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Abstract

Running large-scale computer codes for huge fluid flow problems requires not only large super-
computers but also efficient and well-optimized computer codes that save the resources of those
supercomputers. This paper evaluates the high-performance implementation of the recently pro-
posed Lattice Boltzmann Method (LBM) algorithm with a fixed viscosity and relaxation time
7 = 1 called Taul. We show that the performance of the Taul algorithm is almost 4X higher than
other state-of-the-art standard LBM implementations. We support this finding by detailed com-
plexity analysis and performance study based on the code with several optimizations, including
multithreading, vector processing, significantly decreased number of divisions, and dedicated
memory layout. We studied its performance in porous media flow in the three-dimensional
model of porosity-varying porous medium to make it sound in the physical context. We find
performance drops with porosity, which we link to the fact that memory access patterns change
dramatically with the increased complexity of the pore space. In contrast to standard LBM imple-
mentations, where the performance drops with the number of lattice links, the processing speed
of the new algorithm measured in fluid node updates per second is almost constant regardless of
lattice arrangements.

Keywords: LBM, lattice Boltzmann method, computational fluid dynamics, CFD, high
performance, parallel computing, CPU, memory bandwidth

1. Introduction

Many real-life fluid flow problems require large computational grids, long simulation runs,
and highly optimized codes to be efficiently run on supercomputers ,E]. The lattice Boltzmann
method (LBM) is a numerical method used to study fluid flow problems, especially useful in
complex geometries such as those found in porous media [B, ] and artery system [B]. The
method uses discrete velocity particle distribution, which is evaluated according to the discrete
form of the Boltzmann equation [Ia i, @]. In addition, it proved its accuracy in simulating fluid
flows in various conditions, including turbulence and complex flows [Ia é, E]. Although the
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computational complexity of the LBM algorithm is relatively high [@], we can parallelize it to
achieve high performance.

The recently investigated lattice Boltzmann method that simplifies the original algorithm by
assuming a unit relaxation time 7 = 1 does not require the storage of the distribution function,
making it easier to implement and requiring less memory [IQ]. Because of fixed viscosity, how-
ever, the Reynolds number may only be controlled by the characteristic velocity and length scale.
Thus, it is necessary to enlarge grids for higher Reynolds numbers, and this may limit its ability
to accurately simulate high-velocity flows, for example, where inertial effects occur [IE]. Due
to the larger grids, the algorithm may require more operations per iteration and more data access
operations, which could result in a significant performance drop [IQ]. Thus, the Taul method
must be optimized to improve its accuracy and efficiency to make it practically valuable for large
systems. Our work aims to design and evaluate the high-performance Taul implementation that
could solve problems efficiently at large grids. We use standard optimization techniques, includ-
ing Single Instruction Multiple Data (SIMD) processing and a simple memory layout mitigating
AMD Zen 4 architecture performance penalties. We use the Zou-He pressure boundary condi-
tions and halfway boundary conditions on the walls and store velocities instead of momentum
to limit the number of division operations. We test the algorithm and fully optimized code in
standard 2D benchmark cases and 3D porous media samples to test if optimization procedures
did not affect the accuracy of the solution. Our study shows an increased algorithm performance
at 7 = 1 compared to the standard LBM in simple benchmark flows. We further tested this in
porous media and showed a performance drop with decreasing porosity. The overall conclusion
is that by properly optimizing the Taul algorithm, we can achieve an algorithm that is almost
four times faster than the standard LBM formulation.

2. The Lattice Boltzmann Method

The Lattice Boltzmann (LBM) algorithm extends lattice gas automata. It uses continuous
particle distributions [@, ﬁ] to model fluids. It works on a grid and comprises two main steps:
propagation and collision. The LBM uses spatial, velocity, and time discretization. The velocity
discretization uses a set of velocity directions. For example, D2Q9 (two-dimensional set of nine
velocity directions) may be used in 2D and D3Q19 or D3Q27 for the 3D case. Continuous
particle distributions stay in the regular grid, with each distribution related to the population of
particles moving in a given velocity direction. For example, in an L X L grid using the nine
velocity D2Q9 scheme, at least 9L? particle distributions are kept in memory.

The Lattice Boltzmann equation, which discretizes the Boltzmann equation over time, space,
and velocity ], leads to the LBM Method defined by the equation:

f[i(R+ CGiAL T+ Ar) = f[i(X 1) + QiR 1), (1)

where f; is the distribution function, ¥ is the position, ¢; is the velocity, and €; is the collision
operator. In its most common form, the LBM uses the single relaxation time Bhatnagar-Gross-
Krook (BGK) operator given by:

feq -f
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where f;, is the equilibrium distribution function and 7 is the relaxation time. The equilibrium
distribution function describes the local equilibrium state towards which the system evolves due
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to collisions. The relaxation time controls the viscosity of the modeled fluid. The equilibrium
function is given by:

3)
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where w; are model-specific weights, dependent on the velocity set ¢, ¢; is the speed of sound
(cs =1/ 3%), il is the local velocity, and p is the local density. The BGK operator given in
Eq. @) is substituted into Eq. (1)) with a time step of Az = 1, resulting in
AR — f(Xt
ﬁ(f+€;,t+l):ﬁ(f»t)+M9 (4)
T
which can be divided into two parts: collision and propagation. This separation simplifies the
implementation because the first step becomes entirely local. The macroscopic variables are
obtained using the moments of the distribution function. The local density and velocity are given
as the sums of the distribution along all velocity directions:

pEN =Y fE D, )
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The pressure is related to the density using the linear equation of state:
_ 2
p - Csp‘ (7)

2.1. The Taul algorithm

Taul is a variation of the LBM method, where the relaxation time 7 is set to one [IQ]. This
assumption leads to a significant simplification of the original transport equation Eq. (@), which,
after a few simple algebraic operations, results in

f@+ e+ D] _ = fAU& ). (8)

This procedure removes the dependency of the main transport equation on the previous time
step, thereby saving computer memory and bandwidth. Because the equilibrium distribution
function depends only on the local velocity and density, the Taul solver is similar to the standard
computational fluid dynamics (CFD) methods, which, in principle, operate only on primitive
variables. To obtain the macroscopic variables in Taul, we compute the in-place sums using the
equilibrium function given by Eq. (). Thus, for density, we have:

k=1 = ) i (X4 80, ©)

and for velocity:

(R Dz = ) fod (R4 8, 0) - &, (10)

where inv(i) denotes the direction opposite the i-th velocity vector.
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Algorithm 1: Complete Taul algorithm with halfway bounce-back second-order wall
boundary condition.

