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Abstract

Adaptive mesh refinement (AMR) is a classical technique about local refinement

in space where needed, thus effectively reducing computational costs for HPC-based

physics simulations. Although AMR has been used for many years, little reproducible

research discusses the impact of software-based parameters on block-structured AMR

(BSAMR) efficiency and how to choose them. This article primarily does parametric

studies to investigate the computational efficiency of incompressible flows on a block-

structured adaptive mesh. The parameters include refining block size, refining fre-

quency, maximum level, and cycling method. A new projection skipping (PS) method

is proposed, which brings insights about when and where the projections on coarser

levels are safe to be omitted. We conduct extensive tests on different CPUs/GPUs

for various 2D/3D incompressible flow cases, including bubble, RT instability, Taylor

Green vortex, etc. Several valuable empirical conclusions are obtained to help guide

simulations with BSAMR. Codes and all profiling data are available on GitHub.
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1. Introduction

Adaptive Mesh Refinement (AMR) is used in numerical simulations to enhance

the resolution of specific regions while maintaining a low overall computational cost.

Initially introduced in the 1980s [1, 2], AMR has been widely adopted and refined

by numerous researchers and practitioners across various disciplines. Examples in-

clude biomedical engineers who address heart valves [3, 4], control and mechatronic

engineers who address swimming fish [5–7], electrical engineers who address electric

magnetic field [8–10], and mechanical and energy engineers who address ocean cur-

rents [11], atmospheric boundary layer [12], wind turbines [13, 14], and wave energy

converters (WECs) [15–17].

One evident fact is that the use of adaptive meshes can significantly accelerate sim-

ulation speed and save more computational resources compared to uniformly refined

grids throughout the entire domain [1, 18]. Yet, there has been limited research that

quantitatively analyzes how different parameters affect the computational efficiency of

adaptive meshes. This work aims to fill this research gap by providing a comprehensive

analysis of the impact of various parameters on the computational efficiency of AMR.

Adaptive meshes are commonly classified into two types, i.e., tree-based adaptive

mesh [19, 20] and block-structured adaptive mesh [1, 2, 21]. In the tree-based adaptive

mesh, a hierarchical tree-like structure is formed, where each cell is further divided

into smaller cells, creating parent-child relationships between cells. On the other hand,

the block-structured adaptive mesh does not individually partition specific cells; in-

stead, it groups multiple cells as a patch for partitioning. In this study, we focus on

the block-structured adaptive mesh refinement (BSAMR) method and utilize the open-

source software Incompressible Adaptive Mesh Refinement (IAMR) [18] to conduct a

series of simulations of incompressible fluid flow. Compared to other open-source soft-

ware for block-structured adaptive meshes, IAMR stands out for providing a versatile

platform that allows simulations on both CPUs and GPUs. Various cases in the IAMR

have been validated and integrated into the Continuous Integration (CI) and Continu-

ous Development (CD) tests. Additionally, IAMR offers detailed profiling capabilities,

which is a distinguishing feature as other adaptive mesh software may have limited
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profiling support for GPUs.

Numerous studies have integrated block-structured adaptive meshes into simula-

tions of incompressible flows, primarily focusing on physics. They showed the adap-

tive grids’ capability to accurately represent small-scale structures and elucidate their

underlying mechanisms [3, 5, 16, 22]. Yet, these investigations neglected to assess

how adaptive grid algorithms and their associated parameters affect computational ef-

ficiency. This oversight can be attributed to the academic environment’s emphasis on

code correctness and physical accuracy over code optimization for speed, where un-

derstanding fluid dynamics mechanisms is prioritized over computational efficiency.

In this work, we seek to fill the void by examining the impact of various parameters on

the efficiency of adaptive grid-based simulations.

The structure of this article is as follows. Session 2 introduces the mathematical

formulas of the incompressible fluid solver, the cycling method on the multilevel grid,

and the open-source incompressible flow code and profiling data. Session 3 discusses

the crucial parameters related to BSAMR studied in this article and qualitatively ex-

amines how these parameters affect the computational efficiency of block-structured

adaptive grids. Session 4 describes the testing setup and Session 5 presents various

test cases and conducts extensive testing on CPUs and GPUs, followed by a quantita-

tive analysis of the computational results. Finally, Session 6 concludes the article and

provides an outlook for future research directions.

