Gottlieb & Shu (1998) is not a
significant departure from the above scheme. The third order accuracy of this RK3 scheme
for linear advection in ERF has been verified through a convergence study.

As in WRF, the default timestepping scheme includes semi-implicit acoustic sub-
stepping within each Runge-Kutta stage although ERF provides options to alternatively
use no substepping or explicit substepping. For the semi-implicit substepping we closely
follow the scheme as written in Section 2 of Klemp et al. (2007); those equations are in-
cluded in Appendix A. Here we give a high-level description but point the interested reader
to Klemp et al. (2007) for further explanation and motivation for the design choices used
here. We note that Equations 4–6 do not directly participate in the substepping; these
variables are advanced as if there is no substepping, with the exception that the normal
momenta used to define the advective fluxes, (ρdu ·n) (where n is the normal to that
face), is the time average over the RK stage of the intermediate (ρdu · n) values used
to advance ρd each substep. Thus, algorithmically, in each stage, the solution of Equa-
tions 4–6 must always take place after the substepping is complete.

Without substepping, we compute the source term f(S) in each RK stage, multi-
ply it by the associated timestep (∆t/3, ∆t/2, ∆t for the first, second and third stage,
respectively), then add that contribution to the previous time solution Sn.

When substepping, we define a new set of variables that represent perturbations
from the solution at the RK stage where we have most recently computed f(S). The (five)
governing equations for the evolution of density, momenta and potential temperature per-
turbations are provided in Appendix A. In these equations, we use a linearization of the
equation of state (valid for small departures from the solution at the previous RK stage)
to express the pressure gradient in terms of the gradient of potential temperature. We
also linearize the advective terms in each equation but leave the source terms unchanged.
This results in five linear equations with five unknowns.

For both the explicit and semi-implicit substepping algorithms, we first update the
horizontal momenta using pressure gradient terms evaluated at the previous substep and
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predicted slightly forward in time; this is the divergence damping approach described
in Klemp et al. (2007). When using explicit substepping, we also update the vertical mo-
mentum explicitly, then use the updated momenta to compute the updated density and
potential temperature. By contrast, when doing semi-implicit substepping, we reduce
the (three) equations for vertical momentum, density and potential temperature to a sin-
gle equation for vertical momentum in which all horizontal differences are computed ex-
plicitly but all vertical differences are treated semi-implicitly, resulting in a tridiagonal
solve for each column. Due to linearization, coefficients in the tridiagonal matrix do not
depend on the substepped solution and thus can be computed once per RK stage.

3.2 Temporal Discretization: Anelastic

When solving the anelastic equations, we instead use a second-order Runge-Kutta
(RK2) scheme (with no substepping in each RK stage) which can be written as

S∗ = Sn + f (Sn)∆t, (14)

Sn+1 = Sn +
1

2
(f(Sn) + f(S∗))∆t. (15)

To enforce the anelastic constraint in each Runge-Kutta stage, we first perform the
update in time, without considering the constraint, to define a provisional velocity field—
e.g., u∗,∗ in the first stage un+1,∗ in the second. This update explicitly solves Equation 2
using a lagged pressure pertubation, p′. After the update, we project the velocity field
by solving, e.g., in the case of the first Runge-Kutta stage,

∆t ∇ · (∇ψ) = ∇ · (ρ0u∗,∗), (16)

and setting

u∗ = u∗,∗ − ∆t

ρ0
(∇ψ),

p′ = p′ + ψ.

An analogous procedure is followed in the second RK step. ERF provides several options
for solving the Poisson equation: geometric multigrid, Fast Fourier Transforms (FFTs)
and preconditioned GMRES.

3.3 Choosing the Timestep

The solver timestep can be fixed by the user or computed dynamically at each timestep
based on the user-specified Courant–Friedrich–Lewy (CFL) number—i.e., adaptive time
stepping. For the compressible equations, the adaptive timestep calculation uses the acous-
tic CFL constraint. We note that when using semi-implicit substepping, the vertical mesh
spacing does not appear in the time step calculation. For the anelastic equations, the
adaptive timestep calculation uses the advective CFL constraint, which is determined
by the fluid speed rather than the sound speed and thus allows much larger timesteps.

When using substepping, if the substep size is not specified by the user (as a fixed
value or an even number of substeps per timestep), ERF’s default behavior is to utilize
6 substeps per timestep, which matches WRF. Both WRF and ERF default to using just
one substep in the first RK stage since Wicker & Skamarock (2002) showed that using
only one substep in the first RK stage had no noticeable loss of accuracy or stability.

We note that because acoustic substepping does not involve all the variables, and
solving it does not require re-computation of source terms or evaluation of the equation
of state, one substep is considerably computationally cheaper than one RK stage. Thus,
substepping can be viewed as a way to reduce total computational cost by enabling a
larger overall timestep ∆t. The selection of the vertical direction to be treated implic-
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itly reflects that the mesh spacing in the vertical is often smaller than the mesh spac-
ing in the horizontal, thus this implicitness removes the vertical mesh spacing from the
CFL time step limitation.

3.4 Spatial Discretization and Terrain Coordinates

The spatial discretization in ERF uses the classic Arakawa C-grid with scalar quan-
tities at cell centers and normal velocities at cell faces. Simulations over complex topog-
raphy use a terrain-following, height-based, vertical coordinate; see Klemp et al. (2007);
Sullivan et al. (2014). When terrain-following coordinates are used, the surface topog-
raphy is specified at nodes (cell corners) either analytically or through parsing a text file.
Grid deformation (i.e., the change in the grid due to the presence of non-flat terrain) oc-
curs only in the vertical direction. Metric terms resulting from mesh deformation are in-
cluded in the governing equations in the same manner as Sullivan et al. (2014).

As in many atmospheric modeling codes, variable mesh spacing in the vertical di-
rection is allowed with or without terrain. The heights of each level can be parsed from
a text file as “z levels” (as in WRF), or calculated at run-time given an initial mesh spac-
ing at the bottom surface and a specified growth rate. In the presence of non-flat ter-
rain, the mesh is smoothed from the specified terrain at the bottom of the computational
domain to a flat surface at the top of the domain; see Figure 1 for the terrain-fitted grid
used in Section 4.3. Three smoothing approaches are offered in ERF: Basic Terrain Fol-
lowing (“BTF”), in which the influence of the terrain decreases linearly with height; Smoothed
Terrain Following (“STF”), in which small-scale terrain structures are progressively smoothed
out of the coordinate system as height increases; or Sullivan Terrain Following (“Sulli-
van”), where the influence of the terrain decreases with the cube of height.

Additionally, ERF includes the capability to apply several common isotropic map
projections (e.g., Lambert Conformal, Mercator); the compressible equations including
the map scale factors are given in Appendix B.

Figure 1: Vertically stretched mesh over the Witch of Agnesi hill. The terrain was spec-
ified with an analytic formula given in Section 4.3 and the “z levels” were specified in a
text file read at runtime. The STF smoothing procedure was used.

3.5 Mesh Refinement

ERF also allows both dynamic and static mesh refinement with sub-cycling in time
at finer levels of refinement. Arbitrary integer refinement ratios are allowed although typ-
ically ratios of 2, 3 or 4 are used; refinement can also be anisotropic, allowing refinement
in one coordinate direction but not another. We utilize two-way coupling, in which the
coarse solution is used to provide Dirichlet boundary conditions for the fine solution and
the fine solution is averaged down onto the coarser level. In addition, we reflux all ad-
vected scalars to ensure conservation; refluxing involves the replacement of fluxes on a
coarse mesh by the space-and-time-averaged fluxes on the fine mesh, such that conser-
vation in the multilevel case matches that from a single-level simulation. For coarse-to-
fine communication, we provide “ghost cell” data for cell-centered data and tangential
momentum components to the fine level by interpolating in space and time outside the
region covered by the fine level. We also interpolate the normal momentum at the coarse-
fine interface itself; this ensures mass conservation since the normal momentum is in fact
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the flux for the density field. In order to ensure that the fine momentum on the coarse-
fine boundary stays consistent with the interpolated coarse values throughout a fine timestep,
we also interpolate the source term for the normal momentum on the coarse-fine inter-
face. When using the anelastic approximation, this ensures that the computation of the
updates to the fine momentum do not use any pressure perturbation values from the coarser
level, which are not synchronized between levels.