1 forall ¥do // X are fluid node locations

2 i(t, %) < (0,0) // mass flux at X at time ¢

3 p(t,X) < 0// density at ¥ at time ¢

4 forallkdo // k is velocity index

5 if ¥— ¢} is a wall then // ¢i=k-th velocity

6 ik —i :¢=-c

7 f;q&wikp(1+a:—?‘+%—%) // wy is the weight
else

9 | ...// f£luid node

10 end

11 l(t, X) — i1, X) + ey - f

12 o(t, %) « p(t, D) + f;{q

13 end

14 end

2.1.1. Wall boundary condition

Using the standard second-order accuracy on the wall in the halfway bounce-back scheme, as
previously done in standard LBM [Iﬁ], is impossible in the Taul algorithm as it stores the values
of macroscopic velocity and density fields instead of the distribution function from the previous
time step.

Thus, we suggest recomputing the unavailable components of f; at the wall using Eq. (3)
and implementing the halfway boundary condition from the reconstructed distribution. The re-
constructed distribution for a boundary node at ¥, based on the available values, will be given
by:

ey 2 2 2N\2 oy
eq ‘*1+u-c,k (i c,k)_u i 1
Juc = wip ( 2 2ct 2c2 (i
where " = it — 1,%), p* = p(t — 1, %) are values of velocity and density at a previous time
step, respectively, which replaces line 7 of the original algorithm given in [@]. We present the
complete Taul algorithm with the halfway bounce-back implementation in the Algorithm[Il

2.1.2. Algorithmic differences between LBM and Taul

In order to spot the similarities and differences between algorithms, we first compare the clas-
sical pull version of the LBM algorithm with two copies of the distribution functions f; stored
in memory (the so-called AB memory layout) to the Taul formulation with two copies of the
density and velocity values stored in memory [@] (see Fig.[D). In both algorithms, previous ver-
sions of read values (the read-only ones) are denoted by the pre upper index, and the new values
that are currently computed and stored in memory are denoted by the post index. Additionally,
the notation shown in Fig.[[lmainly focuses on low-level machine operations (memory reads and
stores) with computations shown in minimal.

As shown in Fig. [l both algorithms have similarities. During computations of a single time
step, the nodes can be processed independently, making the algorithms embarrassingly parallel.

The processing of a single node can be implemented with three main stages: 1) loading the data
4



Algorithm 2: Standard LBM. Algorithm 3: Taul.

1 for node locations ¥ do in parallel 1 for node locations % do in parallel
2 for all directions k do 2 for all directions k do
3 | gather f| « fI"(X-c) 3 gather i, « ii"*(X— ¢,) gather
4 end P — prre(X—ci)
5 compute p and i from f; 4 compute f,7 from py, i
6 for all directions k do 5 o += flf‘i
7 compute £, from p, if 6 i +=f4G
8 compute f;” from f;, . end
9 store fI'(%) < f' 8 store o' (X), ii’*S'(¥) «— p', i@
10 end 9 for node locations X do in parallel
11 for node locations ¥ do in parallel 10 swap @’ (%) = "I swap
12 | swap f]f"m()?) = ;@ pre(E) = pP(X)

Figure 1: Comparison of the pull version of the standard LBM implementation with the AB memory layout (Algorithm
with the Taul (Algorithm [3).

for neighboring nodes from the external memory (the gather operation), 2) computing the new
values from the gathered data, and 3) storing the new values computed for the current node in
memory. The complexity of the computations is also similar; in both algorithms, the values of
equilibrium functions are computed from density and velocity (line 7 in Algorithm 2] and line 4
in Algorithm [3) and the density and velocity are computed from the distribution functions (line
5 in AlgorithmP]and lines 5 and 6 in Algorithm[3).

Despite these similarities, there are significant differences. First, in Taul, more data is gath-
ered from the neighboring nodes. The standard LBM requires only a single distribution function
from each of the neighbors, whereas the Taul version loads all values of the density p and the
velocity vector i for each neighbor node. However, in the Taul formulation, all neighbor nodes
of a given node load the same density and velocity values from this node. Thus, it is possible
to significantly minimize the overall memory traffic by buffering, inside the processor, the ve-
locities and densities for neighboring nodes (as shown in Section Z.1.3). Such data buffering is
impossible in standard LBM because each distribution function is used only once per step.

Second, in standard LBM, all gathered distribution functions fk’ must be stored inside the
kernel because these functions are used twice in lines 5 and 8 of Algorithm 2l Thus, the local
variables must contain the computed p, i values and the gathered functions f; at some point in
the kernel. In Taul, the gathered values of py, iy and the computed fke  function can be dropped
immediately after accumulation in lines 5 and 6 of Algorithm [3] limiting the local data stored
inside the kernel to values of p’ and @@’ only. Another advantage of the Taul algorithm is that it
contains only one internal loop over k, which can be parallelized (assuming parallel reduction
algorithms in lines 5 and 6 of Algorithm[3). In contrast, standard LBM uses two loops over k,
and the second loop (lines 6-10 from Algorithm ) requires a preceding code to compute p and
i (line 5).

Third, the Taul algorithm does not contain a relaxation step for the computation of the new
distribution functions (line 8 Algorithm[2)), which may, in theory, allow saving a few arithmetic
operations per node.



