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Abstract

Algorithmic formulations of GPU programs provide a high-level alternative to device-specific code by expressing computations
as compositions of well-defined parallel primitives (e.g., map, sort, reduce), rather than through handcrafted GPU kernels. In this
work, we demonstrate that this paradigm can be extended to complex and challenging problems in computational physics: the
simulation of granular flows and fluid-particle interactions.

LEDDS, our open-source framework, performs fully coupled Lattice Boltzmann – Discrete Element Method (LBM-DEM) sim-
ulations using only algorithmic primitives, and runs efficiently on single-GPU platforms. The entire workflow, including neighbor
search, collision detection, and fluid-particle coupling, is expressed as a sequence of portable primitives. While the current im-
plementation illustrates these principles primarily through algorithms from the C++ Standard Library, with selective use of Thrust
primitives for performance, the underlying concept is compatible with any HPC environment offering a rich set of parallel algo-
rithms and is therefore applicable across a wide range of modern GPU systems and future accelerators.

LEDDS is validated through benchmarks spanning both DEM and LBM-DEM configurations, including sphere and ellipsoid
collisions, wall friction tests, single-particle settling, Jeffery’s orbits, and particle-laden shear flows. Despite its high level of
abstraction, LEDDS achieves performances comparable to those of hand-tuned CUDA solvers, while maintaining portability and
code clarity. These results show that high-performance LBM-DEM coupling can be achieved without sacrificing generality or
readability, establishing LEDDS as a blueprint for portable multiphysics frameworks based on algorithmic primitives.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY
Program Title: LBM-Enhanced Device-independent DEM Solver
(LEDDS)
Developer’s repository link:

Licensing provisions: MIT
Programming language: C++
Additional comments including restrictions and unusual features:
The code simulates both particles (DEM) and fluid (LBM), either
separately or in a coupled manner, using a consistent data structure.
It is currently limited to spherical and ellipsoidal particles and to
single-phase, isothermal flows. The implementation is parallelized
to run efficiently on multi-core CPUs and GPUs. However, MPI-
based or other forms of multi-GPU or multi-node CPU parallelism
are not supported in the current version. Eventually, the current
version of LEDDS requires nvc++ version 24.9 or later, with no back-
ward compatibility guaranteed, while upward compatibility is ensured.

1. Introduction

The Discrete Element Method (DEM), originally proposed
by Cundall and Strack [1], is a versatile tool for predicting the
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1These authors contributed equally to this work.

behavior of particle-based systems. Specifically, in DEM, in-
dividual particles are modeled as discrete entities with their
own physical and mechanical properties, such as size, shape,
mass, Young’s modulus, and Poisson ratio. Particle motion,
both translational and rotational, arises from interactions with
other particles or with the environment [1]. Interparticle forces,
including cohesive, bridging, and contact forces, are described
using models such as spring-dashpot, friction, and collision
models. The system evolves over time by integrating Newton’s
second law of motion while accounting for external effects, in-
cluding gravity and interstitial fluids.

Since its advent, DEM has found wide application in study-
ing granular materials, powders, soil mechanics, and particle-
fluid interactions [2, 3]. In the latter case, DEM is coupled with
a computational fluid dynamics (CFD) solver [4–7], forming a
CFD-DEM framework. These simulations are computationally
demanding, which has motivated the use of general-purpose
GPU acceleration. Because GPUs excel at data-parallel tasks,
GPU implementations can significantly speed up operations
like particle tracking, collision detection, and fluid flow calcula-
tions. As a result, GPU-accelerated DEM and CFD-DEM sim-
ulations can reduce runtime by orders of magnitude compared
with single-threaded, CPU-only approaches [8–10].

Different coding strategies can be used to efficiently run
CFD-DEM simulations on GPUs. These include hardware-
specific low-level languages (CUDA [11], HIP [12]), directive-
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based programming models (OpenACC [13], OpenMP [14]),
and dedicated libraries or frameworks (OpenCL [15],
SYCL [16]). In the present work, we rely on the availabil-
ity of a set of well-defined algorithmic primitives in many
of the high-level framework, allowing the design of platform-
agnostic approach through the decomposition of complex prob-
lems into such primitives. First formalized by Blelloch [19]
for vector and PRAM models, a parallel paradigm driven by
a decomposition into primitives such as map, scan, and re-
duce has gained renewed attention with massively parallel ar-
chitectures, owing to the possibility to express complex ker-
nels as compositions of a few generic building blocks [20–
23]. Similar ideas have emerged in sparse linear algebra,
where graph and matrix operations are unified under com-
mon algebraic primitives [24]. This decomposition-based ap-
proach produces self-documenting, portable programs and re-
duces concurrency-related errors by avoiding manual synchro-
nization. Notably, several mature frameworks provide ef-
ficient implementations of algorithmic primitives for hetero-
geneous platforms, including Thrust [17], Kokkos [18], and
AMD’s HIPSTDPAR/rocThrust [26]. Modern C++ standards
(C++17/C++20) also offer portable parallel algorithms [27,
28], which we adopt as the primary framework, falling back to
specific algorithms of the Thrust library selectively when limi-
tations of the C++ standard impacts the performance distinctly.
This combination allows the code to run efficiently across dif-
ferent hardware with minimal changes, typically requiring only
a compiler or flag adjustment.

The authors have previously developed algorithm-based im-
plementations of fluid solvers using the Lattice Boltzmann
Method (LBM). In an earlier work, the fundamental opera-
tions of the LBM algorithm were reformulated entirely in terms
of algorithmic primitives such as map and reduce [29]. This
approach was subsequently extended to multi-GPU systems,
where a large-scale LBM framework was ported using stan-
dard parallel algorithms combined with domain decomposi-
tion [30], as well as to LBM simulations on non-uniform static
or dynamic grids [31], and even high-order finite-difference
schemes [32]. In the present work, we go one step further by
addressing the complex case of LBM-DEM coupling within the
same algorithmic paradigm, while restricting ourselves to uni-
form grids only.

In particle-resolved simulations, coupling a particulate phase
to a fluid solver requires accurately representing the fluid-solid
interface without resorting to costly remeshing. Two popular
diffuse-interface strategies in the context of LBM-DEM cou-
pling are (i) immersed boundary methods (IBM), which en-
force the no-slip condition through localized forcing terms that
spread particle surface forces over nearby lattice nodes, and (ii)
partially saturated cell (PSC/PSM) approaches, where each lat-
tice cell stores a fractional solid occupancy used to modulate the
collision operator. Both techniques avoid dynamic mesh gen-
eration and naturally fit the Eulerian structure of LBM. IBM-
based LBM-DEM coupling has been widely explored, includ-
ing applications to dense suspensions and rigid spherical par-
ticles [33–35], whereas PSM-like penalization methods have
become a standard choice for large particulate systems due to

their simplicity and robustness [36, 37]. In the present work, we
adopt the PSM approach for its high accuracy and algorithmic
compatibility with parallel primitives.

This coupling strategy introduces challenges arising not only
from the individual solvers but, more importantly, from their
interaction. Fluid-particle interactions in densely packed sys-
tems are particularly demanding, as the computation of forces
exchanged between solid and fluid phases can dominate simu-
lation time. We describe in detail how each component of the
coupling algorithm –the identification of fluid-particle interface
cells, the computation of per-cell forces, and the subsequent
force reduction– is implemented as a sequence of parallel prim-
itives, primarily map, sort, and prefix-sum operations.

DEM grid Fluid grid Particles

Figure 1: 2D schematic of the coupled particle-fluid simulation. Bold lines
indicate the DEM (cell-linked list) grid used for collision detection, thin lines
show the LBM fluid grid, and semi-transparent circles show the particles. The
relative 1:3 spacing between the grids is for illustration; in practice, the ratio
depends on the largest particle size. The algorithm requires the grid spacing to
be larger than the particle diameter to guarantee an overlap of a particle with at
most 8 cells (in 3D).

Hereafter, we present the new open-source, algorithm-based
framework LEDDS (LBM-Enhanced Device-independent
DEM Solver), which integrates an LBM solver for the fluid
phase, a DEM solver for the particle phase, and a coupling
algorithm based on the Partially Saturated Method (PSM)
which is a penalization-like approach [36, 38]. While the LBM
part of LEDDS heavily relies on template codes provided in
the STLBM framework, its DEM part is conceptually inspired
by the open-source DEM framework LIGGGHTS [39]. This
was done to make sure the DEM component of LEDDS is
consistent with well-established numerical best practices in the
field. However, LEDDS does not reuse LIGGGHTS code, and
instead, its DEM module has been developed from scratch as
a fully independent, algorithm-based module. To achieve this,
we isolated each relevant feature of LIGGGHTS, reformulated
it in terms of algorithmic primitives, and verified it against
the original code. This ensured that all methodological details
necessary for a complete DEM implementation were incorpo-
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rated in LEDDS, e.g., tracking lateral displacements during
collisions to compute tangential forces accurately. On top of
this, LEDDS stands out by the uniform implementation of its of
its DEM and LBM solvers as both are developed using modern
C++. Hence, they benefit from a common software design and
are parallelized using C++ parallel algorithms. In case of GPU
execution, both the DEM and the LBM run on the GPU and
benefit from an efficient in-memory data exchange. To further
emphasize the tight interaction between these two aspects
of the code, the DEM solver relies on uniform Cartesian
background mesh for the detection of particle collision pairs,
which naturally relates to the Cartesian grid of the LBM solver
(see Figure 1). Finally, after careful performance comparisons,
we chose to call selected algorithms from the Thrust library
in place of the STL for computing particle forces. Indeed, the
Thrust library offers efficient sorting algorithms such as radix
sort, whereas the standard library currently provides only a
comparison-based sort that performs poorly on GPUs.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2
reviews the theoretical background of DEM and LBM, includ-
ing their coupling via the LB-specific penalization-like scheme
(PSM). Section 3 presents the implementation strategy, high-
lighting how algorithmic primitives, C++ parallel algorithms,
and Thrust are used to build an efficient, device-independent
CFD-DEM solver. Section 4 validates the accuracy and robust-
ness of LEDDS through particle-only and fluid-particle bench-
mark tests, followed by an in-depth performance analysis in
Section 5. Finally, discussions and conclusions are provided
in Section 6, with relationships between DEM parameters and
material properties summarized in Appendix A.

2. Theoretical approach

2.1. Discrete Element Method

The Discrete Element Method (DEM) models the interac-
tions between suspended particles inside the fluid. In the
present, published version of the LEDDS code, the represented
particles are limited to simple spheres ellipsoids of varying
radii. The model we are using is based on contact mechan-
ics. When particles collide, they have a specific area where
they touch, and they influence each other by applying forces on
one another. The motion of a particle i thus only depends on
two quantities, which are the forces and torques it experiences
during contact with other particles:

#«
Fi =

∑
i j,i, j

#  «
Fi j,

# «
Mi =

∑
i j,i, j

#   «
Mi j. (1)

There is an interaction between two particles i and j only if
they are in contact/overlap. With spheres, this happens when
the distance d between the centers of the spheres is smaller than
the sum of their radii, denoted as Ri and R j:

d < Ri + R j. (2)

For ellipsoids, the collision model is preserved by approximat-
ing the local surface with a sphere whose radius corresponds

ij
eni j

eti j

H

Figure 2: Intersection plane which characterizes a collision between two
spheres. The tangential force is integrated in time along the direction eti j .

to the Gaussian curvature (3) at the closest point on the other
ellipsoid. This closest point is computed iteratively for both el-
lipsoids [40]. The Gaussian curvature radius at the contact point
pc = (xc, yc, zc) on ellispoid in local frame is given by:

R2 =
a4

i b4
i + b4

i (c2
i − a2

i )x2
c + a4

i (c2
i − b2

i )y2
c

a6
i b6

i c6
i

(3)

with (ai, bi, ci) the radii of the ellipsoid in local frame.
For brevity, the notation

#«
F is used in place of

#  «
Fi j when in-

dices are omitted below. The force exerted by a particle j on
a particle i can be decomposed into two components. A com-
ponent

# «
Fn normal to the contact surface and a component

#«
Ft

parallel to the contact surface. These forces will be calculated
using a spring-dashpot model [41]. In this model, the normal
and tangential forces can be represented as a system consisting
of a spring and a damper. The formula of the forces for this
model is:

#«
F =

(
−kn

#  «
δni j − γn

#  «vni j

)︸                   ︷︷                   ︸
#«
Fn

+
(
−kt

# «
δti j − γt

# «vti j

)︸                 ︷︷                 ︸
#«
Ft

, (4)

where kn and kt are the normal and tangential elastic coeffi-
cients, γn and γt the corresponding damping coefficients,

#  «
δni j

and
# «
δti j the normal and tangential overlap vectors, and #  «vni j and

# «vti j the normal and tangential relative velocity vectors (see Fig-
ure 2.

The elastic and damping coefficients (kn, kt, γn, γt) are ob-
tained from the material properties of the solids and the details
are given in Appendix A.