3.6 Advection Schemes

In ERF, the advective fluxes are obtained by multiplying the normal momentum,
at the flux location, by the interpolated primitive variable (computed from one of the
schemes below). When updating cell-centered quantities, the normal momentum is lo-
cated at the flux location (cell face). When updating momenta, spatial averaging is uti-
lized to obtain the normal momentum at the flux location. In the presence of complex
terrain, we use (ρΩ) rather than (ρw) on the vertical faces, where Ω is the velocity com-
ponent normal to the face.

Default interpolation methods in ERF include second- through sixth-order sten-
cils, which include both centered difference and upwind schemes. For variable q in di-
rection m, the centered schemes (even) and upwind schemes (odd) are

qm− 1
2

∣∣∣2nd =
1

2
(qm + qm−1) , (17)

qm− 1
2

∣∣∣4th =
7

12
(qm + qm−1)−

1

12
(qm+1 + qm−2) , (18)

qm− 1
2

∣∣∣6th =
37

60
(qm + qm−1)−

2

15
(qm+1 + qm−2) +

1

60
(qm+2 + qm−3) , (19)

qm− 1
2

∣∣∣3rd = qm− 1
2

∣∣∣4th +
sign(um)

12
[(qm+1 − qm−2)− 3 (qm − qm−1)] , (20)

qm− 1
2

∣∣∣5th = qm− 1
2

∣∣∣6th +
sign(um)

60
[(qm+2 − qm−1)− 5 (qm+1 − qm−2) + 10 (qm − qm−1)] .

(21)

Advection of cell centered scalars may also be computed with third-, fifth-, or seventh-
order weighted essentially non-oscillatory (WENO) schemes. Currently, ERF supports
the classic WENO-JS (G.-S. Jiang & Shu, 1996), WENO-Z (Borges et al., 2008), and
an improved third-order WENO-MZQ3 (Kumar et al., 2023) method that preserves or-
der near critical points. For the sake of brevity, we again refer the interested reader to
the cited works for more details on the WENO schemes.

The horizontal and vertical interpolation operators may differ when the centered
and upwind methods are utilized. However, when using a WENO method, the same scheme
must be applied to all directions. For each of the schemes above, the observed order ac-
curacy has been verified to match the theoretical order of accuracy for linear advection.

3.7 Forcing and Sources

Physical forcings available in ERF comprise the standard source terms for atmo-
spheric modeling: Coriolis and geostrophic forcing; Rayleigh damping and sponge layer(s);
subsidence; simplified radiative thermal sources; and solution nudging towards a prescribed
input sounding. General time- and height-varying tendencies may be included through
user-defined functions.

ERF also supports models for wind farm parametrization in which the effects of
wind turbines are represented by imposing a momentum sink on the mean flow and/or
TKE. Currently, the Fitch (Fitch et al., 2012a), Explicit Wake Parametrization (EWP) (Volker
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et al., 2015a), Simplified Actuator Disk (SAD) (Burton et al., 2011b), and Generalized
Actuator Disk (GAD) (Mirocha et al., 2014) models are supported.

Removal of short-wavelength oscillations, O (2∆x), can be crucial to maintaining
numerical stability. To control numerical dissipation and high frequency fluctuations, ERF
includes optional source terms from a sixth-order numerical diffusion operator (Xue, 2000).
By default, the sixth-order diffusion is not active and, unless otherwise stated, was not
utilized to generate results herein.

3.8 Initial and Boundary Conditions

For realistic problems, the initial data and base state may be read from met em files
generated by the WRF Preprocessing System (WPS) (Skamarock et al., 2021) or from
the wrfinput file generated during a WRF initialization, both of which are in NetCDF
format. For idealized problems, the initial data and base state may be constructed from
1-D input sounding data or specified by the user. Custom perturbations, which are sep-
arately specified by the user, can be added to the initial and background state. When
constructing the background (HSE) state during initialization, we use a Newton–Raphson
approach to solving the non-linear root finding problem that stems from requiring that
the density, pressure and potential temperature satisfy both the hydrostatic balance and
the equation of state. Users have the option to define a dry or moist background state.
For ideal simulations based on an input sounding (as in WRF), the background state is
initialized in HSE starting from the surface pressure, potential temperature, and water
vapor mixing ratio; the Newton–Raphson approach is used to match the input profiles
of potential temperature and water vapor mixing ratio at every height.

Lateral boundary conditions in ERF can be specified for idealized simulations as
periodic, inflow, outflow, or open. More realistic conditions include the use of time-varying
values read in from external files, such as the met em files generated by the WPS or wrfbdy
files generated during a WRF initialization. If boundary files are used, ERF allows for
nudging of the solution state, in a manner similar to WRF, towards the boundary data.
ERF also has the option to run precursor simulations where planes of data are saved at
specified times and later read in as boundary data, analogous to the wrfbdy files.

The bottom surface boundary condition can be specified as a simple (slip or no-
slip) wall or by specifying surface momentum and scalar fluxes using Monin-Obukhov
similarity theory (MOST) (Monin & Obukhov, 1954; van der Laan et al., 2017). When
utilizing MOST, the surface roughness, z0, may be specified as a constant, read from a
file, or dynamically computed from the Charnock (Charnock, 1955) or shallow water (Jiménez
& Dudhia, 2018) formulation. Time-varying land or sea surface temperatures may also
be specified in conjunction with MOST.

4 Verification & Validation

Use cases for ERF are centered around numerical weather prediction and renew-
able energy deployment. In Section 4.1 we first consider simulations relevant to general
atmospheric flows. Sections 4.2–4.3 then consider microscale ABL and flow over terrain,
respectively. Finally, Section 4.4 presents simulation results relevant to wind energy ap-
plications. In Section 4.1.1 we explicitly compare anelastic and compressible results, with
and without mesh refinement. However, in the interest of space, remaining simulation
results were all run at a single level with the compressible formulation. Unless otherwise
stated, the 3rd order advection scheme is utilized in the horizontal and vertical directions
and compressible simulations employ acoustic substepping with 4-6 substeps per full timestep.

For a summary of the ERF simulation configurations considered in this section, we
refer the reader to Appendix C and Table C1. Here, we briefly describe the organiza-
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tion of Table C1. The domain extents describe the height of the domain in the 1-D single-
column model (SCM) case; the length and height of the domain for the 2-D cases; and
the streamwise, lateral, and vertical extents of the domain for the 3-D cases. Parenthet-
ical quantities are derived from other inputs and have been included for completeness.
Initial fields are either uniform or vary with height based on an input sounding. Pertur-
bations were superimposed on the initial fields to model the specific mesoscale problem
of interest or to help initiate turbulence in the microscale. For the canonical, non-neutral
ABL simulations, MOST specifies the surface kinematic heat flux for the BOMEX case
and the surface temperature for the GABLS cases. Both Smagorinsky and Deardorff 1.5
order TKE turbulence closures have been utilized; with Deardorff, the model coefficients
follow Moeng (1984). Several cases (as noted in Table C1) used Rayleigh damping to at-
tenuate waves in the free atmosphere. When applicable, the damping strength, an in-
verse timescale, is provided and we note that ramping with a sine-squared function from
0 at the bottom of the damping layer to the specified value at the top was employed.

4.1 Atmospheric Dynamics

Generally speaking, realistic atmospheric flows involve a variety of complex phys-
ical processes that are strongly coupled to the flow field. The idealized test cases con-
sidered here exercise different physics that are relevant to realistic problems—e.g., buoy-
ant transport induced by thermal or moisture effects. In the following subsections, ERF
is compared to benchmark results for problems involving moist and dry bubbles, as well
as convective cells with precipitation.

4.1.1 Density Current

Density currents are a crucial feature in a variety of atmospheric phenomena such
as thunderstorms, sea breezes, and cold front passages (Droegemeier & Wilhelmson, 1987).
The density current test case (Straka et al., 1993; Skamarock et al., 2012) is a well-defined
benchmark to assess numerical models that simulate atmospheric flows. The test case
consists of a cold bubble that descends to the ground due to negative buoyancy, in a qui-
escent, hydrostatic background.

