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SUMMARY

Meshfree Lagrangian frameworks for free surface flow simulations do not conserve fluid volume. Meshfree
particle methods like SPH are not mimetic, in the sense that discrete mass conservation does not imply discrete
volume conservation. On the other hand, meshfree collocation methods typically do not use any notion of mass. As
a result, they are neither mass conservative nor volume conservative at the discrete level. In this paper, we give an
overview of various sources of conservation errors across different meshfree methods. The present work focuses on
one specific issue: unreliable volume and mass definitions. We introduce the concept of representative masses and
densities, which are essential for accurate post-processing especially in meshfree collocation methods. Using these,
we introduce an artificial compression or expansion in the fluid to rectify errors in volume conservation. Numerical
experiments show that the introduced frameworks significantly improve volume conservation behaviour, even for
complex industrial test cases such as automotive water crossing.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Over the last few decades, meshfree or meshless methods have become a popular alternative to
conventional mesh-based solution procedures. Their biggest advantage lie in avoiding the generation
of a mesh to discretize the computational domain. Meshfree domain discretization procedures that
produce a point cloud or a particle cloud are faster, and can be automated to a higher degree, even
for complex domains [57]. Another major advantage of meshfree methods, especially when used
in a Lagrangian framework, is the ease of capturing large deformations and displacements in the
computational domain. In this context, the meshfree equivalent of remeshing is much cheaper and
faster [59]. These advantages of meshfree methods, naturally, come with their own challenges. One of
the biggest drawbacks of meshfree methods is a lack of conservation.

This lack of conservation can appear in two forms. The first is the lack of conservative properties
inherent in derivative approximation procedures. This has been a topic of significant study in recent
years [31, 60, 65], though several open questions still remain. The second issue of conservation,
which has been largely ignored in meshfree literature, concerns the absence of mass and volume
conservation. This becomes especially relevant in flow problems with free surfaces which are captured
using Lagrangian frameworks. While the latter point is the topic of investigation of the present work,
we explain the details of both notions of conservation in this paper.

For the purpose of the present work, we consider meshfree methods for fluid flow divided into
two categories. We refer the reader to review papers [5, 39, 8] for an overview and classification
of meshfree methods for structural simulations, which are not considered here. The first category
of meshfree methods for fluid flow is particle-based meshfree methods such as Smoothed Particle
Hydrodynamics (SPH) [19], where each node of the domain discretization is a mass particle. The

∗Correspondence to: E-mail: pratik.suchde@gmail.com, pratik.suchde@uni.lu

ar
X

iv
:2

30
3.

13
41

0v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
fl

u-
dy

n]
  2

3 
M

ar
 2

02
3



Figure 1. Lack of volume conservation: Sloshing of an incompressible fluid with a particle method. The gravity
vector is rotated to simulate sloshing, after which the fluid is brought back to rest. Counter-clockwise from top
left. The top row shows the initial state (left) and the final state (right) of the fluid, while the bottom row shows
intermediate states. The red dashed line indicates the level of the fluid at the initial state. The figures shows that
the volume of the final state is lower than that present initially. Since the number of particles are constant, the total

numerical mass is conserved. However, the fluid volume is not conserved.

second category is meshfree collocation methods (for example, [24, 23]), where a node is only an
approximation location, and does not inherently carry mass. The former mass-based nodes have the
advantage of a simple notion of mass conservation. Since the mass of a particle is constant in time,
and particles are neither added nor deleted during a simulation (barring inflows and outflows), the total
mass contained in the system remains constant. As a result, these methods are typically said to be mass
conservative. From a physical or continuum perspective, for incompressible flow, mass conservation
and volume conservation are equivalent. However, this is not the case for SPH-type meshfree methods,
where the fluid volume is not conserved, not even for incompressible flows with a constant density.
In incompressible free-surface flow simulations, the geometric volume occupied by the computational
domain often decreases as the simulation progresses, sometimes significantly so. An example of this is
shown for a sloshing simulation in Figure 1. On the other hand, for approximation node based meshfree
collocation methods, since nodes do not carry mass, mass can only be defined as an auxiliary property.
As a result, there is no notion of mass or volume conservation in these methods.

We note that this notion of volume conservation defects is also an issue for mesh-based methods for
capturing free surface flow. Volume errors are observed in many mesh-based volume of fluid (VOF)
approaches [1], as well as hybrid Eulerian mesh/Lagrangian particle methods [29].

In mesh-based methods, the definition of an element or control volume prescribes a discrete volume
packet. In contrast, for meshfree methods, there is no obvious notion of a discrete volume attached to a
node. As a result, meshfree literature uses various different and unequivalent ways to define the volume
of a point or particle. This compounds the issue of volume conservation errors, and also introduces
errors in post-processing simulation results. In meshfree collocation type methods, a further issue in
accurate post-processing is the lack of native mass definitions, which makes it cumbersome to track,
for example, the transportation and accumulation of mass. A detailed example of this is presented later
in Section 7.5.