As shown in Eq. (4), the normal and tangential forces,
# «
Fn

and
#«
Ft, each contain two contributions: an elastic term oppos-

ing displacement and a damping term opposing relative veloc-
ity. Depending on the collision phase (particles approaching or
separating), these contributions may act in different directions.
Additionally, the tangential overlap

# «
δti j is limited by a Coulomb

friction condition: ∥∥∥ #«
Ft

∥∥∥ ≤ µ∥∥∥ # «
Fn

∥∥∥. (5)

Let us detail how the normal force,
# «
Fn, is computed. First,

we define the unit vector #  «eni j normal to the contact plane (it goes
from j to i direction), while the scalar δni j represents the value
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of the overlap. The normal overlap is given by the difference
between the sum of the radii of the spheres and the distance
between their centers:

δni j = Ri + R j −
∥∥∥ #«ri −

#«r j

∥∥∥. (6)

If δni j > 0, the spheres are in contact. The unit vector for the
normal direction is given by the normalized vector from j center
to i center:

#  «eni j =

#«ri −
#«r j∥∥∥ #«ri −
#«r j

∥∥∥ . (7)

Then,
#  «
δni j is defined as:

#  «
δni j = −δni j

#  «eni j . (8)

The normal relative velocity is given by the following projec-
tion:

#  «vni j =
[
( #«v j −

#«vi ) · #  «eni j

]
#  «eni j , (9)

where “·” is the scalar product, and #«vi (resp. #«v j) is the velocity
of the center of mass of i (resp. j). Therefore, the normal force
# «
Fn can be rewritten as:

# «
Fn =

[
kn δni j + γn ( #«v j −

#«vi ) · #  «eni j

]
#  «eni j . (10)

When it comes to the tangential force,
#«
Ft, we first compute

the relative tangential velocity # «vti j . To do so, we need to com-
pute the relative velocity between the surfaces of the spheres:

#     «vreli j = ( #«vi −
#«v j) − (Ri

#«ωi + R j
# «ω j) × #  «eni j , (11)

where #«ω i and #«ω j are the the angular velocities of the spheres
i and j, and “×” is the cross product. To get the tangential
component of the relative velocity, we then remove the normal
component:

# «vti j =
#     «vreli j −

#  «vni j (12)

After this, the tangential relative displacement,
# «
δti j , needs to

be computed. Since it depends on the relative movement of the
surfaces over time, we need to integrate the tangential relative
velocity vti j over the duration of the collision:

# «
δti j (t) =

∫ t

t0

# «vti j (u) du, (13)

where t0 is the time at which the collision starts. Consequently,
the “displacement history” must be tracked across iterations, as
a single collision may span multiple DEM steps within one fluid
time step [42].

Eventually, the torque
#«
Mi j exerted by j on i is obtained from

the force
#«
F through:

#   «
Mi j =

# «rci ×
#  «
Fi j. (14)

where # «rci denotes the vector from the center of the particle to
the contact point. In the spherical case, this formula can be
simplified to:

#   «
Mi j = −Ri ·

#  «eni j ×
#  «
Fti j . (15)

It is then convenient to store the torque normalized by the ra-
dius,

#   «
Mi j/Ri, since this quantity is identical for both particles

in contact and avoids redundant computations. However, this
simplification does not hold for an ellipsoid, as the normal at
the contact point is not guaranteed to pass by the solid’s center.

For the interaction of particles with walls, walls are treated
like a static particle of a given shape (for example an infinitely
extending plane) and a given surface velocity. Further details
for the handling of walls are provided in [42].

2.2. The integration scheme
The motion of a particle is governed by Newton’s equations

of translation and rotation:

#«
F +

#«
F ext = m #«a = m

d #«v
dt
= m

d2 #«r
dt2 , (16)

#«
M = I #«α = I

d #«ω

dt
= I

d2 #«
d

dt2 , (17)

where m is the particle mass, #«a the linear acceleration, I the
inertia tensor, #«α the angular acceleration, and

#«
d a body-fixed

vector defining the particle’s orientation. The term
#«
F ext collects

all external forces, and in this work, it reduces to gravity only:
#«
F ext = m #«g .

These equations are integrated in time using the second-order
accurate, time-reversible Verlet algorithm [43, 44]. The trans-
lational degrees of freedom are updated as

#«r (t + δt) = #«r (t) + δt #«v (t) +
δt2

2
#«a (t), (18a)

#«a (t + δt) = 1
m

#«
F (t + δt) + #«g , (18b)

#«v (t + δt) = #«v (t) + δt2 [ #«a (t) + #«a (t + δt)] , (18c)

The implicit nature of the scheme, due to the anticipated accel-
eration term #«a (t + δt), is resolved through a single predictor-
corrector step. The rotational degrees of freedom evolve ac-
cording to

#«
di
∗(t + δt) =

#«
di(t) + δt

(
#«ω(t) ×

#«
di(t)

)
, (19a)

#«
di(t + δt) =

#«
di(t) + δt

{
#«ω(t) × 1

2
[ #«
di(t) +

#«
di
∗(t + δt)

]}
, (19b)

#«α (t + δt) = R−1(t) I−1
{
R(t)

#«
M(t + δt)

− R(t) #«ω(t) ×
[
I R #«ω(t)

]}
,

(19c)

#«ω(t + δt) = #«ω(t) + δt2 [ #«α (t) + #«α (t + δt)] . (19d)

Here, R(t) is the rotation matrix that maps vectors from the
body-fixed frame at time t to the reference frame aligned with
the coordinate axes at t = 0. Since the particle’s orientation is
fully described by the orthonormal triad {

#«
d1(t),

#«
d2(t),

#«
d3(t)}, the

i-th row of R(t) is given by the components of
#«
di(t).

Assuming a homogeneous particle of mass m, the inertia ten-
sor is defined as

I =
∫

V
ρ
(
| #«r |2I3 −

#«r #«r ⊤
)

dV, (20)

where ρ = m/V is the constant mass density, #«r is the position
vector relative to the particle’s center of mass, and I3 is the 3×3
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identity matrix. For the particle types implemented here, and
assuming axis alignment, the inertia tensors reduce to

Isphere =
2m
5

r
2 0 0

0 r2 0
0 0 r2

 , (21a)

Iellipsoid =
m
5

r
2
y + r2

z 0 0
0 r2

x + r2
z 0

0 0 r2
x + r2

y

 , (21b)

where r is the radius of the sphere, and (rx, ry, rz) are the semi-
axes of the ellipsoid.

2.3. The lattice Boltzmann method

Contrarily to standard CFD solvers which explicitly work
with macroscopic quantities, LBM focuses on the evolution of
V velocity distribution functions fi( #«r , t) with i ∈ {1, ...,V}. This
mesoscopic quantity represents the number of fictitious parti-
cles at a point ( #«r , t) with a given velocity #«ci . In that context,
macroscopic quantities are byproducts of fi( #«r , t), and they can
be computed as its statistical moments. As an example, density
ρ and momentum ρ #«u are computed as

ρ( #«r , t) =
∑

i

fi( #«r , t), (22a)

ρ( #«r , t) #«u ( #«r , t) =
∑

i

fi( #«r , t) #«ci . (22b)

The choice of discrete velocities #«ci is particularly important
for the LBM as it dictates its macroscopic behavior [45]. To
simulate the physics of isothermal and weakly compressible
flows with an LBM, it is sufficient to consider the D3Q19 lattice
which is a 3D model composed of 19 discrete velocities [38].
D3Q19-LBMs then solve a coupled set of 19 lattice Boltzmann
equations: ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , 19},

fi( #«r + #«ci∆t, t + ∆t) =
[
fi + Ωi

]
( #«r , t), (23)

In practice, solving each equation involves two successive
steps [46]:

Collision : f ∗i ( #«r , t) =
[
fi + Ωi

]
( #«r , t), (24)

Streaming : fi ( #«r + #«ci∆t, t + ∆t) = f ∗i ( #«r , t), (25)

where f ∗i represents the post-collision populations, and Ωi is
the collision model in its general form. These steps collec-
tively form the “Collide and Stream” numerical scheme, well-
recognized for its efficiency [29, 47] and accuracy [48, 49].

The most common collision model considered in the LB lit-
erature is the BGK operator, which was named after its authors
Bhatnagar, Gross, and Krook [50]. It corresponds to a simple
relaxation process that makes fi( #«r , t) tend towards an equilib-
rium state f eq

i (ρ, #«u ). It reads

ΩBGK
i = −

∆t
τ

[
fi( #«r , t) − f eq

i (ρ, #«u )
]
, (26)

where the relaxation time is

τ/∆t = ν/c2
s + 1/2 (27)

ν is the kinematic viscosity of the fluid, and cs/(∆x/∆t) = 1/3
is the speed of sound of the D3Q19 lattice [38]. The equilib-
rium state f eq

i (ρ, #«u ) is an Hermite polynomial expansion of the
Maxwellian ,that is commonly truncated to second-order for
isothermal and weakly compressible LBM [45]:

f eq
i (ρ, #«u ) = ρti

[
1 +

#«u · #«ci

c2
s
+

( #«u · #«ci )2

2c4
s
−

u2

2c2
s

]
. (28)

ti are the weights of the D3Q19 lattice that can be found in any
textbook [38].

Since the advent of LBM, a large number of collision terms
Ωi have been proposed [51]. Some of them target an improved
stability in the low viscosity regime [52], while others are ded-
icated to increasing the accuracy of LBMs for under-resolved
low-Reynolds simulations [53, 54]. The latter approach, com-
monly referred to as two-relaxation-time (TRT) LBM, intro-
duces a set of two parameters to independently control the kine-
matic viscosity and the accuracy of the model. In practice, this
is achieved by considering two temporary distributions ( f +i , f −i )
where

f +i = 0.5( fi + fī) and f −i = 0.5( fi − fī). (29)

ī is defined as the opposite direction of i so that #«cī = −
#«ci . A

temporary pair of equilibrium states ( f eq+
i , f eq−

i ) following the
same rules (29) is also introduced. One eventually end up with
the TRT collision model:

ΩTRT
i = −

∆t
τ+

[
f +i ( #«r , t) − f eq+

i (ρ, #«u )
]

−
∆t
τ−

[
f −i ( #«r , t) − f eq−

i (ρ, #«u )
]
.

(30)

In this work, τ+ = τ controls the kinematic viscosity whereas
τ− is fixed to

∆t
τ−
=

8(2 − ∆t/τ+)
8 − ∆t/τ+

(31)

for an improved accuracy in under-resolved and low Reynolds
conditions [55].

