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ABSTRACT

In this note, we show how reconstruction schemes can have a significant impact on interpreting lattice
Boltzmann simulation data. To reconstruct turbulence quantities, e.g., the kinetic energy dissipation
rate and enstrophy, schemes higher than second-order for spatial derivatives can greatly improve
the prediction of these quantities in the Taylor-Green vortex problem. In contrast, a second-order
reconstruction of the time series data indicates very good accuracy for the kinetic energy dissipation
rate. The present findings can be considered as further numerical evidence of the capability of the
lattice Boltzmann method to simulate turbulent flows, which is consistent with its proven feature of
low numerical diffusion.

Keywords Lattice Boltzmann method · Numerical accuracy · Taylor-Green vortex

1 Introduction

Numerical modeling is an important approach for studying complex fluid behavior occurring in both nature and industrial
processes. For this purpose, a key step is to design accurate and simple numerical schemes. As an example, low
numerical dissipation and dispersion are often desired features for many applications, e.g., direct numerical simulation
of turbulence and aeroacoustics [1].

The lattice Boltzmann method (LBM) is an emerging tool suitable for modeling many types of fluid flow [2]. The
method originates from lattice gas automata (LGA) [3, 4], and was subsequently identified as a special discrete velocity
method for the Boltzmann transport equation (BTE) [5, 6, 7, 8]. Only a minimal set of discrete velocities are kept to
retrieve part of the BTE solution domain, typically incompressible or weakly compressible flows at continuum and
near-continuum regimes. In addition, it also inherits the simplicity of the LGA, i.e., its particle dynamics algorithm that
only requires information from its near neighbors with fixed directions (i.e., no neighborhood search is required). Thus,
the method provides an ideal platform for simulating complex fluid phenomena [9] and is ideal for high-performance
computing without worrying about complex numerical and computational details.

The Chapman-Enskog expansion proves that the incompressible Navier-Stokes (NS) equations are a first-order asymp-
totic solution, in terms of the Knudsen number (i.e., approaching the continuum limit), of the lattice Boltzmann
equation. In particular, the numerical diffusion can be absorbed into the physical viscosity, which leads to very low
numerical diffusion error. In [10], it was revealed that LBM demonstrates remarkable lower numerical diffusion and
dispersion error, even compared with high-order numerical discretization of the NS equations. This finding indicates
that the numerical accuracy of LBM at the macroscopic scale might not be strictly correlated or limited to its formal
second-order accuracy measured relative to the BTE.

Recently, its accuracy has been numerically assessed against the classical Taylor-Green vortex (TGV) and other
benchmark problems associated with turbulent flow regimes [11, 12, 13]. In general, satisfactory accuracy is identified,
although there are differences among various collision terms, such as the single-relaxation model, the multiple-relaxation
model, and the entropic collision model etc. For the TGV problem, the kinetic energy can be predicted with fairly good
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accuracy using a mesh of 1283. However, Mimeau et al. observed that a relatively high mesh resolution is required to
predict the enstrophy [11], where spatial derivatives of velocity are needed. Interestingly, better accuracy, although with
oscillations, is found for the kinetic energy dissipation rate reconstructed from the kinetic energy time series. However,
there should be only a constant factor of difference between the enstrophy and the kinetic energy dissipation rate if they
are evaluated using spatial derivatives for this particular problem.

In LBM simulations, the evolutionary variables are distribution functions and not macroscopic quantities, like density
and velocity. Thus, the kinetic energy dissipation rate and enstrophy are purely reconstructed from the calculated
velocity data. More specifically, evaluating macroscopic velocity-gradient terms are not involved in LBM simulations,
and the reconstruction process is totally independent from the simulation itself. Thus, in principle, there is no restriction
on the choice of reconstruction scheme. In previous work, however, the reconstruction process is often conducted with
second-order schemes by default e.g., in [11].

