
ar
X

iv
:2

00
1.

08
63

7v
4 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
ao

-p
h]

  2
 S

ep
 2

02
0

On hydrostatic approximation by R.I. Nigmatulin

and L.F. Richardson’s equation.
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The theorem given in ”Equations of Hydro-and Thermodynamics of the Atmosphere

when Inertial Forces Are Small in Comparison with Gravity” (2018) is wrong, since

the solutions of the system of Navier-Stokes equations do not converge to the solutions

of the system of hydrostatic approximation equations, when the vertical acceleration

approaches zero. The main consequence is that the scales given in the paper are

not suitable for application of hydrostatic approximation. The correct asymptotics

should be given by the traditional hydrostatic parameter H/L, where H and L are the

vertical and horizontal scales of motion. Also scale analysis of the L.F. Richardson’s

equation for vertical velocity in hydrostatic approximation is not correct.
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I. INCORRECTNESS OF THE THEOREM FORMULATED IN [1] , AND SCALES OF

APPLICABILITY OF HYDROSTATIC (QUASISTATIC) APPROXIMATION

Traditional asymptotic analysis of the hydrostatic approximation for different geophysical flows is

based on the smallness of the ratio ε = H/L of the vertical to the horizontal scales of motion, which

is often introduced as the hydrostatic parameter (see, f.e., R. Zeytounian, [2], eq. 3.9, 19.2). The

author of [1] proposed a different approach, which is based only on the smallness of the vertical

acceleration normalized by the gravity acceleration, as the parameter of applicability of the hydro-

static approximation, and formulated it as a theorem. Smallness of the amplitude of oscillations,

which corresponds to the smallness of the acceleration at a fixed frequency, usually can imply only

linearization of the equations. But until now, no one could formulate a theorem on elimination

of the short-wave motions and application of the hydrostatic approximation (which is a long-wave

approximation according to the traditional asymptotic analysis) based only on the smallness of

amplitude or the vertical acceleration.

The convergence of the solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations to the solutions of the system of

hydrostatic approximation equations when the vertical acceleration approaches zero does not exist,

since this is directly contradicted by the finite vertical acceleration of the nontrivial solutions of the

hydrostatic approximation equations, in which the equation with the vertical acceleration is replaced

by the hydrostatic balance. In [1] the author also did not give a proof of the existence of such a

convergence or transition to the limit. Therefore, in view of the indicated contradiction, the theorem

formulated in [1] is not true.

∗Electronic address: sibgat@ocean.ru

http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.08637v4
mailto:sibgat@ocean.ru


2

The author applies his own or unusual terminology (“inertialess vertical velocity”, “climatic

scales”), which is usually not necessary. However, here is the source of confusion and the reason for

the erroneous conclusions, which are discussed below. If a new theorem or method is introduced,

the words and definitions must be very clear, and allow to follow logical conclusions. In the author’s

opinion, the vertical force of inertia is “neglected” in the (quasi) hydrostatic approximation. This

statement is incorrect, since the vertical acceleration of any nontrivial solutions of the system of

equations of hydrostatic approximation is not equal to zero, while the magnitude of the force of

inertia is identically equal to the product of mass and acceleration.

In the language of dynamics, that is in terms of the forces acting on the fluid, the following state-

ment would be correct: the restoring forces (with respect to the state of hydrostatic equilibrium) in

the vertical direction are eliminated in the equations of the hydrostatic approximation, as compared

to the full equations (in other words, the equation for the momentum in the vertical direction is

replaced by the hydrostatic balance). But this in no way can be said about the force of inertia in

the vertical direction, since due to the action of the forces in the horizontal direction (which are

present in the equations for the horizontal momentum, primarily the horizontal pressure gradient)

and the equation of continuity, which in this case plays the role of a kinematic constraint, there is

an accelerated motion in the vertical direction1.

Force of inertia of an atmospheric particle is defined by the sum of the applied forces. Scale of

its vertical component in absence of acoustic perturbations is defined by the maximum difference

between gravity force and buoyancy, i.e. by deviation of the density in the atmospheric flow under

consideration, multiplied by g. Resulting reduced gravity acceleration can be by three orders smaller

than g, and nevertheless it directly generates important atmospheric flows: convection and internal

waves. Background stratification and thermodynamic properties such as adiabaticity and phase

changes have to be taken into account and naturally lead to the concepts of potential and virtual

temperatures [3].