In LEDDS, both BGK and TRT collision models have been
implemented, but additional models can be easily included
through code copy/paste from the STLBM framework. For the
purposes of this study, we focus exclusively on the TRT model,
as it is particularly well suited for low-Reynolds-number simu-
lations of fluid-particle interactions.

Eventually, Dirichlet boundary conditions are enforced using
the standard and velocity-modified bounce-back schemes [56].
The initial macroscopic fields are prescribed by setting the
distribution functions to their corresponding equilibrium val-
ues (28).

In most simulations, the physical setup is specified through
a characteristic length in physical unit L, the Reynold number
Re, and a reference velocity in physical unit u. The numerical
parameters are fixed by the choice of the characteristic length
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in lattice unit Llb and the velocity in lattice unit ulb, from which
LEDDS computes the space discretization∆x = L

Llb
and discrete

timestep ∆t = ∆x ulb
u . The relaxation time τ is computed from

the kinematic viscosity ν = u L
Re according to Eq. (27).

In practice, the time step of the fluid ∆t is chosen to match
stability and accuracy constraints, through the choice of ulb.
The DEM solver can run with the same time, which sometimes
however leads to numerical instability. In this case, we resort to
substepping, where the particle time step ∆tp is smaller than ∆t,
and the ratio ∆t/∆tp is integer.

2.4. Fluid-solid coupling through partially saturated cells

To model fluid-solid interactions, we adopt a two-way cou-
pling approach, where the fluid influences the solids and the
solids in turn influence the fluid. Our study focuses on the
(fully) resolved case, in which particle diameters are several
times larger than the fluid cell size.

While methods that explicitly incorporate the orientation of
the solid surface [57, 58] can provide detailed accuracy, they re-
quire complex geometric information and intricate implementa-
tions, which limits their practicality for large-scale simulations,
especially on GPUs. Instead, we use an approach based solely
on the volume fraction of solid within each fluid cell, offering a
balance between accuracy, efficiency, and ease of implementa-
tion. This method, known in the LB community as the partially
saturated method (PSM), is closely related to the volume penal-
ization method widely used in CFD [59].

In the PSM, each lattice cell may be partially occupied by
one or more solids, and the local collision operator is adjusted
according to the cell’s solid fraction. This effectively creates
a penalization-like blending between fluid and solid behavior,
by enforcing the no-slip condition through a smooth transition
across the interface [36]. The inclusion of partially saturated
cells modifies the standard LBM collision step as follows

f ∗i ( #«r , t) =
[
fi + ΩPSM

i

]
( #«r , t), (32)

where
ΩPSM

i = (1 − Btot)ΩTRT
i +

∑
k

BkΩ
s
i,k (33)

for a fluid collision operator based on the TRT approach. Here,
Ωs

i,k is the solid collision operator that accounts for the influ-
ence of solid particle k on the local fluid cell. The weighting
factor Bk depends on the volume fraction of the cell occupied
by solid k, while Btot =

∑
k Bk represents the cumulative contri-

bution of all solids present in the cell.
The solid collision operator is expressed as [36, 60]:

Ωs
i,k =

[
fī(

#«r , t) − f eq
ī

(ρ, #«u )
]
−

[
fi( #«r , t) − f eq

i (ρ, #«uk)
]
, (34)

where #«uk is the surface velocity of the solid k [36, 60] and is
given by:

#«uk =
#«vk −

# «ωk × ( #«r j −
#«rk). (35)

#«rk is the center of mass of the solid k, while # «ωk is the angular
velocity of the sphere, and #«r j is the position of the fluid cell j.

The coefficient Bk is given by:

Bk =
βk(τ − 1

2 )

(1 − βk) + (τ − 1
2 )
, (36)

where βk is the the so-called solid fraction (which is the propor-
tion of the cell occupied by the solid k).

When multiple solids collide, they may overlap within the
same fluid cell, potentially resulting in a total value of Btot

greater than one. In our framework, we address this challenge
by employing a straightforward solution, which is truncating
this sum to one:

Btot = min

∑
k

Bk, 1

 . (37)

Interestingly, when a fluid cell contains no solid, βk equals zero,
and the PSM formulation reverts to the standard “Collide and
Stream” algorithm.

Ensuring a smooth evolution of the solid fraction is crucial
to avoid accuracy and stability issues. In practice, there are dif-
ferent ways to compute that quantity (see Ref.[61] for more de-
tails). In LEDDS, two of these methods are implemented. The
first method, called the subdivision method, involves picking a
certain number of points spread evenly inside the cell. We then
calculate the ratio between the total number of points in the cell
and the number of points in the solid:

βk =
1
N

N∑
i=1

1∥ #«r j −
#«si ∥<Rk

, (38)

where si are points taken at known locations and uniformly dis-
tributed inside a fluid cell j, #«rk is the position of the sphere
k, N is the total number of points, and Rk is the radius of the
solid sphere. This method ensures a smooth evolution of the
solid fraction as the solid moves from one fluid cell to another.
However, it can also be computationally intensive if the num-
ber of points inside a fluid cell is too high. Imposing 10 points
per direction (N = 1000) was found to be a good tradeoff, but
the user can adjust this parameter if needed. The second ap-
proach, referred to as the distance-based method, relies solely
on a geometric distance computation [62]. The solid fraction
contribution of particle k to cell j is estimated as

βk =


0 if δsc < 0
1 if δsc > 2Rc
δsc
2Rc

else
, (39)

δsc = Rk + Rc −
∥∥∥ #«rk −

#«r j

∥∥∥, Rc = ∆x 3

√
3

4π
, (40)

where #«r j is the centered position of the fluid cell j. The cal-
culation of δsc is actually just the overlap distance between the
solid sphere k and a sphere of volume ∆x3 centered at the cell’s
center. Alternative distance-based formulations exist. For ex-
ample, Jones et al. [61] proposed a fast approximation based
on a purely linear solid-fraction model using precomputed co-
efficients that depend only on the particle radius, demonstrating
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good accuracy for spherical particles. However, such an ap-
proach is not considered here because extending it to ellipsoidal
particles requires significant modifications of the original, as
the distance relation must account for particle orientation. In
this work, the subdivision method is therefore used for phys-
ical validation (Section 4), while the distance-based approach
serves primarily for performance comparison with the state-of-
the-art solver waLBerla, which relies on the same strategy [62]
(see Section 5).

It is interesting to note that other approaches for the distance
computation exist, such as Ref. [61], which showcases good
results by approximating the solid fraction for spheres purely
linearly, relying on a precomputed term dependent on the ra-
dius of the spheres. This methodology is however not explored
in the present work, as it would be less straightforward to ex-
tend to ellipsoidal particles, where the distance also depends
on the orientation of the particles. Instead, this work show-
case the subdivision method for physical validation, whereas
the distance-based approach is used for performance compari-
son with state-of-the-art solver waLBerla which also relies on
this approach.

Finally, the forces and torques exerted by the fluid on a solid
k can also be linked to the coefficient Bk [36, 63]:

#   «
Fs f = −

∆x3

∆t

∑
j

Bk( #«r j)
∑

i

Ωs
k,i(

#«r j) #«ci

 , (41)

#    «
Ms f = −

∆x3

∆t

∑
j

Bk( #«r j) ·

( #«r j −
#«rk) ×

∑
i

Ωs
k,i(

#«r j) #«ci

 , (42)

where j is the index of the cells (partially) contained inside the
solid, and #«ci are the velocities of the lattice. Ωs

k,i(
#«r j) is the ith

component of the solid collision term corresponding to the kth
solid inside the cell j.

3. Portable implementation strategy

Below, we outline the general strategy behind LEDDS, em-
phasizing both portability and performance. We first present the
high-level design principles, including the use of algorithmic
primitives and the structure-of-arrays memory layout, which to-
gether ensure clear, maintainable, and fully data-parallel code.
We then describe the implementation details that realize these
principles in practice for DEM and LBM-DEM coupling.

3.1. General principles

3.1.1. Algorithmic primitives
The design of LEDDS is based on a simple programming

philosophy: all parallelism is expressed exclusively through
high-level algorithmic primitives provided by the programming
framework. Hence, the user code clearly expresses the intent
of the computation, while the compiler and runtime determine
how these operations are executed in parallel on the available
hardware. This approach keeps the code simple, maintainable,
and reproducible, while avoiding manual handling of concur-
rency and synchronization. As a result, undefined behavior due

to race conditions can be excluded by construction, as explained
below.

The concept of algorithmic primitives originates from Blel-
loch [19], who demonstrated that a small set of data-parallel
operations, such as map, reduce, and scan, forms a complete ba-
sis for expressing parallel algorithms. Originally developed for
vector and PRAM architectures, this abstraction has regained
importance with the rise of GPUs and heterogeneous platforms,
where explicit data parallelism maps naturally to hardware. A
central goal of modern high-performance computing is there-
fore to express algorithms entirely in terms of such primitives,
enabling performance portability across current GPUs and fu-
ture accelerators. According to Blelloch’s taxonomy, three fun-
damental categories of primitives can be defined: (1) element-
wise operations such as map, gather, and scatter; (2) reduc-
tions and scans such as reduce, scan, and segmented_scan;
and (3) permutation and filtering operations such as sort and
partition. For simplicity, we also treat unique as a primi-
tive, even though it can be expressed as a combination of map,
scan, and scatter.

In LEDDS, the LBM-DEM coupling algorithm is
fully formulated in terms of four such primitives: map,
reduce_by_key, unique, and sort. Table 1 summarizes
the entire workflow, showing how these primitives are applied
across the main computational steps—from particle advance-
ment and collision detection to DEM force computation and
fluid-solid coupling. Most operations rely on standard C++
parallel algorithms, while a few performance-critical ones
make use of the Thrust library, which provides optimized
GPU implementations. This mixed use of C++ and Thrust
strikes a balance between portability and efficiency: C++
primitives ensure maintainable and hardware-agnostic code,
while Thrust provides the necessary high-performance support
for segmented reductions and sorting.

In this context, each primitive serves a specific role:
• Map (C++ STL)

Applies a user-defined operation independently to each ele-
ment of an array, producing one output element per input el-
ement. Implemented using std::transform from the C++
Standard Template Library (STL).

• Reduce-by-key (Thrust)
Combines consecutive values sharing the same key us-
ing an associative operator, producing one output per
unique key. Standard C++ parallel algorithms do
not yet support segmented reduction, so LEDDS uses
thrust::reduce_by_key with logarithmic parallel span.

• Unique (C++ STL)
Removes consecutive duplicate elements from a sequence,
leaving only the first occurrence of each distinct element.
Although it can be constructed from lower-level primitives
(prefix-sum & scatter), it is treated as a standalone operation
for clarity. Implemented using std::unique.

