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Abstract

High-order Discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods offer excellent accuracy for turbulent flow
simulations, especially when implemented on GPU-oriented architectures that favor very
high polynomial orders. On modern GPUs, high-order polynomial evaluations cost roughly
the same as low-order ones, provided the DG degrees of freedom fit within device memory.
However, even with high-order discretizations, simulations at high Reynolds numbers still
require some level of under-resolution, leaving them sensitive to numerical dissipation and
aliasing effects. Here, we investigate the interplay between intrinsic DG dissipation mech-
anisms (implicit dissipation)—in particular split forms and Riemann solvers—and explicit
subgrid-scale models in Large Eddy Simulations (LES). Using the three-dimensional Tay-
lor—Green vortex at Re = 1600 and an inviscid case (Re — 00), we evaluate kinetic energy
dissipation, spectral accuracy, and numerical stability.

Our results show that when stability for under-resolved turbulence is ensured through split-
forms (energy- or entropy-stable) schemes, subgrid scale (SGS) LES models are not strictly
necessary. At moderate Reynolds numbers, when the spatial resolution is sufficient to capture
the relevant turbulence scales (i.e., in well-resolved LES), adding SGS models does not
improve accuracy because the wavenumber range where they act overlaps with the inherent
numerical dissipation of the DG scheme. In contrast, when the resolution is insufficient, as is
typical at high Reynolds numbers, explicit subgrid-scale models complement the numerical
dissipation and enhance accuracy by removing the excess energy that numerical fluxes alone

*Corresponding author.
Email address: g.rubio@upm.es (Gonzalo Rubio)


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.04574v1

cannot dissipate.

These findings provide practical guidance for choosing numerical strategies in high-order
turbulence simulations.

Keywords: Spectral element methods, Discontinuous Galerkin, Split form, Large Eddy
Simulation, Riemann solvers, Taylor—Green vortex, GPU

1. Introduction

High-order Discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods have emerged as a powerful tool for the
numerical simulation of complex fluid flows due to their ability to achieve arbitrary polyno-
mial accuracy within each mesh element [1, 2, 3, 4]. Unlike low-order schemes, high-order
DG methods concentrate numerical errors at high wavenumbers, resulting in low dispersive
and dissipative errors for well-resolved flows. This property ensures highly accurate repre-
sentations of energy-containing scales and is particularly advantageous in Direct Numerical
Simulation (DNS) and Large Eddy Simulation (LES) of turbulent flows.

However, the high fidelity of DG methods also introduces challenges in under-resolved com-
putations, such as implicit Large Eddy Simulations (iLES). In these situations, the grid or
polynomial resolution is insufficient to capture the smallest turbulent scales, leading to nu-
merical under-resolution and aliasing [5]. Without adequate dissipation, energy accumulates
at unresolved scales, potentially destabilizing the simulation; hence, under-resolved turbulent
flows computed with high-order DG solvers require carefully designed stabilizing mechanisms
that act locally near the cut-off scales.

A variety of stabilization strategies have been proposed to mitigate aliasing and improve ro-
bustness in high-order DG schemes. These include split forms or skew-symmetric variants of
the convective terms [6, 7], interior penalty fluxes [8], over-integration [9, 10, 11], and explicit
or implicit filtering [12]. In particular, energy- and entropy-stable schemes exploit Gauss—
Lobatto quadrature and the Summation-By—Parts Simultaneous- Approximation-Term (SBP—
SAT) property [13, 14, 15, 16, 17] to mimic continuous conservation of energy or entropy
at the discrete level. These schemes provide intrinsic robustness, allowing under-resolved
simulations to remain stable without relying on excessive numerical dissipation. Recent de-
velopments have extended these principles to the Spalart—Allmaras RANS equations [18] and
to multiphase flows with p-adaptation [19, 20|, demonstrating their versatility across flow
regimes.

The work of Winters et al. [21] highlighted the fundamental limitations of iLES approaches
when using high-order DGSEM with split forms in under-resolved turbulence. They ob-
served that, at very high orders (eighth order and above), stable solutions exhibited unphys-



ical features, which were attributed to an energy-conserving bias resulting from the sharper
dissipative behavior in wavenumber space. This limitation of iLES approaches has recently
renewed interest in the use of explicit subgrid-scale (SGS) modeling within high-order dis-
cretizations. Early LES developments showed that appropriate SGS closures, such as the
classical Smagorinsky model [22; 23], are crucial to stabilizing strongly under-resolved tur-
bulent simulations. Subsequent formulations, including the WALE [24] and Vreman [25]
models, aimed to reduce excessive damping and recover the correct near-wall scaling of the
eddy viscosity. The necessity of explicit SGS modeling is intrinsically related to the dissipa-
tive characteristics of the numerical scheme. High-order discontinuous Galerkin (DG) meth-
ods are inherently low-dissipative, so the inclusion of a SGS model must carefully balance
stability and spectral fidelity. Excess model dissipation can attenuate large-scale dynamics,
while its absence may lead to an accumulation of energy near the grid cut-off [26, 27]. Duan
and Wang [28] recently argued that, in wall-modeled LES (WMLES), high-order methods
benefit from additional SGS dissipation. They recommend using the Vreman model with a
modified filter length that effectively increases the model constant compared to finite-volume
implementations. In contrast, for wall-resolved LES (WRLES), a purely implicit approach
remains preferable. This conclusion aligns with previous applications of the Vreman model
in high-order WMLES studies, which have demonstrated improved stability and accuracy
in under-resolved regimes [29, 30]. Kumar et al. [31] conducted a systematic study of WR-
LES using high-order schemes and found that the reduced model constants yield improved
agreement with the reference data. Comparative assessments of explicit and implicit SGS
strategies in DG formulations have also been reported in [32, 33], underscoring the sensitivity
of high-order LES to both modeling and discretization choices. More recently, data-driven
approaches have explored adaptive and discretization-consistent closures. Reinforcement
learning has been used to dynamically adjust the SGS constant and enforce consistency be-
tween modeled and numerical dissipation [34, 35]. These advances reflect a broader trend
toward hybrid, adaptive SGS formulations capable of reconciling physical and numerical
dissipation across scales.