In this work, we investigate the impact of the reconstruction scheme on interpreting lattice Boltzmann simulation results,
which may explain the reason for different accuracy observed in previous predictions of the kinetic energy dissipation
rate and enstrophy. For this purpose, we employ the TGV problem and use various reconstruction schemes based on the
same set of simulation data. In the following, we briefly introduce the lattice Boltzmann method and the Taylor-Green
vortex problem, and discuss the impact of reconstruction schemes.

2 Lattice Boltzmann method

To derive the LBM, we can start from the Boltzmann-BGK type kinetic equation [5, 6, 7, 8],

∂f

∂t
+ C · ∇f = −1

τ
(f − feq) , (1)

which describes fluid flows using the distribution function f(r,C, t) at position r = (x, y, z), molecular velocity
C = (Cx, Cy, Cz), and time, t. The molecular collision is modeled by a relaxation term towards the equilibrium
distribution function

feq = ρ

(
1

2πRT

)D/2
exp

[
− (C −U)2

2RT

]
(2)

which is determined by the fluid density, ρ, the fluid velocity, U = (u, v, w), and the temperature, T . In the continuum
and near-continuum limit, Eqs. (1) and (2) can recover the NS equations via the first-order Chapman-Enksog expansion,
i.e., the NS equations are a type of asymptotic solution of the kinetic equation in terms of the Knudsen number.
In particular, τ , is related to the fluid viscosity, µ, and the pressure, p, via the Chapman-Enskog expansion, i.e.,
µ = pτ . Naturally, the Reynolds number can be defined as Re = ρ0U0L/µ0 = U0L/(τ0RT0), where the subscript 0
denotes the reference value and L the characteristic length of the system. The ideal gas law, p0 = ρ0RT0, is used for
deriving the form of the Reynolds number. The Knudsen number can also be written as µ0

√
RT0/(p0L). If

√
RT0 is

conveniently considered as the sound speed, although there is a constant factor difference, we have Kn = Re/Ma
where Ma = U0/

√
RT0. With Eq. (2), however, the thermal conductivity is not independent of the viscosity, which

can be corrected by using other kinetic equations if necessary.

Since there are 6 + 1 degrees of freedom, i.e., the physical space, r, the molecular velocity space, C, and the time,
Eq. (1) can be very expensive for numerical solutions. However, for a broad range of flow problems, it is possible to
greatly reduce the complexity by truncating the Maxwellian and discretizing the molecular velocity space by using
Gauss-Hermite quadrature. After the discretization in the molecular velocity space, Eq. (1) becomes

∂fα
∂t

+ Cα · ∇fα = −1

τ
(fα − feqα ), (3)

where Cα is an abscissa of a Gauss–Hermite quadrature. For simulating incompressible and isothermal flows, it is
common to use second-order truncation of the Maxwellian function, i.e.,

feqα = wαρ

[
1 +

U ·Cα

RT0
+

1

2

(U ·Cα)2

(RT0)2
− U ·U

2RT0]

]
, (4)

where wα is the weight of the Gauss-Hermite quadrature. Moreover, the density and velocity are now calculated by
summation operations, i.e.,

ρ =
∑
α

fα =
∑
α

feqα , (5)
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and
ρU =

∑
α

fαCα =
∑
α

feqα Cα. (6)

With the obtained density, the pressure can be calculated using p = ρRT0 in isothermal flows since the temperature is
constant, i.e., T0.

To numerically solve Eq. (3), a trapezoidal scheme in time [14], can be employed at the right hand side and the left
hand side can be analytically integrated over time. In particular, by introducing

f̃α = fα +
dt

2τ
(fα − feqα ), (7)

the implicitness of the trapezoidal scheme can be eliminated and we obtain an explicit scheme

f̃α(r + Cαdt, t+ dt)− f̃α(r, t) = − dt

τ + 0.5dt

[
f̃α(r, t)− feqα (r, t)

]
, (8)

which is ready for implementing the stream-collision scheme. At the same time, the macroscopic quantities can be
calculated as

ρ =
∑
α

f̃α, and, ρU =
∑
α

Cαf̃α. (9)

For three-dimensional flows, there are a few commonly used lattices, e.g., D3Q15, D3Q19 and D3Q27. Here, we
choose the D3Q19 lattice where there are nineteen discrete velocities (α = 1..19),

