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Abstract

Astrophysical turbulent flows display an intrinsically multi-scale nature, making their numerical simulation and the
subsequent analyses of simulated data a complex problem. In particular, two fundamental steps in the study of turbulent
velocity fields are the Helmholtz-Hodge decomposition (compressive+solenoidal; HHD) and the Reynolds decomposition
(bulk+turbulent; RD). These problems are relatively simple to perform numerically for uniformly-sampled data, such
as the one emerging from Eulerian, fix-grid simulations; but their computation is remarkably more complex in the case
of non-uniformly sampled data, such as the one stemming from particle-based or meshless simulations. In this paper,
we describe, implement and test vortex-p, a publicly available tool evolved from the vortex code, to perform both
these decompositions upon the velocity fields of particle-based simulations, either from smoothed particle hydrodynamics
(SPH), moving-mesh or meshless codes. The algorithm relies on the creation of an ad-hoc adaptive mesh refinement
(AMR) set of grids, on which the input velocity field is represented. HHD is then addressed by means of elliptic solvers,
while for the RD we adapt an iterative, multi-scale filter. We perform a series of idealised tests to assess the accuracy,
convergence and scaling of the code. Finally, we present some applications of the code to various SPH and meshless
finite-mass (MFM) simulations of galaxy clusters performed with OpenGadget3, with different resolutions and physics,
to showcase the capabilities of the code.

Keywords: turbulence, large-scale structure of Universe, galaxies: clusters: intracluster medium, galaxies: clusters:
general, methods: numerical, Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics

1. Introduction

Astrophysical flows on vastly different scales, ranging
from the interior of stars to galaxy clusters, are turbu-
lent in nature, in the sense of them being highly irregu-
lar both in space and time (see, e.g., [1] for a review on
astrophysical turbulence). Turbulent motions in highly-
compressible media manifest in the emergence of compres-
sive and solenoidal velocity modes spanning several orders
of magnitude in scales.

As a particular example, turbulent motions arise dur-
ing the assembly of cosmic structures and, in particular,
throughout the formation and evolution of galaxies and
galaxy clusters, emerging as a central phenomenon for the
understanding of the physics of the baryonic component
in such structures [2, 3, 4, 5]. In galaxy clusters, the emer-
gence of turbulence in the intracluster medium (ICM) is
tightly linked to the presence of mergers and smooth ac-
cretion [6, 7], but can also be triggered by the sloshing of a
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cool core [8], by galaxy motions [9, 10], or by AGN outflows
[11, 12], amongst other mechanisms. In turn, once present
in the ICM, turbulent motions are responsible for provid-
ing a significant contribution to the non-thermal pressure
resisting gravitational collapse [2, 3, 13, 14] and may hence
bias mass measurement relying on the hydrostatic equilib-
rium assumption [15, 16]. Additionally, small-scale plasma
motions are responsible for the amplification of magnetic
fields [17, 18, 19], the acceleration of cosmic rays [20, 21],
and may impact processes at even smaller scales, such as
star formation [22, 23].

Due to their intrinsic multi-scale character, properly
resolving turbulent flows in astrophysical computational
fluid dynamics (CFD) applications demands high numer-
ical resolutions. While the most consistent approach for
accurately resolving the turbulent cascade involves the us-
age of uniform, fix grids [e.g., 24, 25], other more com-
putationally feasible strategies are usually followed, either
by means of Eulerian Adaptive-Mesh Refinement (AMR)
codes [26, 27, 28, 29], where the grid resolution can be in-
creased locally based on different criteria, or with particle-
based methods, whose Lagrangian nature makes them par-
ticularly attractive for structure formation simulations.
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While traditional [30, 31] and improved versions [32] of
the Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics (SPH) method are
customarily used to study the properties of turbulent flows
[2, 33, 34, 35], in the recent years, there has been a grow-
ing interest in meshless finite volume (MFV) and finite
mass (MFM) methods [36, 37], which combine some of the
advantages of AMR and SPH codes.

Despite the fact that these alternative approaches alle-
viate to a considerable extent the computational burden
associated to having to sample the whole domain at con-
stant resolution, they also pose serious complications for
posterior analyses and post-processing of the simulation
data. One of the main computationally-expensive analy-
ses corresponds to the process of splitting the (turbulent)
velocity field in its compressive and solenoidal components,
formally known as the Helmholtz-Hodge decomposition
(HHD). In the context of galaxy cluster physics, this is
exceedingly interesting since these two components differ
significantly in their spectra [38, 4, 39], their spatial distri-
bution [6, 40, 41], and their role. Regarding the latter, the
small-scale solenoidal velocity is responsible, e.g., for part
of the amplification of primordial magnetic fields through
the action of dynamo mechanisms [17, 19, 42]; while com-
pressive supersonic motions play a central role in shap-
ing the thermodynamic properties of the ICM [43, 44, 17].
Both, in grid-based and in particle-based simulations, this
decomposition is customarily carried out in Fourier space
[e.g., 6, 35], where it reduces to performing a linear projec-
tion and the overall cost scales as O(N logN) by employ-
ing the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) algorithm. Never-
theless, this comes at the cost of assigning the velocity field
onto a fix grid, potentially losing signal in high-density re-
gions.

Another fundamental step in the analysis of a simula-
tion of turbulent flows may be the Reynolds decomposition
(RD), i.e., the process of extracting the turbulent part of
the velocity field. While earlier works in the literature
used a fix-length low-pass filter to define a bulk velocity
field [2, 45], from whose residual the turbulent velocity
was defined, it soon became obvious that the complexity
of the ICM (hosting substructures, internal shock waves,
etc.) makes the problem more complicated. With this mo-
tivation, using fix-grid simulations, Vazza et al. [46, 6] pro-
posed an iterative algorithm to locally constrain the outer
scale of turbulence, which was subsequently extended to
SPH [35] or AMR [7].

In Vallés-Pérez et al. [47] we introduced, tested and pub-
licly released vortex, a post-processing code for patch-
based AMR simulations for performing the HHD of an in-
put vector field. Subsequently, in Vallés-Pérez et al. [7], we
added a module for optionally performing a RD following
the algorithm of Vazza et al. [46].

In this paper, we introduce vortex-p, a public tool
for performing the HHD and the RD of vector fields of
particle-based simulations, which is applicable not only to
SPH simulations, but also to MFM, moving-mesh or any
kind of meshless or non-uniform mesh simulation data, by

means of the creation of an ad-hoc hierarchy of AMR grids
covering the domain of interest.

The rest of the manuscript is organised as follows. In
Sec. 2, we describe the algorithmic details of the method
(especially focusing on what is new with respect to the
original version of vortex, as well as a description of the
input data, the output formats and the free parameters).
Our implementation of vortex-p is thoroughly tested in
Sec. 3, while different applications of the code to various
simulations of galaxy clusters are presented in Sec. 4. Fi-
nally, we further summarise and discuss our conclusions in
Sec. 5.

2. Description of the method

The basic idea behind the algorithm presented here re-
lies on the interpolation of the smoothed velocity field de-
scribed by the particle distribution onto an ad-hoc AMR
mesh hierarchy, from which the decomposition can be ob-
tained as in the vortex code (summarised in Sec. 2.1).
Subsequent sections cover the required input data for the
code (Sec. 2.2), the mesh creation process (Sec. 2.3),
the velocity interpolation procedure (Sec. 2.4), the shock
flagging scheme necessary for the RD (Sec. 2.5) and the
results of the process (Sec. 2.6). An OpenMP-parallelised
version of the code is publicly available and documented.1

Table 1 contains a summary of the free parameters of the
code.

2.1. The reference version of vortex

In Vallés-Pérez et al. [47], we introduced and publicly
released a new algorithm for performing the HHD of a
vector field defined on a patch-based AMR grid hierar-
chy.2 The algorithm solves for a scalar potential, ϕ, and
a vector potential, A, from which the compressive and
solenidal components are derived, respectively, by taking
the gradient and the curl,

vcomp = −∇ϕ, vsol = ∇×A. (1)

The scalar potential, as well as each Cartesian compo-
nent of A (under the Coulomb gauge, ∇ · A = 0), are
found as the solutions to elliptic partial derivative equa-
tions, whose sources are the negative divergence and curl
of the input velocity field,

∇2ϕ = −∇ · v, ∇2A = −∇× v. (2)

vortex uses a combination of FFT methods for the base
grid, and iterative solvers (in particular, the successive
overrelaxation method, SOR) for the refinement patches,
where the boundary conditions are set by the coarser lev-
els.

1The code can be found in https://github.com/dvallesp/

vortex-p. The documentation can be accessed in https://

vortex-particles.github.io.
2https://github.com/dvallesp/vortex.
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Table 1: Summary of the main parameters that can be tuned to run vortex-p. The different blocks in the table contain the parameters that
determine the creation of the mesh, the assignment of velocities from particles onto the grid, the solution of the elliptic equations yielding
the Helmholtz-Hodge decomposition, and the Reynolds decomposition.

Parameter (Symbol) Description and remarks

Mesh creation

Region of interest Specified as a orthohedron by its lower and upper limits along
the three spatial dimensions.

Base grid size Nx Typically set to Nx ∼ 3
√

Npart.
Number of refinement levels nℓ Peak resolution will be L/(Nx × 2nℓ), typically set to match

the best resolution of the simulation.

Refinement threshold nrefine
part Number of particles to flag a cell as ‘refinable’.

Minimum size of the patch Npatch
min Only patches with minimum dimension above this are kept.

Velocity interpolation

Number of neighbours Nngh Minimum number of particles within the kernel around a cell.
Kernel Either Monaghan’s M4, or Wendland’s C4 or C6.

Poisson solver

SOR precision parameter ϵSOR SOR is considered to converge when the maximum relative
variation of ϕ falls below this parameter.

Max. num. of iterations NSOR Preventive stopping condition in case SOR does not converge.
Border for AMR patches Patches are extended with this number of ghost cells to avoid

boundary effects. (Default: 2)

Multi-scale filter

Apply the multi-scale filter Boolean (yes/no).
Filter tolerance and growing step ∆tol, χ See Vallés-Pérez et al. [7], §2.2.
Strong shock threshold Mthr A shocked cell with M > Mthr will stop the iterations to

determine L(x). If specified, αthr and (∇ · v)thr are ignored.

Threshold on artificial viscosity αthr If M is not supplied, strong shocks are located by imposing

Threshold on velocity divergence (∇ · v)thr α > αthr and ∇ · v < (∇ · v)thr.

