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Abstract

The computational cost of the boundary-condition-enforced immersed boundary method (IBM) in-
creases in the order of O(#2) as the number of Lagrangian points, # , increases. This is due to the
time-consuming calculation of the correction operator in the diffuse-interface IBM to enforce the
no-slip boundary condition. In this study, a computationally efficient IBM algorithm for an extruded
wall geometry is developed, and the correction operator calculation is significantly simplified while
maintaining the accuracy of the solution. This method takes advantage of the geometrical sym-
metricity to apply several matrix simplifications, which result in a huge increase in the computational
efficiency and an improved scalability of O(<0G(#, #2/A2)) (A: the number of grid points towards
the extruded direction). The boundary-condition-enforced IBM for an extruded wall geometry is
applicable to the numerical simulations of the flow around a wall surface that satisfies both (a) an
extruded wall geometry that retains the same cross-section geometry and (b) an Eulerian grid that is
either uniform or whose stretch rate towards the extruded direction is constant. As this type of geome-
try is commonly studied to investigate the fundamental behavior of the fluid, the presented algorithm
has wide applications. Several calculations are conducted to demonstrate the higher computational
efficiency of the presented algorithm compared with that of the original algorithm. The results show
improvements in computational efficiency of up to 2,800 times for the correction operator calculation
and 160 times for the overall IBM calculations compared with the original algorithm while retaining
the computational accuracy.

Keywords Computational methods · Aerodynamics · Flow-structure interactions

1 Introduction

The diffuse-interface immersed boundary method (IBM) (Peskin , 2002; Lambert et al. , 2013) is used in several
applications of computational fluid dynamics (CFD) to investigate the generated flow field around geometrically
complex and moving objects. It has been widely used, as it is relatively stable and easy to implement into CFD
codes by considering the wall surface represented by a set of Lagrangian points that does not require complicated
computational grid generation. However, one of the inherent bottlenecks for the diffuse-interface IBM has been the lower
resolution of the boundary layer, as the external force is diffused around the wall surface. To overcome this problem,
several IBM algorithms have been proposed to enforce the no-slip boundary condition at the wall surface (Wu et al. ,
2009; Wang et al. , 2008). In this regard, a boundary-condition-enforced IBM has been proposed by Pinelli et al.
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(2010), which imposes a spreading operator correction that implicitly ensures the no-slip boundary condition for the
external force of the diffuse-interface IBM. It is advantageous over other methods regarding the irrelevance of the
velocity field around the wall surface to its convergence of the solution. While this correction succeeds in enforcing
the boundary condition at the Lagrangian points of the wall surface, it features a high computational cost for solving
the correction operator required for each Lagrangian point. The correction coefficients are obtained by solving a
linear equation iteratively, which scales in the order of O(#2) as the number of Lagrangian points, # , increases. In
large-scale simulations in which a large number of Lagrangian points is required (Saito et al. , 2024; Posa. , 2021),
the computational cost of solving the correction operator quickly scales up to dozens of times that of the flow field
calculation. Previous studies (Valero-Lara et al. , 2015; Boroni et al. , 2017) have utilized GPUs to accelerate the
calculation, but such an approach cannot be implemented on pure CPU-based computing machines. Moreover, such
an approach lacks scalability for a larger number of Lagrangian points for simulating high-Reynolds-number flow
fields, as it has not solved the scalability issue. This paper presents an algorithm-based approach utilizing a simplified
calculation for solving the correction operator, which significantly reduces the computational costs when the wall
surface features an extruded geometry while retaining the computational accuracy.

2 Numrical methods

2.1 Boundary-condition-enforced IBM

When employing the diffuse-interface IBM, the wall surface is represented by a group of Lagrangian points, and using
those points, physical quantities on the Eulerian grid are modified by imposing an imaginary external force so that
all the physical quantities, such as velocity and pressure, satisfy the boundary conditions at the wall surface. The
imaginary external force is derived through the following procedure.