Cα,x =
√

3RT0[0,−1, 0, 0,−1,−1,−1,−1, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 1, 1, 1, 1, 0, 0], (10)

Cα,y =
√

3RT0[0, 0,−1, 0,−1, 1, 0, 0,−1,−1, 0, 1, 0, 1,−1, 0, 0, 1, 1], (11)

Cα,z =
√

3RT0[0, 0, 0,−1, 0, 0,−1, 1,−1, 1, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 1,−1, 1,−1], (12)

and the corresponding weights wα are

[
1
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36
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1
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36
]. (13)

As previously discussed, it is now ready to implement the stream-collision algorithm. The only trick is to tie the space
and time step together as dr = Cαdt [2, 8]. For instance, assuming the system length is L, we may set the spatial step
dx = L/N and then dt = L/(N

√
3RT0), where N is the number of computational cells. This ensures the “particles”

are jumping on a uniform grid system.

Although the LBM algorithm is very simple, there are two important features. First, the mass and momentum
conservation are kept exactly at mesoscale (numerically within machine precision), cf. Eqs. (5) and (6), which might
lead to highly accurate solutions of density and velocity. Second, Eq. (8) is a second-order scheme in both time and
space for Eq. (1) or Eq. (3), which recovers the NS equations without error in viscosity through the Chapman-Enskog
expansion. This feature can also be proved if the algorithm is derived from the lattice gas automata, cf. [2]. Thus, the
LBM simulation tends to produce very low numerical diffusion error at the macroscopic level.

As has been shown, macroscopic quantities such as density, ρ, and velocity, U , are not primitive variables in LBM
simulations. Moreover, the non-linear advection term in the NS equations is replaced with a molecular streaming process,
and the momentum diffusivity automatically emerges from the collective behavior of molecular collisions [15]. Hence,
no gradient terms are evaluated during simulations. The macroscopically defined turbulence quantities, like enstrophy,
can only be reconstructed through the extracted macroscopic velocity data. As shown in [10], the second-order accuracy
of Eq. (8) at mesoscopic level might not be directly correlated with the accuracy at the macroscopic level. Consequently,
reconstruction schemes, which may have a great impact on the accuracy, can be chosen not necessarily following the
accuracy order of Eq. (8) in space and time.

3
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3 3D Taylor-Green vortex and turbulence quantities

The 3D Taylor-Green vortex is a classical problem for evaluating the performance of a numerical method, particularly
the numerical diffusion caused by discretization schemes. It belongs to a class of decaying homogeneous isotropic
turbulence, where the flow is defined in a three-dimensional periodic box of length 2πL and initialized with

U(0) =

(
U0 sin( xL ) cos( yL ) cos( z )
−U0 cos( xL ) sin( yL ) cos( zL )

0

)
, (14)

and

p(0) = p∞ +
ρ0U

2
0

16

[
cos

(
2x

L

)
+ cos

(
2y

L

)][
cos

(
2z

L

)
+ 2

]
, (15)

where L is a characteristic length scale. In LBM simulations, any macroscopic initial condition must be transformed
into the form of the distribution function. For this purpose, we employ the first-order Chapman-Enskog solution,

fα(0) = feqα [ρ(0),U(0)]− τfeqα [ρ(0),U(0)] [CαCα : ∇U (0)] (16)
where the symbol : denotes the full tensor contraction. This form of the solution is already simplified according to the
assumptions of an isothermal and incompressible flow. For the full solution, one can refer to Chapter 4 in [16]. The
initial density profile is related to the initial pressure profile via the gas state equation p(0) = ρ(0)RT0. The equilibrium
term, feqα , can be calculated using Eq. (4). We also note that the “first-order" means the order in terms of the Knudsen
number for the asymptotic Chapman-Enskog expansion. It has no bearing on the numerical accuracy in space and time.