Table 1: Comparison of theoretical memory and bandwidth usage per node for different LBM implementations. AA
and AB denote memory schemes (single and two copies of data, respectively), and s denotes the number of bytes per
single data value. Memory usage and traffic reductions were computed as the ratio of the LBM parameter to the Taul
parameter.

LBM Taul
Lattice Mem. reduction Traffic
AB AA Traffic B A Traffic reduction
D2Q9 18s 9s 18s 6s 3% 1.5% 6s 3%
D3Q15 30s 155 30s 8s 3.75x 1.875% 8s 3.75%
D3Q19 38s 19s 38s 8s 4.75x  2.375%x 8s 4.75%
D3Q27 54s 27s 54s 8s 6.75x 3.375% 8s 6.75%

2.1.3. Complexity analysis

In LBM, DdQgq denotes the velocity discretization scheme where d is the space dimension,
and ¢ is the number of lattice links. Assuming that the AB memory layout in time is used, with
one "old" population and one "new" population, in the Taul algorithm, we need to store two
copies of both the local density p and the local velocity vector i (with d coordinates). Note that
we ignore additional data needed to store types of nodes (fluid, solid, boundary) owing to a low
impact on total memory and bandwidth usage because a node type can be coded only in a few
bits per node. The memory required by the Taul algorithmis 2 - (d + 1) - s bytes per lattice node,
where s denotes the number of bytes required to store a single value in memory (s = 8 and s = 4
bytes for double and float precision, respectively).

The computational complexity of the Taul algorithm is difficult to define because, in practice,
the arithmetic operations resulting from Eq. (B) are significantly reorganized during code compi-
lation, particularly with a high level of compiler optimization. Nevertheless, we may estimate the
number of required arithmetic operations similar to the standard LBM implementations because,
in both cases, we must compute and accumulate the same number of equilibrium functions ffq.

An interesting feature of the Taul algorithm is the amount of data transferred per lattice
node. In standard LBM, 2 - g - s bytes must be transferred per node. Taul requires reading the
local velocities i and densities p from the processed node and its neighbors (g - (d + 1) values)
and writing the local velocity and density for the currently processed node ((d + 1) values),
resulting in (¢ + 1) - (d + 1) - s bytes transferred in total. However, because the same local
velocities and densities are accessed during the processing of neighboring nodes, we can assume
that, for an ideal implementation, these values can be buffered in the processor’s local memory
(cache memory, registers, scratchpad memory). This assumption reduces the amount of data
transferred from external memory to a single read and writes of & and p per lattice node because
other accesses to these data can use local copies stored inside the processor. Thus, for an ideal
implementation of the Taul algorithm, we can define the size of the data transferred from external
memory as 2 - (d + 1) - s bytes per lattice node.

A comparison of the memory usage and traffic of Taul algorithm with standard LBM im-
plementations is shown in Table[Il Taul allows for significantly reducing both parameters, es-
pecially for lattice arrangements with multiple distribution functions. In particular, a decrease
in memory traffic may lead to a proportional increase in performance, as LBM implementations
are often bandwidth-bound. However, achieving low memory traffic requires storing copies of
the velocities and densities for several neighboring nodes in the processor’s internal memory
(cache/scratchpad), which may increase the register pressure and require additional optimiza-
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Algorithm 4: Optimized Taul algorithm that stores velocity at the node.

1 forall ¥ do

2 i(t, %) « ]

3 p(t, %) « 0

4 forall k£ do

5 if X — ¢ is a fluid node then
6 ik —i :cjx=-c

7 ﬁ(—ﬁ([—l,f+€?k)

8 il e

9 else

10 | ... // fullway/halfway bounceback
11 end

12 l(t, X) — i1, X) + ey - f

13 p(t, %)« p(1, %) + f3]

14 end

15 o = p(tlya?)

16 it X) « i, %) r,
17 end

tion techniques (e.g., cache line blocking). Moreover, because the computational complexity of
the Taul algorithm is similar to that of the LBM, a significant decrease in the amount of trans-
ferred data increases the arithmetic intensity of the algorithm (the ratio of arithmetic operations
to the size of the transferred data). Thus, the Taul algorithm may become compute-bound on a
computer with a low ratio of computational power to available memory bandwidth (the machine
processing capability).

3. Implementation

In this paper, we designed the optimized Taul implementations for the D2Q9, D3Q19, and
D3Q27 schemes (the source code is available at ]). Our implementations are based on [@]
and written as templated code in C++, allowing for customizability while keeping the code rel-
atively simple. All analyzed kernels were prepared as multithreaded codes with unrolled loops
and SIMD processing and compiled with compiler flags enabling high level of code optimiza-
tions. SIMD processing was realized using Vector Extensions, available in many C++ compilers,
to simplify code preparation and portability to different processor architectures (e.g., we could
compile kernels for 3D schemes on a laptop with an Apple M2 processor). For 3D kernels, we
enabled huge pages to decrease the impact of TLB (Translation Look-Aside Buffer) misses on
performance.

In addition to the general optimizations mentioned above, we also provided Taul-specific
optimization, significantly decreasing the number of division operations in the original Taul
implementation [@]. The algorithm described in [@] stores the mass flux in the memory at each
node and divides those fluxes by the density to reproduce the velocity at a given node. It is done
for every direction, resulting in 81 divisions per node for D3Q27.



In our work, we store the velocity instead of the mass flow rate in the node. Thus, the division
is done for each node only once for each dimension. Additionally, since all coordinates of the
velocity vector i are divided by the same p value, then we can perform only a single computation
of the reciprocal r, = 1/p and then multiply i by r,. For the D3Q27 lattice, this technique
decreases the number of divisions 81-fold. A modified algorithm is presented in Algorithm [H]
with the reciprocal computations shown in lines 15 and 16.

for 3 neighbouring rows: for 9 neighbouring rows:
w : : - —
Y - T - : : aligned loads of the next
Lop e TTTTT e : chunk of nodes (see Fig. 3)
nodetype - [CLLLTLL]--- |
: —_— : : . :
. aligned aligned : . e compute all possible fflg for the next, loaded chunk:
loads _loads : © o accumulate 7, from the previous and next chunk :
Cotodd,p :
o compute all possible f7! : .o save temporary copy of [, for the next chunk
o accumulate computed fi} to U, Uy, P
& aligned non-temporal stores of current chunk
unaligned stores nodedata --- [ 1 ]---
——
p - (Tl -
a) D2Q9 scheme b) 3D schemes

Figure 2: The idea of vector processing of four neighboring nodes in a) D2Q9 and b) 3D schemes.