The distinction between low- and high-order discretizations has become increasingly signifi-
cant in recent years with the widespread adoption of GPU-based computing. Modern GPUs
favor computationally intensive workloads over memory-bound operations, which aligns nat-
urally with the characteristics of high-order methods. Since increasing the degree of polyno-
mial enhances the arithmetic intensity while reducing memory traffic, high-order DG formu-
lations can achieve superior performance and energy efficiency on GPU architectures. Recent
studies have shown that very high polynomial orders (typically around P = 6—8) deliver the
best balance between accuracy and computational throughput [36, 37, 38].



In this work, we revisit this question in a fundamental configuration: the three-dimensional
Taylor—Green vortex at both finite (Re = 1600) and infinite Reynolds numbers. We sys-
tematically examine the interplay between different stabilization mechanisms—split forms,
Riemann solvers, and explicit SGS models—to quantify their impact on spectral accuracy,
energy dissipation, and robustness. Particular attention is paid to very high polynomial or-
ders (P = 7), which are increasingly relevant due to the computational efficiency achievable
on modern GPU architectures. A key question we seek to address is whether the unphysi-
cal features reported by Winters et al. [21] for split-form DG schemes at very high orders
can be mitigated through the use of explicit SGS modeling. Our findings confirm that ex-
plicit SGS models can indeed mitigate the unphysical features observed in split-form DG
schemes at very high polynomial orders, particularly when the inherent numerical dissipa-
tion is insufficient to prevent such unphysical behavior (e.g., energy accumulation). However,
the effectiveness of this mitigation—and the appropriate modeling strategy—depends criti-
cally on resolution (i.e., combination of grid resolution and Reynolds number). Specifically,
the optimal approach for a well-resolved LES differs fundamentally from that required in
under-resolved conditions, both in terms of stabilization mechanisms and the role of SGS
dissipation.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 details the numerical method-
ology, and Section 3 introduces the test cases. The numerical experiments and results are
presented in Section 4, followed by a discussion in Section 5, and the conclusions are sum-
marized in Section 6.

2. Numerical Methodology

2.1. DGSEM Formulation

The compressible Navier—Stokes equations are solved in conservative form (see Appendix A)
using the Discontinuous Galerkin Spectral Element Method (DGSEM), a nodal high-order
variant of the Discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method [39, 40]. The DGSEM combines high-
order accuracy with geometric flexibility and parallel scalability, making it well suited for
large-scale turbulence simulations.

Two standard choices exist for the nodal distribution in DGSEM: Legendre—Gauss nodes and
Legendre—Gauss—Lobatto nodes (hereafter, Gauss and Gauss—Lobatto nodes, respectively).
Gauss nodes offer improved accuracy, while Gauss—Lobatto nodes enable slightly larger stable
time steps for explicit time integrators [41]. In this work, we employ Gauss nodes only for
the preliminary assessment in Sec. 4.1.1, and adopt Gauss—Lobatto nodes for all subsequent
simulations.



To ensure robustness in under-resolved conditions, the convective fluxes are discretized using
energy- or entropy-preserving split forms, while controlled numerical dissipation is introduced
via Riemann solvers (e.g., Roe-type fluxes). These intrinsic stabilization mechanisms can be
complemented by explicit subgrid-scale (SGS) models for LES. The interplay between these
three sources of dissipation—split forms, Riemann solvers, and SGS models—is systemati-
cally assessed in this work.

Viscous terms are discretized using the Bassi-Rebay 1 (BR1) scheme, which is equivalent to
the interior penalty formulation when Gauss-Lobatto points and hexahedral elements are
used [42]. The BR1 approach is neutrally stable [43], introducing only the minimal dissipa-
tion required for stability, unlike alternative formulations that include additional damping
[44]. A detailed description of the DGSEM formulation is provided in Appendix B.

2.2. Energy- and Entropy-Stable Split Forms

High-order DG schemes can be formulated to preserve discrete analogues of continuous en-
ergy or entropy conservation by employing Gauss-Lobatto quadrature points for numerical
integration. This property is enforced through the Summation-By—Parts Simultaneous Ap-
proximation Term (SBP-SAT) framework [13, 14, 45, 46, 4, 47], which enhances robustness in
under-resolved turbulent flows and reduces aliasing errors [48]. Recent work has shown that
the diagonal-norm SBP operator on Gauss nodes can also be expressed in flux-differencing
form [49], thereby enabling the extension of stabilization techniques originally developed for
Gauss—Lobatto nodes to Gauss nodes. Nevertheless, in this study we restrict ourselves to the
traditional split-form formulations based on Gauss—Lobatto nodes. For an in-depth discus-
sion of the respective advantages and drawbacks of split forms on Gauss and Gauss—Lobatto
nodes, the reader is referred to the recent analysis in [15].