For this particular problem, three turbulence quantities are often of interest, i.e., the integral of kinetic energy,

E =
1

|Ω|

∫
Ω

1

2

(
u2 + v2 + w2

)
dr, (17)

the kinetic energy dissipation rate ε = −dE/dt, and the integral of enstrophy,

Z =
1

2|Ω|

∫
Ω

[
(vx − uy)

2
+ (uz − wx)

2
+ (wy − vz)2

]
dr, (18)

where Ω denotes the periodic box domain. For the present TGV problem, the kinetic energy dissipation rate can also be
calculated as

ε =
µ0

ρ0|Ω|

∫
Ω

[
(uy + vx)

2
+

1

2
(uz + wx)

2
+

1

2
(vz + wy)

2
+ u2

x + v2
y + w2

z

]
dr (19)

by using spatial derivatives.

To facilitate the comparison, we use the solution of the NS equations numerically solved by using a de-aliased pseudo-
spectral code developed at Universityé catholique de Louvain with a low-storage three-step Runge-Kutta scheme for
time integration. The data were generated using a mesh resolution of 5123, and can be downloaded from the website of
the 1st International Workshop on High-Order CFD Methods [17]. In the following figures, the data will be labeled as
“Ref”.

4 Numerical analysis

4.1 Implementation

The lattice Boltzmann scheme Eq. (8) is implemented in a code based on the OPS library [18], which is designed
following the domain-specific language approach [19]. The calculation of turbulence quantities is implemented as “user
kernel" functions for the TGV application. The code can be found at Github [20].

During simulations, it is convenient to work with a non-dimensional system with
√
RT0 as the characteristic speed, and

L as the reference length [21]. With such a non-dimensional system, the mesh size, h, and the time step, dt, for each
mesh resolution can be listed in Table 1. It is worth noting that the Mach number is kept constant when the mesh is
refined.

4
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1283 2563 5123

h = 2π/N 0.0494739 0.0246399 0.0122959
dt = h/

√
3 0.0285638 0.0142259 0.00709902
Table 1: Mesh size and time step

4.2 Reconstruction schemes

To reconstruct the turbulence quantities from the velocity data, we use various orders of central difference schemes
to evaluate the first-order derivative of a function, ϕ, at a grid point (i, j, k). Using ϕx as example, they are the
second-order,

ϕi+1 − ϕi−1

2h
,

the fourth-order

−ϕi+2 + 8ϕi+1 − 8ϕi−1 + ϕi−2

12h
,

the sixth-order

ϕi+3 − 9ϕi+2 + 45ϕi+1 − 45ϕi−1 + 9ϕi−2 − ϕi−3

60h
,

and the eighth-order

1

h

[
1

280
(ϕi−4 − ϕi+4) +

4

105
(ϕi+3 − ϕi−3) +

1

5
(ϕi−2 + ϕi+2) +

4

5
(ϕi+1 − ϕi−1)

]
.

In these formulations, we omit the index j and k for convenience, which are not changed for calculating the derivative
in the x direction. Moreover, we do not need to specifically treat the boundary points for this periodic problem.

During simulations, we do not store velocity data if they are not required for further analysis. Instead, we implement
the reconstruction process into the code by “user kernel" functions, and just store the turbulence quantities.

The kinetic energy dissipation rate can be also be reconstructed from the time series of kinetic energy. For this
purpose, we use a third-order spline interpolation. This is implemented by using the “interp1d" function provided by
the open-source SciPy package. Then, the time derivative is evaluated by a central difference scheme, which is also
implemented by using the “derivative" function of SciPy. This procedure is particularly useful as we cannot align the
LBM timesteps with those of the pseudo-spectral data. Due to the tie to the space step, the LBM timestep can only be
those as shown in Table 1 but the timestep of pseudo-spectral data with a resolution of 5123 is 0.01.

To assess the accuracy, the L2 norm is utilized. Considering a vector S for results and a vector C for “correct” values,
the error σ is calculated as

σ =

√
(S − C) · (S − C)

C · C
. (20)

It will be applied to calculating the error of kinetic energy σE , the error of kinetic energy dissipation rate σε, and the
error of enstrophy σZ . The “correct” solution vectors are those of the pseudo-spectral data.