Subsequently, in Vallés-Pérez et al. [7], we extended
vortex to include the possibility to perform a Reynolds
decomposition (RD), i.e., extracting the turbulent part of
the velocity field, prior to the HHD. This was achieved
by extending to non-uniform resolutions the multi-scale
turbulent filter initially introduced by Vazza et al. [46, 6],
which determines a local filtering length by iteratively con-
straining the outer scale of turbulence and by the distance
to the nearest influential shock.

2.2. Input data

In order to perform the HHD of the velocity field,
vortex-p needs to be fed with a set of Npart parti-
cles (for SPH or MFM simulations) or mesh-generating
points (for moving-mesh codes outputs), with given posi-

tions {xi}
Npart

i=1 , velocities {vi}
Npart

i=1 , and smoothing lengths

{hi}
Npart

i=1 . Except where stated otherwise, all the processes
regarding the HHD and the RD do not depend on the in-
put units.

Additionally, if the particle mass is not uniform and the
velocity field is to be mass-weighted (volume-weighted),
particle masses (masses and densities) also need to be sup-
plied. Finally, for performing the RD, some additional
variable to flag strong shocks is needed, whose possibili-
ties are discussed below in Sec. 2.5.

vortex-p allows to select a particular domain for per-
forming the computations, in such a way that only par-
ticles in this domain are considered. This can be used,

for instance, to restrict the decomposition to a specific
object within a larger simulation domain. However, since
the HHD appears as the solution of elliptic equations, care
must be taken with the boundary conditions, which are al-
ways assumed to be periodic due to the usage of FFTs for
the base grid. In practical terms, this only biases the de-
composed velocities in a few cells around the boundaries,
implying that it is generally advisable to specify a domain
reasonably larger than the object of interest (see Appendix
A).

2.3. Mesh creation
vortex-p employs a custom patch-based AMR imple-

mentation, following the general description of Berger and
Colella [49] and inherited from that included in the hydro-
dynamical code MASCLET [50]. The domain of interest,
with longest dimension L, is mapped with a uniform (base)
grid of N3

x cells with resolution ∆x = L/Nx. Regions of
high particle number density are recursively refined in rect-
angular patches, up to a maximum number of refinement
levels nℓ, each time halving the cell sidelength. Although
they are free parameters, a common choice is to set Nx to
the closest power of 2 so that Nx = 3

√
Npart, in such a way

that the base grid matches the mean interparticle separa-
tion; while nℓ can be set so that the peak AMR resolution
matches the smallest smoothing length (or moving-mesh
cell size).

The process of generation of the AMR mesh hierarchy
for a given particle distribution is generally similar to that

3



implemented in the halo finder ASOHF [51], and it is
based on a single threshold on the particle count, nrefinepart .
Cells with higher particle count are flagged as refinable,
and the mesh-creation routine covers these regions as effi-
ciently as possible with a set of possibly-overlapping3 rect-
angular cuboids, that will become the refinement patches
at level ℓ = 1 with resolution ∆xℓ = ∆x/2ℓ. For rea-
sons of memory layout and efficiency, not all these regions
are accepted, but only the ones whose number of child (re-
fined) cells along the smallest of their dimensions exceeds a

lower threshold Npatch
min . Each of these patches constitutes

an independent domain, subject to the boundary condi-
tions imposed by the immediately coarser grids. The pro-
cess is subsequently iterated up to the specified number of
refinement levels, keeping an approximately constant par-
ticle count per (non-refined) cell. For a more thorough
description of the mesh-creation algorithm given a set of
refinable cells, we refer the reader to the description of the
equivalent procedure in MASCLET [50, their §3.1].

2.4. Velocity assignment onto the grid

On top of the original vortex implementation, and be-
sides the mesh generation, which sets the level of detail
with which the computations on the velocity field can be
ultimately performed, the core of vortex-p relies on the
method used to assign the velocity field defined by the

particle velocities {vi}
Npart

i=1 at locations {xi}
Npart

i=1 to the
AMR grid. The desired decomposition must comply with
the following precepts:

• It must represent the values of the underlying velocity
field at cell centres. This has to be the case because
the HHD algorithm solves for the velocity components
using finite differences.

• It must be smooth, since Helmholtz decomposition
theorem requires the vector field to be of class C1.
While actual velocity fields developed in simulations
might develop discontinuities (e.g., in shocks), this
does not pose a serious problem since there is always
a continuous representation of the discrete velocity
field. However, when assigning the velocity field to the
grid, it is important to avoid velocity jumps and fluc-
tuations due to sampling noise, i.e., due to the particle
distribution. This is especially important since, by
using a patch-based AMR implementation, it might

3We note for the reader that, unlike octree-based AMR imple-
mentations, patches at a given refinement level may overlap. This

serves a double purpose in vortex-p. On the one hand, this refine-
ment strategy is well suited for structure formation simulation data
(which were one of the original application focuses of the code): us-
ing a patch-based approach, refinement domains can be centred on
the structures of interest. On the other hand, despite implying a less
trivial data structure, a patch-based approach reduces considerably
the emergence of errors due to the interpolation of boundary condi-
tions in coarse-fine interfaces (which are geometrically more complex
in an octree description), since large, contiguous refinement domains
reduce the surface-to-volume ratio.

happen that a refinement patch ends up containing a
region of very low particle density.

• At the same time, it needs to preserve as much detail
as possible from the original velocity field.

The solution adopted in vortex-p, fulfilling these re-
quirements, is to construct the velocity field, at the lo-
cation of a cell centre x in a level ℓ grid, as an aver-
age of the particle individual velocities, vi, over a length
h(x) = max(lNngh

,∆xℓ), where lNngh
is the distance to the

Nngh-th nearest neighbour of the cell centre x (Nngh being
a free parameter), while ∆xℓ is the cell size at the AMR
level considered:

v(x) =

∑
i∈ngh viW (|x− xi|, h(x))∑
i∈nghW (|x− xi|, h(x))

. (3)

Here, W (·, ·) is a smoothing kernel. Currently imple-
mented in vortex-p there are the cubic spline (M4) kernel
[52],

WM4(q) =


1− 3q2

2
+

3q3

4
≡ 1

4
(2− q)3 − (1− q)3, 0 ≤ q ≤ 1

1

4
(2− q)3, 1 ≤ q ≤ 2

,

(4)
and Wendland’s [48] C4,

WC4(q) =
(
1− q

2

)6
(
35q2

12
+ 3q + 1

)
, (5)

and C6 kernels,

WC6(q) =
(
1− q

2

)8
(
4q3 +

25q2

4
+ 4q + 1

)
, (6)

where q ≡ |x−xi|
h(x)/2 and W (q ≥ 2) = 0 in all three previous

cases. Normalisations are unimportant here, and are de-
liberately omitted. Additionally, also higher order kernels
from the B-spline family, namely the M5 quartic kernel,

WM5
(q) =



(
5

2
− q

)4

− 5

(
3

2
− q

)4

+ 10

(
1

2
− q

)4

, 0 ≤ q ≤ 1

2(
5

2
− q

)4

− 5

(
3

2
− q

)4

,
1

2
≤ q ≤ 3

2(
5

2
− q

)4

,
3

2
≤ q ≤ 5

2

, (7)
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with q ≡ |x−xi|
2h(x)/5 , and the M6 quintic,

WM6
(q) =


(3− q)5 − 6(2− q)5 + 15(1− q)5, 0 ≤ q ≤ 1

(3− q)5 − 6(2− q)5, 1 ≤ q ≤ 2

(3− q)5, 2 ≤ q ≤ 3

,

(8)

with q ≡ |x−xi|
h(x)/3 , are included, although we will concentrate

the tests on the first three ones.

We note for the reader that, by construction, this pro-
cedure for interpolation from particles to the grid is not
conservative, in the sense that the sum of a given quantity
over the particles does not necessarily equate to the sum
over the grid. The violation of the conservativeness is in
the order of a few percents, as discussed in more detail in
Appendix B. However, since the quantity being interpo-
lated is precisely the velocity field, which is not a conserved
quantity (nor in the evolution sense, neither when varying
resolution), this does not pose any actual conceptual nor
practical problem for the algorithm. By this procedure,
vortex-p gets a velocity assignment onto the AMR grid
that ensures smoothness because of the overlapping of the
kernels associated to contiguous cells, even in regions of
low particle density. A more thorough discussion on the
choice of different kernels or neighbour numbers is given
through the Tests in Sec. 3.

Given a distribution of Npart particles, the refinement
criterion based on particle counts will generate4 O(Npart)
cells, implying that a naive implementation of density as-
signment would prohibitively scale as O(N2

part). To bring
this down to practical computing costs, the current ver-
sion of vortex-p makes use of a space-partitioning kd-
tree implementation from the Coretran library5. Build-
ing the tree implies an initial O(Npart logNpart) over-
head, but the density assignment cost then drops to
O(NpartNngh logNpart), which is much cheaper than the
naive implementation in virtually all practical situations.

2.5. Multi-scale filter and strong shock identification

The multi-scale filtering algorithm to perform the RD,
as introduced in Sec. 2.1 and thoroughly described in [7],
determines the local filtering scale, L(x), seeking conver-
gence on the turbulent velocity field,

δv(x) = v(x)− ⟨v⟩L(x)(x) (9)

when iteratively increasing the filtering scale, where
⟨v⟩L(x)(x) is the bulk velocity field at position x,

4This O(Npart) is to be seen only as a typical, order of mag-
nitude scaling relation. In particular, the multiplicative constant
will depend on several free parameters of the mesh creation, such as

nrefine
part and Npatch

min , and on the specific problem (which conditions
the geometry of the refinable regions).

5https://github.com/leonfoks/coretran.

⟨v⟩L(x)(x) =

˝
|x′−x|<L(x)

w(x′, |x− x′|)v(x′)d3x′
˝

|x′−x|<L(x)
w(x′, |x− x′|)d3x′ (10)

and w(·, ·) is an optional weighting function that could de-
pend on the distance |x−x′| and other properties (e.g., on
the density at x′, if the average is mass-weighted). While
it is easy to implement any weighting scheme, currently
available in vortex-p we give the option to use a mass-
weighted bulk velocity computation, w(x′) = ρ(x′), or to
set w = 1, so that the bulk velocity is computed by locally
applying a spherical top-hat smoothing,

⟨v⟩L(x)(x) =

˝
|x′|<L(x)

v(x+ x′)d3x′
˝

|x′|<L(x)
d3x′ . (11)

We refer the reader to Appendix F.1 for a comparison of
both weighting schemes.

