
A Global Vector Vorticity Model  
On a Geodesic Grid

David Randall, Ross Heikes, Celal Konor



Geodesic Grid

a numerical integration, in which the grid points on the
raw grid are connected to each other with springs. Non-
uniform horizontal resolution can be achieved by allow-
ing the ‘‘spring constant’’ to vary in space, and this is
a major motivation for the approach. Here we consider
only spatially uniform spring constants.
We repeated the calculations described by Tomita

et al. (2001) and Tomita et al. (2002) with the two values
of the tuning parameter, k5 0:8 and k 5 1.1, which cor-
respond to the tuning parameter b in the original pa-
pers. The notation is changed to avoid confusion with b
used in section 3c. Larger values of k give more ho-
mogeneous distributions of grid points. It appears that
there is a practical upper limit for k; our algorithm was
stable only up to k 5 1.1, while the highest value of k
used by Tomita et al. (2001, 2002) was 1.2. We stopped
the integrations when the maximum displacement of
grid points between the time steps becomes less than or
equal to 0:33 1024 m. After the spring grid points were

located, Tomita and colleagues selected the centroids
of the triangular regions as the cell corners. In our
implementation, on the other hand, the cell corners
were obtained by using the Voronoi principle, as for the
tweaked grid.
Table 2 shows some basic properties of the spring grid,

obtained using k5 1.1 and raw grids up toG12. Through
the spring dynamics, the ratio of the smallest to the
largest grid sizes (fifth column) and the ratio of the
shortest to the longest grid distances (fourth column) do
not change significantly. Although not shown here, the
cell sizes are distributed much more smoothly on the
spring grid than on the unoptimized and tweaked grids,
which are shown in Table 1. There is an improvement in
the maximum of l/d (last column) compared to the raw
grid although the improvement is not as great as that
obtained by tweaking.
Figure 10 shows L2- and L‘-norm errors for each

operator on the spring grid, obtained with k 5 1.1 and
k 5 0.8. We apply the spring dynamics optimization up
to G10, which is sufficient for a comparison of the results
with those from the raw and tweaked grids. Truncation
errors are reduced overall, compared to the raw grid,
with both k 5 1.1 and k 5 0.8. The L2-error (or mean
error) convergence rate of the divergence operator is
almost second order, and is between the first and second
orders for the Laplacian and Jacobian operators. There
is a small improvement in the mean error for k 5 1.1,
relative to k 5 0.8. The L‘-error (or maximum error)
convergence rate of the three operators is less than first
order, but it is still quite a bit better than the conver-
gence rate on the raw grid. Compared to k5 0.8, the use
of k5 1.1 appearsmore effectively reduce themaximum
errors and the convergence rates, although it has little
effect on the mean error. The convergence rates are

FIG. 7. An illustration of the tweaking algorithm on a couple of
neighboring cells. The cell centers (solid black circles) are moved
to their new positions (gray circles) to satisfy l 5 0. The cell wall
already bisects the line connecting the cell centers at a right angle
because of the use of Voronoi corners.

TABLE 1. Some properties of the tweaked and raw grids. The raw grid properties are shown in the parentheses. Averaged grid distance is
the arithmetic average of the maximum and minimum of grid distances.

Grid
No. of grid
points N

Avg grid
distance ‘ (km)

Ratio of shortest to
longest grid distance (%)

Ratio of smallest to
largest grid size (%) Max of l/d (%) Avg l/d (%)

G0 12 6699.1 100 (100) 100 (100) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
G1 42 3709.8 88.1 (88.1) 88.5 (88.5) 9.9714 (9.9714) 5.0061 (5.0061)
G2 162 1908.8 82.0 (84.8) 91.6 (84.2) 5.8020 (9.9718) 3.6172 (3.6700)
G3 642 961.4 79.8 (83.9) 94.2 (76.3) 3.0933 (9.6888) 2.0437 (2.1255)
G4 2562 481.6 79.0 (83.7) 94.8 (74.1) 1.6020 (9.6758) 1.0699 (1.1363)
G5 10 242 240.9 78.7 (83.6) 95.0 (73.6) 0.8168 (9.6726) 0.5447 (0.5867)
G6 40 962 120.4 78.6 (83.6) 95.2 (73.4) 0.4128 (9.6718) 0.2743 (0.2980)
G7 163 842 60.2 78.6 (83.6) 95.2 (73.4) 0.2075 (9.6714) 0.1375 (0.1501)
G8 655 362 30.1 78.6 (83.6) 95.3 (73.4) 0.1041 (9.6715) 0.0688 (0.0753)
G9 2 621 442 15.0 78.6 (83.6) 95.3 (73.4) 0.0522 (9.6715) 0.0344 (0.0377)
G10 10 485 762 7.53 78.6 (83.6) 95.3 (73.4) 0.0260 (9.6715) 0.0172 (0.0189)
G11 41 943 042 3.76 78.6 (83.6) 95.3 (73.4) 0.0131 (9.6715) 0.0086 (0.0094)
G12 167 772 162 1.88 78.6 (83.6) 95.3 (73.4) 0.0065 (9.6715) 0.0043 (0.0047)
G13 671 088 642 0.94 78.6 (83.6) 95.3 (73.4) 0.0056 (9.6715) 0.0021 (0.0023)