• Sort (Thrust)
Reorders elements by key so that elements with equal keys
are contiguous. LEDDS uses a radix-based GPU imple-
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Task / Step Primitive Size Further details
Particle advancement Section 3.2.1
Integrate (Velocity-Verlet) Map Npart Eq. (18a) to (19d)
Update cell-linked list Map Ngrid
Compute number of neighbors Map Npart

Collision list construction Section 3.2.1
Compute offset of collision pairs Prefix Sum Ngrid
Create list of collision pairs Map Ngrid See Fig. 5(b)
Make collisions adjacent Sort Ngrid See Fig. 5(c)
Remove duplicates Unique Ngrid

Compute DEM forces Section 3.2.2
Compute force and torque Map Ncoll Eqs. (4) and (14)
Update tangential displacement Map Ncoll Eq. (13)
Compute particle range Map Ncoll See Fig. 6(left)

Reduce DEM forces Section 3.2.2
Left pair-member: reduce force Map Npart See Fig. 6(left)
Right pair-member: sort Sort Ncoll See Fig. 6(right)
Right pair-member: compute range Map Ncoll See Fig. 6(right)
Right pair-member: reduce force Map Npart See Fig. 6(right)

PSM fluid-particle coupling Section 3.2.3
Compute solid fractions Map Nfluid Eq. (37)
Compute hydrodynamic forces Map Nfluid Eq. (41)
LBM collision-streaming Map Nfluid As in Ref. [29], with Eqs. (32) and (33)

Force reduction Section 3.2.3
Sort forces per particle Sort Nfluid
Reduce forces Reduce_by_key Nfluid

Table 1: Computational workflow of LEDDS, expressed entirely in terms of algorithmic primitives. In practice, LEDDS calls either C++ Standard Library
(STL) algorithms or Thrust algorithms for any of these primitives. This unified representation covers both LBM and DEM stages without requiring any explicit
synchronization or device-specific code. The table also reports the relevant problem size for each step, denoted by Npart (number of particles), Ngrid (number of grid
cells for the cell-linked list), Ncoll (number of inter-particle collisions), and Nfluid (number of fluid cells).

mentation (thrust::sort_by_key) for linear work and
logarithmic span on fixed-width integer or floating-point
keys, which is more efficient than the comparison-based
std::sort with higher asymptotic cost.

To exclude the possibility for race conditions during the ap-
plication of the map primitive, two common cases must be con-
sidered. First, non-local overlapping reads and writes must be
avoided; this is typically ensured by separating input and out-
put arrays, as in the LBM two-population collision-streaming
kernel. Second, when reductions or data reordering occur at
the write location, a PULL-style parallel processing approach is
employed to ensure thread safety, for example when construct-
ing particle and collision lists (Figure 5 a-b)

From a performance standpoint, primitives with logarithmic
parallel span, such as reduce_by_key, unique, and sort, are
effectively limited by memory bandwidth rather than compu-
tation. On GPUs, global memory access dominates runtime,
so the theoretical O(log N) span does not introduce signifi-
cant latency. This is particularly true for radix-based sorting,
whose observed scaling is essentially linear for data size of typ-
ical LEDDS simulation runs; a comparison-based implementa-
tion would make the logarithmic factor more apparent. Con-
sequently, all primitives in LEDDS are fully data-parallel and

warrant portability of performance across platforms.

3.1.2. Data structure
LEDDS primarily employs a structure-of-arrays (SoA) data

layout, where each field is stored in a separate array. The
only exception concerns vector quantities (e.g., position, veloc-
ity, and force) whose three components are kept contiguous in
memory. The SoA layout promotes coalesced memory access
and often yields significantly higher performance, for instance
when applied to the memory alignment of LBM populations for
efficient collision-streaming execution [29]. It also integrates
naturally with the use of algorithmic primitives, since opera-
tions such as sorting or reduction can easily exchange one key
field for another without restructuring the associated value ar-
rays.

The persistent arrays representing the state of the system at
each time step are:

• LB populations: Two 19-element fields in SoA layout repre-
senting the D3Q19 two-population model for the fluid (used
by LBM primitives in Table 1).

• Particles: Two three-component arrays storing particle posi-
tions and velocities.
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• Collision pairs: Each pair identifies a potential contact be-
tween two particles. Stored explicitly to index per-contact
quantities such as tangential displacements.

• Lateral displacements: Track tangential offsets over the
lifetime of each contact and are used to compute frictional
forces in the DEM model.

In addition to these persistent arrays, LEDDS relies on tempo-
rary buffers during specific algorithmic steps:

• Grid for cell-linked list: The simulation domain is dis-
cretized into a uniform grid. Each cell stores a fixed-size
list accommodating the maximum number of particles over-
lapping the cell.

• DEM forces computation: Temporary arrays store pairwise
contact forces and torques before reduction to per-particle
values using map and reduce_by_key primitives.

• Fluid forces computation: Hydrodynamic forces are evalu-
ated on fluid-solid interface cells and subsequently reduced
to per-particle values using the reduce_by_key primitive.

Throughout the workflow (Table 1), the following symbols de-
note the relevant problem sizes:
• Nfluid Number of cells in the fluid grid.

• Ngrid Number of cells in the cell-linked-list grid.

• Npart Instantaneous number of particles.

• Ncoll Instantaneous number of inter-particle collisions.
Although per-cell operations over the fluid and grid cells share
the same asymptotic complexity, O(Nfluid) = O(Ngrid), the num-
ber of grid cells Ngrid is typically one to two orders of magnitude
smaller than Nfluid. Consequently, operations scaling with Nfluid,
such as those on LBM populations, tend to dominate the overall
computational cost.

3.2. Implementation of DEM and LBM-DEM coupling

Hereafter, we focus on the different steps required by LEDDS
to update the position of particles, compute the DEM forces,
and the fluid-particle interactions. The implementation of the
fluid update is detailed in Ref. [29] and is not repeated here. As
shown in Figure 3, the algorithm for particle progression and
interaction requires three main stages: (1) Update of the par-
ticles and of the uniform grid / cell-linked list which is used
to identify potential collisions; (2) The computation of particle-
particle interactions and update of corresponding tangential dis-
placements of particles; (3) The LB update of fluid cells through
the PSM, and the computation of particle-fluid interactions. In
case of pure DEM simulations, the algorithm reduces to steps
(1) and (2). The different algorithms composing these steps are
summarized in Table 1 and are explained below.

3.2.1. Uniform grid and cell-linked list
During the first stage, particles are advanced in time using a

second-order, time-reversible, explicit Velocity-Verlet scheme,
following Eqs. (18a) trough (19d). To avoid a O(N2) neighbor
search, a uniform grid is set up as a spatial acceleration structure
for collision detection, commonly referred to as a cell-linked

Update the particles positions

Move the particles in the uniform grid

Determine the list of potential collisions

Compute the forces for each pair and
update the tangential displacement

Reduce the forces on each particle

Update fluid cells following the PSM

Reduce the fluid forces on each solid

Update the particles velocities

Particles
/G

rid
D

E
M

forces
com

putation
Fluid-particle

coupling

Figure 3: Overview of the LEDDS workflow from the particle perspective. Col-
ored groups highlight the three main stages: particle/grid updates (blue), DEM
force computation (red), and fluid-particle coupling (green), corresponding to
Sections 3.2.1, 3.2.2, and 3.2.3, respectively. In case of pure DEM, the third
stage disappears from the workflow.

list, in which each grid cell stores the identifiers of nearby par-
ticles. In our implementation, each cell uses a fixed-size array
rather than a dynamic list, since the number of particles per cell
is small and bounded. Particles are associated with a grid cell
when their axis-aligned bounding box (AABB) intersects the
corresponding spatial region (see Figure 4).

The update of the cell-linked list is simplified by the assump-
tion that particles move no more than one grid-cell width per
time step. In this case, the updated particles assigned to a grid
cell are computed by parsing all particles currently linked to
neighboring grid cells. This allows updating the cell-linked list
through a unique traversal of all grid cells. At each cell, data
is gathered from neighboring cell and the local neighbor infor-
mation can be updated through a thread-safe PULL-operation.
During the same memory traversal, the number of collision
pairs for each grid cell is computed to prepare the data struc-
tures for the subsequent collision-detection stage. These steps
are summarized in the following extract of Table 1:
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Figure 4: Illustration of the 2D uniform grid. Spheres i and j overlap the cells
(2, 2) and (2, 3). Sphere i is considered present in cells (0, 1) and (0, 3) due to
the use of the AABB.

Particle Advancement Steps Primitive Size

Integrate (Velocity-Verlet) Map Npart
Update grid Map Ngrid
Compute number of neighbors Map Npart

After the grid update, potential collision pairs are identified
through a sequence of parallel algorithm calls. Through a par-
allel map over the grid, a list of particle pairs is first gener-
ated at every cell by scanning, as before, the neighboring cells
in a PULL-operation. To avoid redundant entries, only pairs
(i, j) satisfying i < j are considered. The storage offsets of the
collision pairs are precomputed as the result of a prefix-sum
algorithm call applied to the precomputed number of neigh-
bors, which ensures contiguous and efficient memory alloca-
tion. Since the same pair may be detected from multiple neigh-
boring cells, the resulting list can contain duplicates. A global
lexicographic sort followed by a unique operation removes
these duplicates, yielding a compact and ordered list of unique
collision pairs. These steps are summarized in the following
extract of Table 1:

Collision List Construction Steps Primitive Size

Compute offset of collision pairs Prefix Sum Ngrid
Create list of collision pairs Map Ngrid
Make collisions adjacent Sort Ngrid
Make collisions unique Unique Ngrid

3.2.2. DEM forces computation
The second stage corresponds to the computation of con-

tact forces and torques (1) between colliding particles. These
terms are first computed for all identified collision pairs before
being reduced to per-particle quantities. Note that forces are
stored only once for every interaction pairs, as they are equal
for two interacting particles owing to the action-reaction prin-
ciple, while the torque is stored separately for each of the two
particles of a collision pair.

Per-collision normal and tangential forces (4), and their asso-
ciated torque (14), are determined by the chosen contact model
and are evaluated using per-element operations over the colli-
sion list. The tangential displacement history (13) required by
frictional models is updated in the same process. The net force
and torque acting on each particle is obtained from the per-
collision forces and torques through sorting and range-based
accumulation as summarized below:

Compute DEM Forces Steps Primitive Size

Compute force and torque Map Ncoll
Update tangential displacement Map Ncoll

It is noted that the accumulation for the total force and torque
acting on a given particle i accounts for both pairs (i, ·) in which
i appears as first member, and pairs in which (·, i) appears as
second member. The former case is easily computed as the
collision pairs are already sorted in a way in which first pair-
members are memory adjacent. After computing the range
of pairs for each particle, these forces are computed through
a range-based accumulation (reduce_by_key). For the latter
case, the pairs are first sorted again according to their second
pair-member. A renewed computation of per-particle ranges,
followed by a range-based accumulation, concludes the compu-
tation of DEM forces. All these steps are summarized below:

Reduce DEM Forces Steps Primitive Size

Compute particle range Map Ncoll
Left pair-member – reduce force Map Npart
Right pair-member – sort Sort Ncoll
Right pair-member – compute range Map Ncoll
Right pair-member – reduce force Map Npart

3.2.3. Fluid-particle coupling
The third stage of the numerical scheme runs the LB fluid

solver with partially saturated cells (33) and integrates the fluid
forces acting on the particles. Given the updated particle posi-
tions, the contribution Bk (36) of individual particles on every
fluid cell is computed through an element-wise operation on all
fluid cells. To enhance efficiency, an upper bound k is defined
for the maximal number of solids that can cut a fluid cell at
the same time. In the context of fully resolved particles pre-
sented in this article, a value of k = 2 is chosen. The number
of solids per cell is in practice limited to two for fully resolved
LBM-DEM, as the particle diameters largely exceed the size of
fluid cells. The overall solid fraction Btot (37) is computed from
the contributions Bk, and the resulting interaction forces (41)
and torques (42) are computed directly for all affected cells.
As a next step, the LBM collision-streaming kernel is executed
as a single element-wise operation on all fluid cells, following
the LBM implementation described in the STLBM library [29],
which is here supplemented with the PSM, following Eqs. (32)
and (33). These steps are summarized as:
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(a)
List of solids (capital letters) possibly
overlapping on a grid cell (column c j).

c0 c1 c2 c3 c4

(A,B) (B,D) (A,E) (A,B)
(A,C) (A,F)
(B,C) (A,G)

(E,F)
(E,G)
(F,G)

(b)
List of possible collisions occurring on a given

grid cell c j.

(A,B) (A,C) (A,E) (A,F) (A,G) (B,C) . . .

(c)
A global operation sorts all collision pairs

according to the first pair-member and removes
duplicates.