2. Mathematical formulation

2.1. Projection-based Fluid Solver

We start with the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations for variable density flows,

ρ(x, t)
(
∂u(x, t)
∂t

+ ∇ · u(x, t)u(x, t)
)
= −∇p(x, t) + ∇ ·

[
µ
(
∇u(x, t) + ∇u(x, t)T

)]
+ ρ(x, t)g,

(1)

∇ · u(x, t) = 0, (2)

where p(x, t), u(x, t), and ρ(x, t), are the spatially and temporally varying pressure, fluid

velocity, and density, respectively. Also, µ is the dynamic viscosity and g is the vector

form of the gravitational acceleration.
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To solve the above partial differential equations (PDEs), the canonical projection [23]

is applied to the semi-staggered mesh, in which fluid velocity, density, and scalar vari-

ables are located at the cell center and the pressure is located at the node center. The

temporal and spatial discretizations of equations for single-level advancement are con-

sidered here. At the time tn, the velocity un, the density ρn, and pressure pn−1/2 are

known. The time step during the interval [tn, tn+1] proceeds as follows.

Step 1: The density ρ, which is used to describe the two-phase interface, is updated

by
ρn+1 − ρn

∆t
+ Q

(
un+ 1

2
adv , ρ

n+ 1
2

)
= 0 (3)

where Q
(
un+ 1

2
adv , ρ

n+ 1
2

)
is computed using the second-order Godunov scheme [18, 24–

26]. The midpoint values of ρ is then calculated as ρn+ 1
2 = (ρn+1 + ρn)/2. Note this step

can be omitted if ρ is constant in the whole computational domain.

Step 2: The intermediate velocity u∗,n+1 is solved semi-implicitly as

ρn+ 1
2

(
u∗,n+1 − un

∆t
+ ∇ · (uu)n+ 1

2

)
= −∇pn− 1

2 +
1
2

(
∇ · µ∇u∗,n+1 + ∇ · µ∇un

)
+ ρn+ 1

2 g,

(4)

where the convective term ∇ · (uu)n+ 1
2 is calculated using the same Godunov scheme

as the density advection in Step 1.

Step 3: With the calculated intermediate velocity in Step 2, a level projection op-

erator is applied to obtain the updated pressure pn+1/2 and velocity un+1fields. An

auxiliary variable V is first calculated by

V =
u∗,n+1

∆t
+

1
ρn+1/2∇pn− 1

2 . (5)

Then, V is projected onto the divergence-free velocity field to obtain the updated pres-

sure pn+1/2 via

Lcc,l
ρn+1/2 pn+1/2 = ∇ · V, (6)

where Lcc,l
ρn+1/2 pn+1/2 is the density-weighted Laplacian operator to ∇ · (1/ρn+1/2∇pn+1/2)

on level l [18, 27]. Finally, the divergence-free velocity un+1 on level l is obtained as

un+1 = ∆t
(
V −

1
ρn+1/2∇pn+1/2

)
. (7)
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The projection is stable and appears to be well-behaved in various numerical tests [28,

29] and practical applications [24, 30].

2.2. Cycling method on the multiple levels

Two cycling methods are employed in this work to update variables on the mul-

tilevel grid. The first method, known as subcycling, involves advancing solutions on

different levels with varying time-step sizes. It is assumed that the Courant-Friedrichs-

Lewy (CFL) number remains constant across different levels, and the refinement ratio

(denoted as r) between two consecutive levels [31, 32] is a fixed value. Consequently,

the time-step sizes on levels l and l + 1 satisfy the relationship ∆tl = r∆tl+1 for all

0 ≤ l < lmax. For a multilevel grid with lmax = n − 1, we have ∆t0 = r∆t1 = r2∆t2 =

... = rn−1∆tn−1 when utilizing the subcycling method. Conversely, the non-subcycling

method, which involves all levels adopting the same time-step size as the finest level

to prevent instability, resulting in ∆t0 = ∆t1 = ∆t2 = ... = ∆tn−1. Comparing the

two methods, the subcycling method is more efficient than the non-subcycling method

for advancing the solution from tn to tn+1 due to its fewer substeps. However, the

subcycling method necessitates time interpolation to address the temporal discrepancy

among different levels [18, 33, 34], whereas the non-subcycling method eliminates the

need for such time interpolation as all levels are synchronized at the same time instance.