The optimized kernels were prepared in two stages. In the first stage, we implemented a
simple vectorized version of the D2Q9 scheme. This kernel achieved about 70 % of theoretical
memory bandwidth on one of our systems but resulted in low performance on the other system
(see details in Section[). In the second stage of code preparation, we implemented kernels for 3D
schemes with additional optimizations: non-temporal memory stores, more local data memory
layout, and better overlapping of memory operations with computations.

3.1. Kernel for D2Q9

The general idea of neighboring nodes processing in the D2Q9 kernel is shown in Fig. Zh. We
process Vs = 4 neighboring nodes in parallel, where V; denotes the width of vector data types.
Processing four nodes simultaneously allows for using x86 AVX (Advanced Vector Extensions)
instructions and double-precision data format. The processed nodes are from the same row;
for example, from (x,y) to (x + V5 — 1,y) where x,y denote the column and row coordinates,
respectively, and (x — 1) is divisible by V. The memory layout uses two copies of data (AB
layout) and row-major node ordering with separate arrays per components of & and p (Structure-
of-Arrays), allowing loading of the velocity and density of V, neighboring nodes to a vector
register with a single instruction. Additionally, we guarantee that all memory reads will be
aligned, enabling the usage of faster memory transfer instructions, such as vmovapd for the AVX
instructions.



During the processing of V; neighboring nodes, we need access to values from neighboring
nodes at x— 1 and x+ V; columns, as well as from rows placed "above" and "below" the currently
processed nodes (rows at y + 1 and y — 1). To decrease the number of memory transfers, we first
load to vector registers the values from 2 - V neighboring nodes from a single row, starting from
a node at column x — 1. Then, we use the __builtin_shufflevector () function to extract
the proper values during the computations of functions fiiq. We also prepared the manually
unrolled loop over the neighboring directions with changed order of neighbor node processing,
allowing to process of all neighbor nodes from a single row (e.g., nodes placed at directions
e € {(—1, ey,¢e;),(0,ey,e.),(1, ey, e, )}) after a single load of values for 2 - V; neighboring nodes.

The implementation also contains separate paths in the source code for cases where not all V
neighboring nodes are fluid (for example, for the boundary nodes close to the geometry walls).
When the V; neighboring nodes contain at least one non-fluid node, we compute two versions of
fiq functions (fluid and boundary) for all neighbor nodes (because we use vector processing) and
combine the resulting vector using boolean operations. The above procedure allows us to avoid
scalar code (at the cost of additional computations) and minimize costly branches (using boolean
masks).

3.2. Kernel for 3D schemes

The performance analysis of the D2Q9 kernel implementation (presented in SectionH) showed
that the main reason for limiting performance was additional memory traffic caused by the mem-
ory write-allocation policy. Additionally, we observed additional performance penalties for the
system based on AMD Ryzen 9 7945HX CPU when neighboring memory operations (especially
stores) referred to distant addresses. In kernels for 3D schemes, we then mitigated these issues.

The main improvement in 3D kernels (see Fig. [2b) is that computed values of i and p
for V; neighboring nodes can be stored with aligned vector operation allowing for usage of non-
temporal instructions. The kernels for 3D schemes were prepared with a different memory layout
(shown in Fig. B) where a single copy of all values for neighboring V; nodes is stored in neigh-
boring memory locations (called "chunk"), which is properly aligned for vector loads/stores. To
decrease the number of memory operations on node_data array containing values of velocity
and density for nodes, in a single iteration of the loop over neighboring chunks, we load only one
next chunk from processed rows and store the loaded values in local variables (see Fig. Bb). This
method gives a few percent increase in performance due to more instruction-level parallelism and
partial hiding of memory latencies with computations on data loaded during the processing of
the previous chunk. One of the downsides of this approach is that it leads to higher register pres-
sure, which in turn causes an increase in the number of register spills that occur, especially for
schemes with multiple neighbor directions. Fortunately, the data spilled to the stack can usually
be stored in cache memory, decreasing its negative impact on performance.

For 3D kernels, we also used an additional node_mask array that uses two bits per chunk to
assign a chunk one of the three types: a chunk with solid nodes only (solid chunk), a chunk with
fluid nodes only surrounded by fluid nodes only (fluid chunk), and chunk with a mix of fluid
and solid nodes and/or with non-fluid neighbor nodes (mixed chunk). This information allows
for skipping loading node types for fluid chunks and completely skipping the processing of solid
chunks. Thus, we provided two paths in chunk processing code: the highly-optimized version
(shown in Fig. Bb) for fluid chunks and a separate version for mixed chunks where node types
must be checked to process boundary nodes as in the D2Q9 version.

In code for mixed chunks, we resigned from overlapping computations with data loads for
the next chunk because mixed chunks are often adjacent to solid chunks (in rare situations only,
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Figure 3: Memory layout used in vector implementations for 3D schemes. The coordinates of nodes are in (x, y, z) order.

mixed chunks are placed between other mixed or fluid chunks and are not adjacent to solid
chunks). This decision allowed for simplification of the code at the cost of some performance
penalty caused by more visible latencies of memory operations and additional instructions re-
quired for proper data preparation for the fluid chunk following the mixed chunk.