However, in the presence of abrupt gradients in the ve-
locity field such as the ones generated by strong shock
waves, this average may not converge when increasing
L(x), because the shock surface separates two dynamically
unconnected regions (in the sense that no information can
propagate upstream of the shock). This is why Vazza et al.
[46, 6] suggested to limit the iterative procedure when a
shocked cell, with Mach number above a certain threshold
M > Mthr ∼ 2, enters the integration domain. This re-
quires the code to be fed with information from a shock
finder, or either to use some alternative method for flag-
ging strong shocks.

In the original, grid-based version of vortex, the former
was the only available option. In vortex-p, while we rec-
ommend the option of feeding the code with Mach number
data (if available, for instance because the simulation has
been run together with an on-the-fly shock-finding scheme,
e.g. [53], or because shocks have been identified by a ded-
icated tool in post-processing), we also offer the option to
use a simplified, ad-hoc scheme to flag strong shocks if the
former methods are not available. In the latter case, strong
shocks are detected in a computationally-cheap way (only
in SPH simulations) by establishing a lower threshold on
artificial viscosity, αthr, and an upper threshold on veloc-
ity divergence, (∇ · v)thr. While this procedure is not as
accurate and introduces the only two dimensional free pa-
rameters, it overcomes the necessity of performing a more
expensive shock-finding process within the code. A test
on the validity of this simplified scheme can be found in
Appendix F.2.

2.6. Output possibilities

In general, there are two possibilities to save and use
vortex-p results, that can be chosen via runtime flags.

• Use the gridded data: the results of the decomposi-
tion (vcomp and vsol, or their small-scale filtered ver-
sions) on the AMR grid hierarchy can be written, to-
gether with additional variables describing the AMR

5
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mesh, the overlaps between grids, etc. To handle these
data, the vortex-p package includes a Pythonmod-
ule suited with functions to transparently read and
handle these outputs, together with some example
Jupyter notebooks.

• Reinterpolate the decomposed velocities back to par-
ticles: in this case, it must be borne in mind that
the interpolated values correspond to the smoothed
velocities at the location of each particle, rather than
the original particle velocities. Additionally, while the
compressive (solenoidal) velocity field defined on the
grid is explicitly curl-free (divergence-free), once rein-
terpolated back to particles, the divergence- or curl-
free condition is not exactly held in the SPH sense,
but one must expect errors in the same order as the
ones involved in the grid assignment (cf. Tests 1 and
2 in Sec. 3).

2.7. Code dependencies

As stated previously, vortex-p requires the Coretran
library to be installed in the system and properly linked
in order to use its kd-tree implementation.

Additionally and in an optional manner, the FFTW li-
brary [54] can be used to perform the Fourier transforms
for the base grid in an efficient, parallel way. This can
be omitted at compilation time, in which case vortex-
p resorts to a less-efficient, serial implementation of the
FFT algorithm, which still works in reasonable times (a
few seconds) for base grid sizes up to 2563.

3. Tests

The algorithm proposed in Sec. 2 for the HHD and its
implementation in vortex-p have been validated with a
series of tests aimed to assess the robustness and conver-
gence of the results of our method. The four tests pre-
sented in the following sections (Secs. 3.2-3.5) are simi-
lar to the ones applied to the original code [47] and are
aimed to analyse different aspects of the procedure, but
the set-up needs to be substantially changed (Sec. 3.1)
with respect to the original ones. Furthermore, the con-
vergence of the method and its computational scalability
are discussed in Secs. 3.6 and 3.7, respectively. We do not
present here tests around the RD, since this decomposi-
tion is not unique and there is not a ground solution to
be compared to. Instead, for the RD, we refer the reader
to Sec. 4 and Appendix F, where its results are shown in
several applications.

3.1. Test set-up

The input vector fields for the test in the following sec-
tions need to be seeded on a particle distribution on a
cubic domain of arbitrary side length L = 1. In order to
provide a situation that triggers a reasonably high level of
refinement by the mesh-creation strategy (Sec. 2.3), we
consider a set of Npart particles, divided in two groups:

Figure 1: Thin slice showing the distribution of particles generated
for the tests, corresponding to the realisation with Npart = 16× 106

particles. Dots represent the location of individual particles, colour-
coded by their local density n(x) in units of the mean particle density
n̄ according to the colour-scale on the right. Purple and turquoise
contours indicate the regions refined up to level ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 2,
respectively.

• A quarter of the particles constitute a homogeneous
background, generated by drawing ⌊N/4⌋ random
numbers from a uniform distribution in the interval
(0, L) for each spatial dimension.

• The remaining ⌈3N/4⌉ particles are distributed in
nblobs = 100 blobs, whose centres are randomly placed
through the central region of the domain (x, y, z ∈
[L/4, 3L/4]). Each blob is then realised by sampling
the coordinates relative to the centre from a three-
dimensional Gaussian distribution with standard de-
viation σ = 0.02 (which determines an effective blob
radius).

These values, although arbitrary, are chosen so that the
average number density within the 1σ radius of the blobs
is ≈ 178 times the background number density, similar
to the overdensity of a virialised dark matter halo. This
situation is enough to trigger the creation of at least two
refinement levels covering the high-density regions, as ex-
emplified in Fig. 1, where a thin slice through the realisa-
tion with N = 16 × 106 particles is shown, together with
an indication of the refined regions crossing the slice where
resolution is recursively increased when running vortex-
p. The fact that blobs are only placed in the central octant
allows us to use simple test cases which may not respect
the periodic boundary conditions (as it is the case of Tests
1 and 2), since the boundaries are far away enough from
the region of interest. To assess the results of each test, we
obtain a distribution of particle-wise errors by comparing
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the input fields with known decomposition and the results
decomposed by vortex-p. To this aim, and to prevent
the effects of non-periodic boundaries, we do not consider
the particles closer than d = 0.05 = L/20 to any of the
domain faces.

Through all tests below, the input velocity fields are as-
signed to particles by evaluating their analytic expressions
stated in Eqs. 12, 15, 16, 17, 20 and 21 on the particle po-
sitions. That is to say, if v(x) is the analytic expression of
the velocity field, the velocity of the i-th particle, located
at xi, is vi = v(xi).

3.2. Test 1: constant divergence field

A first test is aimed to assess the performance of the
code in recovering a purely compressive vector field,

v = ω0(xûx + yûy + zûz), (12)

which is spherically-symmetric and has constant diver-
gence ∇ · v = 3ω0 and null curl. The true decomposition
is, hence, vcomp = v and vsol = 0. As it will be done with
the rest of tests, Fig. 2 presents the results of this test for
Npart = 2 × 106 (1×; dotted lines) and Npart = 16 × 106

particles (8×; solid lines), and considering three of the
available kernel shapes6 (M4, blue; C

4, red; and C6, green)
with Nngh = 58, 137 and 356 neighbours (from darkest to
lightest colours). The base grid is set to Nx = 128 and
Nx = 256 for the 1× and 8× realisations, respectively.
For each configuration, if v is the input velocity field and
ṽcomp/sol are the compressive/solenoidal components de-
composed by vortex-p, we can determine two measures
of the inaccuracies introduced by the method. The first
one is the fraction of solenoidal velocity incorrectly recon-
structed,

ε(vsol) =
|ṽsol|
|v|

. (13)

Secondly, we compute the relative error in the recovered
compressive velocity, as done in Vallés-Pérez et al. [47],

from the propagation of errors from v =
√
v2x + v2y + v2z

under the assumption of the three Cartesian components
being uncorrelated,

ε(vcomp) =
1

v2

[
v4x

(
vx − ṽcomp,x

|vx|+ ϵ

)2

+ v4y

(
vy − ṽcomp,y

|vy|+ ϵ

)2

+v4z

(
vz − ṽcomp,z

|vz|+ ϵ

)2
]1/2

(14)
with ϵ = 10−3 maxN |v|. When computing these errors,
we use, for vx,y,z, the values of the velocity field smoothed
with the same kernel used in vortex-p, so that we are

6For a summary on the test results also including the M5 and M6

kernels, at fix Nngh, see Appendix E.

comparing equivalent velocity fields. For more details on
several possibilities for the error computation and their
interpretation, see Appendix C.

The left-hand side panel of Fig. 2 shows the particle-wise
distribution of incorrectly reconstructed solenoidal veloc-
ity, for all combinations of kernel, number of neighbours
and number of particles. In the high-resolution realisation
(8×; solid lines), the amount of solenoidal velocity incor-
rectly decomposed by the algorithm corresponds to typical
relative errors of 10−4, with the high-error tail extending
up to 10−3. For a simpler visualisation, the inset shows
the median and the (16− 84) percentiles of the error dis-
tribution as a function of the number of neighbours and
the kernel shape. As a general trend, the longer the ker-
nel effective size (higher Nngh, and lower-order), the lesser
amount of solenoidal velocity the algorithm incorrectly re-
constructs. In the low-resolution realisation (1×; dotted
lines), typical errors are about a factor of 2 larger, keep-
ing the same trends with kernel shape and size. This is a
general trend in all tests, and is discussed in more detail
in Sec. 3.6.

The right-hand side panel contains the relative error in
the recovered compressive velocity, whose median values
range (2−4)×10−4 in the 8× realisation and follow similar
trends with kernel and neighbour choices. The fact that
results improve when considering wider kernels (hence, a
smoother interpolation) is expected, since damping higher-
frequency noise makes the problem numerically easier.

3.3. Test 2: constant curl field

Parallel to Test 1, the second test aims to evaluate
the performance of vortex-p when dealing with a purely
solenoidal velocity field,

v = ω0(−yûx + xûy), (15)

which has constant curl ∇ × v = 2ω0ûz and null di-
vergence. Therefore, the field can be decomposed as
vcomp = 0 and vsol = v.

The results are summarised in Fig. 3 in a similar man-
ner to the results of Test 1. The left panel describes the
distribution of |ṽcomp|/|v|, as in Eq. 13, displaying a sim-
ilar behaviour to the residual solenoidal component ob-
tained in Test 1, albeit a factor ∼ 2 smaller in magnitude.
Regarding the errors in the solenoidal velocity (the one
present in the input), its values and the trends with kernel
type and number of neighbours are once again equivalent
to those of Test 1.