First, the equation of momentum conservation is solved without considering the existence of the wall. Subsequently,
the velocity on the Lagrangian points at the wall surface is interpolated from the temporal solution from the Eulerian
grid as

[s =

∑

9∈�B

û 9Xℎ

( |G 9 − -B |
ΔG

)
Xℎ

( |H 9 − .B |
ΔH

)
Xℎ

( |I 9 − /B |
ΔI

)
, (1)

where û is the temporal solution of velocity before considering the existence of the wall, [s , (-B, .B, /B) are the
velocity, density, and the coordinate of the BCℎ Lagrangian point, respectively, and (G 9 , H 9 , I 9 ), ΔG, ΔH, ΔI are the 9 Cℎ

coordinate of the Eulerian grid and the grid sizes at the coordinates, respectively. Note that in this analysis, a staggered
Cartesian coordinate system is adopted; hence, the coordinates are different among density and velocity. Furthermore,
�B is the small group of points within the Eulerian grid around the BCℎ Lagrangian point, and Xℎ (A) is represented by

Xℎ (A) =



1
3
(1 +

√
−3A2 + 1) (0 ≤ A ≤ 0.5)

1
6
(5 − 3A −

√
−3(1 − A)2 + 1) (0.5 < A ≤ 1.5)

0 >Cℎ4AF8B4

(2)

Using this interpolated velocity and the velocity of the moving wall at each Lagrangian point, [w , the imaginary
external force, Ls , at the Lagrangian points is calculated using

Ls = d
[w −[s

ΔC
. (3)

Once Ls is calculated, it is then interpolated back to the Eulerian grid as

fs =
∑

B∈� 9

LsXℎ

( |G 9 − -B |
ΔG

)
Xℎ

( |H 9 − .B |
ΔH

)
Xℎ

( |I 9 − /B |
ΔI

)
ΔBBnB , (4)

where ΔBB and nB are the length of the arc joining -B−1/2 and -B+1/2, and the correction operator determined by
the positional relationship between the Eulerian grid and the Lagrangian points solving the following equations,
respectively.

Gkl =

∑

9∈�;

Xℎ

( |x j − ^k |
Δ

)
Xℎ

( |x j − ^l |
Δ

)
ΔB: (5)

G& = 1 (6)

The correction operator implicitly ensures the no-sip boundary condition at the wall surface, which was originally
proposed by Pinelli et al. (2010). Finally, the interpolated external force, fs, is imposed on the Eulerian grid.
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Figure 1: Example of the Lagrangian points configurations that the presented algorithm is applicable (the intersections
of the lines represent at which the Lagrangian points are located).

Figure 2: Schematic of the segmentation of the Lagrangian points considering symmetricity of the solution, & . Each
color represents the Lagrangian points in the same symmetric plane (@ denotes the number of Lagrangian points in the
same symmetrical plane).

2.2 Matrix simplifications for solving the correction operator, &

In the original algorithm to solve the correction operator in equations (5) and (6), the computational cost scales in the
order of O(#2) as the number of Lagrangian points, # , representing the wall surface increases. This is because, when
# increases, the size of the matrix G ∈ R#G# also increases, and the computational cost for solving & iteratively is
directly affected by the size of the matrix G. Therefore, if the size of the matrix G can be reduced, the computational
cost to solve the correction operator can be reduced.

When the wall surface features a linearly extruded geometry, such as a cylinder or constant-chord wing, the matrix G
can be efficiently simplified to reduce the computational cost. In the following sections, a constant-chord NACA airfoil
is considered as an example. Figure 1 shows the distribution of the Lagrangian points on the wall surface along the
spanwise direction. Here, the intersections of the lines represent the locations of the Lagrangian points. The presented
algorithm is applicable to grid points that are uniform or evenly stretched in a spanwise direction, and its applicability
to an evenly stretched grid is discussed later. In this study, the Lagrangian points are generated and aligned by repeating
the same sequence on each consecutive plane perpendicular to the spanwise direction from one end of the span to the
other.

2.2.1 Simplification No.1: Using the symmetricity of the solution of &

Figure 2 shows the distribution of the Lagrangian points representing the wall surface of the airfoil. Here, @ represents
the number of Lagrangian points on one of the G − H planes, and the common color (red, blue, and green) shows that
the Lagrangian points are on the same plane. The Lagrangian points are evenly spaced along the I-direction. By virtue
of the patterned relationship between the Lagrangian points and the Eulerian grid, each �:; in equation (5) features the
same value when either the : Cℎ and ;Cℎ Lagrangian points share the same G- and H-coordinates. Therefore, focusing on
the values of & for each Lagrangian point, when the Lagrangian points share the same G- and H-coordinates, they share
the same & . Thus, while the solution of & in equations (5) and (6) originally had # degrees of freedom, it is decreased
to #/A (= @) degrees of freedom by considering the patterned relationship in the coordinates. Here, A is the number of
Eulerian or Lagrangian points in the I-direction. This enables the modification of equation (6) to equation (7), as the
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Figure 3: Schematic of the related Lagrangian points when considering the solution of & for blue Lagrangian points
(blue: interested in its solution; red: consideration required to obtain the solution for blue points; grey: irrelevant).

required number of equations can be reduced from # to @.