Figure 5: Three-step procedure for the global computation of all unique collision pairs, illustrated with an example (solids are represented by letters instead of
numbers for better readability). Step (a) and (b) are local per-cell operations. Step (c) sorts the collision pairs and makes them unique in a global operation.
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Figure 6: The particle-particle forces are computed during a parallel map operation applied to all particles. For the force acting on a given particle, a non-parallel
sum over all precomputed pairwise forces in which the particle appears as the left pair-member (left panel) or the right pair-member (right panel) is carried out. The
former case is easily computed, as the collision pairs and forces are already sorted according to the first pair-member, as shown in Fig. 5(c). For the latter case, the
collision pairs must be sorted anew upon their second pair-member, coupled to their collision-force index, which no longer corresponds to the index of the collision
pair. A similar approach applies for the torques.

PSM Fluid-Particle Coupling Steps Primitive Size

Compute solid fractions Map Nfluid
Compute forces Map Nfluid
LBM collision-streaming with PSM Map Nfluid

After this, the computed forces are reduced to per-particle
quantities through sorting and key-based reduction operations.
This is achieved applying a sort primitive over all fluid cells,
and a range-based accumulation to recover per-particle forces.

Force Reduction Steps Primitive Size

Sort forces per particle Sort Nfluid
Reduce forces Reduce_by_key Nfluid

With these updated forces, the new acceleration and velocity
of particles can now be computed which concludes the current
time step.

4. Validation

In this section, we systematically assess the accuracy and
physical consistency of the LEDDS framework across a hier-
archy of test cases. We begin by validating the DEM module in
collision scenarios of increasing complexity:

1. Head-on, perfectly elastic collision between two spheres,
verifying energy and momentum conservation;

2. Eccentric collision between two ellipsoids, confirming
correct handling of non-spherical particle dynamics;

3. Sphere-wall impact in the presence of friction, used to
benchmark tangential force modeling; and

4. Many-body simulation of identical spheres confined in a
box, reproducing the statistical equilibrium predicted by
kinetic theory for a gas of perfectly elastic particles;

followed by two coupled LBM-DEM benchmarks designed to
further evaluate the accuracy and robustness of the fluid-particle
coupling through PSM:

5. Settling of a single particle in a viscous fluid, used to eval-
uate the dynamic behavior of an isolated particle as it in-
teracts with the surrounding flow field and approaches its
terminal settling velocity; and

6. Shear-flow simulation of a densely packed particle suspen-
sion, aimed at validating the effective rheology predicted
by the coupled model in many-body configurations under
steady shear.

Unless otherwise stated, quantities are either dimensionless,
like to Reynold number, or expressed in physical units (shown
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in square brackets). Equivalent values in lattice units are re-
ported when relevant to the numerical setup.

4.1. Head-on perfectly elastic collision of spheres (DEM)
To validate the integration of the LIGGGHTS DEM module

into our framework, we first verify the conservation of momen-
tum and energy during a head-on collision between two iden-
tical, frictionless spheres (µ = 0) under perfectly elastic con-
ditions (restitution coefficient ϵ = 1). Energy conservation is
assessed by tracking the time evolution of the total mechani-
cal energy, defined as the sum of kinetic and elastic potential
energies, throughout the collision.

The simulated system consists of two identical spheres, la-
beled i and j, with radii Ri = R j = 15 [mm], masses mi = m j =

15.5509 [g], Poisson’s ratios υi = υ j = 0.4999, and Young’s
moduli Ei = E j = 10 [MPa]. Initially, the spheres are separated
by 2 [µm] and move toward each other with equal and opposite
velocities: vi(0) = −v j(0) = 1 [mm/s]. The simulation uses a
time step of ∆t = 10−5 [s] and runs for 1000 iterations. Sin-
gle and double precision produce compatible results, so only
single-precision results are shown.

Based on the above initial conditions, the total momentum of
the system at t = 0 is then mivi(0) + m jv j(0) = 0. As the sim-
ulation progresses, the magnitudes of the particle velocities de-
crease during the collision until they reach zero (see Figure 7).
Their velocities then reverse direction and increase in magni-
tude as the spheres move apart in opposite directions. Clearly,
the total momentum remains unaffected by the collision and re-
tains its value of zero throughout the entire simulation.

We can also verify whether the total energy of the system,
Et = En,el + Ek,t, is conserved throughout the collision. Here,
EK(t) is the translational kinetic energy of the spheres, and En,el

is their normal elastic potential energy. The translational kinetic
energy is given by

Ek,t(t) =
1
2

[
mivi(t)2 + m jv j(t)2

]
. (43)

while the normal elastic potential energy is computed from the
normal elastic force, which is defined as fn,el = knδn (10). Ex-
plicitly, this force is

fn,el = knδn =
4
3

Y∗
√

R∗ δ3/2n , (44)

where Y∗ and R∗ are defined in Appendix A. Integrating this
force over the overlap δn yields the normal elastic potential en-
ergy:

En,el(δn) =
∫ δn

0
fn,el(x) dx =

4
3

Y∗
√

R∗
∫ δn

0
x3/2 dx (45)

=
8

15
Y∗
√

R∗ δ5/2n . (46)

As illustrated in Figure 8, the total energy of the system remains
constant during the collision. Initially, all the energy in the sys-
tem is of translational kinetic nature. During the initial phase of
the collision, as the spheres approach each other, kinetic energy
gradually transforms into elastic potential energy until particle
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Figure 7: Head-on elastic collision: Time evolution of the spheres’ longitudinal
velocities (vx,i and vx, j) starting from opposite initial velocities.
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Figure 8: Head-on elastic collision: Time evolution of total Et , translational
kinetic Ek,t , and elastic potential energy En,el of two identical spheres (i and j)
with opposite initial velocities.

velocities reach zero. At this point, the entire energy of the
system is stored as elastic potential energy. Subsequently, the
spheres start to separate under the influence of the elastic nor-
mal force, and the energy in the form of elastic potential energy
transitions back into kinetic energy. This process continues un-
til the spheres are no longer in contact, and the system’s energy
is solely kinetic as they move away from each other.

4.2. Eccentric perfectly elastic collision of ellipsoids (DEM)

To further validate the extension of the DEM framework to
non-spherical particles, we perform a second test case involving
the collision of two ellipsoids. This simulation serves two main
purposes: (1) to verify that the model correctly captures the
rotational motion resulting from an eccentric (off-center) col-
lision, and (2) to confirm the conservation of total mechanical
energy in the absence of dissipative effects.

The physical and numerical parameters are identical to those
used in the spherical benchmark, except for the particle shapes,
masses, and initial positions. The two ellipsoids, labeled i and
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Figure 9: Eccentric collision of two identical ellipsoids: time evolution of the
total (Et), translational kinetic (Ek,t), rotational kinetic (Ek,r), and elastic poten-
tial (En,el) energies.

j, have semi-axes

ri = (0.45, 0.15, 0.15) [mm],
r j = (0.15, 0.45, 0.15) [mm],

and identical masses mi = m j = 46.6527 [g]. Initially, their
centers of mass are positioned at

(xi, yi, zi) = (0, 0.21634, 0) [mm],
(x j, y j, z j) = (0.58232, 0, 0) [mm],

and their initial translational velocities are vi(0) = −v j(0) = 1
[mm/s] along the x-axis. This slight vertical offset introduces an
eccentricity in the impact geometry, causing the line of action
of the contact force to no longer pass through the centers of
mass. As a result, both ellipsoids experience a torque during
contact, which initiates rotation. This behavior was absent from
the previous simulations because it cannot occur in a perfectly
frictionless sphere-sphere collision.

The simulation is carried out with a time step of ∆t = 2×10−7

[s] over 10000 iterations, which corresponds to a physical time
of 2 [ms].

The onset of rotational motion is quantified through the rota-
tional kinetic energy:

Ek,r(t) =
1
2

(
ωT

i Iiωi + ω
T
j I jω j

)
, (47)

where Ii and I j denote the inertia tensors of the two ellipsoids,
and ωi, ω j are their respective angular velocity vectors. The
total mechanical energy of the system then reads:

Et = En,el + Ek,t + Ek,r, (48)

where En,el is the normal elastic potential energy, Ek,t the trans-
lational kinetic energy, and Ek,r the rotational kinetic energy.

As shown in Figure 9, the initial translational kinetic energy
of the ellipsoids is partially converted into rotational kinetic en-
ergy through the elastic potential energy developed during the
collision. When the particles first make contact, part of the
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z

uin
x

vout
z

uout
x

ωout

z

x
y

Figure 10: Setup of the simulation for the test. Before the collision, the sphere is
not rotating. The angles θin and θout are taken relatively to the normal direction
of the wall.

translational energy is stored elastically while a smaller por-
tion initiates rotational motion. As the ellipsoids separate, the
potential energy component is progressively reconverted into
translational and rotational kinetic energy components. The to-
tal energy of the system remains nearly constant throughout the
simulation, confirming good energy conservation properties of
the collision model for non-spherical particles.

Quantitatively, the relative variation between the initial and
final total energies is

∣∣∣Et,final − Et,initial
∣∣∣ /Et,initial = 0.15%. This

small deviation originates from geometric and numerical ap-
proximations inherent to the discrete-element formulation for
ellipsoidal particles, particularly those related to the estima-
tion of local curvature and contact orientation (see Section 2.1).
This interpretation is further supported by repeating the same
simulations using single precision. The resulting total-energy
deviation is 0.142%, compared with 0.140% obtained in dou-
ble precision, indicating that numerical precision plays only a
minor role relative to the geometric and algorithmic approxi-
mations discussed above. To the best of our knowledge, the
conservation of energy during collisions of non-spherical parti-
cles is rarely addressed in the DEM literature, making this work
one of the few to explicitly tackle it.

Overall, the agreement with the theoretical expectations re-
mains very strong, thereby confirming the validity and robust-
ness of the extended collision model for ellipsoids.

4.3. Sphere-wall collision with friction (DEM)

As a next step, we now target the validation of collisions be-
tween a single sphere and a rigid wall in the presence of friction.
To this end, we simulate a sphere approaching a flat wall with a
prescribed velocity and incident angle, initially without angular
velocity (see Figure 10). Introducing a finite friction coefficient
causes part of the translational kinetic energy to be converted
into rotational motion. Since the collision is perfectly elastic
(ϵ = 1), the total energy remains constant, and the translational
and rotational energies are simply redistributed by the frictional
interaction.

In practice, we can quantify the effect of friction on energy
transfer by tracking the sphere’s angular and tangential velocity
components at the point of contact with the wall. By definition,
this tangential velocity reads as

ux = vx − ωR, (49)
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threshold Ψin = 5µ beyond which the full sliding hypothesis is correct.

where ω denotes the angular velocity around the y-axis and R is
the sphere radius. We then introduce the pre- and post-collision
velocity ratios relative to the incident vertical velocity vin

z :

Ψin = −
vin

x

vin
z
, Ψout = −

uout
x

vin
z
, uout

x = vout
x − ωoutR, (50)

where for perfectly elastic collisions vin
z = −vout

z . These ratios
are used to measure of how friction redistributes translational
motion into rotational motion during the collision.

Given the complexity of tangential interactions, we focus on
the regime where the sphere slides along the wall for the en-
tire duration of contact. In this sliding regime, the tangential
force is continuously limited by Coulomb’s friction law (5).
Under this assumption, the post-collision velocity ratio can be
expressed analytically as a function of Ψin and the friction co-
efficient µ [64–66]:

Ψout = Ψin − 7µ. (51)

A critical value of Ψin exists beyond which the sliding regime
is reached:

Ψin = 5µ, (52)

while for smaller Ψin, the collision exhibits a mixture of stick-
ing and sliding, which is more difficult to analyze. The in-
terested reader can refer to the detailed theoretical and ex-
perimental discussions of these regimes that are provided in
Refs. [66, 67].