In Section 5, each simulation case uses ∆t0 as the time step on level 0. The grid

spacings on level 0, denoted by ∆x0, ∆y0, and ∆z0, represent the spacing between grid

points in the x-, y-, and z-directions, respectively. In the case of a multilevel grid, the

grid spacings on level l are determined by the relations ∆xl = ∆x0/2l, ∆yl = ∆y0/2l,

and ∆zl = ∆z0/2l, where 0 ≤ l ≤ lmax. The determination of the time step size at the

finest level, ∆tlmax , is based on considerations such as the CFL condition, gravity, and

viscosity [7, 24, 31, 35].

2.3. Open-source incompressible flow code and profiling data

While AMR has been extensively utilized in numerous simulations, it is neces-

sary to investigate the influence of parameters on the computational efficiency of AMR
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and the optimization of its parameters. IAMR, a parallel and adaptive mesh refine-

ment (AMR) code, incorporates subcycling in time and effectively solves the variable-

density incompressible Navier-Stokes equations within complex geometries. IAMR is

constructed upon the AMReX software framework [36, 37], which is a publicly acces-

sible platform designed specifically for developing massively parallel block-structured

adaptive mesh refinement (BSAMR) applications. The code supports hybrid paral-

lelization using MPI+X, where X can be OpenMP for multicore machines, or CPU/GPU

systems [36]. The source code for IAMR and all testing cases used in this work can

be accessed at https://github.com/ruohai0925/IAMR/tree/development. All

postprocessing scripts and profiling data are also available at https://github.com/

Echo-Lau/IAMR_Tutorial_Profiling_Results.

3. Parameters related to BSAMR

This section introduces five important parameters considered in this work while

conducting the simulations with BSAMR.

◦ Max level: In BSAMR, the Max level refers to maximum level of refinement.

For the single-level simulation, we have Max level = 0. For all of the multi-

level simulations in Section 5, Max level is set to be 1 or 2, which is common

in many physical simulations using BSAMR [5, 38]. To make the meshes finer

level enough to capture the flow physics accurately, one can use either more

levels of refinement (i.e., a large Max level) or directly set the number of cells

on the coarsest level to be large. In this work, we choose the second option.

◦ Max grid size: The load balancing algorithm divides the domain in each direc-

tion so that each grid/patch is no longer than Max grid size in that direction.

Note that Max grid size is just an upper bound. If the number of cells in x-

direction is 48 and the Max grid size is 32, we will typically have one grid/patch

of length 32 and one of length 16. It is seen that small Max grid size leads to

large grid/patches, which then need to be distributed to multiple CPUs for paral-

lel computation [36].
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◦ Regrid interval: The Regrid interval represents how often to refine or de-refine

the meshes (in terms of steps on the coarsest level) during the simulation. Large

Regrid interval refers to less frequent refinement, which means the static meshes

can stay longer. Small Regrid interval means more frequent changes of meshes,

which brings additional work for communications across different processors [37].

◦ Cycling: As shown in Section 2.3, either the subcycling or the non-subcycling

method can be used for simulations with BSAMR.

◦ S kip level pro jection: Since the time advancement is done level by level on

the multi-level grid, the S kip level pro jection is applied to check whether the

pressure projection steps on coarse levels can be omitted without bringing side

effects of the whole simulation. Let us say we have two levels, i.e., level 0 and

level 1. If S kip level pro jection = 0, then the level projection is applied to both

level 0 and level 1. If S kip level pro jection = 1, then level projection is applied

only to level 1.