The initial condition consists of a cold bubble characterized by a temperature decre-
ment given by

∆T =

−15

[
cos(πL) + 1

2

]
L < 1

0 L > 1,

(22)

where

L =

√√√√(x− xc
xr

)2

+

(
z − zc
zr

)2

, (23)

with xc = 0.0 m, zc = 3×103 m, xr = 4×103 m, and zr = 2×103 m. Constant diffu-
sivities of ν = αθ = 75 m2/s are employed; no turbulence model is used. Due to the sym-
metry of the initial conditions and the domain, here we run only half the domain with
a symmetry boundary condition at x = 0.

As the simulation proceeds, the cold bubble descends due to negative buoyancy,
hits the bottom surface, and spreads laterally. The Kelvin-Helmholtz shear instability
results in the formation of vortices as the bubble propagates towards the right. Figure 2
shows the evolution of the perturbational potential temperature, θ′d = θd - 300 K, at
t =300, 600, 900 s with the compressible and anelastic modes. Additionally, the same
comparison is drawn in Figure 3 but with AMR enabled. For the AMR simulations, the
first level of refinement provides the described grid resolution, while the base grid is twice

–12–



manuscript submitted to JAMES

Figure 2: Perturbational potential temperature, θ′d = θd - 300 K, (top to bottom) at t
= 300, 600, 900 s for (left) compressible and (right) anelastic modes. Contour lines are
spaced every 1 K.

as coarse; the tagging criterion for refinement is θd ≤ 299 K. For each simulation con-
figuration (compressible and anelastic with and without AMR), the contours of pertur-
bational potential temperature agree with those reported in Straka et al. (1993).

4.1.2 Dry and Moist Bubble rise

Here we compare dry and moist bubble rise simulations in ERF to benchmark data
from Bryan & Fritsch (2002); Duarte et al. (2014). The bubble rise cases rigorously test
the buoyancy source term as well as the latent heat associated with phase change from
water vapor to cloud water.

For the dry bubble simulation, a base state in HSE is first established for the con-
stant θd = 300 K profile and a surface pressure of pb = 1 × 105 Pa. Thermal pertur-
bations, ∆θd, are added to generate the warm bubble as follows

∆θd =

2 cos2

(
πr

2

)
r < 1

0 r > 1,

(24)

where

r =

√(
x− xc
xr

)2

+

(
z − zc
zr

)2

, (25)

with xc = 10.0 km, zc = 2.0 km, and xr = zr = 2.0 km. The fluid is treated as invis-
cid.
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Figure 3: Perturbational potential temperature, θ′d = θd - 300 K, (top to bottom) at t
= 300, 600, 900 s for (left) compressible and (right) anelastic modes with AMR. Contour
lines are spaced every 1 K and the green outline denotes the regions of refinement.

At constant pressure, the warm perturbations noted above yield negative density
perturbations. Consequently, vertical buoyancy forces cause the bubble to rise, along with
the formation of characteristic “rotors” at the edge of the stretched bubble and strong
thermal gradients near the center line. The final state for the pertubational potential
temperature and vertical velocity illustrate these features; see Figure 4. The final rise
height of the bubble, 8 [km], agrees with the results provided in Bryan & Fritsch (2002).

For the moist bubble simulation, the initial HSE base state is characterized by a
constant equivalent potential temperature, θe = 320 K, and constant total moisture con-
tent qt0 = qv0+qc0 = 0.02 kg/kg. Establishing the HSE background state for the moist
bubble follows the same approach as all other cases, except that it requires embedded
Newton-Raphson iterations to satisfy the constraint on equivalent potential temperature

θe
def≡ T0

(
p0
pb

)− R
cp+cplqt0

exp

[
Lvqvs0

(cp + cplqt0)T0

]
, (26)

with qvs being the vapor mixing ratio at saturation. Similar to the dry bubble case, buoy-
ancy drives upward motion and rotors form at the bubble edge; see Figure 5. However,
the latent heat due to phase change provides additional thermal sources that increase
the fluctuations in equivalent potential temperature and lead to reduced rise height; see
Figure 5 (left) versus Figure 4 (left).

4.1.3 Idealized two-dimensional squall line

A squall line is a continuous linear formation of thunderstorms or convective cells
that may produce severe weather with heavy precipitation. There are a variety of fac-
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Figure 4: Dry bubble rise with (left) θ′d contoured every 0.4 K and (right) w velocity con-
toured every 2 m/s. Black contours are positive and white contours are negative.

Figure 5: Moist bubble rise with (left) θ′e contoured every 0.4 K and (right) w velocity
contoured every 2 m/s. Black contours are positive and white contours are negative.
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tors that determine the development of a squall line—moisture content, wind shear or
squall (a sudden sharp increase in wind near the surface), atmospheric instability, and
lifting mechanisms such as cold pool and gust front formation (Rotunno et al., 1988).
In this section we describe an idealized, two-dimensional squall line test case that has
been widely studied in the literature (Klemp & Wilhelmson, 1978b; Weisman & Klemp,
1984; Gabersek et al., 2011; Tissaoui et al., 2022). This test case incorporates many fea-
tures that are significant for a wide range of atmospheric flows—buoyancy, phase change
and associated latent heat release, precipitation and cloud formation.

The initial condition consists of an ellipse-shaped, warm, moist bubble in a moist,
hydrostatic background with an initial wind shear profile. The potential temperature in-
crement is given by

∆θd =

3 cos2
(πr

2

)
r < 1

0 r > 1,
(27)

where

r =

√√√√(x− xc
xr

)2

+

(
z − zc
zr

)2

, (28)

with xc = 75 × 103 m, zc = 2 × 103 m, xr = 10 × 103 m, and zr = 1.5 × 103 m. The
initial profile for the horizontal velocity is given by

u(z) m/s =

{
−12.0 + 0.0048z z ≤ 2500 m

0.0 z > 2500 m.
(29)

Constant diffusivities of ν = αi = 200 m2/s are utilized for all variables; no turbu-
lence model is employed.

Development of the squall line at an early stage, t = 1500 s, and a mature stage,
t = 7500 s, are illustrated in Figure 6. Initially, the density inside the warm bubble is
lower than the background density and buoyant forces drive updrafts, as shown by the
velocity vectors. The surface wind shear tilts the buoyant updrafts as they rise up. Fur-
thermore, no condensation occurs initially since the initial condition is characterized by
a water vapor mixing ratio that is less than the saturation mixing ratio at all heights.
Cloud water formation begins to occur at t ≈ 420 s due to the vertical transport of wa-
ter vapor by the warm bubble; the latent heat release from this phase change further con-
tributes to vertical transport. Outline of the cloud, as characterized by the black qc =
10−5 kg/kg isocontour, is also shown in Figure 6a). The cloud water begins to form rain
through the processes of autoconversion and accretion at t ≈ 660 s. The formation of
cloud water and rain results in increased density (known as precipitation loading), and
creates negative buoyancy, resulting in downdrafts; see Figure 6a.

Once formed, rain begins to fall with a downward terminal velocity and accumu-
lation at the surface begins around t ≈ 1200 s. As the rain reaches the surface, it ab-
sorbs latent heat from the surrounding air and evaporates to form water vapor. This re-
sults in a rain-cooled cold front, as shown in Figure 6b. The evaporation of rain and under-
saturated cloud water creates more water vapor that rises and condenses to form clouds.
This results in a feedback mechanism that sustains the thunderstorm, with a cold front
that propagates to the right. The updrafts are strengthened as they rise into the cloud,
which leads to the typical anvil cloud structure shown in Figure 6b.

Figure 7 illustrates the development of qc, qr, and θ
′
d, which shows the warm and

cold regions in the flow relative to the background, at three different times: t=3000, 6000,
and 9000 s. It can be seen that the maximum height to which the cloud rises is ≈ 14 km.
During the later stages (t=9000 s), a cold pool of rain-cooled air is formed at the bot-
tom due to the evaporation of rain and the associated latent heat absorption from the
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surrounding air. The cloud evolution, maximum height, and the potential temperature
perturbation qualitatively agree with results presented in Tissaoui et al. (2022).

Accumulation of precipitation at the ground is a quantity of interest in a squall line
simulation, and is computed using the values in the first mesh cell above the ground. The
total accumulation over time T is obtained by adding the accumulation over each time
step ∆t, and is given by

h(x, y) =

T∑
t=0

(
ρdqrwt∆t

ρwater

)
,

where ρd is the density of dry air, qr is the mixing ratio of rain water, wt is the termi-
nal velocity of rain, and ρwater is the density of water. A comparison of the rain accu-
mulation obtained from ERF and WRF (Skamarock et al., 2021) is shown in Figure 8
at t = 3000, 6000, and 9000 s. The rainfall is confined to a strip of length 20 km about
the center of the domain, which is typical in such simulations. Good quantitative com-
parison is observed between WRF and ERF.