4458 MONTHLY WEATHER REV IEW VOLUME 141

Non-hydrostatic regime

I will describe a new non-hydrostatic dynamical core intended for 
use as a global cloud-resolving model. The model uses a geodesic 
(hexagonal-pentagonal) grid.



Fully compressible system Unified System

∂ ρqs +δρ( )
∂t

= −∇H ⋅ ρqs +δρ( )v⎡⎣ ⎤⎦ −
∂ ρqs +δρ( )w⎡⎣ ⎤⎦
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Con$nuity	equa$on:

Thermodynamic	equa$on:

Horizontal	momentum	equa$on:

Ver$cal	momentum	equa$on:

π ≡ π qs +δπ
ρ ≡ ρqs +δρ
T ≡ Tqs +δT

p ≡ pqs +δ p

∂ρqs
∂t

= −∇H ⋅ ρqsv( )−
∂ ρqsw( )
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Dθ
Dt

= Q
cpπ

Dv
Dt

+ fk × v = −cpθ∇H π qs +δπ( ) + Fv

Con$nuity	equa$on:

Thermodynamic	equa$on:

Horizontal	momentum	equa$on:

Ver$cal	momentum	equa$on:

 ρqs ≫ δρ is	assumed

Dw
Dt

= −cpθ
∂δπ
∂z

+Fw

π ≡ π qs +δπ
ρ ≡ ρqs +δρ
T ≡Tqs +δT

p ≡ pqs +δp

The model uses the Unified System™  of Arakawa & Konor.



Strengths & Weaknesses of the  
Unified System 

Filters vertically propagating sound waves

Does not need a basic or reference or mean state

Is as accurate as the fully compressible system for non-
acoustic modes

Is easy to implement into an existing quasi-static model

Can easily be “switched” to the quasi-static system

Conserves energy

Strengths:

Requires solution of a three-dimensional elliptic system
Weaknesses:



Choice of prognostic variables

With the continuous Unified System, there are 
two degrees of freedom in the wind for each 
degree of freedom in the mass field.

u,v,h

others lie across cell vertices. As a result, finite-difference
operators constructed on these grids tend to use ‘‘wall
neighbors’’ and ‘‘vertex neighbors’’ in different ways.
For example, the simplest second-order finite-difference
approximation to the gradient, on a square grid, uses
only wall neighbors; vertex neighbors are ignored. It is
certainly possible to construct finite-difference opera-
tors on square grids (and triangular grids) in which in-
formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
Arakawa Jacobian, as discussed by Arakawa (1966)],
but the operators can be cumbersome.
Hexagonal grids, in contrast, have the property that

all neighbors of a given cell lay across cell walls; there
are no vertex neighbors. In this sense, hexagonal grids
are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
difference operators on hexagonal grids treat all neigh-
boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
as symmetrical and isotropic as possible.
On the other hand, both square grids and triangular

grids can be nested, but hexagonal grids cannot because
it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
hexagons. This can be viewed as a disadvantage of hex-
agonal grids. A second disadvantage is that, for a given
number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
hexagon centers is slightly larger than the distances be-
tween the centers of triangles or squares.
With triangular and hexagonal grids, there can be an

imbalance in the number of centers, walls, and corners.
In particular, hexagonal grids have twice as many cell
corners as cell centers and 3 times as many cell walls as
cell centers. If the variables of a model are distributed
over the centers, walls, and corners, computational modes
can easily occur.
This mismatch in the degrees of freedom can be avoi-

ded by using ‘‘hexagonal A’’ staggering, in which the
mass and the horizontal wind vector are both predicted
at cell centers, but this again permits computational

modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.