The main contributions of this paper are four-fold: (1) We present a first of its kind survey of different
conservation issues in meshfree methods for fluid flow. (2) We give an overview of different notions
of defining discrete volumes for meshfree methods, and present their advantages and disadvantages.
(3) We introduce the novel notion of representative masses and densities for meshfree methods, which
simplify post-processing in collocation type methods. (4) Using the introduced representative masses
and densities, we introduce an artificial point displacement to significantly reduce volume conservation
errors. This is done based on the difference between the representative density and the actual (physical)
density of the fluid. We note that the notion of artificial displacement has been widely adopted in the
SPH community (for example, [32, 33, 45]). SPH literature uses artificial displacement to avoid particle
clustering, which leads to numerical instabilities. In contrast, in the present work, we use a similar
notion, but towards the goal of fluid volume conservation. While this work focuses on the mass and
volume conservation in the context of collocation type meshfree methods, many of the ideas are also
directly applicable to mass particle based meshfree methods.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce some further preliminaries about
different types of meshfree methods, the notation used, and the governing equations of flow used in
the present work. We then give a brief overview of different conservation issues across all meshfree
methods in Section 3. In Section 4, we present different methods for defining discrete volumes in
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meshfree methods. Section 5 then introduces the notion of representative masses, followed by the
notion of representative densities in Section 6, which also introduces the volume correction algorithm.
A series of numerical test cases are presented in Section 7 followed by a summary and conclusion in
Section 8.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we introduce some preliminaries regarding the notation and governing equations used
in the present work, along with a description of different types of meshfree methods.

2.1. Types of meshfree methods

As explained above, in the context of the current work, we divide Lagrangian meshfree methods for
fluid flow into two broad classes, each with their own advantages and disadvantages.

1. Mass-particle based meshfree approaches. Here, each node is a mass particle. These types
of methods include the popular Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics (SPH) [19] and derived
methods, such as Moving Particle Semi-explicit (MPS) [28], Moving Particle Explicit (MPE [63]
or MPS [68]) and Discrete Droplet Method (DDM) [7], and also some hybrid mesh-meshfree
methods like Material Point Methods (MPM) [40].

2. Approximation-point based meshfree methods. Here, a node does not carry mass, and is only
a collocation point where the governing PDEs are solved. While Radial Basis Function (RBF)
based collocation methods have been widely used (for example, [11, 46, 52]), Generalized Finite
Difference Methods (GFDM) are more commonly used in Lagrangian approaches for fluid flow
(for example, [13, 56]).

The main advantage of meshfree particle methods is that particles having mass directly implies a
notion of mass conservation, which is not present in meshfree collocation approaches. On the other
hand, the primary advantage of approximation point based meshfree methods is the ease of adding and
merging/deleting points. This is very helpful to fix distortion as a result of movement. Points can easily
be deleted or merged when they come too close, and points can be added when artificial “holes” are
created in the point cloud. This advantages also means that adaptive refinement is very straight forward
in these methods. While SPH type methods are developing multi-resolution frameworks [27, 70] with
two or three discrete levels of refinement in the domain, collocation type meshfree methods have for
long had the ability to achieve continuous resolution adaptivity [6, 13, 18, 59].

Without the ability to freely add and delete particles, particle distortion can not be fixed as easily in
SPH type methods. Two common approaches are used for this: (i) redistributing particles based on a
background mesh [41, 42, 43], or the more widely adopted (ii) artificially moving the particle cloud.
For this, a non-physical or artificial movement of particles is performed to avoid particle clustering
[32, 33, 45]. These approaches have been referred to as particle shifting. In the present work, we
introduce the use of similar ideas to provide improved volume conservative behaviour.

Remark. The topic of volume conservation has been widely discussed in recent SPH literature
[25, 36, 44, 62]. However, those discussions are in the context of particle shifting. Classical particle
shifting methods introduced non-physical volume, while the volume conservation work in SPH aims to
conserve volume during the particle shifting process. In contrast, the present work deals with volume
conservation defects from other sources of the numerical scheme, and aims to perform an artificial
point shifting to correct that. Another approach for volume conservation considered in the context of
meshfree collocation methods is the so-called Position-Based Dynamics [2, 3, 4], which aims to keep
the volume of each point constant as points move in a Lagrangian fashion. In contrast, here we aim to
keep the global fluid volume constant.