Overall, Test 1 and Test 2 serve as a testbed for the
following, more complex cases. The typical magnitudes
of the errors associated to the cross-talk between the com-
pressive and the solenoidal component (|ṽsol|/|v| in Test 1,
and |ṽcomp|/|v| in Test 2) involved in the HHD of particle-
based data, although small (in the order of ∼ 10−4), are
around four orders of magnitude above the ones shown in
Vallés-Pérez et al. [47] for the grid-based version of vor-
tex. It is reasonable to expect this, since the velocity
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Figure 2: Summary results for Test 1. Within each panel, each line shows the distribution of a measure of the relative error amongst
the particles (left panel : fraction of solenoidal velocity magnitude incorrectly reconstructed; right panel : relative error in the compressive
velocity, with respect to the input velocity smoothed with the same kernel used in vortex-p). Solid (dotted) lines show the realisation
with Npart = 16 × 106 (Npart = 2 × 106) particles. Blue, red and green hues correspond to the M4, C4 and C6 kernels, with lighter tones
corresponding to increasing Nngh. The insets summarise this information by showing the trends of the median and (16− 84) percentiles with
Nngh and kernel type. The confidence region is only shown in the 8× case for simplicity, being similar in the 1× case.
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Figure 3: Summary results for Test 2. Left panel : fraction of compressive velocity incorrectly reconstructed. Right panel: relative error in
the solenoidal velocity, with respect to the input velocity smoothed with the same kernel used in vortex-p. The elements in the panels are
the same as the ones in Fig. 2.
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assignment onto the grid does not necessarily preserve the
solenoidal/irrotational character of the input fields. How-
ever, as discussed in more detail in Sec. 3.6, this is a limi-
tation of the test design that progressively vanishes when
considering increasing resolution of the input data.

3.4. Test 3: mixed field

The third test aims to gauge the level of cross-talk be-
tween the compressive and solenoidal components by con-
sidering a mixed field, composed of a superposition of low-
frequency sinusoidal plane waves, with a compressive part,

vcomp = sin

(
2πx

L

)
ûx + sin

(
2πy

L

)
ûy + sin

(
2πz

L

)
ûz

(16)
and a solenoidal part,

vsol =

[
sin

(
4πy

L

)
+ sin

(
6πz

L

)]
ûx

+

[
sin

(
6πx

L

)
+ sin

(
4πz

L

)]
ûy

+

[
sin

(
4πx

L

)
+ sin

(
6πy

L

)]
ûz.

(17)

Unlike the previous examples, the resulting input field,
v = vcomp+vsol is explicitly periodic in the input domain.
In this case, we compute the error in recovering the com-
pressive and the solenoidal velocity separately, following
the definition in Eq. 14. The results are showcased in Fig.
4 in a similar manner to the right-hand side panels of Figs.
2 and 3.

In this mixed case, the HHD is brought up by vortex-p
with relative accuracies around ∼ 10−3 for both compo-
nents, which is around an order of magnitude larger than
the results in the previous, pure cases, but similar to the
performance of the grid-based version of vortex on this
same test.

Interestingly, the behaviour of the median errors with
kernel family and number of neighbours is the opposite to
what was obtained in Tests 1 and 2. This difference is
triggered by the fact that the velocity fields in Tests 1 and
2 are linear in the three Cartesian coordinates, implying
that (in the ideal case of a homogeneous distribution), the
average within a sphere coincides with the value of the ve-
locity field at the centre. This is not the case in Test 3,
which involves a non-linear velocity field. Since smoothing
a vector field with non-constant resolution does not pre-
serve its solenoidal/compressive character, it is reasonable
that the test results show that, the smaller the extent of
the kernel, the lesser amount of cross-talk between com-
pressive and solenoidal fields due to the interpolation.

This fact signals an inherent limitation, not strictly of
vortex-p, but of the tests themselves. Even though one
inputs an analytically solenoidal vector field, this does not
imply that the SPH divergence,

∑
a(va · ∇)W (r − ra), is

null and hence the divergence-free condition is fulfilled in
the SPH sense. Naturally, the differences get reduced when
increasing the particle resolution, as discussed in Sec. 3.6.

To exemplify the spatial distribution of the errors com-
mitted by the algorithm, we present, in Fig. 5, a map
showing the relative error in the compressive velocity
through a thin slice of the domain. The relative error
is computed as in Eq. 14, and we exemplify with the
Npart = 2× 106 simulation, and running vortex-p using
the C6 kernel and 58 neighbours for the velocity assign-
ment. When interpreting this map, one must bear in mind
that, here, the error is computed in a cell-wise basis, in-
stead of in a particle-wise basis, and therefore the results
may not be identical to the ones shown in Fig. 4. The
most substantial difference stems from the fact that, while
evaluating the errors on a particle-wise basis is equivalent
to a mass-weighting, doing it on a cell-wise basis is simi-
lar to a volume-weighting. Consequently, the latter makes
the effect of low-density regions (which are, precisely, the
ones with higher smoothing lengths and, therefore, the
ones affected by the higher inaccuracies introduced by our
artificially-imposed velocity field) more notorious. Hence,
the error figures in this map are only to be interpreted as
an upper limit.

When volume-weighted over the slice, typical (root-
mean square) errors in the compressive velocity are below
∼ 2% while, inside the most refined regions (ℓ = 2, in
this case), typical errors fall in the order of ∼ 1‰. Addi-
tionally, looking at the error map, the boundaries between
different resolution regions do not exhibit sharp features
with respect to the error measures, implying that the re-
sults do not get artificially contaminated by the ad-hoc
grid.

3.5. Test 4: mock ICM-like field

The last test considers a complex (in the sense of con-
taining a superposition of oscillations spanning a wide
range of spatial frequencies) mixed velocity field. This
is operationally obtained by defining nine vector fields,

vij =

nmax∑
n=nmin

Aij
n sin

(
2πn

L
xj + ψ

(n)
ij

)
ûi (18)

where {xi}3i=1 = {x, y, z} are the three Cartesian co-

ordinates and {ûi}3i=1 = {ûx, ûy, ûz} are their corre-
sponding unit vectors. nmin and nmax are the lowest and

highest-frequency modes, while
{
ψ
(n)
ij

}3

i,j=1
are nine sets

of nmax − nmin + 1 random phases uniformly sampled in
the interval [0, 2π[. Lastly, the amplitudes are set by

Aij
n =

Ap

(
n
p

)−1/2

if i = j (compressive)

Ap

(
n
p

)−1/3

if i ̸= j (solenoidal)
(19)

so that the compressive components, with i = j, obey a
Burgers-like spectrum; while the solenoidal components,
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Figure 4: Summary results for Test 3. Left panel : relative error in the compressive velocity. Right panel: relative error in the solenoidal
velocity. Both errors are computed with respect to the input velocity smoothed with the same kernel used in vortex-p. The elements in the
panels are the same as the ones in Fig. 2.

Figure 5: Thin slice through the mock domain, showing the spatial
distribution of relative errors in the compressive component in Test
3, computed according to Eq. 14, for the particular run using the
C6 kernel with Nngh = 58 over the realisation with Npart = 2× 106

particles. Purple and turquoise contours indicate the regions refined
up to level ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 2, respectively.

with i ̸= j, follow a Kolmogorov spectrum.7 The inte-
ger p sets a pivot for the spectrum, or the mode where

7To justify this point, let us consider that the amplitude of
the components with spatial frequency n/L scales as An ∝ n−α.
Then, the energy power spectrum (defined below, Eq. 24), E(k),
i.e. the specific kinetic energy per unit spatial frequency, scales as
E(k) ∝ A2

n/k ∝ k−(1+2α). Therefore, our compressive (solenoidal)
amplitude scaling with α = 1/2 (α = 1/3) implies a Burgers (Kol-
mogorov) spectrum with E(k) ∝ k−2 (E(k) ∝ k−5/3).

compressive and solenoidal amplitudes match each other.
Once p is fixed, Ap sets the normalisation of the input
vector field. From this description, the compressive field
is straightforwardly obtained as

vcomp =
∑

i=x,y,z

∑
j=x,y,z

δijvij , (20)

where δij is the Kronecker delta, while

vsol =

3∑
i=1

3∑
j=1

(1− δij)vij (21)

yields the solenoidal component. We have generated real-
isations of this mock velocity field with Npart = 2 × 106,
16× 106 and 128× 106 particles, introducing modes from
nmin = 1 to nmax = 25 with p = 5 as the mode
where compressive and solenoidal amplitudes match. The
choice of nmax is motivated by the effective resolution,

h = L
(

3Nngh

4πN

)1/3

that can be resolved in each realisation.

In the highest resolution realisation, with Nngh = 356,
this yields h ≈ 8.72 × 10−3. If we require that the small-
est wavelengths are sampled with, at least, four effective
smoothing lengths, this sets an upper limit for the highest
mode around nmax ∼ 28. In the lower resolution realisa-
tions, the highest modes may not be well represented in
the most diffuse regions. This is why, for the purpose of
assessing the accuracy of our decomposition algorithm, we
will only consider the particles with h < 5× 10−3.

The results are shown in Fig. 6 in a similar manner
to the previous tests, where now solid, dashed and dotted
lines correspond to the Npart = 128 × 106, 16 × 106 and
2 × 106 realisations, respectively. In this more complex
situation, which resembles more closely than the previous
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Figure 6: Summary results for Test 4. Left panel : relative error in the compressive velocity. Right panel: relative error in the solenoidal
velocity. Both errors are computed with respect to the input velocity smoothed with the same kernel used in vortex-p. The elements in the
panels are the same as the ones in Fig. 2.

tests a scenario of fully-developed turbulence, with a com-
pressive and a solenoidal components spanning almost one
and a half decades in scales with different spectral indices,
the differences amongst kernel choices practically vanish,
probably as a result of the competition of several effects.
On the one hand, as seen in Test 3, the smoother the
velocity assignment is, the larger the cross-talk between
compressive and solenoidal modes is. On the other hand,
shorter kernels imply more small-scale signal, making the
decomposition less trivial.

3.6. Convergence

A general trend through Tests 1-4 is the fact that, when
keeping the same analytical input velocity field, errors get
reduced with increasing resolution (Npart). The natural
explanation for this fact is that, as Npart increases and,

hence, the effective smoothing length, h ∝ N
−1/3
part , de-

creases, there is less cross-talk between the compressive
and the solenoidal components due to the smoothing pro-
cess itself.