4. Testing Cases

We tested various two-dimensional and three-dimensional cases (Table 1), cate-

gorizing each case into thirty-two distinct testing scenarios based on different param-

eters. Taking the 2D lid-driven case as an example, Table 2 displays the thirty-two

combinations of parameters for this case, while each combination corresponds to the

different parameter values listed in Session 3. To compare computational efficiency, we

repeatedly ran each tests several times and recorded the average running time. In addi-

tion, for a specific case, we conducted tests using different CPUs and GPUs (Table 3)

to investigate the impact of software parameters on running efficiency under different

computer hardware.

Table 1. Testing cases in this work (DSL: Double Shear Layer; FPC: Flow Past Cylinder; LDC: Lid Driven

Cavity; TGV: Taylor Green Vortex).

Dimension Bubble Convected Vortex DSL FPC LDC RT TGV

2D Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
3D No Yes No Yes Yes No Yes
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Table 2. Thirty-two combinations of parameters for each case

Test No. Skip level projection Cycling Max level Max grid size Regrid interval

1 0 Auto 1 8 4
2 0 Auto 1 8 8
3 0 Auto 2 8 4
4 0 Auto 2 8 8
5 0 Auto 1 16 4
6 0 Auto 1 16 8
7 0 Auto 2 16 4
8 0 Auto 2 16 8
9 0 None 1 8 4

10 0 None 1 8 8
11 0 None 2 8 4
12 0 None 2 8 8
13 0 None 1 16 4
14 0 None 1 16 8
15 0 None 2 16 4
16 0 None 2 16 8
17 1 Auto 1 8 4
18 1 Auto 1 8 8
19 1 Auto 2 8 4
20 1 Auto 2 8 8
21 1 Auto 1 16 4
22 1 Auto 1 16 8
23 1 Auto 2 16 4
24 1 Auto 2 16 8
25 1 None 1 8 4
26 1 None 1 8 8
27 1 None 2 8 4
28 1 None 2 8 8
29 1 None 1 16 4
30 1 None 1 16 8
31 1 None 2 16 4
32 1 None 2 16 8

Table 3. Computational hardware
Computational hardware AMD Ryzen 5 5500U AMD Ryzen 9 7845HX Tesla V100-SXM2-16GB RTX 4060

Detail CPU / 6 cores / 16 GB CPU / 12 cores / 16 GB GPU / 80 cores / 16 GB GPU / 24 cores / 8 GB

5. Results

Due to the limited space in the paper, we have selected results of representative

cases to explain the influence of specific software-based parameters and provide the

insights behind them. We have uploaded the scripts used for processing the codes

and all post-processed data to GitHub, such that interested readers can review and
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reproduce the work presented in this paper. The GitHub repository of post-processing

data can be accessed through https://github.com/Echo-Lau/IAMR_Tutorial_

Profiling_Results.

5.1. CPU and GPU performance

In the field of computational fluid dynamics (CFD), CPU parallel computing plays

an important role. For tests on the CPU, we used an AMD R5 5500 model type, which

features 6 physical cores and hyper-threading technology. As it utilizes shared memory,

it supports testing the efficiency of IAMR code execution within a mixed OpenMP

and MPI programming environment [36]. Figure 1 presents the runtime of a two-

dimensional lid-driven case under different thread and process combinations, where the

x-axis labeled p-q represents the use of p threads and q processes. We observed that an

increase in MPI processes significantly reduces computation time, whereas an increase

in the number of OpenMP threads results in no significant change in runtime. This

indicates that within the framework of the IAMR software, OpenMP has a negligible

impact on computational efficiency, whereas increasing the number of MPI processes

can significantly enhance it. At the same time, as illustrated by the chart for 2-4 in

Figure 1, where increasing the number of MPI processes beyond a certain level, even

without exceeding the maximum number of hyperthreading cores, results in increased

runtime. Therefore, using more MPI processes is not always better, especially when the

number of grid cells is low. It is important to select an appropriate number of processes

for a specific case.
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Figure 1. Impact of multithread/multicore CPUs on the runtime of lid-driven cavity case