This is why neglecting the vertical inertia (see again the footnote1) upon comparing it directly to

the gravity (as in [1]) gives also absolutely wrong estimation of the spatial and temporal scales, for

which hydrostatic approximation can be applied. Hydrostatic framework has no explicit equation for

the change of vertical momentum, which is replaced by hydrostatic balance, so the pressure is equal

to the weight of the atmospheric column. Instead, vertical velocity (and so the change of vertical

momentum) can be calculated with the help of Richardson’s equation [4–6], following from the

continuity and thermodynamic equations. For the horizontal scales from only 1 km, time from 100

s, vertical velocities below than 1 m/s, given in the paper [1], hydrostatic approximation is incorrect

even if the smaller scale motions are filtered (I. Kibel, A. Obukhov etc.), because for vertical force

of inertia being two or three orders of magnitude less than gravity, hydrostatic approximation can

not describe important types of atmospheric flows and gives absolutely incorrect results.

1 The force of inertia and the restoring force in vertical direction coincide for the case of the full Navier-Stokes

model, since the vertical acceleration is explicitly present in the equation for vertical momentum. In the hydrostatic

approximation, the restoring force in vertical direction is eliminated, and the equation for the vertical momentum

is replaced by the hydrostatic balance. However, the vertical component of the force of inertia in the hydrostatic

approximation is not zero for any nontrivial solutions, so the statement that it is neglected is wrong.
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In oceanology and atmospheric sciences hydrostatic approximation is used to filter some classes

of solutions of the full system like short gravity waves (buoyancy driven), convection, and sound

waves [2, 3, 7]. It serves as an analogy to shallow water equations for surface waves and works

at scales from hundreds of kilometers in Earth atmosphere. Of course, such a filtering can not be

performed without sacrificing the quality of the forecast, and results in more complicated parame-

terizations, so the general current trend in modern weather prediction models is the transition to

non-hydrostatic models [8], improving parameterizations of turbulence and convective adjustment.

Smallness of the ratio of vertical force of inertia to the gravity is a property of the quasihydrostatic

approximation (like smallness of any oil car velocity compared to the speed of light), and it can

also be a property of certain non-hydrostatic flows. But it can not be the reason for application of

hydrostatic approximation as stated in the new theorem in [1], since the major side-effect would be

the wrong estimation of the scales, for which hydrostatic approximation can describe atmospheric

(or oceanic) flows.

II. INCORRECTNESS OF SCALE ANALYSIS OF RICHARDSON’S EQUATION FOR

VERTICAL VELOCITY.

L.F. Richardson in his fundamental work "Weather prediction by numerical process" [4] (1922)

gave the framework for large-scale weather prediction based on hydrostatic approximation, with the

expression for vertical velocity as an exact consequence of hydrostatic approximation in eq. 4 on

p. 123, eq. 9 on p. 124, also see Peter Lynch "The Emergence of Numerical Weather Prediction:

Richardson’s Dream" [5] eq. 2.19 on p. 40, A. Kasahara (1967) [9] eq. 2.12, 2.13, A. Eliassen

"Dynamic Meteorology" (1957) [10], also his paper [11] (1949), etc.

In [1] (2018) the author took this expression without citation, and neglected the horizontal

transport of pressure, upon comparing it to one of the terms of the horizontal mass divergence

above the particle.

This kind of comparison is not correct, since with the same reasoning the divergence of an

incomprehensible fluid, being identically zero, could be estimated to have a finite value. Scale of

the horizontal divergence of mass flow also can differ by orders of magnitude from the scale of its

components, especially in frames of hydrostatics, due to the following factors: 1) principal reason

of atmospheric compressibility (without acoustics) owes to the weight of atmospheric column and

temperature changes, not to the high velocities; 2) smallness of the full vertical acceleration; 3)

geostrophic component of the flows has zero divergence, 4) significant localized rise of pressure

induce reaction in form of short gravity waves, which can not be described by quasistatic modeling

and are usually parametrized. Mutual compensation of the components of horizontal divergence