3.3. Validation

In order to validate our code, we first verified our optimized Taul implementation in two
dimensions in two standard benchmark cases: the Poiseuille and lid-driven cavity flows. First,
we ran the Poiseuille flow in the channel of width H driven by a constant pressure gradient set
up on a 1000 x 100 grid with no-slip walls at the top and bottom. We compared our numerical
results with the analytical solution [14]:

Lo
us) = =5 5 Y0~ H), (12)

where v is fluid viscosity and p is the pressure. We used the halfway bounce-back condi-
tion for no-slip and constant pressure boundary at the inlet with p;, = 1.01 and outlet with
Pour = 0.99. The simulations were run until they reached a steady state, defined by the condition
|ﬁ’()?, 1 —u(@t— 1)| < &, where £ = 1078 is evaluated in subsequent time steps in each node of
the entire grid. With this condition, the simulation converged after approximately 200000 itera-
tions (convergence was checked every 10000 iterations). Then, the fluid velocity was captured
at x = 500. The mean absolute percentage error between our simulation and analytical solution
was MAPE =~ 0.084%.

Then, we run the lid-driven cavity benchmark with the top boundary moving with a constant
velocity u, = % lu/ts. The remaining walls were set as halfway bounce-back no-slip. The
Reynolds number was Re = 2.5 X L, where L was the grid size. We performed finite-size scaling
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tests for L = 160,400 and 1280 resulting in Re = 400, 1000 and 3200, respectively. Here,
the relative changes in the volumetric flow rate through a vertical cross-section were initially
checked for convergence every 1000 time steps. The simulation was stopped at a steady state
when changes were smaller than 1% for 10000 time steps (checked every 100 time steps). We
gathered the horizontal velocity u at the vertical cross-section (x = L/2) and the vertical velocity
v at the horizontal cross-section (y = L/2) (see Fig. ). We found that profiles are in perfect

u/ug
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
1 L T 4 1
o simulation
e literature 0.8
05 r '
. © {106
2 Oe ® =
= >
g 4 04
05 1
e 4 02
-1 . —Q o . 0
0 02 04 06 0.8 1
x/L

Figure 4: The centerline profiles of velocity in the lid-driven cavity at Re=3200 computed with optimized Taul imple-
mentation compared to benchmark data from [E].

agreement with the literature.

3.4. The influence of optimization on the algorithm in 3D

Next, we checked and verified the influence of optimizations on the results of three-dimensional
flows. We directly compared standard reference results (unoptimized code) with highly opti-
mized Taul implementation in the fluid flows through randomly packed porous samples at vary-
ing porosity in three dimensions. As a first comparison, one can visually compare fluid flow
streamlines in this system, which, in our case, do not differ between the results of optimized and
unoptimized kernels (see Fig.[3]for reference). To numerically compare velocity fields in relative
differences, we compared velocity fields between both implementations by taking the difference
between results taken at the 10000 time step. The difference was calculated node by node, and
the maximum absolute difference and the maximum relative differences among all grid points for
each velocity component were found. We found, for double precision, that differences between
the reference and optimized kernels appear to be negligibly small, with at least seven significant
decimal digits agreement on the maximum velocity (max absolute difference is 1072, and max
velocity is 107). For single precision, the differences are at the second significant decimal digit
for D3Q19 and D3Q27.
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a) b)

Figure 5: Direct comparison between fluid flow results for a 3D system of flow penetrating pore scale porous medium
computed using a) reference and b) highly optimized Taul code. The solid (red in color) obstacles in the flow are
blocking the fluid. Streamlines are plotted as black and white lines.

4. Performance analysis

Performance was measured on two systems: one based on Intel Core i9-12900K processor
(8 performance cores set at 4.9 GHz and eight efficient cores at 3.7 GHz), and one based on
AMD Ryzen 9 7945HX (16 cores at 5 GHz), respectively. On both processors, hyperthreading
was enabled. For i9-12900K, we used the gcc-12.2.0 compiler on the Linux Ubuntu 22.04 system
with a 5.15.0-52-generic kernel. For 7945HX, the AMD clang version 14.0.6 compiler and Linux
Ubuntu 23.04 with 6.2.0-34-generic kernel were installed.

Both systems use dual-channel DDRS5 4800 MT/s memories with a theoretical peak band-
width of 76.8 GB/s. However, benchmarks (Intel VTune for 19-12900K and Aida64 for 7945HX)
showed significant differences in sustainable memory bandwidth: the system based on 19-12900K
achieved 68 GB/s whereas, for 7945HX, only 45 GB/s was reported during memory copy.
The possible causes of the low performance of the system based on 7945HX are single-rank,
mediocre latency memory modules with a low number of banks (2 x 8 GB SODIMM Micron
MTC4C10163S1SC48BA10) and microarchitectural limits of 7945HX processor (e.g., delays
in the connection between processor cores and memory controller). Unfortunately, the detailed
analysis is complicated due to incomplete information about performance counters available in
Data Fabric and Unified Memory Controller [IE]. In our case, especially important may be
limitations for memory writes as presented in [Iﬂ]: decreased throughput when the number of
write-combining streams grows, conflicts during store-to-load forwarding for memory opera-
tions with the same 12 least significant address bits, and halved throughput for memory write
instructions.

The performance of LBM algorithms is given in fluid lattice updates per second (FLUPS)
equal to the number of non-solid nodes processed during one second of the wall clock time mea-
sured using a high-resolution clock from the std: : chrono library. Additionally, we provide the
theoretical memory bandwidth based on the data from Table[Il The performance measurements
were done for 1000 time step iterations of the given simulation. Before measurements, we first
launched 2000 iterations for each simulation to "warm up" the processor (fill up cache memories
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and stabilize die temperature) before the measurements.

4.1. Performance for D2Q9 scheme

First, the performance measurements for D2Q9 kernels were done on both systems with the
results presented in Fig.
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Figure 6: Performance of Taul optimized D2Q9 kernels. In the top row of plots, the results are for dense geometry
with 40002 nodes. In the bottom row of plots, 23 threads were used for i9-12900K, whereas the number of threads for
7945HX is given in legend. Memory traffic is computed from Table[Il The fraction of memory bandwidth is computed
for a maximum of 76.8 GB/s. Symbols are the same on both plots from the same row. "f32" and "f64" denote single- and
double-precision.