In addition, to demonstrate ERF’s ability to advect tracer particles in parallel, we
show a simulation of the same two-dimensional squall line test case in which we initial-
ize 20 tracer particles per grid cell inside the warm bubble. Figure 9 shows the location
of the particles and the contours of cloud water mixing ratio at simulated times t= 0,
3000, 6000, and 9000 s.
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(a)

(b)

Figure 6: Development of the two-dimensional squall line. Vectors of velocity colored
by velocity magnitude, qc=10−5 kg/kg isocontour (black line), and contours of rain are
shown: (a) at t=1500 s showing the surface wind shear, buoyant updrafts, precipitation
accumulation inside the cloud, and initial downdrafts, and (b) at t=7500 s showing the
propagation of the squall line, the cold front, updrafts and downdrafts, precipitation, and
the anvil structure of the cloud.
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Figure 7: The squall line simulation at (top) 3000 s, (middle) 6000 s, and (bottom) 9000
s. The orange contour denotes the cloud qc=10−5 kg/kg and the perturbation potential
temperature is given by θ′d = θd(t) − θd(0) K. Note, the horizontal x-direction has been
clipped to [−60 60] km to highlight the region of interest around the cloud.
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Figure 8: The rain accumulation, h(x), obtained from ERF (solid lines) versus WRF
(markers) for the squall line case at times t = 3000, 6000 and 9000 s.

Figure 9: Two-dimensional squall line simulation with particles (row-wise) at t = 0, 3000,
6000 and 9000 s. The particles and contours of cloud water mixing ratio are shown.

4.1.4 Three-dimensional supercell

The supercell case is a three-dimensional version of the squall line described in Sec-
tion 4.1.3, and has been recently studied by Tissaoui et al. (2022); Kang et al. (2024).
The initial background state and the wind shear are the same as the squall line test case
but the initial warm bubble is three-dimensional and characterized by Eq. 27, with

r =

√√√√(x− xc
xr

)2

+

(
y − yc
yr

)2

+

(
z − zc
zr

)2

, (30)
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with xc = 75 × 103 m, yc = 50 × 103 m, and zc = 2 × 103 m, xr = 10 × 103 m,
yr = 10×103 m, and zr = 2×103 m. The initial horizontal wind velocity profile is the
same as in Eq. 29. Constant diffusivities of ν = αi = 33.33 m2/s are employed for all
variables; no turbulence model is employed.

The evolution of the three-dimensional supercell is qualitatively similar to the two-
dimensional squall line; see Section 4.1.3. The initial warm, moist bubble rises upward
due to buoyancy, and as the bubble rises, water vapor begins to condense to form cloud
water at t ≈ 300 s. The cloud water agglomerates to form rain at t ≈ 540 s, and pre-
cipitation accumulation on the ground begins at t ≈ 800 s. The under-saturated cloud
water and the falling rain evaporate leading to the formation of more water vapor that
rises and condenses, creating a feedback loop that intensifies the supercell. Figure 10 shows
a ray-trace rendering of the supercell at t=7200 s, highlighting the the main features of
the supercell evolution. The isocontour of cloud water mixing ratio (qc = 10−5 kg/kg)
in white, rain water mixing ratio (qr = 10−4 kg/kg) in blue, the anvil cloud structure,
rain-cooled cold front, and the storm propagation are shown.

Figure 11 shows the evolution of qc, qr, and θ
′
d (y=0 and z=0 slices) at t=1800, 3600,

5400, and 7200 s. It can be seen from the cloud water isocontour that the cold front evolves
into a characteristic bow-shaped structure and propagates to the right. The maximum
height to which the cloud rises is ≈ 14 km. The z=0 slice of the potential temperature
perturbation shows the formation of a region near the ground that is evaporatively cooled
by rain. The qr isocontour shows that the rain formation is confined to the central re-
gion of the supercell, spanning ≈ 20 km and 40 km in the x- and y-directions, respec-
tively. Precipitation on the ground is further confined, with the heaviest accumulation
observed within a region of 10 km and 5 km in the x- and y-directions, respectively.

Figure 10: Ray trace rendering (in Blender v2.81 (Community, 2018)) of the supercell
evolution highlighting the main features. Isocontours of cloud water (qc=10−5 kg/kg) in
white and rain water (qr=10−4 kg/kg) in blue are shown.
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Figure 11: Evolution of the three dimensional supercell: Isocontour of cloud water mixing
ratio (qc = 10−5 kg/kg) in white, rain water mixing ratio (qr = 10−4 kg/kg) in red, and
contours of potential temperature perturbation (y=0 and z=0 slices) (θ′d = θd(t) − θd(0)
K) at t=1800 s (top), and 7200 s (middle), and the total rain accumulation on the ground
in mm at t = 7200 s (bottom).
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4.2 Microscale ABL

Having considered representative mesoscale phenomena in Section 4.1, we turn our
attention to the microscale. Here we assess the ability of ERF to resolve realistic fea-
tures of the turbulent ABL under varying atmospheric stability conditions, with and with-
out moisture. We simulate canonical neutral and stable dry ABLs before turning to a
convective ABL capped by shallow cumulus clouds. The latter case includes more real-
istic atmospheric forcings derived from field data. For all three ABL studies, we present
our results alongside code intercomparisons found in literature.

4.2.1 Conventionally Neutral Atmospheric Boundary Layer

Evaluations of turbulence-resolving LES typically begin with the idealized, conven-
tionally neutral boundary layer, also known as an inversion-capped or conditionally neu-
tral ABL. This ABL is characterized by uniform mean potential temperature with over-
lying layers of stably stratified air. The capping inversion is a thin, strongly stable layer
with a large temperature gradient, which prevents the growth of the ABL over time through
the buoyant destruction of turbulence. Here, we evaluate an idealized neutral ABL that
corresponds to realistic conditions observed at the U.S. Department of Energy’s Scaled
Wind Farm Technology facility (Mirocha et al., 2018).

We specifically base our model validation effort on the high-resolution cases from
Mirocha et al. (2018). This benchmark study included a higher-order upwind scheme with
5th (3rd)-order horizontal (vertical) advection operators, which mimics a typical WRF
model configuration; and a 2nd-order central-differencing scheme that follows an estab-
lished LES code, the Simulator for Wind Farm Applications (Churchfield et al., 2012).
The higher-order upwind approach utilizes a grid with horizontal (vertical) spacing ∆x =
15 m (∆z = 5 m)—i.e., an aspect ratio of 3 that follows WRF best practices (Mirocha
et al., 2010; Kirkil et al., 2012). The 2nd-order central approach utilized a uniform grid
with ∆x = ∆z = 7.5 m. We initialize the solution from an idealized sounding: sur-
face pressure of 1000 hPa; constant wind speed, equal to the geostrophic wind vector (Ug,
Vg) = (6.5, 0) m/s; constant potential temperature of 300 K up to base of the capping
inversion at 500 m; a capping inversion between 500 and 650 m with strength of 10 K/km;
and an overlying weakly stable layer with lapse rate of 3 K/m. The solution is advanced
with ∆t = 0.2 and 0.1 s for the high and low-order schemes, respectively. These timestep
sizes corresponded to an acoustic CFL number of over 4 but an advective CFL of less
than 0.1. To address the propagation of acoustic waves, we use 10 acoustic substeps per
time step. A preliminary study (not shown) found that, for canonical conditions such
as those under consideration here, larger timesteps with 10 or more accompanying sub-
steps could be used with no ill effect. To encourage the development of turbulence, we
follow Churchfield et al. (2012) and add deterministic, divergence-free, sinusoidal per-
turbations (with amplitude of 0.1Ug and 12 wave periods in the horizontal directions)
to the lowest 500 m of the computational domain. While these ABL cases represent only
a small subset of practical configurations of ERF, a comprehensive model sensitivity anal-
ysis is beyond the scope of the current paper.