�11 �12 . . . �1#
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. . .
...

...
. . .

...
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...
n#



=



1
1
...
1



(7)

2.2.2 Simplification No.2: Using the sparseness of the matrix G

Figure 3 shows the Lagrangian points related to solving the values of & on an arbitral G − H plane. The blue Lagrangian
points are relevant to solving the solution of & . From equation (2), each value of �:; whose I-coordinate is more than
1.5 ΔI away from the red Lagrangian points is null. From this point of view, in Fig. 3, only the red Lagrangian points,
which are adjacent to the blue Lagrangian points in the I-direction, are required to solve the values of & . Therefore, the
following equation holds on any G − H plane.
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�@1 �#2 . . . �@#





n1

n2

...
n#



=



∑(?+2)@
8=(?−1)@+1

�1,8n8
∑(?+2)@

8=(?−1)@+1
�2,8n8

...
∑(?+2)@

8=(?−1)@+1
�#,8n8



(8)

Here, ? ∈ {1, 2, ..., A − 1}, and equation (8) is satisfied under any ?. Then equation (7) can be transformed into the
following @ × 3@ matrix equation.



�1, (?−1)@+1 �1, (?−1)@+2 . . . �1, (?+2)@

�2, (?−1)@+1

. . .
...

...
. . .

...
�@, (?−1)@+1 �#2 . . . �@, (?+2)@





n (?−1)@+1

n (?−1)@+2

...
n (?+2)@



=



1
1
...
1



(9)

2.2.3 Simplification No.3: Matrix transformation for Krylov subspace iteration methods

Krylov subspace iteration methods are capable of solving the original equation (6) in a few iterations without any pre-
conditioning (Pinelli et al. , 2010); hence, the same iteration method is used in this context. The above simplifications
reduce the size of the matrix G from the original # × # to @ × 3@, but the non-square matrix feature of G hinders
the use of Krylov subspace iteration methods. To apply Krylov subspace iteration methods, modifying the matrix G
to a square matrix is preferable, and by taking advantage of the following relationship among & , the matrix G can be
modified into a @ × @ matrix.

{n (?−1)@+1 , n (?−1)@+2, ..., n (?+2)@} = {n?@+1, ..., n (?+1)@ , n?@+1, ..., n (?+1)@ , n?@+1, ..., n (?+1)@} (10)



�1, (?−1)@+1 + �1, ?@+1 + �1, (?+1)@+1 . . . �1, ?@ + �1, (?+1)@ + �1, (?+2)@
...

. . .
...

�@, (?−1)@+1 + �@,?@+1 + �@, (?+1)@+1 . . . �@,?@ + �@, (?+1)@ + �@, (?+2)@





n?@+1

...
n (?+1)@



=



1
...
1



(11)
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The Lagrangian points can also be evenly stretched along the spanwise direction to apply the simplifications, which
improves the range of applications. This is because the matrix G in equation (5) is only dependent on the relative
distance between the Eulerian grid and the Lagrangian points. Analytically, such a dependency can be explicitly shown
in the following equations. It is safe to assume that the I-coordinates of both the Eulerian grid and the Lagrangian
points align, as this is ideally the best and easiest way to locate the Lagrangian points. The ideal distance of the
Lagrangian points being identical to the Eulerian grid size was originally discussed by Pinelli et al. (2010). Therefore,
the solution of |I 9 − /B | can be explicitly expressed as one of the following patterns.

|I 9 − /B | =
{

ΔI 9
0
ΔI 9+@

(12)

Here, ΔI 9 is defined by |I 9 − I 9−@ |. As the airfoil consists of @ Lagrangian points in each plane perpendicular to the
spanwise direction, ^j and ^j−q are adjacent in the I-direction and share the same G- and H-coordinates. When the
grid points are evenly stretched by the stretch rate of U in the spanwise direction, the solution of |I 9 − /B |/ΔI 9 can be
written as

|I 9 − /B |
ΔI 9

=

{
1
0
U

, (13)

as ΔI 9+@ = UΔI 9 . This shows the independence of the matrix G to the local grid size in a spanwise direction, and
the simplifications can be conducted in the same manner as the uniform grid case. Therefore, even when the grid is
stretched in a spanwise direction, the solution of equation (6) does not change along the spanwise direction. Note that,
in the current algorithm, the stretch rate needs to be relatively moderate for the second adjacent Lagrangian points in
the I-direction to be out of context. This limitation is described by satisfying U2 + U > 1.5 considering that Xℎ (A)
in equation (2) considers 1.5ΔI peripheral Lagrangian points. Although this results in the maximum stretch rate of
21.5% in the spanwise direction, it can be considered that this limitation is within the range of practical usage. For a
higher stretch rate, one can transform the matrix G in a similar way by considering additional Lagrangian points in the
spanwise direction. For reference, an additional consideration of Lagrangian points on the grid’s shrinking side in the
spanwise direction can increase the limitation of the stretch rate to 44.6%, which is derived from U3 + U2 + U > 1.5.