FIG. 2. (a) Cartesian, (b) hexagonal, and (c) triangular grids on a plane.
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FIG. 2. (a) Cartesian, (b) hexagonal, and (c) triangular grids on a plane.
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The unstaggered Z grid has no computational modes. ω z ,δ ,h



Strengths & Weaknesses of the Z-grid

• No computational modes because 
matched degrees of freedom

• Prognostic pseudo-scalars, rather 
than vectors

• Excellent dispersion properties for 
inertia-gravity waves

• Direct prediction of the vertical 
component of the vorticity

• Requires solution of a pair of 
two-dimensional elliptic 
equations at each level on each 
time step

Strengths:

Weaknesses:
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When the Z-grid model is combined with the Unified System, it 
leads to a three-dimensional elliptic equation for the pressure:
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Convergence is slow with the Neumann boundary conditions.

Prediction of vorticity allows us to escape this problem.

When the Z-grid model is combined with the Unified System, it 
leads to a three-dimensional elliptic equation for the pressure:
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Vorticity across scales

Large-scale motions are 
controlled by the vertical 
component of the vorticity.

Small-scale motions are 
controlled by the horizontal 
vorticity vector.

Realistic simulation of the vorticity is key on both large and small scales. 

This motivates to predict the vorticity directly.

The wind field can be “reconstructed” by integration.



Vector Vorticity Model (VVM)
Jung & Arakawa, 2008

The VVM predicts the  
horizontal vorticity vector  

on a C-grid

ωH = ∂VH
∂z

−∇Hw



Vector Vorticity Model (VVM)
Jung & Arakawa, 2008

The VVM predicts the  
horizontal vorticity vector  

on a C-grid

ωH = ∂VH
∂z

−∇Hw



∇H
2w + ∂

∂z
1
ρqs

∂
∂z

ρqsw( )⎡

⎣
⎢

⎤

⎦
⎥ = −Γ ≡ k ⋅∇H × ωH

With the VVM, a three-dimensional elliptic equation is solved for the vertical 
velocity, rather than the pressure:

wS = wT = 0 Dirichlet boundary conditions

Elliptic equation for the vertical velocity

Convergence is fast.



∇H
2w + ∂

∂z
1
ρqs

∂
∂z

ρqsw( )⎡

⎣
⎢

⎤

⎦
⎥ = −Γ ≡ k ⋅∇H × ωH

With the VVM, a three-dimensional elliptic equation is solved for the vertical 
velocity, rather than the pressure:

wS = wT = 0 Dirichlet boundary conditions

Elliptic equation for the vertical velocity

The “forcing” on the right-hand side is the curl of the horizontal vorticity.

Convergence is fast.



The VVM predicts the tangential component of 
the horizontal vorticity on each cell wall. It uses 
the C grid.

others lie across cell vertices. As a result, finite-difference
operators constructed on these grids tend to use ‘‘wall
neighbors’’ and ‘‘vertex neighbors’’ in different ways.
For example, the simplest second-order finite-difference
approximation to the gradient, on a square grid, uses
only wall neighbors; vertex neighbors are ignored. It is
certainly possible to construct finite-difference opera-
tors on square grids (and triangular grids) in which in-
formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
Arakawa Jacobian, as discussed by Arakawa (1966)],
but the operators can be cumbersome.
Hexagonal grids, in contrast, have the property that

all neighbors of a given cell lay across cell walls; there
are no vertex neighbors. In this sense, hexagonal grids
are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
difference operators on hexagonal grids treat all neigh-
boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
as symmetrical and isotropic as possible.
On the other hand, both square grids and triangular

grids can be nested, but hexagonal grids cannot because
it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
hexagons. This can be viewed as a disadvantage of hex-
agonal grids. A second disadvantage is that, for a given
number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
hexagon centers is slightly larger than the distances be-
tween the centers of triangles or squares.
With triangular and hexagonal grids, there can be an

imbalance in the number of centers, walls, and corners.
In particular, hexagonal grids have twice as many cell
corners as cell centers and 3 times as many cell walls as
cell centers. If the variables of a model are distributed
over the centers, walls, and corners, computational modes
can easily occur.
This mismatch in the degrees of freedom can be avoi-

ded by using ‘‘hexagonal A’’ staggering, in which the
mass and the horizontal wind vector are both predicted
at cell centers, but this again permits computational

modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.

FIG. 2. (a) Cartesian, (b) hexagonal, and (c) triangular grids on a plane.

4452 MONTHLY WEATHER REV IEW VOLUME 141

A geodesic VVM?