Another significant distinction between these two types of meshfree methods is the ease of enforcing
boundary conditions. While a wide range of boundary conditions can be easily incorporated in
meshfree collocation type methods, it is not straight forward to do the same in particle based meshfree
methods [34].
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2.2. Notation

The bulk of this work uses an approximation-point based collocation meshfree method. We consider a
computational domain Ω = Ω(t), with boundary ∂Ω = ∂Ω(t). The domain is discretized with a point
cloud composed of N = N(t) points, consisting of points both in the interior and on the boundary of
the domain.

For a point i = 1, 2, ...N , all approximations are done on a set of nearby nodes referred to as its
neighbourhood or support Si consisting of ni nearby points, within a distance of h = h(~x, t). h denotes
the so-called smoothing length or interaction radius, which governs not just the support size, but also
the resolution of the point cloud. This is because inter-point distances are controlled to fixed multiples
of h. The minimum distance between two points is controlled to be greater than rminh, and maximum
hole size in the point cloud is given by rmaxh. This is enforced by merging particles that come too
close, and adding them in holes where no points are present. For more details of these addition /
deletion procedures, we refer to [15, 51, 57, 59].

The point clouds used in the present work are irregularly spaced, without any background grid or
mesh. All points clouds are generated using an advancing front point generation method [57, 54].

2.3. Governing equations / model problem

The governing equations considered here are a unified framework for fluids and solids, consisting of
the conservation of mass and momentum equations, used in a Lagrangian framework.

D~x

Dt
= ~v , (1)

Dρ

Dt
= −ρ∇ · ~v , (2)

D~v

Dt
=

1

ρ
∇ · S− 1

ρ
∇p+ ~g , (3)

for position ~x, velocity ~v, pressure p, density ρ, gravity and other external forces ~g, and a stress tensor
S consisting of both viscous and solid terms.

S = Svisc + Ssolid , (4)

with

Svisc = η

(
(∇~v) + (∇~v)

T − 2

3
∇ · ~v I

)
. (5)

The exact formulation of Ssolid or of other material properties, such as ρ or the viscosity η is not
very important in the present context. The ideas introduced in this paper could be used with a variety
of material modelling frameworks. For simplicity, we use incompressible Newtonian flow with a
constant density and viscosity, with Ssolid = 0 throughout this paper. If required, an energy conservation
equation could also be used. While the ideas of this work can be easily applied to any governing
equations, here we restrict the use to fluid flow.

3. CONSERVATION AND MESHFREE METHODS

While we focus on one aspect of conservation, it is important to understand the other reasons of
conservation defects to correctly interpret numerical results. In this section, we give a brief overview
of different conservation related errors in meshfree methods for fluid flow. Each of these apply to both
SPH-type and collocation meshfree methods. We note that these issues only cover Lagrangian meshfree
methods for fluid flow. Eulerian weak form meshfree methods with stationary background meshes used
in structural modelling are not covered here.
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3.1. Conservation of fluxes

Consider a conservation law
∂φ

∂t
+∇ · J = 0 , (6)

with J = J(φ). For sufficiently smooth φ and J, integrating Eq. (6) over the entire domain, and an
application of the divergence theorem leads to the integral form of the conservation law,

d

dt

∫
Ω

φdV = −
∫
∂Ω

~n · J dA . (7)

Due the local nature of meshfree methods and the absence of a global mesh discretizing the domain,
most meshfree methods do not posses a discrete divergence theorem. As a result, at the discrete level,
there is no connection between the differential law Eq. (6) and the integral form Eq. (7). No matter
how accurately the differential form is being solved at each node, there is no discrete equivalent of the
global (integral) conservation law.

Due to the absence of a mesh, a definition of flux is not natural to meshfree discretizations. To
introduce global conservation in meshfree methods, [12, 31, 65] introduce different algebraic notions
of fluxes to obtain a discrete divergence theorem. However, each of these methods require a global
computation either of the differential operators [31] or of the fluxes [65]. As a result, they are only used
as a pre-processing step for meshfree simulations on fixed point clouds, and can be quite expensive
for moving point clouds. To overcome this, [60] introduced a local definition of fluxes that is much
quicker to compute, but only provides approximate conservation. For moving Lagrangian meshfree
frameworks, achieving global conservation without expensive global computations remains an open
problem.

3.2. Volume conservation

As discussed earlier and illustrated in Figure 1, the lack of volume conservation of the discrete domain
is another source of numerical inaccuracy. This topic is the main focus of the present work.

3.2.1. Lagrangian motion
One of the biggest source of volume defects in Lagrangian methods is inaccurate advection. Lagrangian
advection does not introduce diffusion, as is typically the case in Eulerian advection. It is thus often
a preferred choice for capturing free surface flow. However, inaccurate advection for flows with free
surfaces introduces volume conservation errors.