3 Results and discussion

3.1 Computational efficiency and accuracy analyses

To evaluate the improvement in the computational efficiency of the boundary-condition-enforced IBM, large-eddy
simulations (LES) of a plunging airfoil were conducted by solving the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations. The
computational domain and calculation result are shown in Fig. 4. The airfoil features the NACA0010 configuration,
and based on the chord length of the airfoil, C, the size of the computational domain is 12C, 12C, and 2C in the G-,
H-, and I- directions and the number of grid points is 1140, 550, and 67, respectively. The spanwise length in the
I-direction is 2C, and the boundary conditions are outflow conditions in the G- and H- directions, respectively, and
periodic in the I-direction. The minimum grid size is (ΔG,ΔH,ΔI) = (0.006C, 0.006C, 0.03C). The inlet flow is imposed
at the negative end of the G-direction. The Reynolds number is based on the ambient flow velocity, *, and the chord
length of the airfoil is 3,000. The plunging airfoil features the sinusoidal oscillation in the H-direction with a plunging
amplitude of 0.5C and a frequency of 0.5*/C Hz with a zero-degree angle of attack relative to the ambient flow. The
airfoil consists of 332(= @) Lagrangian points on each G − H plane with a total of 22, 244(= #) points in the entire
domain. The numerical simulation is performed using an in-house solver referred to as FK3 (e.g. Pillai et al. (2022);
Kai et al. (2023)), which consists of a fractional-step method that employs a pressure-based semi-implicit algorithm
(Moureau et al. , 2007). The unresolved subgrid-scale modeling was conducted using the dynamic Smagorinsky model
(Lilly , 1992). In Fig. 4b, the vorticity is normalized by the plunging frequency of the airfoil.

Figure 5 shows the comparisons of the accuracy and the computational efficiency between the original and presented
algorithms. Figure 5a shows the comparison of the correction operator, & , normalized by the averaged value of & from
the original IBM algorithm between the original and presented IBM algorithms. Approximately 10,000 points were
sampled from various locations in the airfoils, and time steps were plotted. The colored scale indicates the error value
obtained from (n?A4B4=C − n>A868=0; )/n>A868=0; × 100 for each Lagrangian point, where n>A868=0; is the averaged value
of n>A868=0; , and the magnitude of the largest discrepancy is 0.058%, which is significantly small. Here, the iterative
convergence strategy of the bi-conjugate gradient stabilized (BiCGSTAB) method (Van der Vorst , 1992) was used.

Subsequently, the computational cost was compared between the presented and the original IBM algorithms. The
calculation was parallelized using 880 and 1,760 CPU cores for the comparison. Figure 5b shows the computational
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a Computational domain (Dotted arrow denotes plunging
movement of the airfoil).

b Nondimensionalized vorticity contour

Figure 4: Computational domain and the result of the numerical simulation of a plunging airfoil.
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Figure 5: Comparisons of (a) the solution of the normalized correction operator, & (the color scale denotes (n?A4B4=C −
n>A868=0; )/n>A868=0; × 100), and (b) the computational time between original and presented IBM algorithms (the
percentages indicate the proportion of the computational cost of IBM).
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Table 1: Comparison of the computational complexity among boundary-codition-enforced IBM algorithms.

Explicit technique-based IBM (Zhao et al. , 2021) O(#)
Multi-direct forcing IBM (Luo et al. , 2007) O(#√^)
Conjugate gradient technique-based IBM (Zhao et al. , 2021) O(#^)
Boundary condition-enforced IBM (Pinelli et al. , 2010) O(#2)
Boundary condition-enforced IBM for extruded wall geometry (presented) O(<0G(#, #2/A2))

cost for each step and its breakdown among the IBM and LES on a logarithmic scale. While the computational
costs of the IBM employing the previous algorithm accounted for 94% to 97% of the overall cost, those of the IBM
employing the presented algorithm only accounted for 17% to 24% of the overall cost, resulting in 52 to 160 times
the speed-up of the IBM calculation. In fact, the computational speed-up predominantly resulted from the above-
described simplifications of the correction operator calculation, which alone resulted in a speed-up of 800 to 2,800
times. Therefore, the evaluation of the correction operator, & , and the computational speed-ups indicate that the
presented algorithm is capable of reproducing the solution of & in a significantly efficient and accurate manner.