In terms of GPU testing, we utilized the Tesla V100-SXM2 and the RTX 4060 to

assess the computational efficiency. We found that the computation time required on

the V100 was longer for most cases, particularly noticeable in two-dimensional sce-

narios. For three-dimensional cases, the difference in runtime between the two GPUs

decreases (Figure 2). This could be attributed to the RTX 4060 employing NVIDIA’s

newer architecture (such as Ampere or later) and faster memory technology (such as

GDDR6 or GDDR6X). Also, compute-intensive tasks might fully leverage the high-

frequency CUDA cores of the RTX 4060 rather than relying on the larger quantity of

lower-frequency CUDA cores provided by the V100, resulting in better performance

from the RTX 4060.
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Figure 2. Impact of different GPUs on the runtime of lid-driven cavity case

We also found that in most cases, a CPU configuration with 4 processes and 2

threads runs faster than a GPU using the IAMR framework. Yet, for some three-

dimensional cases with a large Max grid size of 16, GPU execution can surpass that

of the CPU. The bar charts in Figure 3 with the x-axis labeled 5, 6, 7, and 8 pro-

vide evidence for this observation. The reason is that the number of grid blocks de-

creases for larger Max grid size values, which then reduces communication overhead

and allows the computation to dominate. And thus the operational advantages of GPUs

are highlighted. To further confirm this point, we conducted a detailed analysis of

specific function’s call times as a percentage of total runtime in some examples. As

shown in Figure 4, the function fillboundary() represents communication-related tasks,

and the function smooth() pertains to computation-related tasks. We observed that for

smaller cases with fewer grid numbers, communication time dominates. However, as

cases transition to three-dimensional with an increased number of grids and a larger

Max grid size, the GPU’s runtime becomes less than the CPU’s.
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Figure 3. Comparison of runtime on the CPU and GPU for the 3D lid-driven cavity case

(a) Max level = 8 (b) Max level = 16

Figure 4. Percentage of function call time on GPUs for the 3D lid-driven cavity case
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5.2. Max level

The influence of the Max level parameter on runtime across different cases is ex-

amined in Figure 5. Taking panel (a) as an example, its title ”Bubble (2D CPU)”

indicates a two-dimensional Bubble case running on a CPU. The x-axis, labeled ”Test

No.”, corresponds to different testing scenarios (which can be cross-referenced with

Table 2 in Section 4), and the y-axis represents the runtime. The setup for the other

panels is similar to panel (a). Regarding the Max level parameter, we observed that

across all cases, regardless of whether they run on a CPU or GPU, a Max level of 1 al-

ways resulted in shorter runtime than a Max level of 2, due to the former having fewer

grid cells.

(a) (b)

Figure 5. Running time for various cases with different Max level

5.3. Max grid size

Taking the two-dimensional Double Shear Layer (DSL) case as an example, we

kept other parameters constant and compared the runtime across different tests with

Max grid size values of 8, 16, 32, 64, and 128. The results in Figure 6 indicate that

as the Max grid size increases, the runtime gradually decreases. This improvement

in running efficiency primarily stems from the reduced communication time between

different grid boxes. Since the code running on a GPU is more sensitive to the over-

head caused by communication, this pattern is more pronounced when running on a

GPU (as seen in panel (b)). Additionally, when the Max grid size reaches a certain
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threshold, the reduction in runtime becomes marginal. This is mainly because, at this

point, the Max grid size exceeds the box size at the root level (i.e., level 0), making

the communication overhead nearly negligible.

(a) (b)

Figure 6. Running time for various cases with different Max grid size

5.4. Cycling

To investigate the effect of the cycling method on running efficiency, we further

subdivided the tests for a particular case into two different scenarios. One scenario

involves running all thirty-two tests to the maximum step, e.g., max step = 200. The

other scenario has all thirty-two tests run for the same simulation duration, with these

tests running for 1.0 seconds, for example. From the cases shown in the following Fig-

ure 7, we observed that for cases completing the maximum number of steps (max step),

regardless of whether they are two-dimensional or three-dimensional, or whether they

run on a CPU or GPU, the running time with cycling = Auto (i.e., using the subcycling

method) is always longer than with cycling = None (i.e., using the non-subcycling