We conducted simulations with friction coefficients, µ, rang-
ing from 0 to 0.5, and incident angles from 5◦ to 85◦ (corre-
sponding to arctan(Ψin) ≈ 0.087 to 1.44 in radians). The post-
collision ratio Ψout is plotted in Figure 11 using arctan(Ψout) for
direct comparison with the incident angles. Globally speaking,
the results exhibit excellent agreement with theoretical predic-
tions in the sliding regime and accurately capture the rotational
motion induced by friction. Notably, the post-collision angle
matches perfectly the incident angle in case of a frictionless
wall, i.e., Ψout = Ψin for µ = 0. As expected for Ψin < 5 µ and
µ , 0, systematic deviations occur which reflects the transi-
tion to the mixed sticking/sliding regime that is also accurately
captured by LEDDS.

4.4. Many-body validation: Gas-like behavior in a box (DEM)

As the final validation of the DEM part of LEDDS, we re-
produce the collective dynamics of a large ensemble of collid-
ing particles as predicted by the kinetic theory of gases. In this
test, we simulate a system of 10000 identical spheres confined
within a rigid, four-wall box. All particles are initially assigned
the same translational velocity vector, #«v = (1, 1, 1) [mm/s],
and no rotational motion. Collisions are modeled as perfectly
elastic (ϵ = 1) and frictionless (µ = 0), which ensures that
the total mechanical energy of the system remains constant and
predominantly resides in translational kinetic energy. Even if
there is a brief conversion of kinetic energy into elastic poten-
tial energy during contact, it is negligible in practice because
the collision timescale is extremely short. As a result, energy
is solely exchanged between translational degrees of freedom,
much like in a monatomic gas.

When the number of particles is sufficiently large, the fre-
quent collisions lead to momentum exchange among particles,
driving the system toward a statistical equilibrium that closely
resembles an ideal gas confined in a closed container. Conse-
quently, the velocity components of the particles are expected
to follow a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution centered around
zero, reflecting the fact that, in the absence of external energy
input, the gas as a whole has no net motion.

Focusing on the z-component of the particle velocity, the
probability density function at equilibrium is given by [68, 69]:

f (vz) =
√

m
2πkbT

exp
(
−

mv2
z

2kbT

)
, (53)

where m is the particle mass, kb the Boltzmann constant, and
T the absolute temperature of the system. This distribution is
Gaussian, with zero mean and variance σ2 = kbT/m. From
the equipartition theorem, the mean kinetic energy per particle
relates to the macroscopic temperature of the gas as:

3
2

kbT = Ē =
1
2

m⟨v2⟩, (54)

which leads to

σ2 =
kbT
m
=

2
3

Ē
m
=

1
3
⟨v2⟩. (55)
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Figure 12: Many-body validation: time evolution of the particle velocity distribution (vz component) for 10000 elastic and frictionless spheres confined in a box.
The distribution converges toward the theoretical Maxwell-Boltzmann form with a mean velocity of zero and a standard deviation of 1 [mm/s].

Given the initial condition #«v = (1, 1, 1) [mm/s], the expected
standard deviation of a single velocity component is therefore
σ = 1 [mm/s].

The simulation was run for 400000 iterations with particles
of radius R = 0.015 [m]. Figure 12 shows the time evolution of
the velocity distribution along the z-axis. The initially monoki-
netic state progressively broadens as collisions redistribute mo-
mentum among all degrees of freedom. The distribution ulti-
mately converges to a Gaussian centered at zero with the pre-
dicted variance, confirming that the DEM formulation correctly
captures the many-body statistical behavior expected for an ide-
alized gas of perfectly elastic spheres.

4.5. Single-particle settling (LBM-DEM)

As a first validation of the fluid-particle coupling, we simu-
late the settling of a single sphere in a quiescent fluid, follow-
ing the experimental benchmark of a nylon particle descending
through silicone oil [70]. In this experiment, a sphere of diam-
eter dp = 15 [mm] and density ρp = 1120 [kg/m3] is released
inside a rectangular container filled with oil, with dimensions
100 × 100 [mm2] in cross-section and 160 [mm] in height. The
sphere is initially at rest at a height of 120 [mm] above the bot-
tom of the container (measured to the bottom of the sphere).

This benchmark is chosen not only to assess the particle’s ter-
minal (maximum) settling velocity, but also to evaluate the full
transient dynamics of the descent. An accurate fluid-particle
coupling must capture reasonably well the initial acceleration,
the subsequent approach to steady state, and the hydrodynamic
interaction with solid boundaries during the final stage of mo-
tion. Furthermore, this benchmark allows us to identify the key

parameters governing the accuracy and efficiency of the cou-
pling strategy (PSM), so that we can propose a practical trade-
off between particle resolution (i.e., the number of fluid cells
per particle diameter) and the fluid time-step, which in LBM
is controlled through the lattice velocity ulb. This balance en-
sures reliable accuracy while keeping the computational cost to
a minimum.

In our numerical setup, gravity is applied only to the particle,
not to the fluid. Consequently, the buoyancy force is not gener-
ated through the fluid’s hydrostatic pressure field but is instead
imposed analytically as

Fbuoyancy = −ρ f Vp g, (56)

where ρ f is the fluid density, and Vp is the particle volume. This
buoyancy force is then subtracted from the gravitational force
acting on the particle. This approach notably reduces the am-
plitude of spurious pressure waves generated at initialization,
and which are inherent to any compressible fluid solver such as
LBM.

We will evaluate the settling behaviour under four different
fluid conditions, varying both density and viscosity as listed in
Table 2. For each case, the Reynolds number is computed using
the particle’s settling velocity us.

Figure 13 shows the time evolution of the settling velocity
for all four cases. The particle is resolved with D/∆x = 20
fluid cells and simulated using a characteristic LB velocity of
ulb = 0.01. The numerical results (solid lines) are compared
directly with the experimental measurements of ten Cate et
al. [70] (symbols).

Globally speaking, the simulation results show very good
agreement with the experimental measurements across all
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Case ρ f [kg/m3] µ f [Pa·s] us [m/s] Reynolds

1 970 0.373 0.036 1.5

2 965 0.212 0.057 4.1

3 962 0.113 0.087 11.6

4 960 0.058 0.122 31.9

Table 2: Fluid parameters considered for the particle settling setups.
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Figure 13: Single particle settling simulation: Time evolution of the settling
velocity for a particle resolved with D/∆x = 20 fluid cells and an LB velocity of
ulb = 0.01. Simulation results (solid lines) are compared against the reference
data (dots) of ten Cate et al. [70] for several Reynolds numbers.

Reynolds numbers for all the different stages. More quantita-
tively, a slight delay is observed for initial stage of the motion
with the highest Reynolds number. This behavior is likely due
to the initial pressure disturbance generated when the particle
begins to move: at higher Reynolds numbers, viscous damping
is weaker, allowing this pressure wave to persist longer and mo-
mentarily affect the early acceleration. Conversely, for the low-
est Reynolds numbers, the particle tends to decelerate slightly
earlier as it approaches the bottom wall. This is expected in
high-viscosity regimes, where lubrication effects become more
pronounced; since no explicit lubrication model is used here,
the near-wall resistance is slightly over-predicted, causing an
earlier reduction in velocity (see Section 3.2 of Ref. [37] for
more details). In all cases, the particle terminal velocity is very
well predicted by LEDDS.

Interestingly, these trends are consistent across a wide range
of numerical parameters, including particle resolutions from
D/∆x = 5 to 30 and lattice velocities ulb from 0.002 to 0.08, as
detailed in Appendix B. For most Reynolds numbers, the sim-
ulation runtime can be reduced by more than a factor of 10 by
lowering the particle resolution to D/∆x = 10 and increasing
the lattice velocity to ulb = 0.02, while still maintaining good
accuracy.

4.6. Ellipsoid evolution in a shear flow (LBM-DEM)

As an additional validation of the fluid-solid coupling, we
consider the rotational dynamics of an ellipsoid immersed in
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Figure 14: Simulation of Jeffery orbit at Reynolds Re = 0.08 for various fluid
cell resolutions of the minor axis Nb ∈ {3, 6, 12, 24}. Top: Time evolution
of the angular velocity ωz. Bottom: Angular velocity ωz as a function of its
orientation θz.

a viscous shear flow. This configuration is a classical bench-
mark for non-spherical particle dynamics, as the motion of an
ellipsoid at vanishing Reynolds number is governed by the ana-
lytical solutions derived by Jeffery [71]. These so-called Jeffery
orbits describe the periodic rotational motion of the particle and
provide an excellent test of a numerical method’s ability to ac-
curately capture hydrodynamic torques on anisotropic solids.

We consider the case of a prolate ellipsoid with semi-axes
a = 0.5 [m] and b = c = 0.25 [m] (aspect ratio of 2) placed
at the center of a rectangular domain of size L

2 × L × L
2 , with

L = 20 a = 10 [m]. Such a large domain notably prevents the
influence of the no-slip (bounce-back) boundaries on the ellip-
soid dynamics. The domain is periodic in the x-direction, al-
lowing the ellipsoid to rotate freely. The rotation of the prolate
is controlled by imposing a steady Couette flow through a con-
stant velocity difference between two parallel walls: the upper
wall moves at u = (γ̇ L, 0, 0), with a shear rate γ̇ = 0.002 [s−1],
while the bottom wall remains stationary. The fluid velocity is
initialized with a linear profile, while the ellipsoid is left in a
rest state.

In this Stokes regime, the rotation of a prolate ellipsoid in-
duced by a shear flow is governed by Jeffery’s theory, which
provides analytical expressions for the orientation angle X
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about the z-axis and its angular velocity Ẋ [71]:

X(t) = tan−1
[
a
b

tan
(

ab γ̇ t
a2 + b2

)]
, (57)

Ẋ =
γ̇

a2 + b2

(
a2 cos2X + b2 sin2X

)
. (58)

The characteristic time scale of the rotational motion is the Jef-
fery period, TJ , which corresponds here to the time required
for the ellipsoid to complete one π-orientation cycle (“Jeffery
orbit”). It is derived by defining the inner phase ϕ(t) = ab γ̇ t

a2+b2 ,
and noting that the tangent function in the solution is periodic.
Requiring that the ellipsoid completes a rotation corresponding
to a π change in ϕ, i.e.,

ϕ(t + TJ) − ϕ(t) = π −→ TJ =
π (a2 + b2)

ab γ̇
≈ 3927 [s]. (59)

To remain in the Stokes regime, the fluid and particle densi-
ties are set equal to eliminate buoyancy effects, and the simu-
lation parameters are chosen such that the Reynolds number is
fixed at Re = 0.08, thereby minimizing inertial contributions.
As with the settling benchmark, such low Reynolds numbers
require small time steps to maintain accuracy. We therefore set
ulb = 8 × 10−4, ensuring τ < 2 for all tested resolutions of the
ellipsoid. Each simulation is run for a non-dimensional time of
8, corresponding to 5000 [s] of physical time (about 1.27 TJ for
the chosen parameters).

Figure 14 presents the angular velocity of the prolate ellip-
soid as a function of its orientation angle, together with the cor-
responding time evolution of the particle rotation, for several
spatial resolutions (defined as the number of fluid cells across
the particle’s minor axis b). At low resolutions, the rotation
rate is slightly overestimated, which results in a Jeffery period
shorter than the theoretical prediction. This behavior stems
from insufficiently resolved hydrodynamic torques acting on
the particle. Once the resolution reaches 12 cells per minor axis
(or higher) the agreement with the analytical Jeffery solution
becomes significantly more accurate: both the angular-velocity
profile and the oscillation period closely match the theoretical
curves. Further refinement provides only minor improvements,
indicating that the essential hydrodynamic torques governing
the particle motion are already well captured at these moderate
resolutions.