3.2 Scalability analysis

To assess the scalability of the presented algorithm, its computational complexity is compared with that of the previous
algorithms in Table 1. Here, A and ^ represent the number of Eulerian or Lagrangian points in the I-direction and
the condition number, respectively. The complexity of O(<0G(#, #2/A2)) in the boundary-condition-enforced IBM
for an extruded wall geometry is derived from the fact that the original correction operator calculation, which had the
computational complexity of O(#2), is simply reduced by A × A owing to the size reduction of the matrix � from
G ∈ R#G# to Greduced ∈ R@G@ (@ = #/A). However, the underlying computational complexity of O(#) cannot be
avoided, as this complexity originates from the calculation for each Lagrangian point, such as interpolation from the
Eulerian grid to Lagrangian points or the imposition of an external imaginary force.

The quantitative scalability of the presented algorithm was investigated through attempts to simulate the flow around a
circular cylinder under various grid resolutions and spanwise lengths using a single processor without parallelization.
In the original algorithm presented by Pinelli et al. (2010), the resolutions of the Eulerian and Lagrangian points
were ideally maintained the same. Therefore, in this analysis, as the number of Eulerian points increases, so does
the number of Lagrangian points accordingly. Figure 6 shows the comparisons of the computational cost between the
original and presented IBMs for different (a) resolutions (homogeneous scaling) and (b) spanwise lengths, ; (spanwise
scaling). Homogeneous scaling increases the resolution of the Eulerian grid and Lagrangian points at the same rate in
the G−, H−, and I− directions. The computational cost of the correction operator calculation alone is also explicitly
shown. Here, the spanwise length and Eulerian grid size are normalized by the diameter of the circular cylinder, D.
In Fig. 6a, when the resolution of the Eulerian grid and Lagrangian points increases, the computational cost for the
correction operator is consistently smaller in the presented algorithm than in the original algorithm by 103 to 104 times.
Moreover, while the correction operator calculation dominates the computational cost in the original algorithm, most
of the computational cost in the presented algorithm originates from the calculation other than the correction operator
calculation, such as imposing an external forcing term to the velocity field from each Lagrangian point. This indicates
that the use of the presented algorithm almost eliminates the computational cost of the correction operator calculation,
which was originally the drawback in the boundary-condition-enforced IBM. Note that, in practical applications, the
parallelization of the code can also be applied to the algorithm to decrease the computational cost further by distributing
the Eulerian grid and Lagrangian points among multiple processors, as in the original algorithm.

Furthermore, the presented algorithm is more effective when the number of grid points in a spanwise direction increases
by virtue of the geometrical symmetricity. Figure 6b shows the comparison of the computational cost of the IBM
among different spanwise lengths with a constant grid resolution (i.e. different numbers of grid points in the spanwise
direction). Notably, this feature can be altered to increase the resolution in the spanwise direction with a constant
spanwise length. The computational cost of the original algorithm increases as the spanwise length increases owing to
the increase in the Eulerian grid and Lagrangian points. On the other hand, the computational cost of the presented
algorithm does not scale as much as that of the original one. In fact, the computational cost of the correction operator
calculation almost remains constant.

The quantitative comparison of the scalability among different IBM algorithms is shown in Fig. 2. The presented
algorithm can be evaluated under (a) homogeneous scaling and (b) spanwise scaling. Spanwise scaling only increases
the Eulerian grid and Lagrangian points in a spanwise direction, increasing either the resolution or the domain size. In
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Figure 6: Comparison of the computational cost of IBM under (a) homogeneously increased resolution or (b) increased
spanwise length, ; (pink line and green dashes represent the computational cost of solving the correction operator alone
and IBM, respectively, and filled and hollow symbols represent original and presented algorithms, respectively).

Table 2: Comparison of the computational cost scaling among IBM algorithms.