The VVM predicts the tangential component of 
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of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
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grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
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has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
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(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
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are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
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advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.
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The VVM predicts the tangential component of 
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On geodesic C grids, the horizontal vorticity 
vector has three degrees of freedom for each 
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tors on square grids (and triangular grids) in which in-
formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
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it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
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at cell centers, but this again permits computational

modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.
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The VVM predicts the tangential component of 
the horizontal vorticity on each cell wall. It uses 
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vorticity vector has two degrees of freedom for 
each degree of freedom in the mass field.
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certainly possible to construct finite-difference opera-
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but the operators can be cumbersome.
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are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
difference operators on hexagonal grids treat all neigh-
boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
as symmetrical and isotropic as possible.
On the other hand, both square grids and triangular

grids can be nested, but hexagonal grids cannot because
it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
hexagons. This can be viewed as a disadvantage of hex-
agonal grids. A second disadvantage is that, for a given
number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
hexagon centers is slightly larger than the distances be-
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imbalance in the number of centers, walls, and corners.
In particular, hexagonal grids have twice as many cell
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cell centers. If the variables of a model are distributed
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can easily occur.
This mismatch in the degrees of freedom can be avoi-

ded by using ‘‘hexagonal A’’ staggering, in which the
mass and the horizontal wind vector are both predicted
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modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.
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The VVM predicts the tangential component of 
the horizontal vorticity on each cell wall. It uses 
the C grid.

Like the horizontal wind vector, the horizontal 
vorticity vector has two degrees of freedom for 
each degree of freedom in the mass field.
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vector has three degrees of freedom for each 
degree of freedom in the mass field.
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We will use the same solution.
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are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
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can easily occur.
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force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
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grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
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What is the curl of the vorticity?
The vorticity has a curl when the vortex lines make loops or rings, analogous to the 
circular structures sometimes formed by the wind field when the velocity has a curl.

Vortex loops or rings surround jets, plumes and thermals.

The horizontal vorticity also has a curl in a field of cloud streets or “rolls,” because in 
that situation the horizontal vorticity changes sign in the direction perpendicular to 
the vorticity vector.
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How it works

∇H ⋅ωH = −
∂ωz

∂z
Starting from and ,Γ ≡ k ⋅ ∇H ×ωH( )

we can diagnose ωH by solving a pair of elliptic equations,
just like we do with the Z-grid model. 

Once ωH has been determined, the logic follows the VVM exactly.
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formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
Arakawa Jacobian, as discussed by Arakawa (1966)],
but the operators can be cumbersome.
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boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
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number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
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modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
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force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
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grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
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Unstaggered grids

u,v,h

others lie across cell vertices. As a result, finite-difference
operators constructed on these grids tend to use ‘‘wall
neighbors’’ and ‘‘vertex neighbors’’ in different ways.
For example, the simplest second-order finite-difference
approximation to the gradient, on a square grid, uses
only wall neighbors; vertex neighbors are ignored. It is
certainly possible to construct finite-difference opera-
tors on square grids (and triangular grids) in which in-
formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
Arakawa Jacobian, as discussed by Arakawa (1966)],
but the operators can be cumbersome.
Hexagonal grids, in contrast, have the property that

all neighbors of a given cell lay across cell walls; there
are no vertex neighbors. In this sense, hexagonal grids
are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
difference operators on hexagonal grids treat all neigh-
boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
as symmetrical and isotropic as possible.
On the other hand, both square grids and triangular

grids can be nested, but hexagonal grids cannot because
it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
hexagons. This can be viewed as a disadvantage of hex-
agonal grids. A second disadvantage is that, for a given
number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
hexagon centers is slightly larger than the distances be-
tween the centers of triangles or squares.
With triangular and hexagonal grids, there can be an

imbalance in the number of centers, walls, and corners.
In particular, hexagonal grids have twice as many cell
corners as cell centers and 3 times as many cell walls as
cell centers. If the variables of a model are distributed
over the centers, walls, and corners, computational modes
can easily occur.
This mismatch in the degrees of freedom can be avoi-

ded by using ‘‘hexagonal A’’ staggering, in which the
mass and the horizontal wind vector are both predicted
at cell centers, but this again permits computational

modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.
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others lie across cell vertices. As a result, finite-difference
operators constructed on these grids tend to use ‘‘wall
neighbors’’ and ‘‘vertex neighbors’’ in different ways.
For example, the simplest second-order finite-difference
approximation to the gradient, on a square grid, uses
only wall neighbors; vertex neighbors are ignored. It is
certainly possible to construct finite-difference opera-
tors on square grids (and triangular grids) in which in-
formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
Arakawa Jacobian, as discussed by Arakawa (1966)],
but the operators can be cumbersome.
Hexagonal grids, in contrast, have the property that