These results are fully consistent with the trends observed
for spherical particles in the settling benchmark (Section 4.5
and Appendix B), where resolutions of approximately 10 fluid
cells per particle diameter provided a good balance between
accuracy and computational cost. Here, despite the added ge-
ometric complexity of an anisotropic particle, similar resolu-
tion levels for the minor axis remain sufficient to reproduce
the correct rotational dynamics. This benchmark therefore con-
firms the accuracy of the solid-fluid coupling (PSM) for non-
spherical particles and demonstrates that the framework accu-
rately captures torque-driven motion of single particles in vis-
cous flows.

4.7. Effective viscosity in a shear flow (LBM-DEM)
The final validation test considered in this work combines

the many-body contact dynamics of Section 4.4 with the fluid-
particle interaction encountered in Section 4.5. More precisely,
we examine the effective rheology of a suspension of rigid
spheres subjected to a steady shear flow [72, 73]. This config-
uration is widely used to assess the ability of a coupled LBM-
DEM solver to reproduce bulk suspension properties, such as
the increase in apparent viscosity with particle volume frac-
tion [74–77].

The suspension consists of neutrally buoyant spheres of ra-
dius R = 0.1 [m] placed in a Newtonian fluid of dynamic
viscosity η0 = 1.0 [Pa·s]. The particles then have density
equal to that of the fluid, and gravity is omitted. The solids
are modeled with Poisson ratio ν = 0.4, Young’s modulus
E = 100 [MPa], friction coefficient µ = 0.45, and restitution
coefficient ϵ = 0.95. While these parameters are chosen to
mimick non-elastic aspects of real particle collisions, the re-
sult shows little sensitivity to specific collision parameters in
practice, as the interaction with the viscous fluids dominates
energy dissipation. The fluid domain is discretized by 2003 lat-
tice nodes, ensuring that each particle diameter is resolved by
10 fluid cells. The LBM time step is ∆t = 5 × 10−4 [s], and the
DEM solver performs 10 substeps per fluid iteration to warrant
the stability of the DEM solver.

To characterize the macroscopic rheology of the suspension,
we compute the effective viscosity from the mean wall shear
stress, which is directly related to the time-averaged streamwise
velocity profile ux(y). In a Newtonian fluid, the wall shear stress
is defined as

τw = η0
∂ux

∂y

∣∣∣∣∣
y=0
. (60)

However, directly approximating the gradient from the first off-
wall node introduces large discretization errors because of the
moderate resolution. To obtain a more accurate estimate of the
wall shear rate, we then fit a second-order polynomial through
the wall node and the first two interior fluid nodes and evaluate
its derivative analytically at the wall location,

u′x(0) = a1, (61)

(a) Initial condition with ϕ = 0.1 (b) Initial condition with ϕ = 0.4

Figure 15: Shear flow simulations: Instantaneous particle configurations for
two volume fractions ϕ = 0.1 and ϕ = 0.4. Only the solid phase is shown;
particles are colored by their streamwise velocity component ux, with red indi-
cating faster motion and blue indicating nearly quiescent regions.
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where a1 is the linear coefficient of the fitted polynomial. The
effective suspension viscosity is finally obtained from

η

η0
=

u′x(y0)
s
, (62)

where s is the measured wall shear rate. For validation,
this quantity is compared to the classical Krieger-Dougherty
model [78],

η

η0
=

(
1 −
ϕ

ϕm

)−[η],ϕm

, (63)

where ϕ is the particle volume fraction, ϕm = 0.64 being the
maximum packing fraction for monodisperse spheres, and [η] =
2.5 the intrinsic dynamic viscosity.

While generating initial particle configurations by random
placement (with velocities matched to the Couette profile) is
straightforward in the dilute regime, this approach becomes in-
creasingly inefficient for volume fractions above ϕ = 0.25 due
to geometric crowding. To robustly initialize dense suspen-
sions, we successively rely on two pre-processing steps. First,
a sedimentation procedure ensures all particles are accommo-
dated within the domain without overlap. Second, a brief relax-
ation stage with small random velocities is applied to remove
any residual spatial bias in the particle arrangement before the
shear flow is imposed. Once both particles and fluid have been
properly initialized, all simulations are performed over approx-
imately t∗ = 30 convective times, which corresponds to 3 mil-
lion LBM time iterations. Although this duration is insufficient
to obtain statistically converged data, the statistical homogene-
ity of the flow in the x- and z-directions allows us to average
ux(y) over these directions to get sufficient statistical conver-
gence for analysis.

The resulting numerical measurements are compared with
the theoretical prediction in Figure 16 for volume fractions
ranging from ϕ = 0.1 to 0.55. Perfect match is obtained for
ϕ ≤ 0.3 (dilute regime), and very good agreement with the
Krieger-Dougherty model is obtained for higher volume frac-
tions.
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Figure 16: Evolution of the apparent viscosity (η/η0) as a function of the
volume fraction (ϕ). Simulation data (symbols) are compared to the Krieger-
Dougherty semi-analytical law [73].

5. Performance analysis

To assess the computational efficiency and scalability of
LEDDS, we perform a series of performance benchmarks us-
ing a fluidized-bed configuration across a range of solid vol-
ume fractions. The analysis is conducted on both a 128-core
AMD EPYC 7742 CPU and an NVIDIA A100-SXM4 (80GB)
GPU. The CPU benchmarks establish a baseline for speedup
evaluation and highlight the effects of floating-point precision
on performance. The GPU benchmarks, in turn, quantify the
benefits of hardware acceleration and Thrust’s GPU-optimized
primitives, evaluate precision-dependent performance, and pro-
vide a direct comparison with waLBerla to gauge the efficiency
of LEDDS’s high-level, portable parallelization strategy rela-
tive to a highly optimized CUDA implementation.

5.1. Numerical setup for performance comparisons

The performance benchmarks are based on a fluidized-
bed configuration at various solid volume fractions, following
closely the setup of the performance study conducted with waL-
Berla [62]. This reference is particularly well suited for com-
parison, since both LEDDS and waLBerla rely on (1) the PSM-
based fluid-particle coupling strategy, and (2) the distance-
based solid-fraction computation (39). These methodological
similarities then enable us to propose a meaningful GPU per-
formance comparison against a state-of-the-art CUDA imple-
mentation.

The simulation parameters are chosen to match the reference
study, i.e., the particle diameter is resolved by 20 fluid cells,
and the DEM solver performs 10 sub-steps per LBM iteration.
The computational domain spans [500 × 200 × 800] fluid cells
(about 80 millions) and is periodic in the x- and z-directions.
No-slip bounce-back walls are imposed in the y-direction. The
Reynolds number is set to Re = 1, gravity acts in the negative
y-direction with magnitude g = 9.81 [m/s2], and the particle-to-
fluid density ratio is fixed at 1.1.

The benchmark covers particle volume fractions from ϕ = 0
up to ϕ = 0.45, corresponding to a maximum of 8494 spheres.
This range provides insight into the computational scaling
of the PSM coupling strategy from dilute to highly packed
regimes. For volume fractions above ϕ ≈ 0.25, we use the
same sedimentation-relaxation strategy to get the initial posi-
tioning of particles as for the shear flow simulations conducted
in Section 4.7.

5.2. Performance metric and compilation flags

To ensure consistent and reproducible performance measure-
ments, all benchmarks are executed after an initial warm-up
phase designed to remove startup overheads such as memory
allocation, or data transfers. On the GPU, 500 warm-up iter-
ations are performed before measurements begin, followed by
2500 iterations used to compute the reported execution times.
On the CPU, 100 warm-up iterations are used, and performance
is evaluated over 500 iterations. These iteration counts are suffi-
ciently large to average out short-term fluctuations while keep-
ing the benchmarking stage computationally affordable.
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Performance results are reported in lattice updates per second
(LUPS), the standard metric in the LBM community that mea-
sures how many fluid cells are updated per second. Because this
number is typically very large, especially on modern GPUs, it
is common to express it in millions (MLUPS). Although the
MLUPS performance metric does not directly quantify the cost
of the DEM component, it reflects the overall performance of
the coupled LBM-DEM simulation because it is computed from
the total wall-clock time per iteration. As a result, all operations
(LBM, DEM, and PSM-based coupling) are implicitly included
in the metric. This makes MLUPS suitable for comparing dif-
ferent configurations and for assessing the overhead introduced
by particle-fluid interactions as the solid volume fraction in-
creases.

All simulations are compiled with the nvc++ compiler (ver-
sion 24.9). It should be noted that the current version of LEDDS
is incompatible with older versions of nvc++, while upward
compatibility is currently guaranteed. LEDDS is built for the
GPU using the stdpar=gpu backend and for multicore CPU
execution with the stdpar=multicore backend. Both builds
use the following optimization flags fast and O3 which enables
a collection of aggressive optimizations. The only hardware-
specific flag is -march=native, which is applied on CPUs to
allow generation of machine code optimized for the host archi-
tecture. These settings provide a consistent and performance-
oriented compilation strategy across platforms while preserving
C++ standard compliance. CPU benchmarks are performed on
a single AMD EPYC 7742 node at 2.25 [GHz], using 128 cores.
This choice of CPU hardware provides a fair comparison with
the server-class A100-SXM4 (80GB) GPU.

5.3. CPU performance

The first analysis investigates how the solid volume fraction
affects overall CPU performance and assesses the potential ben-
efits of using reduced floating-point precision.

Figure 17 shows that increasing ϕ has a substantial impact
on performance whatever the precision: compared to pure-fluid
simulations (ϕ = 0), the MLUPS rate decreases by a factor of 5
to 10 at ϕ = 0.45. This degradation reflects the growing cost of
DEM updates and particle–fluid coupling, which progressively
overshadow the memory-bound LBM module as the suspension
becomes more packed.

In dilute regimes, where the LBM dominates and perfor-
mance is limited primarily by memory bandwidth, switching
from FP64 to FP32 yields a speedup of about 1.5. This value is
slightly lower than the factor of two typically observed in pure-
fluid LBM solvers [30, 31], owing to the additional coupling-
related computations present in LEDDS. As ϕ increases, how-
ever, the relative advantage of FP32 gradually diminishes: in
dense configurations, the computational cost is dominated by
DEM and coupling operations, whose performance is con-
strained by the CPU’s floating-point throughput rather than
memory bandwidth. Consequently, FP32 offers a clear bene-
fit in dilute flows but, in densely packed suspensions, serves
primarily to reduce memory usage.
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Figure 17: CPU performance comparison of single (FP32) and double (FP64)
precision for STL implementation. MLUPS are shown as a function of the solid
volume fraction 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.45.
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Figure 18: GPU performance comparison of a pure C++ STL implementa-
tion against an accelerated version, using the reduce_by_key algorithm and a
radix-sort based version of sort from the Thrust library. Both implementations
use double precision (FP64).

5.4. GPU performance

Continuing with the GPU performance analysis of LEDDS,
we first compare the use of STL algorithms and Thrust primi-
tives for the DEM and PSM-based coupling modules.

Figure 18 compares both approaches using double preci-
sion (FP64). While both implementations achieve very high
and nearly identical performance for pure fluid simulations
(ϕ = 0), performance rapidly decreases as the solid volume
fraction increases, and significant differences emerge. The re-
sults demonstrate that the STL/Thrust version, relying on the
reduce_by_key algorithm and a radix-sort based version of
sort from the Thrust library, consistently outperforms the pure
STL version on GPU, achieving an almost constant speedup of
about 2. Based on this observation, Thrust algorithms are used
for particle/force sorting and reduction operations in all subse-
quent GPU benchmarks, while the remaining parts of LEDDS
continue to rely on STL algorithms, as summarized in Table 1.