Explicit technique-based IBM (Zhao et al. , 2021) O(#1.014)
Multi-direct forcing IBM (Zhao et al. , 2021) O(#1.683)
Conjugate gradient technique-based IBM (Zhao et al. , 2021) O(#1.428)
Boundary condition-enforced IBM (Zhao et al. , 2021) O(#2.012)
Boundary condition-enforced IBM for extruded wall geometry (presented)

(a) homogeneous scaling O(#1.352)
(b) spanwise scaling O(#1.008)

both scalings of the presented algorithm, it outperforms all the previously presented algorithms in terms of scalability
except for the explicit-technique-based algorithm, which gains computational efficiency by compromising the accuracy.
Furthermore, (b) the spanwise scaling of the presented algorithm is almost identical to that of the explicit-technique-
based algorithm.

4 Conclusions

A fast algorithm-based calculation algorithm was presented for the boundary-condition-enforced IBM utilizing a
simplified calculation for solving the correction operator that significantly reduces the computational costs when the
wall surface features an extruded geometry while retaining the computational accuracy. The algorithm focused on the
symmetricity of the wall geometry to simplify the time-consuming matrix calculation, and its computational efficiency
and accuracy were evaluated. The results showed improvements in computational efficiency of up to 160 times for
the overall IBM calculations with an error no greater than 0.058% in the solution. Furthermore, the scaling of the
computational cost consistently remained lower than that of the previously proposed algorithms that do not compromise
the computational accuracy.

Declaration of interests

The authors report no conflict of interest.

References

Boroni, G.A. 2017 FULL GPU implementation of lattice-Boltzmann methods with immersed boundary conditions

8



A fast IBM for an extruded wall geometry A Preprint

for fast fluid simulations Int. J. Multiphysics, 11(1), pp 1-14.

Kai, R. 2023 LES flamelet modeling of hydrogen combustion considering preferential diffusion effect Int. J. Hydrog.
Energy, 48(29), pp 11086-11101.

Lambert, R.A. 2023 Active suspensions in thin films: nutrient uptake and swimmer motion J. Fluid Mech., 733, pp
528-557.

Lilly, D.K. 1992 A proposed modification of the Germano subgrid-scale closure method Phys. Fluids, 4(3), pp
633-635.

Luo, K. 2007 Full-scale solutions to particle-laden flows: Multidirect forcing and immersed boundary method Phys.
Rev. E, 76(6), pp 066709.

Moureau, V. 2002 An efficient semi-implicit compressible solver for large-eddy simulations Acta Numer., 226(2), pp
1256-1270.

Peskin, C.S. 2002 The immersed boundary method Acta Numer., 11, pp 479-517.

Pillai, A.L. 2022 Numerical analysis of heat transfer characteristics of spray flames impinging on a wall under CI
engine-like conditions Combust. Flame, 239, pp 111615.

Pinelli, A. 2010 Immersed-boundary methods for general finite-difference and finite-volume Navier–Stokes solvers J.
Comput. Phys., 229(24), pp 9073-9091.

Posa, A. 2021 Analysis of momentum recovery within the near wake of a cross-flow turbine using large eddy simulation
Comput. Fluids., 231,pp 105178.

Saito, M. 2024 Large-eddy simulation of blade-turbulence interaction in a cyclorotor system Aerosp. Sci. Technol.,
146, pp 108921.

Valero-Lara, P. 2021 Accelerating fluid–solid simulations (Lattice-Boltzmann & Immersed-Boundary) on heteroge-
neous architectures J. Comput. Sci., 10, pp 249-261.

Van der Vorst, H.A. 1992 Bi-CGSTAB: A fast and smoothly converging variant of Bi-CG for the solution of
nonsymmetric linear systems SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 13(2), pp 631-644.

Wang, Z. 2008 Combined multi-direct forcing and immersed boundary method for simulating flows with moving
particles Int. J. Multiph. Flow, 34(3), pp 283-302.

Wu, J. 2009 Implicit velocity correction-based immersed boundary-lattice Boltzmann method and its applications J.
Comput. Phys., 228(6), pp 1963-1979.

Zhao, X. 2021 Efficient boundary condition-enforced immersed boundary method for incompressible flows with
moving boundaries J. Comput. Phys., 441, pp 110425.

9


	Introduction
	Numrical methods
	Boundary-condition-enforced IBM
	Matrix simplifications for solving the correction operator, normalnormal
	Simplification No.1: Using the symmetricity of the solution of normalnormal
	Simplification No.2: Using the sparseness of the matrix normalnormalA
	Simplification No.3: Matrix transformation for Krylov subspace iteration methods


	Results and discussion
	Computational efficiency and accuracy analyses
	Scalability analysis

	Conclusions