method). This is expected because, with the subcycling method, finer levels always run

more sub-steps, thus increasing the total running time. For cases completing the stop

time, the running time with cycling = Auto is shorter than with cycling = None be-

cause the subcycling method allows different levels to use different time steps, enabling

coarse levels to use larger time steps for fast advancement. The insights here suggest

that for a steady-state simulation, assuming the simulation duration needed to reach
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steady-state is known, one could expediently advance using the subcycling method,

provided the CFL stability condition is met. Conversely, if the goal is merely to reach

a fixed step count to check the test results, a non-subcycling method could be utilized.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 7. Running time for various cases with different Cycling

5.5. Regrid interval

To investigate the influence of the parameter Regrid interval, Figure 8 compares

the running time of both Convected Vortex and Taylor Green Vortex cases with differ-

ent values. In various tests across different cases, the impact of Regrid interval run-

time varies, meaning that the runtime might increase or decrease with an increase in

Regrid interval, necessitating a case-by-case analysis. An increase in Regrid interval
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can lead to fewer instances of grid refinement and de-refinement, thereby reducing the

additional overhead caused by grid interpolation and communication between different

levels. On the flip side, a larger Regrid interval may hinder the rapid capture of local

feature changes in the flow field, potentially slowing down the convergence of the lin-

ear solvers. Additionally, larger refined patches might persist for a longer duration as

the flow field progresses, potentially affecting the overall efficiency of the simulation.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 8. Running time for various cases with different Regrid interval

5.6. Skip level projection

The impact of S kip level pro jection on runtime is generally minimal on all tests

of a single case (Figure 9). This may be attributed to the fact that the simulation time

at coarser levels does not significantly contribute to the overall runtime. However,
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when cycling = Auto and Max level = 2, tests with S kip level pro jection = 1 ex-

hibit noticeably longer runtimes compared to those with S kip level pro jection = 0.

This could be due to the assumption behind skipping level projection—using the pres-

sure values from the coarser grid at the previous timestep to approximate the current

timestep’s pressure values—may not always be applicable in adaptive grid simulations

where the grid changes dynamically.

(a) (b)

Figure 9. Running time for various cases with different S kip level pro jection

6. Conclusions and Future Directions

In this work, we explored the computational efficiency of incompressible flows

using block-structured adaptive mesh refinement (BSAMR) [37]. Our investigation

sought to bridge this gap by conducting a comprehensive parametric study focusing on

the implications of refining block size, refining frequency, maximum level of refine-

ment, and the cycling method on computational time. Through extensive tests across

CPUs and GPUs for diverse two-dimensional and three-dimensional cases, we have

distilled several empirical insights.

We found that a lower Max level resulted in shorter runtime due to fewer grid

numbers and a lower Max grid size value led to longer runtime by increasing commu-

nication overhead between grid blocks. We then demonstrated that the choice between

subcycling and non-subcycling methods depends on the simulation’s goal. The sub-
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cycling method, which allows for different time steps on different levels, proved more

efficient for achieving steady-state simulations when the time duration to reach a steady

state is known. Conversely, for fixed-step simulations aimed at checking results, the

non-subcycling method was recommended.

In addition, we analyzed the effects of Regrid interval and S kip level pro jection

on runtime. It was found that the optimal setting for Regrid interval depends on the

specific case, as it can either increase or decrease runtime based on the balance be-

tween grid refinement overhead and the ability to capture flow field changes. Moreover,

S kip level pro jection had a negligible impact on runtime in most tests, except when

it led to longer runtimes under certain conditions due to an assumption that might not

hold in adaptive grid simulations.

For the CPU and GPU performance comparison, our study found that CPUs, with

a specific configuration of processes and threads, generally outperformed GPUs except

in cases with certain Max grid size settings in three-dimensional simulations. This

superior efficiency is attributed to GPUs’ ability to better handle large Max grid size

values by reducing communication overhead and leveraging high-frequency CUDA

cores for compute-intensive tasks.

In future research, we will further optimize and test the software parameters re-

lated to BSAMR for specific physical problems and automate this process to achieve

maximum operational efficiency.
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