4.3 Kinetic energy

The simulations predict kinetic energy with considerably high accuracy, see Fig. 1. The error is already less than 2%
with a mesh resolution of 1283. Interestingly, a higher resolution of 2563 does not improve the accuracy. A similar
observation was also found in [11], cf. Fig. (11). However, it will be shown later that the resolution of 2563 does
improve the prediction of the kinetic energy dissipation rate.

5
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Figure 1: Predicted profiles of kinetic energy. The errors (σE) are 1.3729%, 1.3735% and 0.49827% with the mesh
resolutions of 1283, 2563 and 5123, respectively.

4.4 Kinetic energy dissipation

We first focus on the reconstruction of the kinetic energy dissipation rate from the time series of kinetic energy. For
this purpose, we use the second-order central difference scheme for −dE/dt from the kinetic energy data between
t = 0.1 and t = 19.9 with a step dt = 0.05, which are passed to the “derivative" function of SciPy. The obtained data
are plotted in Fig. 2. It can seen that there are significant wiggles from the results of 1283. This is also observed in [11]
for both LBM predictions and those produced by the semi-Lagrangian vortex method for solving the NS equations
using a low resolution mesh.

The errors are also listed in Table 2. The results tend to agree with the pseudo-spectral data well. Moreover, it is found
that increasing the order of the central difference scheme for the discretization of −dE/dt does not help to improve the
accuracy.

1283 2563 5123

Error(σε) 6.36% 4.70% 2.97%

Table 2: Error of kinetic energy dissipation rate reconstructed from time series

Next we consider the kinetic energy dissipation rate reconstructed using spatial derivatives, i.e. Eq. (19). For this
purpose, we use four central difference schemes to reconstruct ε. The obtained profiles are plotted in Fig. 3 while the
errors are presented in Table 3.

It is shown that the high-order central difference schemes can significantly improve the accuracy when the mesh
resolution is low. For both 1283 and 2563, the errors of the eighth-order scheme is nearly 3 times lower than those of the
second-order scheme. For 5123, the second-order scheme can also achieve an error less than 5% while the predictions
of other three higher-order schemes show trend of convergence. Compared with the reconstruction from the time series,
the results of 5123 and 2563 start to match the accuracy from the fourth-order and sixth-order schemes, respectively. For
1283, the prediction by using a spatial derivative appears unable to match the accuracy with the tested central difference
scheme. The present finding also explains the inconsistent observation in the accuracy of predicting the kinetic energy
dissipation rate and enstrophy in [11].

To further evaluate the accuracy of LBM, we also include the results of a fourth-order discontinuous-Galerkin (DG)
finite-element scheme for the compressible NS equations in Fig. 3. The results of DG are obtained by digitizing Fig.1
in [22]. Due to the legend of Fig.1 in [22], the data between t = 13 and t = 15 are missing but this should not have
great impact. From the comparison, we can see that, with the higher-order reconstruction scheme, the LBM predicts the
dissipation rate with accuracy comparable to the fourth-order DG scheme for the NS equations.
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Figure 2: Kinetic energy dissipation rate reconstructed from time series.

We also calculate the order of accuracy (i.e., the rate of convergence to the “correct" solution) demonstrated by Eq. (8)
during the numerical experiments with different mesh resolution as

O =
log

σNc

σNr

log Nr

Nc

(21)

based on the calculated error E with a finer mesh resolution Nr and a coarser mesh resolution Nc. The values are listed
in Table 4. With a second-order reconstruction, the lattice Boltzmann simulation demonstrates an average order of
accuracy 1.46, while the order is reduced to 1.05 if using an eighth-order reconstruction. This is perhaps due to the fact
that the results with the eighth-order reconstruction are already fairly accurate with a mesh resolution of 2563.

Overall, LBM simulations tend to present very accurate kinetic energy dissipation rate. This should be due to its features
of low numerical dissipation error and exactly satisfying mass and momentum conservation. The observations suggest
the necessity of using schemes at least of fourth-order accuracy for evaluating spatial derivatives in processing LBM
simulation results apart from its formal second-order accuracy relative to Eq. (3).