Hence, it is interesting to assess this convergence
through the different test cases explored above. This is
shown in Fig. 7, where we show the median of the er-
ror distributions for all kernels (M4, C4, and C6), all
values of Nngh (58, 137 and 356), for both (compressive
and solenoidal) components, and for the realisations with
Npart = 2 × 106, 16 × 106 and 128 × 106 particles (1×,
8× and 64×, respectively). Note that the x-coordinate
of each dot has been slightly shifted just for visualisation
purposes. These results are fit to a power-law for each
test, in order to estimate a convergence order for each
situation. In Tests 1 and 2, the results of vortex-p con-
verge as ε ∝ h1.1. In the case of Test 3, which mixes
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Figure 7: Convergence of the decomposition when increasing the
number of particles, Npart, at fixed input velocity field. The horizon-
tal axis refers to the input resolution, Npart, expressed as a factor of
the lowest resolution one (1×, 8× and 64× stand for Npart = 2×106,
16×106 and 128×106). The vertical axis shows the error in each run,
normalised to the corresponding error of the 1× run. Different hues
and lightness refer to different kernel functions and Nngh as in the
previous figures. Circles, triangles, squares and stars refer to Tests 1
to 4, respectively. Filled (empty) symbols indicate the compressive
(solenoidal) component. Dashed, gray lines show the scalings ε ∝ h
and ε ∝ h2 for reference, while solid lines show the fits for each test.
Note that the x-coordinate of each dot has been slightly shifted just
for visualisation purposes and, because of that, they may not match
exactly the fit.
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solenoidal and compressive components, this convergence
order is boosted to ε ∝ h1.58. This is expected, since in
this case the cross-talk between compressive and solenoidal
velocities is reduced as the typical smoothing length falls
below the characteristic lengths of the input velocity field.
In Test 4, which considers a more realistic, ICM-like, ve-
locity field by further introducing a large range of spatial
fluctuations, errors decay as ε ∝ h1.31.
It is worth noting that this test represents an idealised

scaling situation, where the same input velocity field is re-
alised with increasing resolutions. In an actual simulation,
the velocity field will exhibit higher frequency modes with
increasing resolution, and hence there is no limitation in
applying vortex-p to arbitrarily low-resolution simula-
tion data.

3.7. Scalability

Last, we have assessed the computational requirements
of vortex-p by means of some simple scalability tests,
whose results are synthesised in Fig. 8. All these tests
have been run on a computing node equipping two 18-
core CPU Intel® Xeon® Gold 6154 processors. The left-
hand side panel informs about the wall time used by the
vortex-p process when running realisations of Test 4 with
Npart = 250×103, 2×106, 16×106 and 128×106 particles.
The scaling is consistent with an ideal scenario ((∆t)wall ∝
Npart, grey line), and can be fitted by

(∆t)wall

s
= (9.2±7.5)+(12.6±4.6)

(
N

106

)0.99±0.10

, (22)

which is represented by the red line in the corresponding
panel.

When keeping the number of particles constant and
changing the resolution of the base grid (middle panel of
Fig. 8), there are not substantial differences in the exe-
cution time. This is the case because the mesh-creation
strategy is efficient enough to create a larger number of
refinement levels in the cases with smaller Nx, so that the
number of resolution elements and the computational cost
does not vary significantly. However, it is still interest-
ing to check how the results vary for different choices of
Nx, even when mantaining the refinement criterion on a
fixed number of particles per cell (at any level) to flag it
as refinable. These results are presented in Fig. 9 for the
compressive velocity as an example. It turns out that, al-
though the magnitude of the effect is small, the finer the
base grid, the lesser amount of error. This might be under-
stood from the fact that the refinement strategy is imper-
fect: not all refinable regions get refined, but only those
which can be encompassed by refinement patches exceed-
ing a certain minimum extension, Npatch

min (see Sec. 2.3).
Additionally, although on a more minor degree, the usage
of coarser base grids implies that more job is relegated to
the AMR elliptic solver. Unlike the FFT approach em-
ployed for the base grid, the AMR solver is iterative and

errors may propagate to finer levels due to the interpola-
tion of boundary conditions. Therefore, one can expect a
slightly worsened performance with too coarse base grids,
hence our recommendation to set Nx to the closest power
of 2 to 3

√
Npart.

Last, regarding the parallel scaling of the code, the right-
hand side panel of Fig. 8 presents the wall time taken
by vortex-p in Test 4 with Npart = 128 × 106 parti-
cles with varying number of OMP threads. Generally, the
behaviour departs only slightly from the ideal parallel sce-
nario (∆t ∝ 1/nthreads). However, most of the degradation
in this performance appears around nthreads ∼ 18, since at
this point the job is not allocated in a single processor of
our computing node and performance is penalised from the
non-uniform memory access architecture. As a matter of
fact, when reaching the right-hand side end of the graph
(nthreads ∼ 36), the scaling is again approximately parallel
to the ideal behaviour. All in all, the results can be fitted
by the functional form

(∆t)wall

s
= (760± 100) +

27590± 210

n0.931±0.016
threads

, (23)

implying that the serial part of the code only accounts for
∼ 2.6% of the CPU time required by vortex-p.

4. Applications

This section is intended to show several applications of
vortex-p to actual simulation data, without the aim of
being exhaustive in its scientific discussion but just to ex-
emplify different contexts where the code can be applied
and qualitatively assess its performance.

In particular, Fig. 10 compares graphically (through
12h−1 kpc-thick slices through the cluster centre) the ve-
locity structure of an SPH (left) and an MFM (right)
simulation of the same massive galaxy cluster, of mass
Mvir ≈ 1.34× 1015 h−1M⊙ at z = 0, with the same nomi-
nal resolution of Mdm = 109M⊙, Mgas = 1.6× 108M⊙.

The cluster is taken from the Dianoga set of zoom-in
simulations [55] and ran with only gravity and hydrody-
namical accelerations using the code OpenGadget3. A
modern SPH implementation including artificial viscosity
[32] and artificial conductivity [56] is used. The MFM
implementation has been described by Groth et al. [37].
vortex-p was run in a box of 50h−1 Mpc centred on the
cluster, with a base grid of Nx = 128 and a maximum
of nℓ = 6 refinement levels, yielding a peak resolution of
∆x6 ≈ 6 kpc. The refinement threshold was nrefinepart = 8

andNpatch
min = 6. Velocities were assigned to the grid within

vortex-p using the same smoothing scheme employed for
the evolution; that is, M4 kernel with 32 neighbours for
MFM, and C6 with 295 neighbours for SPH.

Looking at the density maps (top row), while SPH seems
to resolve more gaseous substructure, MFM captures more
sharply the discontinuities associated to shocks (as, e.g.,
in the centre of the panel). These density maps, which are
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Figure 8: Scaling properties of vortex-p. In all plots, dots with vertical lines are the measured values and their uncertainty estimation by 5
repetitions of each test. Left-hand side panel : scaling of the wall time required by the code with the number of particles. The red curve is a
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Figure 9: Distribution of particle-wise errors on the compressive ve-
locity, for different runs of Test 4 with Npart = 128 × 106 changing
only the base grid resolution, Nx. The histograms in this figure are
constructed analogously to those of the previous tests.

also interpolated by vortex-p, serve as a visual demon-
stration of the detail recovered by the assignment from
particles to the grid.

Subsequent rows compare the total, compressive and
solenoidal velocity magnitudes, respectively, with the ar-
rows overplotted representing the velocity field direction
in the projected plane. The difference between SPH and
MFM is especially evident when comparing the compres-
sive velocity field, where MFM shows a sharp description
of shocks, which appear as thin surfaces of discontinuity,
while in SPH they are smoothed out.

These differences can be quantified through the energy

power spectra, E(k),

E(k) = 2πk2P (k), (24)

where P (k) is the usual velocity power spectrum, built
from the Fourier components of the velocity field, ṽ(k) as

P (k) =
V

(2π)3
⟨|ṽ(k)|2⟩k̂, (25)

⟨·⟩k̂ denoting an average over the wavevectors such that
|k| = k. These spectra, computed on a cube 5h−1 Mpc
along each direction centred on the cluster, are shown in
the top row of Fig. 12. The left hand-side panel shows the
total, compressive and solenoidal spectra for SPH (solid
lines) and MFM (dashed lines). Although the trends and
slopes are similar, as shown in the right-hand side panel,
MFM shows an overall higher normalisation (up to 60%
higher) at all scales and for all components. This implies
a higher kinetic energy budget in the MFM simulation,
perhaps as a consequence of a greatly reduced numerical
dissipation, with the effects on the compressive component
being especially relevant at large (∼ Mpc) scales associ-
ated to shock fronts, and the differences in the solenoidal
contribution shifting towards slightly smaller scales (a few
∼ 100 kpc).
In Fig. 11, a similar comparison is shown for two SPH

simulations of the same cluster, without (left) and with
(right) physical viscosity. The physical viscosity imple-
mentation has been described by Marin-Gilabert et al.
[57]. Additionally, magnetic field and an anisotropic ther-
mal conduction were also included (see [58] for details).
Both simulations have numerical (mass) resolution 10×
with respect to the ones shown above. Due to the higher
resolution, to properly capture the small scales, the max-
imum refinement levels was increased to nℓ = 8 and the
velocity interpolation was done using a M4 kernel with 58
neighbours.
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SPH MFM

Figure 10: Comparison, performed with vortex-p, of the density and velocity structure of an SPH (left-hand side column) and an MFM
(right-hand side column) simulation of the same cluster, with equivalent resolution, at z = 0. From top to bottom, the different rows show
thin slices of gas density, total velocity, compressive velocity and solenoidal velocity, respectively. In the velocity maps, the background colour
shows the magnitude, while the arrows show the directions and magnitude of the xy projection.
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Ideal Viscosity

Figure 11: Comparison, performed with vortex-p, of the density and velocity structure of an SPH simulation without viscosity (left-hand
side column) and with viscosity (right-hand side column) of the same cluster in Fig. 10, with 10 times the mass resolution, at z = 0. From top
to bottom, the different rows show gas density, total velocity, compressive part of the turbulent velocity and solenoidal part of the turbulent
velocity, respectively. In the velocity maps, the background colour shows the magnitude, while the arrows show the directions and magnitude
of the xy projection. 15



The differences are striking even when looking at the
density slices, with the simulation with physical viscosity
showing a much more complex morphology of clumps and
filamentary structures. While the second row shows the
total velocity, as in Fig. 10, the third and fourth rows
show the compressive and solenoidal components of the
turbulent (small-scale) velocity field, as extracted by the
multi-scale filter in vortex-p, using Mthr = 1.5 as a stop-
ping condition for the filter, ∆tol = 0.1 and χ = 0.05 as
parameters for the filter, and a volume-weighting for the
bulk velocity. While in the non-viscous simulation shock
surfaces are clearly apparent as thin regions in the slice of
the compressive turbulent velocity field, when physical vis-
cosity is added, compressive velocities get strongly damped
and the shock surfaces are smoothed out. Also, when con-
sidering the solenoidal velocity, it becomes apparent from
the maps that viscosity is suppressing solenoidal turbu-
lence on small scales, reducing the tangential motions of
the gas and leading to a more predominantly radial move-
ment.