Extensive literature exists on energy- and entropy-stable DG schemes [13, 50, 47, 51, 52,
53, 21, b4], with reviews available in [47, 55, 56]. In these schemes, convective terms are
rewritten in split form using two-point fluxes, which improves stability while preserving
energy or entropy at the discrete level, at a modest additional computational cost. In this
study, we compare several representative formulations, including the standard [47], Morinishi
[57, 47], Ducros [58, 47], Kennedy—Gruber [59], Pirozzoli [60], entropy-conserving [61], and
Chandrasekhar forms [62].

2.3. Riemann Solvers

Riemann solvers are the standard approach to introduce numerical dissipation in DG schemes
[63, 64], as they arise naturally from the discretization of the non-linear convective terms.



These solvers provide controlled dissipation, which can be further supplemented by turbu-
lence models for high-Reynolds-number flows. Comparative studies of Riemann fluxes in
homogeneous turbulence can be found in [65, 66].

The solvers evaluated in this study include both central and upwind-biased fluxes, covering
a wide range of dissipative behaviors. The central flux represents the non-dissipative limit,
while classical upwind formulations such as Roe’s approximate Riemann solver [67] intro-
duce controlled dissipation through characteristic decomposition. The low-dissipation Roe
variant of Osswald et al. [68] and the matrix dissipation flux of Ismail and Roe [61] reduce
numerical damping while retaining robustness in under-resolved regions. In contrast, the
Lax—Friedrichs scheme [69] provides strong dissipation and is often used for stabilization in
highly convective regimes.

2.4. Subgrid-Scale Modeling

For the explicit LES cases, we employ the Vreman SGS model [25], selected for its robustness
and proven suitability within high-order DG frameworks [28]. The model defines the eddy
viscosity in a way that satisfies the physical requirement of vanishing turbulent viscosity
near solid walls.

The SGS viscosity is expressed as
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where C, is the model constant, V' the element volume, and P the polynomial order. The
influence of C), on the solution is analyzed in this work, and the coupling of the SGS model
to the compressible Navier—Stokes equations is detailed in Appendix A.

2.5. Time Integration

Temporal integration is performed using the low-storage, third-order explicit Runge-Kutta
scheme (RK3) [70]. A fixed timestep is employed, determined based on Courant-Friedrichs-
Lewy (CFL) considerations to ensure stability. This scheme provides a balance between
computational efficiency and temporal accuracy and is used consistently in all simulations
presented.



2.6. Solver Implementation

All simulations in this work are performed using the high-order spectral element solver
HORSES3D [40, 38], developed at ETSIAE-UPM. The code implements the DGSEM formu-
lation on curvilinear hexahedral meshes of arbitrary order and supports all the numerical
ingredients described above, including energy- and entropy-stable split forms, multiple Rie-
mann solvers, the BR1 viscous discretization, explicit SGS models, and explicit Runge-Kutta
time integration. HORSES3D is fully parallelized for large-scale computations on CPU and
GPU clusters. Almost ideal scaling has been obtained in 9000 CPU processors and 256 GPUs.
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Figure 1: GPU efficiency of HORSES3D on a single GPU. Efficiency increases with P, roughly doubling from
P =3 to P =7, due to higher arithmetic intensity and reduced memory traffic.

Although the present work is not focused on GPU performance, we include a brief assessment
for completeness. The GPU performance of HORSES3D is evaluated using the metric

Time

DOF x RHS’ 2)

which measures the cost of evaluating the right-hand side (RHS) per degree of freedom
(DOF). Tests on a single NVIDIA H100 HBM2 GPU with varying mesh sizes and polynomial
orders (P = 3-7) show that efficiency increases with the polynomial order, see Fig. 1.
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Specifically, moving from P = 3 to P = 7 roughly doubles efficiency. This improvement arises
because higher-order DGSEM packs more data per kernel, increasing arithmetic intensity
and reducing memory traffic.

3. Test Case Definition

3.1. Taylor—Green Vortex

The canonical three-dimensional Taylor-Green vortex (TGV) in Reynolds numbers Re =
1600 and Re — oo is used to evaluate the performance of numerical schemes and their ability
to capture the laminar—turbulent transition. In particular, the inviscid case is representative
of viscous TGV solutions at very high Reynolds numbers [21]. The domain is a cube of size
L = 27, discretized with a uniform Cartesian grid of 163 hexahedral elements, with periodic
boundary conditions on all sides. A polynomial order of P = 7 is employed within each
element. Time integration is performed with a fixed time step At = 2 x 1074,

Initial condition. The initial velocity and thermodynamic fields are set according to the
standard divergence-free TGV formulation:

P = Po;
. T Y Z
U = Ug Sin <Lo> COos (Lo> Cos (LO) ,
T . Y z
U = —Ugy COS (Lo> sin (Lo> cos (Lo> , (3)

w =0,
2 2
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with v = 1.4, My = 0.1, po = 1, ug = 1, and Ly = 1. Time is non-dimensionalized as t/t.,
where the characteristic time t. = Lg/uo.

The initial flow is smooth, as the simulation progresses beyond ¢/t. 2 6, the flow transitions
from the laminar initial state to a turbulent anisotropic regime, and beyond ¢/t, = 13, fully
developed turbulence with isotropic structures emerges.