Building on the previous analysis of algorithm selection, we
next investigate the impact of floating-point precision on GPU
performance of the STL/Thrust version of LEDDS. Figure 19
presents MLUPS results for LEDDS using single (FP32) and
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Figure 19: GPU performance of the STL/Thrust version of LEDDS in sin-
gle (FP32) and double precision (FP64) across varying solid volume fractions.
Both set of data were generated with the STL/Thrust version of LEDDS.

double precision (FP64). In dilute configurations (ϕ = 0),
where the solver is predominantly memory-bound due to the
LBM updates, switching from FP64 to FP32 yields a significant
performance gain similar to the one obtained on CPU. As the
solid volume fraction increases, however, the relative advantage
of FP32 gradually decreases because the computational cost be-
comes dominated by particle-fluid coupling and DEM updates.
For high volume fractions (ϕ ≥ 0.3), the performance improve-
ment decreases to approximately 30%. Consequently, as ob-
served for CPU simulations, FP32 offers significant speedups in
dilute regimes, while in dense suspensions it primarily reduces
memory usage without substantially impacting overall perfor-
mance.

5.5. GPU speedup

The primary motivation for employing algorithmic primi-
tives (from STL and Thrust) is to develop a simulation frame-
work capable of achieving substantial, nearly out-of-the-box
GPU acceleration. Figure 20 reports the speedup obtained for
the optimal CPU (STL-only) and GPU (STL/Thrust) imple-
mentations of LEDDS. Results are presented for both FP32 and
FP64 precision, across solid volume fractions ranging from di-
lute suspensions (ϕ = 0.05) to densely packed ones (ϕ = 0.45).

These benchmarks indicate that running LEDDS on an A100
GPU provides performance comparable to 11-18 CPUs with
128 cores for FP64, with speedups reaching up to 23 for FP32
in the dense case (ϕ = 0.45). Interestingly, the speedup gen-
erally increases with ϕ, reflecting the GPU’s superior compu-
tational power relative to the CPU for compute-bound simu-
lations. In practical terms, the measured speedups correspond
to the computational power of roughly 1300-2600 CPU cores
within a single server-class GPU. While the CPU version of
LEDDS could likely benefit from additional optimization, the
overall conclusion remains: the use of algorithmic primitives
enables dramatic runtime acceleration on GPUs, easily exceed-
ing a factor of 1000, without sacrificing portability or ease of
implementation.
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Figure 20: Speedup of LEDDS GPU implementation relative to the CPU base-
line. Results are shown for FP32 and FP64 precision and for dilute (ϕ = 0.05)
and dense (ϕ = 0.45) suspensions.

5.6. Comparison with CUDA-based solver

To have a more global view on the GPU performance of
LEDDS, we compared it against the state-of-the-art implemen-
tation in waLBerla [62], which employs a hybrid GPU-CPU ap-
proach: the LBM and coupling modules are highly optimized
on the GPU using CUDA, while an optimized DEM module
runs on the CPU, with communication overhead effectively hid-
den (see their Figure 7).

To ensure correct usage of waLBerla, we first reproduced
the performance results reported in Ref. [62] on the same
hardware: A100-SXM4 (40GB) GPU. Following this verifica-
tion, we measured waLBerla’s performance on an A100-SXM4
(80GB) GPU paired with an AMD EPYC-7742 CPU (64 cores),
with LEDDS performance solely evaluated on the GPU.

For a broader performance comparison, simulations were
conducted at solid volume fractions ranging from ϕ ≈ 0.03 to
ϕ ≈ 0.42 by adjusting the particle generation spacing, while re-
maining within the range studied in previous studies. It should
be noted that in waLBerla, only the particle spacing can be
specified; the number of particles, and hence the actual solid
volume fraction, is automatically determined by the framework.
This makes a one-to-one comparison at exactly the same ϕ chal-
lenging.

The results, shown in Figure 21, indicate that LEDDS gener-
ally achieves performance within a factor of two of waLBerla
using FP64. Importantly, the gap between the two solvers sys-
tematically decreases as the suspension becomes denser, and at
the upper end of the tested regime their performance becomes
comparable. This demonstrates that a design based on high-
level algorithmic primitives can achieve GPU performance in
the same order of magnitude as a hand-optimized CUDA-CPU
hybrid framework, while offering good levels of portability and
maintainability.

6. Summary and outlook

This work presented LEDDS, a portable and fully algorith-
mic LBM-DEM framework for GPU-accelerated simulations
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Figure 21: GPU performance comparison between LEDDS and waLBerla
framework [62]. MLUPS are reported as a function of the solid volume fraction
ϕ for FP64 precision.

of fluid-particle systems. The central philosophy underlying
LEDDS is the systematic decomposition of all computational
stages into high-level algorithmic primitives. By expressing
neighbor search, collision detection, DEM force evaluation,
fluid-solid coupling and lattice Boltzmann updates solely in
terms of map, sort, scan and reduction operations, the entire
codebase becomes free of device-specific kernels and relies
only on compiler-supported parallelism. This design demon-
strates that complex multiphysics solvers can be implemented
in a manner that is simultaneously computationally efficient,
readable and portable, and thus establishes a practical method-
ology that can be adopted by other scientific computing codes
targeting heterogeneous platforms. The performance analy-
sis confirms that the primitive-based implementation reaches
throughput comparable to optimized CUDA solvers for both
D3Q19-LBM and DEM components, even in demanding fluid-
particle benchmarks. These results suggest that high-level al-
gorithmic programming, when supported by efficient backend
runtimes, is sufficient to deliver state-of-the-art performance
without resorting to handcrafted GPU kernels.

Future developments will focus on extending the framework
toward distributed-memory, multi-GPU execution using MPI-
enabled domain decomposition, which is essential for simula-
tions involving large particle counts and high-resolution fluid
grids. The algorithmic character of the implementation is ex-
pected to ease this transition, as most data-dependent oper-
ations are already structured as bulk-synchronous primitives.
Another natural direction concerns the representation of com-
plex geometries through sphere packings and composite solids.
The current PSM formulation and uniform-grid DEM structures
readily accommodate such extensions, which would broaden
the applicability of LEDDS to realistic particulate systems en-
countered in geophysics, process engineering and biomechan-
ics. A final line of research aims at exploring the behavior of
the solver for high density ratios, as it was previously done with
an IBM-based approach [79].

Overall, LEDDS provides evidence that algorithmic prim-
itives constitute a robust foundation for portable, high-
performance multiphysics computing. The approach outlined

in this work may therefore serve as a blueprint for future scien-
tific software targeting heterogeneous architectures and emerg-
ing accelerator technologies.
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Appendix A. Material properties

The elastic and damping coefficients (kn, kt, γn, γt) can be ob-
tained from the material properties of the solids which are the
the Young’s modulus and the Poisson’s ratio. Heinrich Hertz
was the first to derive formulas that link the deformation to the
force exerted between two spheres [80]. The following formu-
las allow obtaining the damping and spring coefficients from
the physical properties of the materials of the spheres i and
j [81, 82] 2:

kn =
4
3

Y∗
√

R∗δn, kt = 8G∗
√

R∗δn, (A.1)

γn = −2

√
5
6
β
√

S nm∗ ≥ 0, γt = −2

√
5
6
β
√

S tm∗ ≥ 0, (A.2)

where [83]:

S n = 2E∗
√

R∗δn (A.3)

S t = 8G∗
√

R∗δn (A.4)

β =
ln(ϵ)√

ln2(ϵ) + π2
(A.5)

Y∗ =

1 − υ2
i

Ei
+

1 − υ2
j

E j

−1

(A.6)

G∗ =
(

2(2 − υi)(1 + υi)
Ei

+
2(2 − υ j)(1 + υ j)

E j

)−1

(A.7)

R∗ =
(

1
Ri
+

1
R j

)−1

(A.8)

m∗ =
(

1
mi
+

1
m j

)−1

(A.9)

where δn is the distance between the surfaces of the particles
given by equation (6), Ei and E j are the Young’s modulus of
the particles, υi and υ j are the Poisson’s ratio, mi and m j are the
masses, and Ri and R j are the radii. As specified in Eq. (3), for
ellipsoid the radius is locally approximated by the radius of an

2We have chosen to keep the same notation as in the LIGGGHTS doc-
umentation: https://www.cfdem.com/media/DEM/docu/gran_model_
hertz.html.
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equivalent sphere. The parameter ϵ is the coefficient of resti-
tution of the collision. Formally, it corresponds to the ratio of
relative velocity of the spheres after the collision to the relative
velocity of the particles before the collision. The coefficient of
restitution is within the interval [0, 1]. When it equals 1, the col-
lision is perfectly elastic, and the damping terms γn and γt are
zero. When epsilon is smaller than 1, energy loss occurs during
the collision, and it is no longer perfectly elastic. If the parti-
cles i and j have different coefficient of restitution, we simply
use the arithmetic mean of the two coefficients [81]:

ϵ =
ϵi + ϵ j

2
(A.10)

Appendix B. Parametric study

Here, we present parametric studies to identify an optimal
balance between accuracy, robustness, and computational effi-
ciency for the particle settling benchmark, but which can more
generally be used for simulations with fluid-particle interac-
tions. Such studies are particularly critical in LBM-DEM cou-
pling, where the LBM velocity (ulb) controls the time step,
which must be sufficiently small to accurately capture the
Stokes regime, yet excessively small steps also reduce com-
putational efficiency. Similarly, the ratio of particle diameter
to fluid cell size (D/∆x) strongly affects the accuracy of the
fluid–particle coupling, while higher resolution increases com-
putational cost and memory usage. Thus, practical simulations
require a careful trade-off between accuracy and efficiency.
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Figure B.22: Single particle settling simulations: Impact of the LB velocity
(time step) on the accuracy of LEDDS simulations for a fixed resolution of the
particle (D/∆x = 20).

We first quantify the impact of the LB velocity on the particle
settling simulations for a fixed particle resolution of D/∆x = 20
(Figure B.22). Reducing ulb improves accuracy in the low
Reynolds number regime (Re ≲ 5), where viscous forces domi-
nate. In higher Reynolds number regimes, where inertial effects
are more significant, the results are relatively insensitive to the
choice of ulb. Overall, a value of ulb = 0.01 to 0.02 represents

a good compromise between accuracy and computational ef-
ficiency, consistent with the main text observations regarding
transient dynamics and the early-stage pressure-wave effects.
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Figure B.23: Single particle settling simulations: Impact of the particle resolu-
tion, N = D/∆x, on the accuracy of LEDDS simulations for a fixed LB velocity
(ulb = 0.01).

Next, we investigate the effect of particle resolution at a fixed
lattice velocity ulb = 0.01 (Figure B.23). For resolutions of at
least 10 fluid cells per particle diameter, the terminal settling
velocity is essentially unchanged, while small deviations ap-
pear near the no-slip boundary at the bottom wall. Resolutions
between D/∆x = 10 and 20 provide a good compromise for
capturing both transient dynamics and near-wall effects in the
Stokes regime, while keeping the memory footprint reasonable.
Indeed, reducing the resolution from 20 to 10 reduces the fluid
memory requirement by a factor of approximately 8, with min-
imal loss of accuracy, as also highlighted in the main text.

In summary, if the primary objective is to solely recover the
correct terminal settling velocity, simulations can be acceler-
ated by several orders of magnitude when moving from the
most demanding parameter set (D/∆x, ulb) = (30, 0.002) to a
more relaxed configuration such as (D/∆x, ulb) = (10, 0.04).
As a general best practice for LBM-DEM simulations with
PSM coupling, we recommend using D/∆x = 10 together with
ulb = 0.01–0.02, which provides a good balance between accu-
racy and efficiency. Lower resolutions such as D/∆x = 5 should
be restricted for large scale particle laden flows –typically in-
volving hundreds/thousands of particles– where a resolution of
D/∆x = 10 would exceed the memory capacity of a single
GPU, and the corresponding runtime would be prohibitively
long.
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