Again, this is shown more quantitatively through the
energy spectra in the bottom panels of Fig. 12. The
left-hand side panel shows the energy spectra of the to-
tal velocity for the case without viscosity (blue) and with
viscosity (orange). To better highlight the differences, the
right-hand side panel shows the ratio between these two.
Interestingly, while at medium scales (1hMpc−1 ≲ k ≲
10hMpc−1) viscosity is suppressing velocity fluctuations
by up to ∼ 40%, it seems that the viscous case has higher
velocity fluctuations on smaller scales (k ≳ 10hMpc−1).
An interpretation for this apparently counter-intuitive re-
sult could be that, while viscosity is damping velocity
fluctuations on small scales, the absence of turbulent mo-
tions suppresses gas mixing, generating the more extreme
density fluctuations seen in the upper panels of Fig. 11.
In turn, this may be causing the velocity field to display
higher fluctuations on these small scales, as a consequence
of the more complex mass distribution. This will be anal-
ysed in more detail in Marin-Gilabert et al., in prep.

While giving a thorough physical interpretation of these
results is beyond the scope of this short section, the ex-
amples presented above show the potential of vortex-p
as a tool for analysing the velocity field in particle-based
simulations.

Finally, as a more quantitative test of the Reynolds
decomposition performed by vortex-p, Fig. 13 shows
several energy spectra of the same simulation in the left
panels of Fig. 11. In particular, the blue line corre-
sponds to the energy spectrum of the total velocity field,
while the orange and green lines contain the same infor-
mation about the turbulent and the bulk velocity fields,
respectively. These spectra show that, while the bulk ve-
locity field is contributed especially by the longest wave-
lengths, the turbulent part is strongly suppressed at scales
≳ 1h−1 Mpc, and dominates by a factor of ∼ 5 in the
range 1hMpc−1 ≲ k ≲ 25hMpc−1. At scales smaller than
40h−1 kpc, the bulk component is again dominant. Far

from being a physical effect or a feature of the filtering
scheme, this only appears as a consequence of the finite
resolution of the simulation. Indeed, the median SPH
smoothing length within the box where the spectra are
computed is ∼ 55h−1 kpc, rendering the results on scales
smaller than this –when averaged over the whole virial
volume– nonphysical due to being below the numerical dis-
sipation scale. Still, at the scales that can be accurately
probed in this test, the results confirm a correct qualitative
behaviour of the filtering scheme.

5. Conclusions

The analysis of turbulent velocity fields emerging from
CFD simulations of astrophysical systems is highly non-
trivial, amongst other reasons, because of the intrinsically
multi-scale nature of astrophysical flows –exhibiting fea-
tures spanning a wide range of scales–, the highly com-
pressible nature of astrophysical plasmas, and the corre-
sponding presence of strong gradients, shocks and other
discontinuities. These analyses are further complicated
when the fluid is discretised with non-constant spatial reso-
lution, as it is the case of AMR, but also particle-based and
moving-mesh codes, which are amongst the most widely
used in the astrophysical community.

In this work, we have introduced vortex-p, a novel
tool for the analysis of the velocity fields of particle-
based, meshless or moving-mesh simulation data in post-
processing, that builds on the algorithm introduced for
patch-based AMR data presented by Vallés-Pérez et al.
[47] and extended in Vallés-Pérez et al. [7]. Our algorithm
relies on the representation of the velocity field defined by
a set of particles (or mesh-generating points) on an ad-hoc
AMR set of nested grids. From this representation, we are
able to perform the Helmholtz-Hodge decomposition using
a combination of FFT and iterative solvers that can bring
down the algorithmic complexity of the problem as low as
O(N logN). For the Reynolds decomposition, vortex-p
implements a multi-scale filter that allows for the extrac-
tion of the turbulent and bulk components of the velocity
field. While this strictly implies a O(N2) computation,
the use of the spatial information of the AMR representa-
tion enables a significant reduction of the computational
cost.

The implementation of our algorithms has been tested
through several idealised and more complex tests in a va-
riety of configurations regarding the choice of free param-
eters that determine the mesh creation and the velocity
assignment procedure. Typical relative errors in the dif-
ferent tests are found to be in the order of ∼ 10−3, with
a satisfactory convergence behaviour when increasing the
resolution of the input data, and clear trends in what re-
gards the choices of free parameters for the velocity assign-
ment. Furthermore, we have assessed the computational
performance of the code, its scaling with the problem size
(measured through the number of particles, at least up to
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Figure 12: Top panels: Comparison of the kinetic energy spectra (for the total velocity, in blue; and for the compressive and solenoidal, in
orange and green, respectively) for SPH (solid lines) and MFM (dashed lines). For better comparison, the right-hand side panels show the
ratio of the MFM to SPH spectra. Bottom panels: Same as above, but for the ideal (solid lines) vs. viscosity (dashed lines) comparison, only
for the total velocity.
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Figure 13: Kinetic energy spectra for the ideal SPH simulation (left
panels of Fig. 11), for the total velocity field (blue), and for the
bulk and turbulent components (green and orange, respectively), as
a quantifiable test of the multi-scale filter for the Reynolds decom-
position.

N ∼ 108), and the parallel scaling properties of its OMP
implementation.

Finally, we have shown the results from several applica-
tions of vortex-p to actual simulation data from SPH and
MFM simulations of galaxy clusters with different physics,
in order to illustrate the potential of the code for the analy-
sis of the velocity field in particle-based simulations. These
applications have shown the ability of vortex-p to cap-
ture the differences in the velocity field structure between
different simulation codes and different physical setups,
and to provide a quantitative assessment of the Reynolds
decomposition performed by the code.

The OMP-parallelised implementation of vortex-p is
publicly available (see Sec. 2) and will enable the detailed
study of different aspects related to astrophysical turbu-
lence in galaxy cluster environments in the near future,
among other applications.
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Vives at the Servei d’Informàtica of the Universitat de
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[47] D. Vallés-Pérez, S. Planelles, V. Quilis, Unravelling cosmic
velocity flows: a Helmholtz-Hodge decomposition algorithm
for cosmological simulations, Computer Physics Communi-
cations 263 (2021) 107892. doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2021.107892.
arXiv:2102.06217.

[48] H. Wendland, Piecewise polynomial, positive definite and com-
pactly supported radial functions of minimal degree, Advances
in Computational Mathematics 4 (1995) 389–396. doi:10.1007/
BF02123482.

[49] M. J. Berger, P. Colella, Local Adaptive Mesh Refinement for
Shock Hydrodynamics, Journal of Computational Physics 82
(1989) 64–84. doi:10.1016/0021-9991(89)90035-1.

[50] V. Quilis, A new multidimensional adaptive mesh re-
finement hydro + gravity cosmological code, MNRAS
352 (2004) 1426–1438. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.08040.
x. arXiv:astro-ph/0405389.
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Appendix A. Assessment of the errors introduced
by the imposition of periodicity

In general, a simulation domain may be non-periodic, or
may correspond to a region much larger than the region of
interest where vortex-p is to be applied. However, the us-
age of FFT for the base grid implies periodicity. While the
computation of Fourier transforms of non-periodic regions
is fairly common in the literature studies of velocity fields,
e.g. to extract spectra, it is still interesting to explicitly
validate the process and assess the errors introduced by
the lack of periodicity.

To do so, we have repeated Test 3 (Sec. 3.4), which was
explicitly periodic in x, y, z ∈ [−L/2, L/2] for the case us-
ing the C4 kernel andNngh = 137, but restricting the input
domain to increasingly smaller fractions f of the domain,
so as to generate a non-periodic situation by setting the
domain to x, y, z ∈ [−fL/2, fL/2]. In particular, assum-
ing L = 1 for simplicity, let us consider that the region of
interest (where the errors will be evaluated) corresponds
to x, y, z ∈ [−0.1, 0.1]. In Fig. Appendix A.1, we show
the distribution of particle-wise errors (as it has been done
in all the tests in Sec. 3) for several input regions, with
darkest colours corresponding to larger paddings around
the region of interest (larger f).
The results can be summarised in the inset plot, where

we show the errors as a function of the input domain side-
length (the smaller, the more restricted), normalised to
the error when the whole, periodic domain is kept (f = 1).
This is shown for the solenoidal and the compressive com-
ponent, respectively, in the left-hand side and right-hand
side panels. As a general trend, as f is reduced and the
non-periodic boundaries get closer to the region of inter-
est, there is no increase in the error figures at least until
f = 0.6. This implies that vortex-p can be safely applied
to a restricted region of a larger simulation just by taking
the precaution of choosing a domain around the object of
interest ∼ 3 times its size.

While, in this test, the errors in the compressive com-
ponent grow slightly faster than the ones in the solenoidal
component as the input domain is shrunk, this might be
dependent on the particular velocity field and we do not
pursue a more in-depth examination here.

Appendix B. Assessment of the level of conserva-
tiveness of the velocity assignment
scheme

As mentioned in Sec. 2.4, within the discussion of the
interpolation procedure, it is by design non-conservative,
in the sense that the volume integral of the gridded data
does not necessarily equate to the sum of the same quantity
over the particles. The reason for this stems from the fact
that we are not performing a standard SPH sum, where
each particle contributes according to its own smoothing
length, but assigning a kernel length to each cell centre
instead due to the requirements of our velocity assignment

procedure. While there is no reason for this condition to
hold on a non-extensive quantity such as velocity, it is still
interesting to check to which extent does the interpolation
violate the conservation of a given input field.