all neighbors of a given cell lay across cell walls; there
are no vertex neighbors. In this sense, hexagonal grids
are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
difference operators on hexagonal grids treat all neigh-
boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
as symmetrical and isotropic as possible.
On the other hand, both square grids and triangular

grids can be nested, but hexagonal grids cannot because
it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
hexagons. This can be viewed as a disadvantage of hex-
agonal grids. A second disadvantage is that, for a given
number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
hexagon centers is slightly larger than the distances be-
tween the centers of triangles or squares.
With triangular and hexagonal grids, there can be an

imbalance in the number of centers, walls, and corners.
In particular, hexagonal grids have twice as many cell
corners as cell centers and 3 times as many cell walls as
cell centers. If the variables of a model are distributed
over the centers, walls, and corners, computational modes
can easily occur.
This mismatch in the degrees of freedom can be avoi-

ded by using ‘‘hexagonal A’’ staggering, in which the
mass and the horizontal wind vector are both predicted
at cell centers, but this again permits computational

modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.
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NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
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others lie across cell vertices. As a result, finite-difference
operators constructed on these grids tend to use ‘‘wall
neighbors’’ and ‘‘vertex neighbors’’ in different ways.
For example, the simplest second-order finite-difference
approximation to the gradient, on a square grid, uses
only wall neighbors; vertex neighbors are ignored. It is
certainly possible to construct finite-difference opera-
tors on square grids (and triangular grids) in which in-
formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
Arakawa Jacobian, as discussed by Arakawa (1966)],
but the operators can be cumbersome.
Hexagonal grids, in contrast, have the property that

all neighbors of a given cell lay across cell walls; there
are no vertex neighbors. In this sense, hexagonal grids
are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
difference operators on hexagonal grids treat all neigh-
boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
as symmetrical and isotropic as possible.
On the other hand, both square grids and triangular

grids can be nested, but hexagonal grids cannot because
it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
hexagons. This can be viewed as a disadvantage of hex-
agonal grids. A second disadvantage is that, for a given
number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
hexagon centers is slightly larger than the distances be-
tween the centers of triangles or squares.
With triangular and hexagonal grids, there can be an

imbalance in the number of centers, walls, and corners.
In particular, hexagonal grids have twice as many cell
corners as cell centers and 3 times as many cell walls as
cell centers. If the variables of a model are distributed
over the centers, walls, and corners, computational modes
can easily occur.
This mismatch in the degrees of freedom can be avoi-

ded by using ‘‘hexagonal A’’ staggering, in which the
mass and the horizontal wind vector are both predicted
at cell centers, but this again permits computational

modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.
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operators constructed on these grids tend to use ‘‘wall
neighbors’’ and ‘‘vertex neighbors’’ in different ways.
For example, the simplest second-order finite-difference
approximation to the gradient, on a square grid, uses
only wall neighbors; vertex neighbors are ignored. It is
certainly possible to construct finite-difference opera-
tors on square grids (and triangular grids) in which in-
formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
Arakawa Jacobian, as discussed by Arakawa (1966)],
but the operators can be cumbersome.
Hexagonal grids, in contrast, have the property that

all neighbors of a given cell lay across cell walls; there
are no vertex neighbors. In this sense, hexagonal grids
are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
difference operators on hexagonal grids treat all neigh-
boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
as symmetrical and isotropic as possible.
On the other hand, both square grids and triangular

grids can be nested, but hexagonal grids cannot because
it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
hexagons. This can be viewed as a disadvantage of hex-
agonal grids. A second disadvantage is that, for a given
number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
hexagon centers is slightly larger than the distances be-
tween the centers of triangles or squares.
With triangular and hexagonal grids, there can be an

imbalance in the number of centers, walls, and corners.
In particular, hexagonal grids have twice as many cell
corners as cell centers and 3 times as many cell walls as
cell centers. If the variables of a model are distributed
over the centers, walls, and corners, computational modes
can easily occur.
This mismatch in the degrees of freedom can be avoi-

ded by using ‘‘hexagonal A’’ staggering, in which the
mass and the horizontal wind vector are both predicted
at cell centers, but this again permits computational

modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.
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others lie across cell vertices. As a result, finite-difference
operators constructed on these grids tend to use ‘‘wall
neighbors’’ and ‘‘vertex neighbors’’ in different ways.
For example, the simplest second-order finite-difference
approximation to the gradient, on a square grid, uses
only wall neighbors; vertex neighbors are ignored. It is
certainly possible to construct finite-difference opera-
tors on square grids (and triangular grids) in which in-
formation from all neighboring cells is used [e.g., the
Arakawa Jacobian, as discussed by Arakawa (1966)],
but the operators can be cumbersome.
Hexagonal grids, in contrast, have the property that