For geometries occupying more memory than cache capacity, the Taul performance cor-
responds to about 2/3 of the theoretical peak memory bandwidth for the system based on i9-
12900K and to about 1/3 for 7945HX (for a small number of threads). Since the actual amount
of data transferred in our D2Q9 kernel is about 1.5% larger than data presented in Table [ due to
write-allocation memory policy, the actual memory bandwidth is equal to about 100% of mem-
ory bandwidth reported by VTune for 19-12900K and to about 80% of Aida64 benchmark on
7945HX.

We observe significant differences in the performance behavior of the two systems (Fig. [G).
7945HX processor allows for much higher Taul performance per single core but only when the
memory bandwidth is not fully utilized, i.e., for a small number of threads or small cases fitting
cache memory. Moreover, in the bandwidth-limited area, the performance of 7945HX decreases
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with a growing number of threads. In contrast, the performance of 19-12900K steadily grows
with an increasing number of threads (despite a sudden drop in performance at nine threads
when low-performance efficient cores are used). Since the sustainable memory bandwidth of
the system based on 7945HX is much lower than for the system based on i9-12900K, the latter
system achieves up to two times higher performance for geometries containing at least millions
of nodes. The system based on 7945HX has a significant advantage only for small geometries
and single-precision computations. Notice also that the performance for 7945HX starts decreas-
ing for smaller cases than for i9-12900K despite larger cache capacity (e.g., 2 x 32 MB L3
for 7945HX compared to 30 MB for 19-12900K), most probably due to additional latencies in
7945HX during access to L3 cache from the other Core Complex Die (CCD).

4.2. Performance in 3D

The performance of Taul kernels for three-dimensional lattice arrangements was measured
for the 7945HX-based system only (we lost access to 19-12900K), and the results are shown in
Fig.[7l For large geometries, similarly to the D2Q9 kernel, the obtained performance is bounded
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Figure 7: Performance of Taul optimized kernels on 7945HX processor as a function of the number of threads for dense
geometry with 512 X 256 X 256 nodes. Memory traffic is computed from Table[ll The fraction of memory bandwidth
is computed for the theoretical maximum memory bandwidth of dual-channel 4800 MT/s DDRS memory (76.8 GB/s).
Symbols are the same on both plots. "f32" and "f64" denote single- and double-precision floating-point data.

only by the performance of the memory subsystem. Regardless of lattice arrangements and data
types (f32/f64), all kernels achieve over 30 GB/s (39 % of the theoretical maximum bandwidth
and 67 % of the measured maximum bandwidth equal to 45 GB/s). However, the maximum
performance is obtained for different number of threads - the higher number of threads is needed
for kernels with the higher arithmetic intensity (5 threads - D3Q19 {64, D3Q27 f64; 6 threads -
D3Q19 £32; 11 threads - D3Q27 32). After these peaks, the performance decreases with an in-
creasing number of threads, probably due to multiple interleaved data streams stored in memory.
We cannot completely confirm this hypothesis without a detailed analysis of microarchitecture
bottlenecks. However, it seems consistent with [@] and with our microbenchmarks that showed
significant bandwidth decrease, even for a single thread, with increasing interleaved data streams
stored in the memory. Additionally, the bandwidth for a simple data copy kernel (the loop with
two 64-byte aligned memory reads and two 64-byte non-temporal memory writes per iteration)
also drops with the number of threads.
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For single thread, the lattice arrangement has significant impact on the performance which is
equal to 159 MFLUPS (10.2 GB/s) and 111 MFLUPS (7.1 GB/s) for double-precision D3Q19
and D3Q27 kernels, respectively, and to 185 MFLUPS (5.9 GB/s) and 143 MFLUPS (4.6 GB/s)
for single-precision D3Q19 and D3Q27 kernels. Notice that single-precision kernels achieve
lower bandwidth than double-precision versions; thus, the single-thread performance is bounded
by the number of instructions inside the kernels. The number of retired instructions per single
fluid chunk of nodes is about 150 for D3Q19 and about 220 for D3Q27, including branches,
general purpose and vector instructions, and intensive register spilling (about 40% of kernel
instructions require memory access, usually on the stack).

During measurements, we observed an issue caused by memory traffic due to register spilling.
Sporadically, especially for double-precision D3Q27, and when the number of threads was divis-
ible by 3, the performance of our kernels dropped several times, and we observed an increase in
L2 TLB and cache misses. We have not found a simple, reliable way to avoid such behavior (the
best would be manual management of register usage and spilling to properly aligned memory
locations) and decided to restart the application in these cases because such performance drop
was not frequent and can be easily detected at the beginning of the simulation.

4.3. Performance for porous geometries

The presented kernels and data structures are optimized for dense geometries, but we also use
node_mask array, allowing us to skip computations for solid chunks (see Section[3.2]for details).
The performance evaluation for geometries with a wide range of porosities ¢ > 0.015, equal to
the ratio of the number of fluid nodes to all nodes, is shown in Fig.
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Figure 8: Performance of Taul optimized kernels on 7945HX processor (plot on the left) and geometry parameters (plot
on the right) for geometries with 512 x 256 x 256 nodes and different numbers (0 to 300) of randomly placed spherical
obstacles. Memory traffic is computed from Table[Il considering only fluid nodes. "f32" and "f64" denote single- and
double-precision floating-point data. All measurements were done for 16 threads. The percolation threshold p. of the
system of overlapping spheres is p. = 0.0317 according to (18]

The main reason for the performance drop with decreasing porosity is an irregular memory
access pattern for geometries with many obstacles. Detailed profiling showed that, for geometries
with the lowest porosities, the number of accesses to the external DDR memory and the last
level cache (including cache from the other CCD) is 1-2 orders of magnitude higher than for
geometries without obstacles. Some penalties are also caused by less efficient code for mixed
chunks (the code contains about three times more instructions and some redundancy) but are not
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dominant. When we prepared geometry with all chunks set to mixed type (by setting a single
solid node per chunk), the chunks were processed at almost full speed (we observed 20-21 GB/s
for ¢ = 0.75, which gives 27-28 GB/s including data transferred for solid nodes from processed
chunks).