With that aim, we have used data from the SPH sim-
ulation also shown in the left-hand side panel of Fig. 10,
and assigned the density to each cell centre as

ρcell =

∑
α∈kernelmα

4π
3 h

3
cell

, (B.1)

where the sum is performed over the particles in a sphere
of radius hcell around the cell centre. Then, we estimate
the global violation of conservativity as:

δM =

∑
cells ρcell∆Vcell −

∑
αmα∑

αmα
, (B.2)

which is the quantity shown in Fig. Appendix B.1 as a
function of the kernel family and the number of neighbours
used for the interpolation. As a general trend, conserva-
tiveness is better preserved when the extent of the kernel
used for the assignment is smaller: that is to say, the lower
Nngh is, and the lower the standard deviation of the kernel,
σ/h, is.

As a consistency check, we finally note that the results
obtained with the M4 kernel with 58 neighbours, C4 kernel
with 137 neighbours and C6 kernel with 356 neighbours,
which have the same kernel extent, are roughly equal, as
represented by the dashed line in the figure.

Appendix C. Discussion on the error estimation
for the tests

Through the tests in Sec. 3, we have chosen to compute
the errors as a particular measure (see Eqs. 13 and 14) of
the difference between the results decomposed by vortex-
p and the known decomposition, smoothed with the same
kernel function and number of neighbours as used when
running the code in each case. It would be possibly to
argue, however, that this approach simplifies the problem
for more extended kernels, since it gets rid of increasingly
higher frequency modes. Nevertheless, neither compar-
ing the decomposed velocities with the input velocities is
strictly fair, since vortex-p represents the smoothed ve-
locity field, and this is the one which the decomposition
is brought up on. This would imply that, if compared to
the input, non-smoothed velocity field, the more compact
kernels ought to perform comparatively better just due
to the fact that the input and output velocity field differ
by a lesser amount due to the smoothing operation. This
is checked empirically in the left-hand side panel of Fig.
Appendix C.1, which is equivalent to the right-hand side
panel of Fig. 2 but with this alternative definition of error.

Alternatively, one could perform the tests by stating
that the ground smoothed velocity field is a particular
one (e.g., the one computed with the C4 kernel with
Nngh = 137), for instance because it is assumed that this
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Figure Appendix A.1: Study of the effect of non-periodicity on the results of the HHD. The left-hand side and right-hand side panels show
the results, for the solenoidal and compressive components respectively, of Test 3 with the C4 kernel and Nngh = 137, when restricting the
input domain to smaller regions, in such a way that the boundary conditions are non-periodic. The results are always assessed in the cubic
reigon x, y, z ∈ [−0.1, 0.1], so that the effect of the distance of the region of interest to the location of the non-periodic boundary can be
studied. The inset summarises the median and (16− 84)-percentiles of these distributions, normalised to the results for the periodic situation
(f = 1).

velocity field has been the product of a simulation using
this particular configuration for evolving the SPH equa-
tions, and compare all the results to this smoothed solu-
tion. This is precisely what we show in the right-hand side
panel of Fig. Appendix C.1. The resulting error distri-
butions, which are better interpreted in the inset showing
the behaviour of the mean and (16 − 84)% quantiles, are
rather non-trivial, in the sense that there is not a mono-
tonic trend with σ/h nor with Nngh.

Naturally, this discussion is only relevant due to the ar-
tificiality introduced by the tests. In an actual simula-
tion output, the best choice is to use the same smooth-
ing operation as used for the evolution, since this is
the only fully physically meaningful one. In the tests,
we have introduced a mock velocity field which has a
known decomposition. However, the grid assignment
with non-uniform smoothing length does not preserve the
solenoidal/compressive behaviour of these fields. Unfor-
tunately, we are not aware of any simple method capable
of assigning a non-trivial velocity field onto a particle dis-
tribution in such a way that a given divergence/curl (in
the SPH sense) is obtained. Therefore, we have chosen to
present these tests which, despite the fact that they need
to be interpreted with caution due to their artificiality, in-
form precisely about the amount of cross-talk between the
velocity components introduced by our grid assignment
strategy.

Appendix D. Further notes on the velocity as-
signment scheme

In full consistency with SPH, velocities should be as-
signed to a cell centre x as

v(x) =

∑
imiviW (|x− xi|, hi)∑
imiW (|x− xi|, hi)

(D.1)

for a mass-weighted assignment, where the sum is re-
stricted to the particles with W (|x− xi|, hi) > 0 and each
particle contributes according to its individual smoothing
length hi.
However, if considering an arbitrary grid, there could

be cells that end up being contributed by no particles. To
better exemplify this, let us consider a two-dimensional
case for simplicity. Let us consider a ring of particles,
such as the one described by the cyan dots in the left-
hand side panel of Fig. Appendix D.1, and an arbitrary
grid covering the domain as represented by the black lines
(in this case, uniform for simplicity). We have assigned
the density field to this two-dimensional grid using the
standard SPH sum, where we have considered Nngh = 58
and the cubic spline kernel where each particle contributes
according to their smoothing length. This is represented
in the figure by the red background colour, the darkest
being the densest. The cells coloured in blue correspond to
grid points where no particle has contributed, so that the
assigned mass is 0. Therefore, when assigning the velocity
to the grid in the usual SPH manner, according to Eq.
D.1, indeterminate forms (0/0) would arise in all this blue
region.
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Figure Appendix B.1: Assessment of the level of conservativeness of
the grid-assignment procedure followed in vortex-p. Different lines
correspond to different kernel functions and show, as a function of the
number of neighbours within the kernel compact support, the error
in the assignment of density to the AMR grid, computed according
to Eq. B.1. The dashed line joins three runs with equivalent kernel
effective extent (M4 with Nngh = 58, C4 with Nngh = 137 and C6

with Nngh = 356).

By contrast, our grid assignment scheme presented in
Sec. 2.4 prevents this downsampling by design, by ensur-
ing that each cell is contributed by at least Nngh particles,
in such a way that a local smoothing length, h(x) is com-
puted on each cell centre, and that is the smoothing length
used in the velocity assignment scheme, according to

v(x) =

∑
imiviW (|x− xi|, h(x))∑
imiW (|x− xi|, h(x))

. (D.2)

This is shown in the right-hand side panel of Fig. Ap-
pendix D.1, where no cell would remain with an undefined
velocity according to our assignment scheme.

In the standard SPH assignment, the regions shaded in
blue (see left-hand side panel of Fig. Appendix D.1) do
not belong to the domain of the solution, which there-
fore is not simply connected, preventing the application
of Helmholtz’s theorem. However, it is worth keeping in
mind that the fully-consistent interpolation should be that
in Eq. D.1 and, therefore, it is worth testing to which ex-
tent do the velocities assigned by both methods coincide
in high-density regions (where there is no undersampling
in the standard SPH assignment).

Using the same bidimensional set-up, we have assigned a
simple velocity field, vi = xiûx+ yiûy, to the particle dis-
tribution. We have proceeded with the purely SPH-like as-
signment and the one we use in vortex-p, and compared
the values of these interpolated velocity fields at the par-
ticle positions. The left-hand side panel of Fig. Appendix
D.2 shows the relation between the SPH-assigned veloci-
ties (horizontal axis) and the velocities assigned according
to our procedure, Eq. D.2 (vertical axis). Velocities accu-

rately follow the identity line, with small scatter and with
deviations only visible for the particles with largest |xi|,
which is just an effect of the boundary conditions for this
particular set-up.

In the right-hand side panel of Fig. Appendix D.2, we
show the relation between the absolute discrepancy in the
x component of the velocity field according to both meth-
ods, and particle density (in arbitrary units). Interestingly,
it is apparent from the figure that both definitions of the
velocity field converge in high-resolution regions, while the
largest errors only appear in low-density regions (where the
SPH velocity field is, by construction, ill-defined).

Appendix E. Tests on the M5 and M6 kernels at
fix Nngh

In Sec. 3, we have concentrated on the cubic spline
(M4) and the two C4 and C6 Wendland kernels, for the
sake of a concise and clear discussion of the uncertain-
ties introduced by the decomposition. It has been shown
that higher-order kernels from the B-spline family, i.e. the
quartic (M5) and quintic (M6) spline, outperform Wend-
land kernels as density estimators at a given number of
neighbours, the latter needing large number of neighbours
to converge [59]. Hence, it is worth showing the perfor-
mance of these additional kernels in our battery of tests.
This is shown in Fig. Appendix E.1, where we summarise
the results of Tests 1 to 4, when vortex-p is run with
each of the implemented kernels, at fix Nngh = 137. Each
panel contains equivalent information to those in Figs. 2,
3, 4 and 6.

The insets show the median (and 16-84 percentiles) of
these error distributions as a function of the effective width
of the kernel, σ/h. Here, σ is the standard deviation of the
kernel, which we can compute as

σ =

´ R
0
x4W (x)´ R

0
x2W (x)

(E.1)

and its values for all the kernels involved here are given,
for instance, in table 1 of [60]. On the other hand, note
that here, by h we are denoting the full compact support
radius of the kernel, i.e. W (h) = 0. Interestingly, the
kernels added to this test (M5, in orange lines; and M6,
in green lines) gently fall in the trends already outlined
by the ones in Sec. 3, with the only slightly peculiar case
being that of Test 4, where the trends are still followed
albeit with considerably more scatter.

This highlights that the effective width of the kernel ap-
pears to be the single parameter driving the differences
amongst kernel choices at fix Nngh. This is not necessarily
at odds with the findings of [59]. While the high-order B-
splines have been shown to be better density estimators,
the errors in the HHD are not dominated by the conver-
gence of the density estimator, but instead by the cross-
talk between compressive and solenoidal component intro-
duced by a particles-to-grid smoothing scheme with non-
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Figure Appendix C.1: Discussion on the error estimation for the tests. Both panels are equivalent to the right-hand side panel of Fig. 2,
but with different error definitions. Left-hand side panel : error computed with respect to the original input velocity. Right-hand side panel :
error computed with respect to the same reference velocity, i.e., the one smoothed with the C4 kernel comprising Nngh = 137 neighbours.