in large-scale motions of atmosphere was discussed in [3]. The other issue is that the gradient of

pressure in advection term is estimated in [1] dynamically as U2/L, so the horizontal velocity is

interpreted here as the velocity of air in horizontal pressure waves (propagating with the speed of

sound), and for such conditions the advection of pressure of course would be small. But if the

pressure would be represented again hydrostatically as the column weight, the estimation would be

different. Although advection of pressure can be neglected in some cases (as well as the horizontal

divergence), for a general case, omitting the pressure advection based on the scale analysis in [1] may

violate the symmetries of the system and allows a particle to accumulate additional uncompensated
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vertical velocity, which results in nonphysical effects.

From the above it follows, that reformulation of the L.F. Richardsons’s framework [4, 9] given in

[1] is not correct for modelling of “climatic and meteorological processes” and weather forecast at

any horizontal scales.

Richardson’s framework was used at national center of atmospheric research NCAR [9]

(A.Kasahara et al., 1967) about a decade as the principal weather prediction system2, and a lot of

works by several scientific groups are devoted to its stability and properties of the corresponding

differential operator for different vertical discretizations and vertical coordinates [6, 12, 13].

1. R. Nigmatulin, “Equations of hydro-and thermodynamics of the atmosphere when inertial forces are

small in comparison with gravity,” Fluid Dynamics, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. S121–S130, 2018.

2. R. K. Zeytounian, Meteorological fluid dynamics. Asymptotic modelling, stability and chaotic atmo-

spheric motion. Springer, 1991.

3. J. G. Charney, On the Scale of Atmospheric Motions, reprint, pp. 251–265. Boston, MA: American

Meteorological Society, 1990.

4. L. F. Richardson, Weather prediction by numerical process. Cambridge university, 1922, 2007.

5. P. Lynch, The Emergence of Numerical Weather Prediction: Richardson’s Dream. Cambridge University

Press, 1 ed., 2006.

6. A. Kasahara, “Various Vertical Coordinate Systems Used for Numerical Weather Prediction,” Monthly

Weather Review, vol. 102, p. 509, Jan 1974.

7. V. Kadyshnikov, “Small oscillations of the polytropic atmosphere and the filtering role of the hydrostatic

approximation,” Meteorologiia i Gidrologiia, pp. 23–33, 1979.

8. A. Gavrikov, S. K. Gulev, M. Markina, N. Tilinina, P. Verezemskaya, B. Barnier, A. Dufour, O. Zolina,

Y. Zyulyaeva, M. Krinitskiy, I. Okhlopkov, and A. Sokov, “RAS-NAAD: 40-yr High-Resolution North

Atlantic Atmospheric Hindcast for Multipurpose Applications (New Dataset for the Regional Mesoscale

Studies in the Atmosphere and the Ocean),” Journal of Applied Meteorology and Climatology, vol. 59,

pp. 793–817, 04 2020.

9. A. Kasahara and W. M. Washington, “NCAR Global General Circulation Model of the Atmosphere,”

Monthly Weather Review, vol. 95, p. 389, Jan 1967.

10. A. Eliassen and E. Kleinschmidt, Dynamic Meteorology, vol. 10 of Encyclopedia of Physics, Handbuch

der Physik. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, Jan 1957.

11. A. Eliassen, “The quasi-static equations of motion with pressure as independent variable.,” Geofysisk.

Publ., vol. 17, no. 3, p. 44, 1949.

12. J. Oliger and A. Sundström, “Theoretical and practical aspects of some initial boundary value problems

in fluid dynamics,” SIAM J. Appl. Math., vol. 35, no. 3, pp. 419–446, 1978.

13. A. Bourchtein and V. Kadychnikov, “Well posedness of the initial value problem for vertically discretized

hydrostatic equations,” SIAM J. Appl. Math., vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 195–207, 2004.

2 With altitude as the vertical coordinate and Richardson’s equation for vertical velocity. Nowadays, other variables

are used as the vertical coordinate [6, 8], which are more advantageous for numerical modeling.


	I Incorrectness of the theorem formulated in 2018NigmatulinEquations , and scales of applicability of hydrostatic (quasistatic) approximation
	II  Incorrectness of scale analysis of Richardson's equation for vertical velocity.
	 References