Diagnostics. To evaluate the performance of different numerical schemes, we monitor the
kinetic energy and its dissipation rate, which provide insight into stability, energy transfer,
and spectral fidelity. The kinetic energy is defined as

1 1 .
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with dissipation rate

dissipation rat s
1SS1pation rate = ———.
P dt

Two complementary diagnostics are used to analyze each simulation:

« Kinetic energy dissipation rate over time — indicates global energy decay and
the stability of the numerical scheme.

« Kinetic energy spectrum at ¢/t. = 9 — quantifies the distribution of energy across
scales, providing a measure of spectral fidelity.

The Nyquist wavenumber for the kinetic energy spectrum is

s L
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where L is the domain length, P the polynomial degree, and N, the number of elements per
spatial direction [71, 72].

References. The kinetic energy dissipation of the TGV at Re = 1600 is compared against
the dispersion-relation-preserving (DRP) solution on a 5123 mesh reported by Bull and
Jameson [72]. The energy spectra are compared with the pseudospectral results obtained
on a 5123 grid by Carton de Wiart et al. [73]. For the inviscid TGV, the kinetic energy
dissipation is compared with the reference data from Fehn et al. [71], computed with an
effective resolution of 81923. The corresponding energy spectra are also compared with the
same reference, using an effective resolution of 20483.

4. Numerical experiments

This section systematically evaluates the performance of high-order DG discretizations for
the three-dimensional Taylor-Green vortex. We analyze the effects of split-form formu-
lations, Riemann solvers, and explicit SGS on stability, energy dissipation, and spectral
accuracy. Each study isolates a key numerical ingredient, from intrinsic stabilization by split
forms and explicit Vreman SGS dissipation to the influence of different Riemann solvers and
their hybrid combinations. The most robust configurations are further tested in the inviscid
limit to assess the role of numerical dissipation when physical viscosity is absent.



4.1. Well-Resolved LES (The Viscous Taylor—Green Vortex): Implicit and Explicit Dissipa-
tion Mechanisms

We consider the Taylor-Green Vortex at Reynolds 1600, representing a well-resolved LES.
The goal is to assess whether iLES can be improved by adding an explicit SGS model. Sta-
bility is first ensured using split forms, after which we compare dissipation mechanisms for
accuracy, contrasting implicit iLES (Riemann fluxes) with explicit SGS contributions. Fi-
nally, a hybrid approach combining Riemann solvers and SGS modeling is tested to evaluate
potential improvements.

4.1.1. Standard vs Split-Form Discretizations

In this preliminary analysis, we evaluate the effect of split-form (e.g., Chandrasekar) formu-
lations in comparison to standard discretizations. Note that the split-form schemes employ
Gauss—Lobatto nodes, while in this subsection the standard discretization uses Gauss nodes.
Simulations using the standard approach exhibit numerical instabilities and eventually di-
verge. In particular, the central configuration becomes unstable around t/t. ~ 4, while the
Roe variant remains stable for a longer period but fails near ¢/t. ~ 7. These observations
indicate that, in the absence of split-form stabilization, aliasing errors accumulate as nonlin-
ear interactions intensify, ultimately leading to blow-up during the transitional regime. The
Riemann solver alone does not provide sufficient dissipation to stabilize the simulation.
Fig. 2 presents the time evolution of the kinetic energy dissipation rate, highlighting the onset
of instability for both standard discretizations. For comparison, the figure also includes the
behavior of a representative split-form scheme. Around t/t. ~ 5, the split form introduces
additional dissipation, effectively stabilizing the simulation and preventing blow-up.

These findings highlight the critical role of split-form discretizations in ensuring robustness
for under-resolved simulations. By introducing additional nonlinear stabilization, split forms
effectively control aliasing errors throughout the laminar—turbulent transition.

4.1.2. Performance of Central Split Forms

This part investigates the performance of multiple central split-form discretizations without
explicit SGS modeling. As in the reminder of the paper, all formulations—including the
standard (non split-form) discretization—employ Gauss—Lobatto nodes. Interface fluxes are
computed using minimally dissipative central fluxes combined with the BR1 scheme for
viscous terms. This setup isolates the intrinsic stabilization provided by each split form.
Among the tested formulations, Ducros, Kennedy—Gruber, Pirozzoli, Entropy-conserving,
and Chandrasekhar split forms remain stable throughout the simulation and exhibit nearly
identical kinetic energy dissipation rates (Fig. 3a). In contrast, the Standard and Morinishi
schemes become unstable early, at ¢/t. ~ 3.5 and t/t. ~ 5, respectively.
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Figure 2: Kinetic energy dissipation rate for standard (non-split) formulations with Gauss nodes. Both
central and Roe-based fluxes eventually diverge due to aliasing-driven instabilities, while the split-form
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Figure 3: Effect of central split forms on dissipation and spectral behavior. The standard and Morinishi
schemes are shown only in Fig. 3a, as they became unstable before ¢t/t. = 9. Results for all schemes are shown
in both figures, and the curves overlap, indicating only minimal differences between the methods. Overall,
central split forms exhibit excess dissipation during transition and insufficient dissipation once turbulence is

fully developed.

During the transitional phase (¢/t. € [4, 8]), all stable split forms display a dissipation peak
exceeding that in the reference data. This enhanced dissipation is attributable to aliasing-

driven implicit numerical dissipation, which compensates for the under-resolution of small

scales, as noted in [72].