all neighbors of a given cell lay across cell walls; there
are no vertex neighbors. In this sense, hexagonal grids
are quasi-isotropic. As a result, the most natural finite-
difference operators on hexagonal grids treat all neigh-
boring cells in the same way; the discrete operators are
as symmetrical and isotropic as possible.
On the other hand, both square grids and triangular

grids can be nested, but hexagonal grids cannot because
it is not possible to construct large hexagons from smaller
hexagons. This can be viewed as a disadvantage of hex-
agonal grids. A second disadvantage is that, for a given
number of grid cells per unit area, the distance between
hexagon centers is slightly larger than the distances be-
tween the centers of triangles or squares.
With triangular and hexagonal grids, there can be an

imbalance in the number of centers, walls, and corners.
In particular, hexagonal grids have twice as many cell
corners as cell centers and 3 times as many cell walls as
cell centers. If the variables of a model are distributed
over the centers, walls, and corners, computational modes
can easily occur.
This mismatch in the degrees of freedom can be avoi-

ded by using ‘‘hexagonal A’’ staggering, in which the
mass and the horizontal wind vector are both predicted
at cell centers, but this again permits computational

modes, due to averaging in the mass-convergence term
of the continuity equation and the pressure-gradient
force term of the momentum equation. NICAM (Satoh
et al. 2008) and FIM (Lee and MacDonald, 2009) use
grids like this. In global cloud resolving simulations with
NICAM, it is observed that there are a high number of
single-gridcell clouds, which is consistent with the exis-
tence of the computational mode associated with the
A-grid (H. Muira 2010, personal communication).
With hexagonal C staggering, in which the mass is

defined at cell centers and the normal components of the
winds are predicted on the cell walls, the horizontal wind
has three degrees of freedom for each degree of freedom
in the mass; this permits a computational mode in the
wind field. Although there are ways to minimize the am-
plitudes and deleterious effects of computational modes
(see Thuburn 2008), they can be avoided altogether by
the use of the ‘‘Z staggering.’’
With the Z staggering, in which the mass, the vertical

component of the vorticity, and the horizontal divergence
are defined at cell centers without staggering, there is no
room for computationalmodes (Randall 1994).Additional
advantages of the Z staggering are that it gives a good
simulation of geostrophic adjustment (Randall 1994), and
that direct prediction of the vorticity facilitates the use of
an accurate form of the discrete vorticity equation.
We choose an IHP grid because of its good homoge-

neity and isotropy, and we are then led to choose Z
staggering because it avoids computational modes while
giving a good simulation of geostrophic adjustment and
enabling an accurate form of the vorticity equation. The
price we pay for using Z staggering is that we must
solve a pair of Poisson equations on each time step. The
method that we use for this is discussed in section 5. We
use the Z-grid staggering in the hydrostatic and non-
hydrostatic models to be discussed in the forthcoming
papers mentioned above.

FIG. 2. (a) Cartesian, (b) hexagonal, and (c) triangular grids on a plane.

4452 MONTHLY WEATHER REV IEW VOLUME 141

Ω



that the ‘‘cell walls’’ (i.e., the arcs connecting the Voronoi
corners) are perpendicular bisectors of the intersecting
arcs, called ‘‘grid segments,’’ which connect the centers of
the two grid points that they separate. The converse is not
true, however; as can be seen in Fig. 4c, the grid segments
do not necessarily bisect the cell walls. This has important
consequences, which are discussed in section 3c and in
section 4.
As discussed above, our grid is truly spherical: we use

great circles to determine the distances between points
on the IHP grid, and the curved surface of the sphere to
determine the cell areas. This ensures that the shape and
total area of the grid are independent of resolution. If
two geodesic grids of different resolutions are used to
represent the atmosphere and Earth’s surface (i.e., the
ocean and the land surface), the total surface area seen
by the atmosphere grid is the same as the total area seen
by the surface grid. This ensures, for example, that the
upward flux of energy or mass or momentum from the
surface grid can exactly match the corresponding upward
flux of energy entering the atmosphere from below.
The alternative to our spherical grid can be called a