4.5 Enstrophy

The enstrophy can only be reconstructed from spatial derivatives, which is proportional to the kinetic energy dissipation
rate for this problem. Therefore, we observe similar accuracy for this quantity, see Fig. 4 and Table 5.
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Figure 3: Kinetic energy dissipation rate reconstructed from spatial derivatives.
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Figure 4: Kinetic energy dissipation rate reconstructed from spatial derivatives.
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Error(σε) 1283 2563 5123

2nd 31.54% 12.29% 4.184%
4th 17.90% 5.236% 2.653%
6th 13.43% 4.226% 2.649%
8th 11.33% 3.937% 2.644%

Table 3: Errors of kinetic energy dissipation rate reconstructed from spatial derivatives

Order 2563 5123 Average

2nd 1.36 1.55 1.46
4th 1.77 0.98 1.38
6th 1.67 0.67 1.17
8th 1.53 0.57 1.05

Table 4: Order of accuracy with various mesh resolutions and reconstruction schemes

Error(σZ ) 1283 2563 5123

2nd 32.70% 12.42% 4.19%
4th 19.46% 5.32% 2.65 %
6th 15.25% 4.30 % 2.65 %
8th 13.29% 4.01% 2.65 %

Table 5: Errors of enstrophy reconstructed from spatial derivatives

In Fig. 4, there are comparisons with the results obtained from the multiple relaxation time model by Mimeau et al.
[11]. Apart from the larger difference for the case of 1283, perhaps due to the different collision terms, the present
results reconstructed using the second-order scheme agree in general with those of Mimeau et al., which were also
reconstructed using a second-order scheme. In particular, they agree with each other well at 5123. Thus, the present
simulations also confirm previous validations on this problem. Moreover, this further acknowledges the importance
of using higher-order reconstruction schemes which significantly improve the results in comparison with those of the
second-order reconstruction.

5 Concluding remarks

We have studied the impact of reconstruction schemes on interpreting LBM simulation results. The classical Taylor-
Green vortex problem is chosen for the purpose. Simulations are conducted for the well-documented case at Reynolds
number of 1600. It is found that using high-order central difference schemes can significantly improve the prediction of
the kinetic energy dissipation rate and enstrophy using spatial derivatives. This is particularly true with a low resolution
mesh 1283 where the eighth-order scheme can still reduce ∼ 2% of error in comparison to the sixth-order scheme.
The most significant improvement happens between the fourth-order and the second-order schemes where the error
is reduced by about half for all three meshes. However, there is no significant improvement among fourth-order,
sixth-order and eighth-order schemes for 2563 and 5123. We also studied the reconstruction of the kinetic energy
dissipation rate from the kinetic energy time series. It is shown that a second-order scheme can already reconstruct the
kinetic energy dissipation rate well.

Overall, the LBM simulations demonstrates excellent accuracy for this particular problem considering its second-order
accuracy relative to the Boltzmann transport equation. In fact, it demonstrates similar accuracy to a fourth-order
discontinuous-Galerkin finite-element scheme for the Navier-Stokes equations. This should be attributed to its features
of very low numerical diffusion and satisfying mass and momentum conservation at the mesoscopic level. This
observation is very encouraging since its algorithm is very simple and requires only the computational cost of a typical
first-order numerical scheme. Moreover, the Poisson equation is not needed for simulating incompressible flows.

Our observation suggests that high-order reconstruction is necessary for extracting non-primitive flow quantities
concerning spatial derivatives from LBM simulations. Based on Tables 3 and 5, a fourth-order reconstruction can
balance the accuracy and the computational expense if such quantities are needed dynamically. For example, evaluating
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the fluid force on moving particles immersed in the fluid. On the other hand, the good accuracy of reconstruction from
time series favors extracting the fluid force through the momentum exchange method [23]. It is not only a convenient
numerical technique but could also have higher accuracy over calculating spatial derivatives.
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