As in the benchmark study of Mirocha et al. (2018), we advance the solution in time
until a local maximum in the 10-min, planar-averaged wind speed at 80 m above ground
level (AGL) is reached. The analysis period starts and ends 1 hr before and after the time
corresponding to the wind-speed maximum. This reference time is at 14.2 hr and 14.7 hr
for higher-order upwind and 2nd-order central difference simulations, respectively . Hor-
izontal and vertical slices through the solution field (Figure 12) show the elongated flow
structures associated with a shear-driven ABL. Vertical slices illustrate the effectiveness
of the capping inversion at limiting the growth of the ABL. With central differencing,
numerical noise is seen in the free atmosphere, emanating from the inversion layer, but
is effectively eliminated through the Rayleigh damping layer; see Figure 12d.

–23–



manuscript submitted to JAMES

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 12: Contours of velocity magnitude from horizontal sampling surfaces at z=80 m
AGL (a,b) and vertical sampling surfaces aligned with the geostrophic wind (c,d); the
left panels (a,c) correspond to a WRF-like advection scheme with grid aspect ratio
∆x/∆z=15 m / 5 m = 3 whereas the right panels (b,d) correspond to a 2nd-order scheme
with uniform 7.5 m grid spacing. Each solution snapshot corresponds to the center of the
analysis window.

The simulated mean wind profiles from two ERF model configurations are indis-
tinguishable from two out of three reference simulations (Figure 13a). The time- and planar-
averaged profiles, based on a time average over the two-hour analysis window, are within
one standard deviation of the measured 10-minute wind speeds (indicated by the error
bars) at all measurement heights. In relation to the theoretical logarithmic wind pro-
file (Figure 14), a characteristic mismatch and overshoot is observed (e.g., as in Andren
et al., 1994; Sullivan et al., 1994; Kosović, 1997; Brasseur & Wei, 2010; Mirocha et al.,
2010) and, as various authors have noted, improvements can be realized through dynamic,
nonlinear SGS modeling (Kosović, 1997; Chow et al., 2005; Kirkil et al., 2012; Lu & Porté-
Agel, 2014) and judicious selection of model parameters (Brasseur & Wei, 2010).

–24–



manuscript submitted to JAMES

Figure 13: Planar-averaged profiles for the neutral ABL case in comparison with simula-
tion and observational data from Mirocha et al. (2018)

.

Figure 14: Normalized mean wind profiles for the neutral ABL case in comparison with
the log law and simulation data from Mirocha et al. (2018)

.

The turbulent velocity fields shown in Figure 12 may be quantified with single-point
statistics. Results from both ERF models show excellent agreement with comparable mod-
els (Figure 13b,c) in terms of turbulent stress profiles u2∗ = (⟨u′w′⟩)2+(⟨v′w′⟩)2 (based
on both resolved and SGS stresses) and TKE profiles k = 1

2

[
(⟨u′u′⟩)2 + (⟨v′v′⟩)2 + (⟨w′w′⟩)2

]
(based on resolved variances only). The ERF profiles are smoother than the reference
simulation results due to the use of planar averaging. Reasonable agreement is seen be-
tween modeled and measured profiles for the turbulence stress (Figure 13b) and TKE
(Figure 13c); field measurements have been excluded from the TKE comparison for rea-
sons discussed in Mirocha et al. (2018).

Frequency domain analysis provides additional insights into the preceding results.
Spectra and co-spectra are computed from line samples in the x direction (aligned with
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the geostrophic wind vector) and ensemble averaged over all points in the lateral y di-
rection, at one-minute intervals over the two-hour analysis period. The additional small-
scale turbulence resolution afforded by the central-differencing scheme (see Figure 12 panel
b vs a) appears as a much wider frequency range in the power spectral densities (Fig-
ure 15). The low-order (even-ordered) scheme therefore captures more of the inertial sub-
range, the portion of the spectrum with a -5/3 slope. The higher TKE predicted by the
higher-order upwind scheme (Figure 13b) is therefore attributed to the higher energy con-
tent of the larger coherent turbulent structures, corresponding to the lower wavenum-
ber portion of the spectra. While both simulations follow Kolmogorov’s -5/3 law in the
x-velocity spectra, albeit over different ranges, only the higher-order upwind result be-
gins to capture the -7/3 power law associated with the x and z velocity spectra.

Figure 15: Spectra of the streamwise velocity (left) and cospectra of the ⟨u′w′⟩ compo-
nent of turbulent stress (right) for the neutral ABL case, based on planar data from 80 m
AGL, sampled over two hours

.

4.2.2 Stable Atmospheric Boundary Layer

The Global Energy and Water Cycle Experiment (GEWEX) Atmospheric Bound-
ary Layer Study (GABLS) is a test case for validating numerical simulations of strat-
ified atmospheric boundary layers with single-column and LES (Cuxart et al., 2006; Beare
et al., 2006b; Holtslag et al., 2013). This benchmark has highlighted the challenges of
simulating a moderately stable ABL, which is expected to have continuous—rather than
intermittent—turbulence. This turbulence persists in the presence of weak to moderate
surface cooling that causes buoyant destruction of turbulence and is coupled with, and
offset by, a moderate to strong geostrophic wind that tends to produce more mechan-
ical turbulence (Kosović & Curry, 2000). These physical mechanisms need to be prop-
erly resolved, which requires sufficient grid resolution and has considerable cost.

Our model configuration follows Beare et al. (2006a). The initial conditions are an
idealized sounding described by: surface pressure of 1008 hPa; potential temperature of
265 K from the ground up to 100 m; a strongly stable layer aloft with lapse rate of 10 K/km;
and a constant wind field, equal to the geostrophic wind (Ug, Vg) = (8, 0) m/s. All cases
use a WRF-like 5th (3rd)-order horizontal (vertical) advection scheme.

For LES cases, the Deardorff and Smagorinsky models are used for turbulence clo-
sure. The solution in the LES cases is advanced for roughly 9 hours with ∆t = 0.05 s
and 8 substeps per timestep. The SCM uses ∆t = 1 s and 6 substeps per timestep. For
the LES cases, this corresponds to acoustic and advective CFLs of over 5 and 0.13, re-
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spectively. We present ERF results alongside previous results from the GABLS inter-
comparison, along with publicly available results for two additional codes within the DOE
ExaWind software suite, AMR-Wind and Nalu-Wind (Figure 16).

(a) (b)

(c) (d) (e)

Figure 16: Planar-averaged profiles of (a) horizontal wind speed, (b) dry potential tem-
perature, (c,d) kinematic momentum fluxes in x and y, and (e) kinematic heat flux for the
GABLS1 stable ABL simulation.

Results from ERF show excellent agreement with previous LES simulations (Fig-
ure 16). The ERF SCM result uses the MYNN Level-2.5 PBL scheme and compares well
with previous GABLS1 SCM simulations in Cuxart et al. (2006). Notable differences are
the positive wind-speed bias (Figure 16a), attributed to excessive mixing (Figure 16c–
e) typical of SCM simulations. All LES profiles lie within the range of previously sim-
ulated values. Furthermore, the ERF LES results tend to agree most closely with the
recent Exawind simulations. Sensitivity to the choice of SGS model is most clearly seen
in the mean velocity profile above the jet nose (around 175 m AGL, Figure 16a) and at
the base of the temperature inversion (between 200–250 m AGL, Figure 16b). These dif-
ferences in the ERF LES mean profiles can be attributed to differences in the exchange
of heat at the top of the ABL (Figure 16e), for which the ABL with Smagorinsky clo-
sure shows excessive dissipation. In the future, this may be remedied with a stability cor-
rection to the eddy diffusivities based on Brunt–Väisälä frequency (Skamarock et al., 2021).
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4.2.3 Shallow cumulus convection

Shallow cumulus clouds play a significant role in determining the thermodynamic
structure of the atmosphere; they influence large-scale circulation in the tropics and mid-
latitudes through changes in the air–sea thermodynamic and momentum fluxes, lower-
tropospheric thermodynamic and wind profiles, capping inversion depth, and radiative
transfer between the surface and free troposphere (Siebesma et al., 2003). The Barba-
dos Oceanographic and Meteorological Experiment (BOMEX) was a 5-day experiment
to determine the rate of transfer of water vapor, heat, and momentum from the trop-
ical ocean to the atmosphere, during which trade wind shallow cumulus convection oc-
curred without well-developed storms (Holland & Rasmusson, 1973; Nitta & Esbensen,
1974). The study has since become a crucial validation test case for atmospheric flow
solvers and has been widely studied in the literature (Siebesma & Cuijpers, 1995; H. Jiang
& Cotton, 2000; Siebesma et al., 2003; Sridhar et al., 2022; Muñoz-Esparza et al., 2022).
Conditions for the BOMEX case are approximated by incorporating forcing terms that
describe the interaction between small-scale cloud formation processes and the large-scale
atmosphere (Siebesma et al., 2003).