‘‘faceted’’ grid, in which the linear distances between the
points on the grid are used instead of great-circle dis-
tances, and the planar areas between the corner points
are used to determine the cell areas, as if the sphere was
replaced by a faceted jewel. A faceted grid converges
toward a spherical grid as the resolution increases.
For a technical reason explained in section 4c, we use

the spherical grid up to G11 and faceted grids for G12
and G13. At such high resolutions, the differences be-
tween the faceted and spherical grids are very minor.
There are three important differences between the

planar hexagonal and spherical IHP grids. (i) The regular

hexagons have uniform shapes and sizes, while the
spherical IHP grid has a mixture of hexagons and pen-
tagons of varying sizes. The ratio of the smallest to
largest cell sizes is about 78% on the raw grid with me-
dium and high resolutions. (ii) The distances between
the grid points are uniform on the regular hexagonal
grid, but not on the spherical IHP grid. (iii) The grid
segments bisect the cell walls on the regular hexagonal
grid, but not on the spherical IHP grid. Recall that, be-
cause of the use of Voronoi corners, the arcs connecting
the corners are already perpendicular bisectors of the
grid segments on the spherical IHP grid, as on the reg-
ular hexagonal grid. In section 4, we will show that the
spherical IHP grid can be optimized to yield improved
error convergence properties.

c. Convergence of selected finite-difference operators
on the raw grid

Wenow analyze the truncation errors of three second-
order finite-difference operators on the spherical IHP
grid:
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FIG. 4. Generation of an IHP grid from a raw grid for the case of G1 resolution. (a) The blue dots are the vertices of
the raw grid. The Voronoi corners, represented by the green dots, are equidistant from the three neighboring vertices
of the raw grid, and so lie at the centers of the triangular cells of the raw grid. (b) The hexagonal–pentagonal cells of
the icosahedral grid are obtained by connecting the Voronoi corners. The dots are the cell centers. (c) The triangular
cells of the raw grid and the hexagonal and pentagonal cells of the IHP grid are both shown. The vertices of the raw
grid correspond to the centers of the IHP grid cells.
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that the ‘‘cell walls’’ (i.e., the arcs connecting the Voronoi
corners) are perpendicular bisectors of the intersecting
arcs, called ‘‘grid segments,’’ which connect the centers of
the two grid points that they separate. The converse is not
true, however; as can be seen in Fig. 4c, the grid segments
do not necessarily bisect the cell walls. This has important
consequences, which are discussed in section 3c and in
section 4.
As discussed above, our grid is truly spherical: we use

great circles to determine the distances between points
on the IHP grid, and the curved surface of the sphere to
determine the cell areas. This ensures that the shape and
total area of the grid are independent of resolution. If
two geodesic grids of different resolutions are used to
represent the atmosphere and Earth’s surface (i.e., the
ocean and the land surface), the total surface area seen
by the atmosphere grid is the same as the total area seen
by the surface grid. This ensures, for example, that the
upward flux of energy or mass or momentum from the
surface grid can exactly match the corresponding upward
flux of energy entering the atmosphere from below.
The alternative to our spherical grid can be called a

‘‘faceted’’ grid, in which the linear distances between the
points on the grid are used instead of great-circle dis-
tances, and the planar areas between the corner points
are used to determine the cell areas, as if the sphere was
replaced by a faceted jewel. A faceted grid converges
toward a spherical grid as the resolution increases.
For a technical reason explained in section 4c, we use

the spherical grid up to G11 and faceted grids for G12
and G13. At such high resolutions, the differences be-
tween the faceted and spherical grids are very minor.
There are three important differences between the

planar hexagonal and spherical IHP grids. (i) The regular

hexagons have uniform shapes and sizes, while the
spherical IHP grid has a mixture of hexagons and pen-
tagons of varying sizes. The ratio of the smallest to
largest cell sizes is about 78% on the raw grid with me-
dium and high resolutions. (ii) The distances between
the grid points are uniform on the regular hexagonal
grid, but not on the spherical IHP grid. (iii) The grid
segments bisect the cell walls on the regular hexagonal
grid, but not on the spherical IHP grid. Recall that, be-
cause of the use of Voronoi corners, the arcs connecting
the corners are already perpendicular bisectors of the
grid segments on the spherical IHP grid, as on the reg-
ular hexagonal grid. In section 4, we will show that the
spherical IHP grid can be optimized to yield improved
error convergence properties.

c. Convergence of selected finite-difference operators
on the raw grid

Wenow analyze the truncation errors of three second-
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FIG. 4. Generation of an IHP grid from a raw grid for the case of G1 resolution. (a) The blue dots are the vertices of
the raw grid. The Voronoi corners, represented by the green dots, are equidistant from the three neighboring vertices
of the raw grid, and so lie at the centers of the triangular cells of the raw grid. (b) The hexagonal–pentagonal cells of
the icosahedral grid are obtained by connecting the Voronoi corners. The dots are the cell centers. (c) The triangular
cells of the raw grid and the hexagonal and pentagonal cells of the IHP grid are both shown. The vertices of the raw
grid correspond to the centers of the IHP grid cells.
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Strengths & Weaknesses of Curl Curl