Figure Appendix D.1: 2-dimensional test comparison between a standard, SPH density interpolation (left-hand side panel) and the interpo-
lation scheme involved in vortex-p (right-hand side panel). In both panels, cyan dots represent a particle distribution leaving a hole in the
central region of the plot. Red background colours show the grid-assigned density, darkest being higher density. In the left-hand side panel,
corresponding to the standard SPH interpolation where each particle does not contribute outside their smoothing length, there is a region,
represented in blue, which is not contributed by any particle. While this just implies ‘hole’ regions filled by zeros in the density interpolation
(or any extensive quantity), when applied to the interpolation of an intensive quantity (e.g., velocity), indeterminate forms (0/0) arise. This
is prevented by the grid-assignment scheme implemented in vortex-p.
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Figure Appendix D.2: Quantitative comparison between the standard, SPH interpolation and the one implement in vortex-p. Left-hand
side panel : direct relation between the values of vx assigned according to the standard SPH interpolation (horizontal axis) and our scheme
(vertical axis). The gray, dashed line is the identity relation. Right-hand side panel: relation between the absolute discrepancy between both
assignment schemes (vertical axis) and particle number density (in arbitrary units; horizontal axis).

constant smoothing length. In this regard, it seems that,
in the complex (non-linear) Tests 3 and 4, the smaller the
kernel effective width (and hence, the smaller the overlap
and the more local the interpolation), the lesser amount
of error appears in the decomposition. The magnitude of
these differences, however, is in any case small (less than
a factor of 2 between the broadest and narrowest kernel),
but consistent.

Appendix F. Further tests on the multi-scale fil-
ter

Here we present two additional considerations regarding
the implementation of the multi-scale filter in vortex-p
for performing an RD. Appendix F.1 discusses the differ-
ences in the resulting RD depending on whether the bulk
velocity has been computed mass-weighted or volume-
weighted. An assessment on the validity of the approxi-
mate scheme to flag strong shocks is presented in Appendix
F.2.

Appendix F.1. Mass-weighted and volume-weighted bulk
velocity determination

In Vallés-Pérez et al. [7], we used gas density as the
weight for the bulk velocity in the multi-scale filter, w(x) =
ρ(x), in Eq. 10. In vortex-p, there is the possibility to
compute the bulk velocity around each cell as a volume-
weighted or a mass-weighted average. It might thus be
interesting to check to which extent the results on the RD
from both schemes differ. Note that the election of weight-
ing scheme affects, not only the final bulk velocity, but also
the filtering lengths, L(x), since it can impact the conver-
gence of the iterative algorithm.

We have run the multi-scale filter on the same simulation
output shown in the left-hand side panel of Fig. 11, using
the volume-weighted and the mass-weighted scheme. The
results are summarised in Fig. Appendix F.1, where blue
histograms correspond to the volume-weighted bulk veloc-
ity, and orange histograms are for the mass-weighted case.
The histograms are shown for a 5h−1 Mpc box around the
cluster centre (roughly containing the virial volume), and
histogram cell counts correspond to volume sampled at
12h−1 kpc resolution.
Regarding filtering length (left-hand side panel), both

methods agree on the vast majority of cells, so that
the median (and [16-84] percentiles) of L broadly coin-
cide. However, there are notorious differences between
these two schemes at the high L(x) tail (corresponding
to low-density regions where the velocity field tends to be
smoother). Nevertheless, this corresponds to a very small
fraction of cells (note that counts are shown in logarithmic
scale in the histograms). Regarding turbulent velocities
(right-hand side panel), consistently with previous results,
the peaks at small turbulent velocities (associated to small
filtering lengths) coincide, while the mass-weighted scheme
exhibits a higher number of high turbulent velocity cells,
that consequently drive the root mean square (rms) tur-
bulent velocity magnitude up by ∼ 20%. Consequently,
even though the differences are not striking, care must be
taken when considering the RD of inhomogeneous matter
distributions, since the choice may be application depen-
dent.

Appendix F.2. Approximate scheme to flag strong shocks
in absence of Mach number data

The shock-identification scheme presented in Sec. 2.5
had, as its only purpose, to flag the volume elements host-

25



10 5 10 4 10 3

Relative error
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

0.14

Fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

le
s (

de
x

1 )

Test 1: Solenoidal velocity incorrectly reconstructed
Kernel, Nngh

M4 137
M5 137
M6 137
C4 137
C6 137

0.35 0.40 0.45
/h

10 4

6 × 10 5

2 × 10 4

Re
la

tiv
e 

er
ro

r

10 4 10 3 10 2

Relative error
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

Fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

le
s (

de
x

1 )

Test 1: Error in the compressive velocity

0.35 0.40 0.45
/h

2 × 10 4

3 × 10 4

4 × 10 4

6 × 10 4

Re
la

tiv
e 

er
ro

r

10 5 10 4 10 3 10 2

Relative error
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

Fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

le
s (

de
x

1 )

Test 2: Error in the solenoidal velocity

0.35 0.40 0.45
/h

10 3

2 × 10 4

3 × 10 4
4 × 10 4

6 × 10 4

Re
la

tiv
e 

er
ro

r

10 5 10 4 10 3

Relative error
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

0.14

Fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

le
s (

de
x

1 )

Test 2: Compressive velocity incorrectly reconstructed
Kernel, Nngh

M4 137
M5 137
M6 137
C4 137
C6 137

0.35 0.40 0.45
/h

10 4

4 × 10 5

6 × 10 5

Re
la

tiv
e 

er
ro

r

10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1

Relative error
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

Fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

le
s (

de
x

1 )

Test 3: Error in the solenoidal velocity
Kernel, Nngh

M4 137
M5 137
M6 137
C4 137
C6 137

0.35 0.40 0.45
/h

10 3

2 × 10 3

3 × 10 3
4 × 10 3

Re
la

tiv
e 

er
ro

r

10 4 10 3 10 2

Relative error
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

Fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

le
s (

de
x

1 )

Test 3: Error in the compressive velocity

0.35 0.40 0.45
/h

10 3

6 × 10 4

2 × 10 3

3 × 10 3

Re
la

tiv
e 

er
ro

r

10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1

Relative error
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

Fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

le
s (

de
x

1 )

Test 4: Error in the solenoidal velocity
Kernel, Nngh

M4 137
M5 137
M6 137
C4 137
C6 137

0.35 0.40 0.45
/h

10 2

4 × 10 3

6 × 10 3

2 × 10 2

Re
la

tiv
e 

er
ro

r

10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1

Relative error
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

Fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

le
s (

de
x

1 )

Test 4: Error in the compressive velocity
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Figure Appendix E.1: Results of Tests 1 to 4 (subsequent rows) at fix Nngh = 137, when considering the five kernels implemented according
to the colour legend. Each panel is equivalent to the ones in Figs. 2, 3, 4 and 6. Lines represent the histogram of values of the relative errors,
computed according to Eqs. 13 and 14. The insets shown the median and (16− 84) percentile of the error distributions as a functions of the
effective width of the kernel, σ/h, i.e. the standard deviation of the kernel in units of its total compact support radius.
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Figure Appendix F.1: Comparison of the volume-weight (blue) and mass-weight (orange) for the bulk velocity computation in the iterative
multi-scale filter. In both panels, the histogram represents the cell-wise distribution of the considered value. Vertical lines present summary
statistics of these distributions. Left-hand side panel : distribution of filtering lengths. Right-hand side panel : distribution of turbulent
velocity magnitudes.

ing a strong shock, to act as an additional stopping con-
dition for the iterations of the multi-scale filter. This is
advisable, because when averaging velocities in between
the pre-shock and the post-shock region, the velocity dis-
continuity may hinder convergence and thus produce non-
physically high filtering lengths. As discussed in Sec. 2.5,
our recommendation is to use a more accurate shock finder
and feed this information to vortex-p, and only use this
approximate shock-identification scheme as a fallback for
the cases where it is not possible to provide Mach number
information.

However, in this Appendix section we provide a simple
analysis of the behaviour of this strategy of flagging strong
shocks based on simple thresholds on velocity divergence
and artificial viscosity, when applied to the multi-scale fil-
ter. In the results shown in the left panel of Fig. 11, we
had performed the RD by applying the multi-scale filter,
with shocks identified based on a Mach number threshold
(where Mach numbers had been identified in the simu-
lation with the on-the-fly algorithm of Beck et al. [53],
and hence this was input data for vortex-p). We have
compared these results, where the multi-scale filter has
used Mach numbers obtained from a robust shock finder,
with the results of the multi-scale filter with our simplified
scheme for flagging shocked volume.

This is precisely what we show in Fig. Appendix F.2.
The elements of the figures are equivalent to those in Fig.
Appendix F.1. Here, the blue histogram shows the distri-
bution of filtering lengths (left-hand side panel) and turbu-
lent velocity magnitudes (right-hand side panel) when ap-
plying the multi-scale filter with the exact shock-flagging
approach (which corresponds to what is shown in Figs. 11

and 12). For comparison, the orange and green lines cor-
respond to the same quantities, as recovered by the algo-
rithm using the approximate shock flagging. In both cases,
we have set (∇ · v)thr = −1000 km s−1 Mpc−1, consistent
with typical values of the velocity divergence of galaxy
cluster strong accretion shocks. The orange (green) his-
togram corresponds to a threshold on artificial viscosity
αthr = 1 (αthr = 2).

While the test run with αthr = 1 is unable of repro-
ducing the distribution of filtering lengths and turbulent
velocities, the test with αthr = 2 does so, with mutually
consistent median values of the filtering length and rms
turbulent velocities. The striking similarity between the
blue (exact) and green (approximate shock flagging) curves
is a consequence of the fact that the shock limiter is acting
on relatively few cases and, instead, the filtering length is
more often determined by convergence of the turbulent ve-
locity field with increasing filtering length (indicating that
the outer scale of turbulence is reached).

However, even though the shock limiter might not be
acting in the determination of the filtering length and tur-
bulent velocity around most cells, it is still worth keeping
it, since it prevents mixing pre- and post-shock velocities
around strong shocks which can prevent or delay conver-
gence in a (relatively small) number of cells. This is ex-
emplified through the red lines in the two panels, which
correspond to the multi-scale turbulent filter run with no
additional stopping condition based on shocks. In this
case, a tail with high L develops. While this does not bias
significantly the turbulent kinetic energy budget (this oc-
curs most typically in low-density regions where turbulent
velocities are small, i.e. at the left-hand side of the right-
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Figure Appendix F.2: Comparison of the distribution of filtering lengths (left-hand side panel) and turbulent velocity magnitudes (right-hand
side panel) as recovered by the multi-scale filter with the exact shock flagging scheme (blue), the approximate shock flagging scheme (orange
and green, respectively, with αthr = 1 and 2), and no stopping condition based on shocks (purple line).

hand side panel of Fig. Appendix F.2), it would impact
the determination of other quantities such as the turbulent
energy flux, fturb ∝ (δv)3/L.
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