In the fully turbulent regime (¢/t. > 8), the kinetic energy decays smoothly and the resulting
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spectra closely follow the reference slopes for moderate wavenumbers. At high wavenumbers
(k > 30), some energy accumulation is observed due to insufficient dissipation in the smallest
resolved scales (Fig. 3b).

Overall, central split forms provide intrinsic stabilization sufficient for under-resolved sim-
ulations. However, when used without additional dissipation mechanisms, they tend to
over-dissipate energy during the transitional phase and under-dissipate at high wavenum-
bers in the turbulent regime, affecting the spectral distribution of energy. Most split-form
discretizations exhibited comparable behavior for this low-Mach-number case, with the ex-
ception of the standard and Morinishi formulations. For the remainder of the paper, the
Chandrasekhar split form is adopted, as it has previously been shown to provide improved
robustness in complex and highly compressible flows [74, 15].

4.1.3. Impact of the Vreman SGS Model

In this section, the Chandrasekhar split form is combined with an explicit Vreman SGS model
of varying strength to evaluate its influence on the accuracy of the numerical scheme. The
Vreman model introduces tunable dissipation at unresolved scales [25] (see Appendix A for
details). Two model constants are considered: C, = 0.07, the standard value in finite-volume
methods [75], and C, = 0.01, a smaller value suggested for high-order methods [31].
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(a) Kinetic energy dissipation rate. (b) Kinetic energy spectrum at t/t. = 9.

Figure 4: Effect of the Vreman SGS model on the Chandrasekhar split form. The model does not improve
the accuracy of the transitional dynamics, while in the fully turbulent regime larger constants recover the
expected spectral decay at high wavenumbers. Increasing the constant shifts model-induced dissipation
toward lower wavenumbers, overdamping intermediate scales, while smaller constants under-dissipate the
highest wavenumbers.

During the early transitional phase (¢/t. € [4,6]), the larger constant (C, = 0.07) introduces
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significant dissipation, reducing the dissipation peak, while C, = 0.01 produces results nearly
identical to the baseline case without SGS, only slightly mitigating the peak (Fig. 4a). In the
spectral domain, C, = 0.07 effectively suppresses energy accumulation at high wavenumbers
(k > 30), but over-dissipates energy at intermediate scales and remains slightly insufficient
near the Nyquist limit. Conversely, C\, = 0.01 does not provide adequate dissipation, and
energy pile-up persists (Fig. 4b).

To examine this phenomenon in greater detail, Fig. 5 is presented. Each subplot in the figure
contains two panels: the upper panel displays the energy spectra E (k) for both configurations
on a logarithmic scale, while the lower panel shows the spectral difference

AE(k) = Epase(k) — Esas(k),

which quantifies the modification of the energy content across scales induced by the SGS
model. Since the results are represented on logarithmic scales, the absolute value of the
spectral difference is plotted in the lower panel. To retain information on the sign of AE(k),
two reference lines are added. It should be noted that the simultaneous presence of positive
and negative values indicates that the subgrid model has a negligible effect, with values
oscillating around zero. Conversely, consistently positive values reveal that the SGS model
drains energy from the resolved scales, allowing one to identify the wavenumber at which
this energy removal becomes effective.

In both cases, the difference between simulations with and without the SGS model exhibits
a similar trend. Up to a certain wavenumber, both spectra remain nearly identical, with
the difference oscillating around zero. The magnitude of this difference scales with the
model constant and remains much smaller than the flow energy at those wavenumbers,
which explains its absence in the upper figures. For the weaker model, this transition occurs
around k£ = 30, and for the stronger one, it occurs around k =~ 20. The model constant
thus appears to control the range of resolved scales before the SGS model becomes active.
Beyond this point, the turbulence model dissipates the energy accumulation near the cutoff
wavenumber. The stronger model achieves this more effectively.

In summary, the inclusion of the Vreman SGS model does not enhance the transitional
flow dynamics, and the solution quality in this regime remains limited. Once turbulence is
developed, a larger model constant helps to achieve the expected spectral behavior. The
intensity of dissipation at high wavenumbers depends on the specific wavenumber at which
the model-induced dissipation becomes apparent. Consequently, intermediate scales tend to
be over-damped when a large constant is used, while a smaller constant leaves the highest
wavenumbers slightly under-dissipated.
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Figure 5: Comparison between the baseline central scheme and the same scheme augmented with a Vreman
SGS model of different strengths for the TGV at Reynolds 1600. Each subfigure shows the energy spectra
(top) and the spectral difference AE(k) (bottom). The figures highlight how the SGS model constant controls
both the magnitude of the added dissipation and the wavenumber at which it becomes active.

4.1.4. Influence of Riemann Solvers

Riemann solvers introduce upwind dissipation through characteristic decomposition, pro-
ducing an interesting iLES behavior. In this part, the Chandrasekhar split form is employed
without explicit SGS modeling to isolate the effects of the Riemann solver choice.

During the transitional phase (¢/t. € [4,8]), Riemann solvers improve solution stability
and accuracy. Central fluxes alone do not provide sufficient dissipation, and the split form
compensates by introducing excessive implicit dissipation. The Roe and Matrix Dissipation
fluxes yield smooth dissipation profiles that agree well with the reference solution. This ob-
servation is consistent with the findings of [76], who reported that Riemann solvers primarily
influence the high-wavenumber dynamics.