The 3rd-order upwind scheme with a monotonicity preserving switch is used for the
advection operator (Hundsdorfer et al., 1995) and the Smagorinsky model with Cs =
0.17 is employed.

The initial condition is under-saturated (qv < qvs) with no qc present. As the sim-
ulation proceeds, moisture and thermal energy are introduced into the system through
the air–sea interaction at the bottom boundary and prescribed large-scale tendencies,
leading to the formation of a convective boundary layer. Vertical transport of moisture
due to resolved turbulence yields patches of saturation at z ≈ 500 m. The thermal en-
ergy released from water vapor condensing to form clouds creates further buoyant trans-
port by which the clouds are lifted and advected by the flow-field. The trade inversion
layer acts as a cap that limits the vertical growth of clouds and results in the formation
of shallow cumulus clouds with a maximum cloud height of ≈ 2 km. To clearly illustrate
the sparse cloud formation present in this case, we employ a larger domain than reported
in Table C1 with extents (Lx, Ly, Lz) = (30, 30, 4) km but the same grid resolution; see
Figure 17. There is no significant precipitation (≈ 0.2 mm/day in the measurements by
Holland & Rasmusson (1973)) as the air is not able to rise to levels where deep convec-
tion can occur, hence the use of a microphysics model without precipitation is justified.

Figure 18 shows the spatially (xy plane) and temporally (last 1 hr) averaged pro-
files of the prognostic variables as a function of the vertical height and the comparison
with results from several other codes. Comparison of these profiles with the initial pro-
files illustrates the changes in the atmosphere due to shallow cumulus convection dynam-
ics. The potential temperature profile shows an increase of ≈ 0.3 K near the air–sea sur-
face, which is indicative of the heating due to the sensible heat flux. Since saturation only
occurs for z > 500 m, qc only has non-zero values above this height. Changes in the
velocity fields near the surface are due to the turbulent boundary layer evolution. While
evaporation of sea water does introduce moisture into the atmosphere, the changes are
minor and not visible in the mean profile. Turbulent statistics in Figure 19 are also spa-
tially (xy plane) and temporally (last 3 hrs) averaged and compared to other codes.

Temporal evolution of the total cloud cover, domain-integrated liquid water path
(LWP), and domain-integrated TKE are also of interest (Siebesma et al., 2003; Sridhar
et al., 2022); see Figure 20. The total cloud cover plot shows that there is no cloud for-
mation for the first ∼ 1/2 hr of spin-up, and after ∼ 2 hrs, a statistical steady-state for
the the total cloud cover is observed, with a mean of ≈ 0.08, which is typical for shal-
low cumulus clouds. The integrated TKE increases steadily with time, and is attributed
to mesoscale fluctuations in the horizontal velocities, which increase with time until these
fluctuations have the same spatial size as the horizontal domain (Siebesma et al., 2003).
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Figure 17: Isocontour of cloud water mixing ratio (qc = 6 × 10−6 kg/kg) and the turbu-
lent velocity field for the BOMEX simulation on a 30 km × 30 km × 3.6 km domain with
a resolution of (∆x,∆y,∆z) = (100, 100, 40) m, at t = 1.6 hrs.

Figure 18: State variables spatially-averaged in the xy-plane, and time-averaged in the
last hour for the BOMEX case: (Row wise) Potential temperature, vapor mixing ratio,
horizontal wind velocities, and cloud water mixing ratio.
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Figure 19: Turbulence quantities spatially-averaged in the xy-plane, and time-averaged
in the last 3 hours for the BOMEX case: (Row wise) turbulent kinetic energy, turbulent
fluxes: w′w′, u′w′, w′q′v, w

′q′l, and w
′θ′v. Line-styles match the legend provided in Fig-

ure 18.
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Figure 20: Temporal evolution of the total cloud cover (top), liquid water path (middle),
and integrated turbulent kinetic energy (bottom) for the BOMEX case.

4.3 Flow Over Terrain

Until this point, test cases considered herein have employed the standard Carte-
sian coordinate system without terrain-following or stretched grids. In realistic atmo-
spheric systems, the role of complex terrain cannot be ignored and it is often highly ben-
eficial to use finer resolution near the bottom surface than higher up. To exercise these
capabilities, we consider flow over a two-dimensional hill, also known as the Witch of Ag-
nesi (WOA) profile.

4.3.1 Flow over terrain

The WOA hill has been widely studied in literature (Zängl, 2003; Giraldo & Restelli,
2008; Sridhar et al., 2022) and is known to trigger vertically propagating gravity waves.
Terrain height is specified as

z(x) =
hma

2

(x− xc)
2
+ a2

, (31)

where hm = 1 m and a = 1000 m. The flow is treated as inviscid and dry.

The vertical velocity field is shown in Figure 21. The inflow velocity is horizontal,
but the presence of the hill forces the air up and over, generating a vertical velocity com-
ponent. Gravity waves are triggered and their vertical structure agrees with results pre-
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sented in Giraldo & Restelli (2008); Sridhar et al. (2022); in particular compare Figure 21
here to Figure 6b in Sridhar et al. (2022).

Figure 21: Vertical velocity over the Witch of Agnesi hill at t=5 hr; note that only a
small subset of the domain is shown in order to focus on the gravity wave propagation.
The terrain-fitted mesh used for this simulation is shown in Figure 1.

4.4 Wind Energy Applications

Accurate predictions of power output are critical to the successful deployment of
wind technology. To this end, the efficacy of a single turbine is heavily impacted by the
momentum deficit and wake induced by neighboring turbines. At the scales considered
here, boundary layers around a turbine blade are not directly resolved. Rather, a coarse-
grained approach is taken where source terms are introduced for the momentum and TKE,
which physically correspond to the drag exerted by the turbine blade on the fluid. In this
manner, the large-scale wakes induced by a turbine and the reduced power output due
to turbine–turbine shielding is approximately accounted for. The following section demon-
strates these effects with mesoscale and LES simulations of a wind farm.

4.4.1 Wind turbine modeling

As noted in Section 3.7, ERF supports four wind farm modeling approaches that
may be broadly grouped into mesoscale wind farm parameterizations (WFPs), Fitch (Fitch
et al., 2012b) and the Explicit Wake Parameterization (EWP, Volker et al., 2015b); and
microscale actuator disk models (ADMs), the Simple Actuator Disk (SAD) (Burton et
al., 2011a) and Generalized Actuator Disk (GAD) (Mirocha et al., 2014; Wood, 2011)).
Microscale models employ grid spacings of O (10) m in all directions, whereas mesoscale
models utilize O

(
102
)
m in the horizontal direction and O (10) m in the vertical. Con-

sequently, mesoscale WFPs are more appropriate for capturing farm–farm interactions,
since they have potentially multiple turbines per cell, while microscale ADMs capture
turbine–turbine interactions. Mesoscale models generally assume the flow to be perpen-
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Figure 22: Instantaneous horizontal velocity magnitude at the hub-height of 89 m and t
= 1 hr for: (row wise) Fitch model, EWP model, simple actuator disk model, and general-
ized actuator disk model.

dicular to the turbine disk and the rotor area swept out by the turbine blade is only re-
solved in the vertical direction. By contrast, the increased resolution offered by microscale
models allows them to resolve the rotor swept area. The SAD model uses horizontal mo-
mentum sources that are based on one-dimensional momentum theory, whereas the GAD
model computes momentum sources for all coordinate directions and is based on blade
element theory and accounts for the blade cross-sectional geometry. A detailed discus-
sion of all the models and source terms is beyond the scope of this paper and we refer
the interested reader to the cited work in Section 3.7.