A simplified performance model can also show the impact of latency penalties caused by
irregular data arrangement for porous geometries. Assume that, for some porous geometry, there
is always a large number of solid nodes before an initial chunk, i.e., the mixed chunk placed
at the beginning of several fluid nodes. Notice that only about half of the mixed chunks are
initial chunks; the other mixed chunks are at the end of a series of fluid chunks or between
two neighboring fluid (or mixed) chunks. The average time needed to transfer the chunk data
for such geometry can be then estimated as 4, = tpin + ) - Riixea/2, Where t,,;, denotes the
time for transferring chunk data with maximum bandwidth B,,,,, , is some additional latency
penalty (caused by irregular memory access pattern for initial chunks), and R,,;x.s denotes the
ratio of the number of mixed chunks to the number of all transferred, non-solid chunks (mixed
and fluid). Assuming that My, denotes the amount of data transferred for a chunk (mixed or
fluid), we can then define the ratio of the maximum bandwidth B,y = M punk /tmin to the average
bandwidth for chunk data transfers Bepumk = Menunk/tave @S Bimax/Behunk = tave/tmin What allows
to find Bepunk = Bumax/(1 + 6p * Riixea/2) Where 6, = t,/tin. Eventually, since not all nodes in
chunks are fluid, the bandwidth estimated for fluid nodes is

¢clmnk : Bmux

. Ruined’
L+6, 74

Besi = Bepunk - ¢clmnk = (13)

where ¢ n denotes the average porosity of non-solid chunks.

The example values of B, for different 6, are shown in Fig. [8 the values of ¢ p» are close
to the actual ratio for DDR5 memories, e.g. single burst transfer requires 16 memory bus cycles
whereas the latency penalty caused by a sequence of row precharge, activation and column access
takes about 40+39+39 cycles for MTC4C10163S1SC48BA10 memory. The general shape of
B.s: resembles the measured bandwidth, but B, is not exact because of oversimplifications. For
example, in complex geometries, not all initial chunks are preceded by many solid nodes, forcing
memory row precharge.

Fig. [8lalso contains bandwidth estimation resulting from chunk porosity only B,y * @chunk-
The performance drop from processing solid nodes in mixed chunks is small because the average
chunk porosity stays high (over 0.85) even for ¢ = 0.015 due to the small chunk size (4 nodes
per chunk). Notice that mixed chunks constitute less than half of all non-solid chunks except for
the most porous geometries.

4.4. Performance comparison with other LBM implementations

We compare the proposed implementation of the Taul algorithm with other high-performance
implementations of classical LBM (see Tab. ). We selected implementations with the highest
performance from the referenced papers. For each implementation, we provide the raw perfor-
mance measured in MFLUPS and additional parameters related to the memory bandwidth of
used machines (summarized in Table 2)) that simplify the comparison of different algorithms on
different hardware.

Bandwidth utilization Up comes directly from the Roofline performance model [@] and
equals to the ratio of the theoretical data traffic (calculated as the performance in MFLUPS mul-
tiplied by the data transferred per node as presented in Section Z.1.3) to the measured memory
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Table 2: Memory bandwidth (in GB/s) for processors used in LBM performance evaluation. For systems marked with
T, the actual bandwidth was not given and assumed based on similar hardware.

CPU Max bandwidth  Real bandwidth  Real/max ratio
Xeon E5-2695v3 68.3 52 0.762
Xeon Gold 6148 128 102.8 0.803
EPYC 7451 170.6 130.9 0.767
Core i9-10980XE 93.9 65 0.693
4x Xeon E5-4620 v4 273 126 0.461
2x Xeon E5-2697 v3T 136.5 104 0.762
NEC SX-ACE' 256 ~220 ~ 0.86
5% Xeon E5-2690 v3T 341.3 ~256 ~ 0.75
SW26010 136.5 128 0.938
Core 19-12900K 76.8 68 0.807
Ryzen 9 7945HX 76.8 45 0.586

bandwidth. Next, because our implementation requires much lower memory traffic per node
than the reference implementations, we use the second parameter computed as the ratio of per-
formance in MFLUPS to the maximum measured memory bandwidth and measured in million
lattice updates per gigabyte (MFLU/GB). To better compare implementations with different lat-
tice arrangements, we also use the performance measured in millions of particle distribution
function updates per gigabyte (MPDU/GB) and computed as a ratio of performance measured in
millions of particle distribution function updates per second to the memory bandwidth.

The performance measured in processed distribution functions, instead of lattice nodes, can
be a reasonable method of comparison of implementation efficiency for different lattice arrange-
ments. According to [IE], the arithmetic complexities of compressible BGK LBM are 90, 193,
and 293 FLOPs for the D2Q9, D3Q19, and D3Q27 lattice arrangements, respectively, giving ap-
proximately 10 FLOPs per distribution function regardless of the lattice arrangement. Thus, for
the presented cases, the computational complexity and the amount of transferred data of LBM
kernels scale linearly with the number of velocity directions. The direct comparison of the pro-
cessing speed of a single distribution function allows for comparing different LBM implemen-
tations for different lattice arrangements. For example, processing a single distribution function
requires transferring 16 bytes for double-precision data. The theoretical maximum speed of pro-
cessing distribution functions equals 62.5 MPDUS per one GB/s of available memory bandwidth.
This parameter is the constant limit for standard LBM implementations. It defines the maximum
MFLUPS and MFLU/GB performance for bandwidth-bound implementations on machines with
a given memory bandwidth. Similar reasoning (but with a performance limit of about 100 MP-
DUS per 1 GFLOPS) applies to machines where the implementation is computation-bound.