The low-dissipation Roe (LD-Roe) solver provides an intermediate approach: it partially
relies on the split form for early stabilization but ultimately introduces more dissipation than
optimal (Fig. 6a). In the spectral domain (Fig. 6b), all schemes except the less dissipative
ones (central and LD-Roe) accurately capture the energy spectrum up to k & 30, while these
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Figure 6: Effect of Riemann solver choice on dissipation and spectral behavior using the Chandrasekhar split
form without explicit SGS modeling. Roe, Matrix Dissipation, and Lax—Friedrichs supply controlled high-
wavenumber dissipation that stabilizes the transition and improves agreement with the reference solution,
while central and LD-Roe fluxes remain under-dissipative in the turbulent regime.

flux formulations exhibit a slight loss of precision. For larger wavenumbers, the central flux
exhibits strong energy pile-up; LD-Roe exhibits a minor energy pile-up, while Roe and Matrix
Dissipation slightly over-dissipate the highest wavenumbers. The Lax-Friedrichs scheme
performs similarly to Roe but differs in that it shows a noticeable energy accumulation near
the cutoff due to its over-upwind character at low Mach numbers, as previously reported in
(77, 21].

For the subsequent analysis, the Roe scheme (which exhibited the best overall performance)
and its low-dissipation variant, LD-Roe, are retained to assess whether they can be fine-tuned
by introducing a controlled amount of dissipation through the SGS model.

4.1.5. Hybrid iLES-SGS Configurations

Hybrid configurations combining Riemann solvers with a weak Vreman SGS model (C, =
0.01) are evaluated to determine whether a small explicit viscosity improves transitional and
turbulent dynamics.

With the low Vreman constant (C, = 0.01), the explicit subgrid-scale contribution is minor.
During the transitional phase (¢/t. < 8), a slight increase in dissipation is observed, most
notably for the LD-Roe—Vreman configuration, which exhibits a marginally reduced dissipa-
tion peak. In contrast, the standard Roe flux shows negligible change, indicating that the
iLES dissipation from the Riemann solver dominates.

Beyond t/t. = 8, the simulations without Vreman maintain slightly elevated dissipation,
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Figure 7: Effect of combining Riemann solvers with a weak Vreman SGS model (C, = 0.01) on dissipation
and spectral behavior. The weak SGS contribution slightly increases dissipation during transition, most
noticeably for the LD-Roe—Vreman configuration, while the Roe flux remains largely unchanged. In the
turbulent regime, LD-Roe coupled with the SGS model better mitigates energy pile-up at high wavenumbers,
providing improved spectral fidelity compared to the purely iLES configurations.

subtly damping small-scale energy. Spectrally (Fig. 7b), all configurations behave similarly
for well-resolved scales (k < 30). For higher wavenumbers (k > 30), LD-Roe—Vreman shows
improved spectral agreement with reference, effectively mitigating energy pile-up at the
smallest resolved scales.

In summary, the weak Vreman SGS model has a limited impact during the transitional
phase, offering only marginal benefits when combined with LD-Roe. In this regime, the Roe
flux remains the best performer. Once turbulence is fully developed, Roe tends to be slightly
over-dissipative at high wavenumbers, while the LD-Roe scheme coupled with the Vreman
model provides the best spectral fidelity.

4.2. Under-Resolved LES (The Inviscid Taylor—Green Vortex): Necessity and Limitations of
Ezxplicit SGS Models

In the previous section, it was shown that the weak Vreman SGS model has a minor influence
during transition, with Roe providing the best overall performance. In the turbulent regime,
Roe becomes slightly over-dissipative, while LD-Roe combined with Vreman achieves the
highest spectral fidelity. To further assess the robustness and dissipation properties of these
configurations, we now consider the inviscid Taylor-Green vortex (Euler limit). This case
removes physical viscosity, thereby isolating the numerical dissipation mechanisms—implicit,
through the Riemann solver and the Chandrasekhar split form, and explicit, through the
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Vreman model—in stabilizing the flow and sustaining the energy cascade. The objective is
to determine whether the same trends persist under inviscid conditions.

4.2.1. Hybrid iLES-SGS Configurations

We repeat the analysis from the previous section, combining the Riemann solvers with a
weak Vreman SGS model (C, = 0.01) and show the results in Fig. 8.
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(a) Kinetic energy dissipation rate. (b) Kinetic energy spectrum at ¢/t. = 9.

Figure 8: Inviscid TGV: Hybrid iLES-SGS configurations combining Riemann solvers with a weak Vreman
model (C, = 0.01). During transition, Roe without SGS best matches the high-resolution reference, while
LD-Roe exhibits increased dissipation due to split-form activation. In the turbulent regime, the weak Vre-
man model improves high-wavenumber behavior for both fluxes. Overall, Roe provides the most consistent
performance across both transitional and turbulent phases, with the weak SGS contribution mainly affecting
small scales.

During the laminar phase (t/t. < 5), all configurations exhibit similar behavior with minimal
dissipation, and the weak Vreman SGS model has a negligible effect.

In the transitional regime (¢/t. 2 5), differences emerge. LD-Roe dissipates more energy due
to the combination of insufficient built-in dissipation and the activation of the split form,
while Roe remains closer to the high-resolution reference. The impact of Vreman differs
between fluxes: for Roe, adding Vreman slightly decreases the dissipation peak, while for
LD-Roe it slightly increases it. Overall, the best agreement with the high-resolution reference
during transition is achieved by Roe without SGS.