To evaluate ERF’s wind turbine parameterizations, simulations of the King Plains
wind farm, from the AWAKEN benchmark (Bodini, Abraham, et al., 2024; The AWAKEN
benchmarks, 2024), are run under idealized conditions, i.e. dry, inviscid flow over flat ter-
rain without Coriolis forcing. A southwesterly inflow of 10 m/s, is specified with all tur-
bine disks perpendicular to the flow. Contours of instantaneous horizontal velocity mag-
nitude, at the hub-height of 89 m, are illustrated for each wind farm model in Figure 22.
Due to the larger mesh spacing (500 m in the horizontal), Fitch and EWP models do
not resolve individual wakes generated by a turbine. At microscale mesh spacing (20 m
in all directions), the ADMs are able to resolve the wake deficits from individual turbines
and turbine–turbine interactions.

5 Software, Parallelism and Performance

5.1 AMReX

ERF is built on AMReX (Zhang et al., 2021; Myers et al., 2024), a C++–based soft-
ware framework that supports the development of structured mesh algorithms for solv-
ing systems of partial differential equations, with options for adaptive mesh refinement,
on machines from laptops to exascale architectures. AMReX was developed in the U.S.
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Department of Energy’s Exascale Computing Project and is now a member project of
the High Performance Software Foundation under the umbrella of the Linux Foundation.

AMReX uses an MPI+X model of hierarchical parallelism where blocks of data are
distributed across MPI ranks (typically across multiple nodes). Fine-grained parallelism
at the node level (X) is achieved using OpenMP with tiling for CPU-only machines, or
CUDA, HIP or SYCL for NVIDIA, AMD or Intel GPUs, respectively. AMReX enables
the use of GPU-aware MPI when available and provides extensive support for kernel launch-
ing on GPU accelerators (using ParallelFor looping constructs and C++ lambda func-
tions) and the effective use of various memory types, including managed, device, and pinned.
Common operations, such as parallel communication and reduction operations, as well
as interpolation and averaging operators between levels of refinement, are provided by
the AMReX framework. The default load-balancing strategy uses the space-filling curve
approach; knapsack and round-robin are also available through AMReX. Architecture-
specific aspects of the software for GPUs are highly localized within the code, and es-
sentially hidden from the application developer or user. We note that ERF supports both
a cmake and a gmake build system.

In addition to portability across architectures, AMReX provides data structures
and iterators that define, allocate and efficiently operate on distributed multi-dimensional
arrays. Data at each level are defined on disjoint logically rectangular regions of the do-
main known as patches (or grids or boxes); we note that unlike WRF, AMReX (and there-
fore ERF) does not require one patch per MPI rank, thus allowing much more general
domain decomposition. While domain decomposition that assigns a single patch to each
MPI rank is often optimal, especially for single-level calculations, there are multilevel
cases where we can more efficiently achieve the desired resolution in specific regions by
decomposing the region needing refinement into more patches than processors. The op-
timal decomposition is problem-specific and ERF provides flexibility in finding the com-
putational “sweet spot.”

5.1.1 I/O, Checkpoint/Restart and Visualization

Currently, ERF simulations can be initialized with metgrid or wrfinput and wrfbdy

files, which are written in NetCDF format. Output plotfiles can be written in NetCDF
format; however, AMReX’s native format is more efficient and supported by many third-
party visualization tools—e.g., Paraview, VisIt, yt and other python tools. For efficiency
all checkpoint/restart files are written in AMReX native format.

AMReX has implemented multiple output methodologies to provide efficient I/O
across a variety of applications and simulations. First, a static output pattern prints in
a pre-determined pattern that eliminates unnecessary overhead and is useful for well-
balanced or small simulations. Second, a dynamic output pattern improves write effi-
ciency for complex cases by assigning ranks to coordinate the I/O in a task-like fashion.
Finally, asynchronous output utilizes a background thread and data copy for writing, thereby
allowing computation to continue uninterrupted. The cost associated with I/O was ex-
plored by requiring ERF to write AMReX-native plotfiles every time step; even with this
frequency, the percentage of total run time spent writing plotfiles is less than 2% of the
total run time. In realistic workflows we would never write plotfiles this often so the I/O
cost becomes negligible in such cases.

5.2 Performance

To assess the performance of the ERF code on CPUs and GPUs, strong and weak
scaling studies were completed. The ABL simulation was chosen for the scaling studies
since it is representative of a typical atmospheric flow simulation. The scaling was per-
formed on the CPU and GPU nodes on Perlmutter, a supercomputer hosted at the Na-
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tional Energy Research Scientific Computing Center (NERSC), which is located at Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory (Berkeley Lab). A single CPU node consists of 128 AMD
EPYC 7763 (Milan) cores while a GPU node has 64 AMD EPYC 7763 (Milan) cores and
4 NVIDIA A100 (Ampere) GPUs. In all simulations the domain has lengths (Lx, Ly, Lz)
= (2048, 2048, 1024) m.

For the strong scaling study, a fixed mesh size of (Nx, Ny, Nz) = (512, 512, 256)
is employed and a 128 core simulation is taken as the reference. Subsequent simulations
were completed by doubling the number of cores until 4096. For CPU-only simulations,
the observed strong scaling timings are illustrated in Figure 23a while the paralleliza-
tion efficiency, defined as

E =

(
T

T128

)(
128

N

)
× 100%,

is shown in Figure 23b. In the above, N is the number of cores and T is the time taken
per time step. At 2048 cores, and ∼ 323 cells per rank, the parallel efficiency is 69%.

On GPU nodes, the number of CPU ranks and GPUs are the same for each run
(ie. when running with 8 GPU nodes ie., 32 GPUs, the number of CPU ranks is 32 as
well—i.e., each rank offloads its work to a single GPU. This GPU run with 8 GPU nodes
ie., 32 GPUs, is compared to a CPU run with 8 CPU nodes ie. 1024 CPU ranks). There-
fore, the speed-up presented here between GPU and CPU is per node. Speed-ups of 5–
15× are achieved up to 16 GPU nodes; see Figure 23d.

A weak scaling test was performed on CPUs with a mesh size of 512×512×256 =
67.1 million, on 1 node (128 MPI ranks), and the number of cells was progressively scaled
to 4096×2048×256 = 2.1 billion, on 32 nodes (4096 MPI ranks). Excellent weak scal-
ing is shown by the nearly constant timings, for 10 timesteps, in Figure 23c.

A weak scaling test was also performed on GPUs with a mesh size of 256×256×
512 on 1 GPU node, and the number of cells was progressively scaled to 2048×1024×
512 on 32 nodes. The total elapsed time for 100 iterations with and without GPU-aware-
MPI is shown in Figure 23e. The nearly constant timings show excellent weak scaling
and the benefits of GPU-aware-MPI are clearly observed with the 25-35% speed-up.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

Since the introduction of ERF (Almgren et al., 2023), significant development has
occurred that includes core modeling capabilities, Lagrangian particles, and adaptive mesh
refinement. These features are, by design, highly modular and allow users to dynami-
cally select between compressible and anelastic formulations and to choose the relevant
physics models (e.g., LES vs. PBL, or dry vs. moist) for a given problem of interest. Thus
ERF is well-suited for both exploratory studies and production runs of regional atmo-
spheric flows. ERF’s use of the state-of-the-art and well-supported AMReX framework
ensures it will continue to run efficiently as architectures and operating systems evolve;
AMReX shields ERF developers and users from most of the nuanced code changes nec-
essary for new architectures.

This paper provides a detailed overview of the ERF software and its current ca-
pabilities. A variety of test cases relevant to atmospheric dynamics and to wind energy
technology were presented to compare ERF with benchmark data. For each problem con-
sidered here, ERF demonstrated the ability to replicate established results. These find-
ings represent the first steps towards establishing ERF as a modern regional weather mod-
eling tool and an attractive multi-GPU-capable replacement for WRF (or similar atmo-
spheric simulation codes with limited GPU applicability).
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(a) Strong scaling on CPUs. The number of

mesh cells per rank is shown in blue.

(b) Parallelization efficiency for strong scaling.

(c) Weak scaling on CPUs. The total number of

mesh cells is shown in blue.

(d) Comparison of timings on CPU and GPU

showing the speed-up factor. We compare a

CPU node with 128 ranks to a GPU node

with 4 ranks, so there are 32x more points

per GPU than per CPU core. Points on the

same vertical line represent the same number

of nodes.

(e) Weak scaling on GPUs with and without

GPU-aware MPI.