The data from Table @ shows that, for the D3Q19 double-precision version, Taul imple-
mentation achieves at least 497/325 = 1.5x higher performance (measured in MFLUPS) than
highly optimized, state-of-the-art implementations of standard LBM, even though we use a CPU
with 2.9 lower memory bandwidth than EPYC 7451. Thus, in comparison to the actual mem-
ory bandwidth of the system, Taul achieved 4.4x higher performance measured in MFLUPS. A
more detailed comparison of performance concerning real memory bandwidth can be done based
on the last columns from Tab. 4l Double-precision Taul implementation for 3D schemes allows
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Table 4: Performance in MFLUPS (given in "Perf." column) of different implementations. The performance of this work
is given for large geometries (4000 for D2Q9 and 512 x 256 x 256 for 3D schemes) and the number of threads resulting
in the best performance. The Up column shows the LBM implementation’s memory bandwidth ratio to the processor’s
measured memory bandwidth. The last two columns contain the ratios of the lattice node updates (MFLU/GB) and
particle distribution function updates (MPDU/GB) to the measured memory bandwidth.

CPU LBM Perf. Ug MFLU/GB MPDU/GB
[19]  E5-2695v3  D3Ql9fe4 150 0.877 29 55
Xeon 6148 D3Q19f64 304 0.899 3.0 56
[20] 5x E5-2690 D3QIl9fe4 135 0.160 0.5 10
7945HX D3Q19 f64 58  0.392 1.3 24
[21] i9-10980XE D3Ql9fe4 110 0.515 1.7 32
4x E5-4620 D3QI9f64 151 0.364 1.2 23
[22] SW26010 D3QI9f64 281 0.668 22 42
[23] 2x E5-2697 D3Ql9fe4 155 0.453 1.5 28
SX-ACE D3Ql19fe4 310 0.428 1.4 27
[24] EPYC7451 D3Ql9fe4 325 0.755 2.5 47
this 19-12900K  D2Q9 f64 1020 0.720 15.0 135
work D2Q9 32 1981 0.699 29.1 262
7945HX D2Q09 f64 521  0.556 11.6 96
D3Q19f64 497 0.706 11.0 210
D3Q27f64 482 0.686 10.7 289
D2Q9 32 1023 0.546 22.7 113
D3Q19132 971 0.690 21.6 410
D3Q27132 943 0.671 21.0 566

to process close to 11 MFLUPS per one GB/s of available memory bandwidth whereas the stan-
dard LBM implementations achieve up to 3 MFLU/GB. Notice that the maximum theoretical
performance for double-precision standard LBM is 3.29 MFLUP/GB because computations for
a single node require transferring 304 bytes. For double-precision Taul and 3D schemes, the
theoretical upper limit is 1 [GB]/64 [bytes per node] = 15.6 MFLUP/GB. The additional advan-
tage of Taul is its almost constant MFLUPS performance regardless of the number of velocity
directions, resulting in very high performance in MPDU/GB. Standard LBM implementations
are bounded by the processing speed of a single distribution function (up to 56 MPDU/GB in
Tabled)) and, as a result, their MFLUPS performance drops for lattices with a larger number of
links.

5. Conclusion and future work

We have presented and evaluated the high-performance implementation of Taul, a recently
developed modification of the standard lattice-Boltzmann algorithm. Our analysis has shown
that the Taul, although designed to decrease memory usage, significantly changes the algorithm
performance characteristics and enables a several-fold increase in performance compared to the
standard LBM. For double-precision D3Q19 implementation, Taul resulted in at least 3.67x
higher performance compared to sustained memory bandwidth than highly-optimized standard
LBM implementations: Taul achieved 11 - 10° fluid node updates per 1 GB/s (MFLU/GB) of
available memory bandwidth (497 MFLUPS on 7945HX system with 45 GB/s during memory
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copy) whereas standard LBM allows up to 3 MFLU/GB (304 MFLUPS on Xeon Gold 6148 sys-
tem with 102.8 GB/s actual memory bandwidth). The advantage of Taul is also almost constant
performance measured in fluid lattice updates per second regardless of the number of velocity
directions. In contrast, the performance of standard LBM decreases with an increasing number
of lattice links.

The high-performance Taul implementation poses different challenges than standard LBM.
The computational complexity of Taul is comparable to standard LBM, but Taul requires buffer-
ing of velocities and densities from neighboring nodes due to the intensive reuse of these data.
Moreover, in theory, Taul BGK may result in low register pressure due to the single use of the
equilibrium functions for the neighboring nodes. However, in our system with slow, high latency
memory and bandwidth penalties for multithreaded memory writes, we had to prepare the code
with a lot of data buffering, allowing for increasing instruction level parallelism and partial hid-
ing of memory latencies at the cost of intensive register spilling. Another characteristic of Taul
that distinguishes it from standard LBM is a higher number of arithmetic operations per single
byte of transferred memory (the arithmetic intensity) resulting from decreased memory traffic.
It may cause Taul implementations to become computation-bound on machines with low ma-
chine balance. However, on the system based on a 7945HX processor with 43 double-precision
FLOP per byte of actual memory bandwidth, we saturated memory with 5 to 11 threads (5 for
double-precision D3Q19 and D3Q27 kernels, 11 for single-precision D3Q27).

For 3D schemes, the performance evaluation was done on AMD Zen 4 architecture; thus,
we used the memory layout that stores velocity and density for chunks of neighboring nodes in
consecutive memory locations to decrease the number of simultaneous memory write streams.
Although this layout is optimized for dense geometries, we also applied limited support for
sparse geometries by using an additional bitmask enabling different paths in code for node chunks
containing only solid, only fluid, and a mix of solid and fluid nodes. The performance evaluation
for sparse geometries showed that, for low porosities, the main reason for low performance is
an irregular memory access pattern, making it challenging to use cache memory effectively and
exposing memory latencies.

Further work includes research for techniques of efficient implementation for sparse geome-
tries. It may require a different approach than standard LBM due to both different memory access
patterns and increased memory overheads caused by additional data for handling geometry spar-
sity (since Taul requires less memory per node data, additional data for sparsity handling become
more visible). We are also planning to search for optimizations to reduce register pressure and
the number of instructions per kernel and increase memory bandwidth usage.
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