In the fully developed turbulent phase, spectral behavior shows that Roe maintains energy
levels reasonably well up to k£ ~ 20, while LD-Roe underestimates energy in this range
and exhibits a high-wavenumber pile-up for k£ > 20. Adding Vreman to LD-Roe mitigates,
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but does not completely remove, the pile-up. Roe-Vreman introduces extra dissipation for
k > 30, improving high-wavenumber behavior.

In summary, Roe provides the most consistent performance across both transitional and
turbulent stages in the inviscid TGV. The inclusion of a weak Vreman SGS model enhances
dissipation at high wavenumbers, improving the turbulent regime but slightly reducing ac-
curacy during transition. Notably, this conclusion differs from that of the viscous TGV case.
In the following section, we refine the SGS constant to assess whether a higher value yields
improved performance under inviscid conditions.

4.2.2. Fine-Tuning of the SGS Constant

In this section, we examine in detail the influence of the Vreman constant on the accuracy of
the simulations. We retain the Roe flux, which exhibited the most consistent performance
across the different regimes, and assess the impact of incorporating the Vreman model using
two values of the constant: C, = 0.01 and C, = 0.07.

As observed previously, incorporating the Vreman model does not enhance performance
during the transition phase. As shown in Fig. 9a, a small amount of Vreman dissipation
(C, = 0.01) already reduces accuracy, while increasing it to C, = 0.07 further degrades the
solution.

Focusing now on the energy spectra (Fig. 9b), the Roe scheme retains too much energy
compared to the reference solution. Increasing the constant to C,, = 0.01 allows matching
the reference near the cutoff, but leads to excessive energy between & = 20 and the cutoff
wavenumber. In contrast, when increasing the constant to the typical finite-volume value of
C, = 0.07 aligns the spectrum around k = 20, but results in over-dissipation for k£ > 20.

To examine this phenomenon in greater detail, Fig. 10 quantifies the modification of the
energy content across scales induced by the SGS model. Once again, the model with the
lower constant adds dissipation at higher wavenumbers (compared to the model with the
larger constant). The dissipation profiles appear flatter, likely due to the under-resolved
(inviscid) nature of this test case. The profile is noticeably flatter for the higher-constant
case. The higher constant leads to stronger overall dissipation—which is beneficial here-but
ideally, one would want a distribution that increases dissipation around & ~ 20 (as in the
C, = 0.07 case) while reducing it near the cutoff wavenumber (as observed in the C, = 0.01
case).
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Figure 9: Inviscid TGV: Effect of the Vreman SGS constant on dissipation and spectral behavior for hybrid
iLES-SGS configurations with the Roe flux. During transition, all SGS configurations reduce accuracy
compared to the baseline Roe scheme. In the turbulent regime, a small constant (C,, = 0.01) mitigates high-
wavenumber energy pile-up but overestimates energy at intermediate wavenumbers, while a larger constant
(C, = 0.07) improves dissipation around k = 20 but over-damps the highest wavenumbers.

5. Discussion: Challenges of Static Solver Configuration and traditional SGS in
Transitional and Turbulent Flows

A recurring finding throughout this study is that there is no one unique combination of
numerical parameters (split forms, fluxes, and SGS models) that performs optimally across
all flow regimes: laminar, transitional, and turbulent. This limitation is particularly evident
when comparing the behavior of Riemann solvers and SGS models during the transition and
fully developed turbulence phases.

During transition, the Roe flux consistently yielded the best overall performance without re-
quiring any SGS contribution. However, once turbulence developed, the dissipation provided
by split forms and Riemann solvers alone was insufficient to maintain spectral balance. Weak
SGS constants (C, = 0.01) offered marginal improvements in the smallest resolved scales,
while stronger constants (C, = 0.07) introduced excessive dissipation, degrading intermedi-
ate wavenumbers. Moreover, the optimal SGS constant depends on the resolution level, as
investigated here using both viscous and inviscid Taylor-Green Vortex cases.

These observations highlight the limitations of traditional SGS models in severely under-
resolved, very high-order DG simulations. Although the accuracy of the solution improves
by using SGS models, excessive SGS dissipation at intermediate scales can corrupt the so-
lution near the cutoff wavenumber, especially in high-order discretizations where numerical
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Figure 10: Comparison between the baseline Roe scheme and the same scheme augmented with a Vreman
SGS model of different strengths for the inviscid TGV. Each subfigure shows the energy spectra (top) and
the spectral difference AE(k) (bottom). The figures highlight how the SGS model constant controls both
the magnitude of the added dissipation and the wavenumber at which it becomes active.

dissipation is minimal. This issue is less pronounced at lower orders, where the inherent
numerical damping partially compensates for the deficiencies of the model.

The increasing reliance on GPU-based architectures is driving the adoption of very high
polynomial orders, which expose fundamental limitations in current numerical and SGS
models. Because high-order schemes exhibit low numerical dissipation up to the cutoff
wavenumber, any poorly tuned SGS model can compromise an otherwise accurate simulation.
Together, these findings emphasize the need for adaptive stabilization strategies both in
space and in time. An example is spectral vanishing viscosity (SVV) [78], which has been
previously combined with SGS modeling [76]. This approach allows dissipation to be targeted
at specific wavenumbers, avoiding unnecessary damping elsewhere. Static configurations
are insufficient to handle the evolving nature of transitional and turbulent flows. Future
methodologies should incorporate scale-aware, case-specific mechanisms that dynamically

balance dissipation between regimes (i.e., Reynolds numbers) and grid resolutions.
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6. Conclusions

This work systematically examined the behavior of high-order discontinuous Galerkin dis-
cretizations for the three-dimensional Taylor-Green vortex (Re = 1600 and Re — o0),
assessing the combined effects of split-form formulations, Riemann solvers, and explicit SGS
models across both viscous and inviscid regimes. The study focuses on configurations driven
by modern GPU-oriented architectures, which increasingly favor very high polynomial or-
ders. This trend exposes intrinsic limitations in current numerical and subgrid-scale models
that must be addressed to fully exploit the potential of high-order methods.