Figure 23: Scaling results on the Perlmutter supercomputer.
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Future work includes continued development and validation of ERF. Over the next
year, validation studies will focus on real-world cases with available observational data,
including but not limited to simulation of flow over steep complex terrain as well as sim-
ulation of extreme events such as recent hurricanes. New capability development will in-
clude the generalization of meshing strategies to allow an embedded boundary (“cut cell”)
representation of terrain and/or urban structures as well as use of the particle data struc-
tures to develop and test Lagrangian microphysics models.

Looking forward, the plan for ERF is to leverage existing modules built on years
of experience by practitioners who are experts in their domains. Rather than re-implementing
existing column physics modules such as SHOC, P3, and RRTMGP, which exist in the
E3SM GitHub repository (E3SM Github Repository , 2024), we plan to provide interfaces
in ERF to call the versions of these routines that have already been ported to C++ and
can run on GPUs through the use of Kokkos (Trott et al., 2022). Similarly, we will also
leverage the existing Noah-MP (He et al., 2023) and SLM (Lee & Khairoutdinov, 2015)
land models.

Creating interfaces to existing physics models serves two purposes. First, it clearly
increases the fidelity of ERF to model atmospheric phenomena and wind energy appli-
cations. Second, it enables ERF to serve as a testbed to facilitate the rapid development
and testing of new features in the column physics modules themselves. Currently, for de-
velopment purposes, these models are often used either in single-column mode or deployed
in E3SM itself, with no intermediate options. ERF can provide an easy-to-use interme-
diate testing framework that will allow fast development and testing of column physics
models in a limited-area testbed that fills the gap between single-column and global.

In addition to calling additional physics models as described above, we are estab-
lishing strategies for run-time coupling with WW3 (Tolman, 1997), a wave model frame-
work that solves the random phase spectral action density balance equation for wavenumber-
direction spectra, and with REMORA (REMORA GitHub, 2024), a new AMReX-based
ocean model built to reproduce the ROMS (Shchepetkin & McWilliams, 2005) regional
ocean modeling capability on modern architectures. This three-way coupling will be anal-
ogous to COAWST (Warner et al., 2010) in which WRF, ROMS and SWAN or WW3
are three-way coupled. There is also ongoing work to couple ERF to AMR-Wind.

Finally, efficiently exploiting modern and future architectures and using performant
implementations of high-fidelity models is not in itself sufficient to address the large prob-
lems spanning multiple length and time scales that we target. Development of surrogate
models for various components of the overall model require extensive training data and
ways to integrate the simulation code, written in C++, with AI training approaches which
are typically written in Python. The Python language bindings of pyAMReX (Myers et
al., 2024) could enable ERF to fit easily into AI/ML workflows.

7 Data Availability Statement

The ERF model is completely open-source and is released under a modified BSD
license. It is available at https://github.com/erf-model/ERF. Documentation of the
ERF code can be found at https://erf.readthedocs.io. The github hash and inputs
files for all of the results presented here are available at https://github.com/erf-model/
validation/JAMES Paper.
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Appendix A Acoustic Substepping

ERF uses acoustic substepping in the presence of both moisture and complex ter-
rain. However, for clarity of exposition, we neglect both here in order to emphasize the
particulars of the time discretization.

We first define (ρdu)
t, (ρdθ)

t, and ρt as the solution at the most recent RK stage;
these are held fixed during the acoustic substepping. We then define solution variables
(U ′′, V ′′,W ′′) = (ρdu)− (ρdu)

t, Θ′′ = (ρdθ)− (ρdu)
t, and ρ′′ = ρ− ρt.

In each substep, to evolve the solution by δτ , where δτ is the substepping timestep,
we solve

U ′′,τ+δτ − U ′′,τ = δτ(−γRdπ
t ∂Θ

′′,τ

∂x
+Rt

U )

V ′′,τ+δτ − V ′′,τ = δτ(−γRdπ
t ∂Θ

′′,τ

∂y
+Rt

V )

W ′′,τ+δτ −W ′′,τ = δτ(−γRdπ
t ∂Θ

′′τ

∂z
+ gρ

Rd

cv

πt

π

Θ′′τ

Θt
− gρ′′

τ
+Rt

W )

Θ′′,τ+δτ −Θ′′,τ = δτ(−∂(U
′′,τ+δτθt)

∂x
− ∂(V ′′,τ+δτθt)

∂y
− ∂(W ′′τθt)

∂z
+Rt

Θ)

ρ′′,τ+δτ − ρ′′,τ = δτ(−∂U
′′,τ+δτ

∂x
− ∂V ′′,τ+δτ

∂y
− ∂W ′′τ

∂z
+Rt

ρ)

where g is the positive value of the gravitational acceleration and π is the Exner func-
tion. RU , RV , RW , RΘ and Rρ hold the right-hand-sides of Equations 1–3.

Following Equation (17) in Klemp et al. (2007), β1 = (1−βs)/2, β2 = (1+βs)/2.
The overbar notation, again following the notation in Klemp et al. (2007), can be ex-
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pressed for any variable ϕ as ϕ
τ
= β2ϕ

τ+∆τ + β1ϕ
τ . Thus, the βs controls the degree

of implicitness; as in Klemp et al. (2007) we set βs = 0.1.

Once the acoustic substepping is completed for a particular RK stage, the pertur-
bational solution is added to the solution at the most recent RK stage.

Appendix B Map scale factors

To write the fully compressible equations with map factors we first define uH to
be the lateral velocity components only, and the gradient operator ∇H = (∂/∂x, ∂/∂y)
to include the lateral gradients only. For isotropic projections the map factor m below
is independent of direction but can vary spatially across a region.

∂ρd
∂t

= −m2∇H · (ρduHm
−1)−m

∂(ρdwm
−1)

∂z
, (B1)

∂(ρdu)

∂t
= −m2∇H · (ρduHum

−1)−m
∂(ρdwum

−1)

∂z
− m

1 + qv + qc

∂p′

∂x
− (∇ · τ )u + Fu,

(B2)

∂(ρdv)

∂t
= −m2∇H · (ρduHvm

−1)−m
∂(ρdwvm

−1)

∂z
− m

1 + qv + qc

∂p′

∂y
− (∇ · τ )v + Fv,

(B3)

∂(ρdw)

∂t
= −m2∇H · (ρduHwm

−1)−m
∂(ρdwwm

−1)

∂z
− m

1 + qv + qc
(
∂p′

∂z
−B)− (∇ · τ )w + Fw,

(B4)

∂(ρdθd)

∂t
= −m2∇H · (ρduHθdm

−1)−m
∂(ρdwθdm

−1)

∂z
+∇ · (ρdαθ m∇θd) + Fθ +Hn +Hp,

(B5)

∂(ρdϕ)

∂t
= −m2∇H · (ρduHϕm−1)−m

∂(ρdwϕm
−1)

∂z
+∇ · (ρdαϕ m∇ϕ) + Fϕ, (B6)

∂(ρdqp)

∂t
= −m2∇H · (ρduHqnm

−1)−m
∂(ρdwqnm

−1)

∂z
+ Fn +Gn (B7)

∂(ρdqp)

∂t
= −m2∇H · (ρduHqpm

−1)−m
∂(ρdwqpm

−1)

∂z
+ Fp (B8)

The computation of the τ terms include map factor modifications as well.

Appendix C Simulation Conditions

Table C1 summarizes the simulation configurations for the cases presented in Sec-
tion 4. Furthermore, for the sake of readability, we reiterate the table description below.

The domain extents describe the height of the domain in the 1-D single-column model
(SCM) case; the length and height of the domain for the 2-D cases; and the streamwise,
lateral, and vertical extents of the domain for the 3-D cases. Parenthetical quantities are
derived from other inputs and have been included for completeness. Initial fields are ei-
ther uniform or vary with height based on an input sounding. A perturbation field is su-
perimposed on the initial fields to model the specific mesoscale problem of interest or
to help initiate turbulence in the microscale. For the canonical, non-neutral ABL sim-
ulations, MOST specifies the surface kinematic heat flux for the BOMEX case and the
surface temperature for the GABLS cases. Both Smagorinsky and Deardorff 1.5 order
TKE turbulence closures have been utilized; with Deardorff, the model coefficients fol-
low (Moeng, 1984). Several cases used Rayleigh damping to attenuate waves in the free
atmosphere. The damping strength, an inverse timescale, was ramped using a sine-squared
function from 0 at the bottom of the damping layer to the specified value at the top.
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