No computational modes (because W grid)

Excellent dispersion properties for inertia-gravity waves (because W grid)

Direct prediction of the vertical component of the vorticity, which controls 
large-scale dynamics

Direct prediction of the curl of the horizontal vorticity, which controls 
small-scale dynamics

Predicts pseudo-scalars, rather than vectors (because W grid)

Guarantees the non-divergence of the three-dimensional vorticity vector 
(because VVM)

Strengths:

Requires solution of a pair of 2D elliptic equations at each level on each 
time step

Requires solution of a 3d elliptic equation, but with “friendly” Dirichlet 
boundary conditions

Weaknesses:



Anelastic test case.   
Rising warm bubble.

6 mins. 7 mins.

8 mins. 9 mins.



ENDGame results
DCMIP test 3.1, theta prime along the Equator, K

1800 s 2400 s

3000 s 3600 s
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Curl Curl results

1800 s 2400 s

3000 s 3600 s

DCMIP test 3.1, theta prime along the Equator, K



Held-Suarez test
Curl-Curl, 40 K grid, days 1000 to 2000

ubar vbar Tbar

uubar uvbar vTbar



Closing Remarks

This talk has been about structural issues.

Structural design comes first.  The ideas discussed in 
this talk form the concrete and steel of the model, on 
which everything else depends.

The forms of the various operators also have to be 
specified, of course, and it’s important to do a good job 
with that. Ross Heikes has developed some very 
accurate and flexible operators for use with Curl Curl.

Computational performance and scaling are also 
important. Curl Curl scales well.



Extra slides
W grid
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Multigrid scaling

Our raw grid generation algorithm starts by bisecting
the triangular faces of the icosahedron inscribed. The
resulting vertices rare projected onto the sphere. The re-
cursive bisections and projections continue until the
desired resolution is reached. Projecting the edges of the
triangles onto the sphere completes the generation of
the grid. The vertices or corners of the spherical triangles
form the center points of the hexagonal–pentagonal
cells, which are Voronoi cells with respect to those center
points.
Optimization of the grid is needed to obtain good

convergence of finite-difference operators. Analyses of
truncation errors of the finite-difference Laplacian, Ja-
cobian, and divergence operators on the raw icosahedral
grids show a nearly first-order convergence rate for the
RMS (L2-norm) errors and almost no convergence of
the maximum (L‘-norm) errors. These rates are much
slower than the desired second-order convergence, which
is obtained (as expected) using a regular hexagonal grid
on a plane.
We have tested three different optimization algo-

rithms that can be applied to unoptimized IHP grids to
improve the error convergence rates of the three oper-
ators. The tweaking algorithm tries to minimize the
distance between the midpoint of the cell wall and the
point that the grid segments intersect the cell wall by
moving the grid points (or cell centers) of the raw grid.
The spring dynamics algorithm tries to homogenize the

distances between the grid points, or cell centers. The
CVT optimization makes the Voronoi cell centers co-
incide with the barycentric centers of the cells. All three
optimization algorithms reduce the errors and improve
the convergence rates. The tweaking optimization pro-
duces nearly first- and second-order convergence rates
for the L‘- and L2-norms. The spring grid and CVT
optimizations produce slightly slower convergence rates
for theL2-norms, relative to the tweaked grid. However,
both the spring grid and CVT optimizations produce
very poor convergence rates for the L‘-norms.
The tweaking optimization algorithm presented here

uses a different cost function than that of HR95b. The
new tweaked grid produces more accurate operators and
smoother simulations.
Both the code used to generate the raw grid and the

tweaking optimization code are being made available as
supplements to this paper. The grids themselves are also
being made available.
Finally, we have designed and demonstrated a parallel

multigrid solver that scales reasonably well up to 81 920
processes.We aremaking the solver code available to the
community as a supplement to this paper.
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FIG. 16. Strong parallel scalability of the V-cycled multigrid for the native resolutions G4–
G13. At each thick mark on the axis and ordinate, the number of processes and the time
(seconds) are doubled, respectively. The slope of the red thin lines indicate perfect scalability.
Time is measured over one V cycle for the case of 192 model layers. The computations were
performed on Hopper, a Cray XE6 computer at the National Energy Research Scientific
Computing Center (NERSC).
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Dispersion of Inertia-Gravity Waves



Dispersion of Rossby Waves