The results indicate that the optimal numerical configuration is highly sensitive to the flow
regime and the resolution level. In well-resolved LES conditions, implicit dissipation mech-
anisms embedded in split forms and Riemann solvers are sufficient for accuracy and robust-
ness. In contrast, under-resolved conditions require the use of SGS models to remove energy
from high wavenumbers. Traditional SGS models can dissipate excessively at intermediate
wavenumbers, degrading solutions that would otherwise be well resolved.

In summary, based on the analysis conducted, the optimal numerical configurations are
identified as follows:

o Well-resolved LES: For the transitional regime, the most accurate configuration
employs the split form (Chandrasekhar, though sensitivity to the specific form was
negligible in our setup) combined with a Roe flux and no SGS model. In the turbulent
regime, superior spectral fidelity is obtained using the split form and an LD-Roe flux,
supplemented by an SGS model with a low constant (C, = 0.01).

e Under-resolved LES: In the transitional regime, the best performance is again
achieved using the split form (Chandrasekhar), Roe flux, and no SGS model. However,
for the turbulent regime, the setup requires increased dissipation; the best spectral fi-
delity was observed using the split form and Roe flux with a higher SGS constant
(C, = 0.07). Note that as only C, = 0.01 and C, = 0.07 were tested, the global
optimum for this specific problem may lie within this range.

Consequently, the development of adaptive stabilization mechanisms is a fundamental re-
quirement to fully exploit the potential of high-order methods on next-generation computing
architectures. Future work will focus on data-driven or Al-based methodologies to adaptively
tune SGS constants or modify the SGS formulation itself, enabling scale-aware, case-specific
stabilization that preserves spectral fidelity across a wider range of flow conditions. More-
over, since the scope of this study is limited to the Taylor—Green vortex, future investigations
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will extend the analysis to wall-bounded simulations, such as channel flows, to assess the
impact of wall effects on high-order DG methods and SGS modeling.
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Appendix A. Navier—Stokes Equations
The 3D Navier-Stokes when including the Vreman model can be compactly written as:
u; + V. ﬁe =V- ﬁv,turby (Al)

where u is the state vector of large scale resolved conservative variables u = [p, pv1, pva, pvs, pe]t,
F. are the inviscid, or Euler fluxes,

PU1 PL2 pu3
. pui +p  poivy  puivs
Fo=| pviva pvs+p povs |, (A.2)
puivs  povs  pUi+p
pviH  pvoH  pvsH

where p, e, H = E + p/p, and p are the large scale density, total energy, total enthalpy and

pressure, respictively, and U = [vq, v, v3

]T

is the large scale resolved velocity components.

Additionally, F, ;,,» and defines the viscous and turbulent fluxes,

0 0 0
o Tex Ty Tez
Fv,turb = Tyx Tyy Tyz , (A3)
Tza Tzy Tzz
3 3 3
| gm0y AT Y5 vy A+ KTy 35 vy + KT
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where x is the thermal conductivity, 1}, T, and T, denote the temperature gradients and
the stress tensor 7 is defined as 7 = (u + ) (V0 + (VO)T) — 2/3(p + ) IV - U, with p
the dynamic viscosity, p; the turbulent viscosity (in this work defined through the Vreman
model).

Appendix B. DGSEM

The physical domain is tessellated into non-overlapping curvilinear hexahedral elements,
e, which are mapped to a reference element, el, using a polynomial transfinite mapping
relating physical coordinates & and reference coordinates é’ The transformed Navier—Stokes
equations read:

Ju, + Ve - Fo =V F, (B.1)
where J is the Jacobian of the mapping, V¢ denotes derivatives in the reference space, and

F are the contravariant fluxes [39].
Multiplying (B.1) by a smooth test function ¢; (0 < j < P, with P the polynomial degree)
and integrating over an element yields the weak form:

/el Jw; + /el Ve Fop; = /el Ve Foo,. (B.2)

Integrating the inviscid flux term by parts separates surface and volume contributions:

/el Jup; + /aez ﬁe ‘N, — /el ﬁe Ve = /ez Ve - ﬁ;%’, (B.3)

where 1 is the outward unit normal on element faces. Dgscontinuous inviscid fluxes at element
interfaces are replaced by a numerical Riemann flux, F}, to ensure inter-element coupling:

/elJut¢j+/ael§z.ﬁ¢j—/el§e~V£¢j:/lalvg.ﬁv(ﬁj. (B.4)

Viscous terms can be integrated by parts as well, leading to formulations such as BR1, BR2,
or interior penalty; here, we retain the simple volume form for clarity. The final DGSEM
discretization approximates solutions and fluxes with polynomials of degree P and evalu-
ates volume and surface integrals using Gaussian quadrature. Gauss—Lobatto points enable
energy /entropy-stable split forms, while Gauss—Legendre points provide higher quadrature
accuracy.
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