Most Lagrangian meshfree methods consider a Lagrangian movement step by updating node
positions using a first order accurate method, by treating the fluid velocity as constant between time
steps. This has been shown to be extremely inaccurate, and higher order Lagrangian movement has
been shown to significantly reduce volume conservation defects [58]. In our present work, we follow a
higher order movement approach introduced in [58], to reduce the influence of inaccurate Lagrangian
motion on volume conservation errors. It is important to note here that this issue is relevant in
all Lagrangian, semi-Lagrangian and ALE frameworks, covering meshfree, mesh-based, and hybrid
methods. However, this aspect has been widely ignored in literature.

The topic of volume conservation as a result of Lagrangian motion is usually mentioned in the
context of the distortion of point or particle clouds. As described in the remark of Section 2.1, volume
conservation in SPH generally refers to preventing volume changes in the artificial particle shifting
step, and not overall. While in meshfree collocation methods, local volume conservation is enforced to
conserve individual particle volumes [4].

3.2.2. Mass and volume definitions
An important factor in the lack of volume conservation in Lagrangian meshfree methods is that a
volume definition is not native to meshfree methods. This topic will be discussed in more detail in
Section 4.
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(a) Spherical volume (b) Global Voronoi decomposition (c) Local Voronoi decomposition (with
partial overlapping volumes)

Figure 2. Different volume definition of point cloud based meshfree methods.

3.2.3. Other modelling and numerical inaccuracies
Volume conservation errors could also arise due to various other numerical inaccuracies. These could
be due to the design of the complete numerical scheme (for instance, using a weakly compressible
scheme to approximate incompressible equations), the tolerance of the iterative solvers, the (derivative)
approximation error, or some other numerical source of error.

Our present work combines issues relating too all these sources of volume errors. We introduce a
volume correction scheme to address volume inaccuracies that could have arisen due to any of the
above mentioned reasons.

4. VOLUME DEFINITION

Unlike the case of meshes, volume definitions are not native to meshfree methods. Before taking a
look at the different approaches used in literature, we first define the concept of a consistent volume
definition for a meshfree node cloud. A node here could be either a mass-carrying particle or an
approximation point. For a volume definition to be consistent, the sum of volumes of all meshfree
nodes in a domain should represent the physical volume occupied by the computational domain. For
example, if a cube of side l is discretized by meshfree nodes, the sum of volumes of all nodes should
approximate the volume of the cube, l3. Such a consistent volume definition is needed for accurate
post-processing of simulation results.

Remark. In the Lagrangian frameworks considered here, the node positions change in each time step.
Thus, the volume of each node must be recomputed at every time step.

In meshfree literature, several different approaches have been considered to prescribe a notion of a
volume to each meshfree point or particle. Both geometric and algebraic notions of volume have been
proposed. A few commonly used examples are considered below:

• The simplest approach is to associate a node with the volume of a sphere of a specified diameter.
This could be based on the neighbourhood size or kernel width, or any other prescribed diameter.
This method is not consistent due to either large overlapping volumes, or unaccounted regions
in the middle of the domain, as is evident from Figure 2.

• Another way to prescribe volumes to each point or particle is to construct a tessellation on the
point cloud. Occasionally, for example [22], meshfree literature has used the notion of a globally
constructed Voronoi tessellation of a point cloud. While this method is consistent, it can prove
to be very expensive, especially when it needs to be reconstructed at every time step.

• Another possible way to define volumes is through local tessellations. For each point i, its volume
Vi is given by the volume of the Voronoi cell locally defined on the support Si. The locally
defined Voronoi cells need not stitch together to form a global tessellation of the domain, as can
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be seen in Figure 2. However, the amount of overlap is quite small [60] and thus this method is
consistent. It is also much faster than computing a global mesh on the set of points at every time
step. We note here that actual local Voronoi tessellation need not be computed, as the shape of
the elements and their faces are not needed. Figure 2 only shows the shapes for visualization. In
reality [55], only the nearest neighbours in a Delaunay sense need to be identified locally, with
the resultant simplex volumes giving the volume for the point in question.

• In most mass-particle meshfree methods, each particle carries a mass and a density. This results
in the obvious notion of volume as Vi = mi

ρi
, for mass m and density ρ [34, 53]. During the

initial particle generation process, masses are distributed to particles in a manner so as to make
this method consistent. However, this method does not remain consistent once particles start
moving. Other notions of volume include different algebraic manipulations of the mass and
density [17, 48].

• Several other algebraic notions of volume have been proposed. These include virtual notions
of volume to enforce a discrete divergence theorem, as explained in 3.1. These methods
typically solve global constrained optimisation problem to enforce an algebraic constraint, while
maintaining a consistent volume definition in the whole domain [31]. However, due to the
optimisation process, the volumes are no longer consistent on sub-domains.

• Another algebraic approach is to use partition of unity functions. A differential volume at any
arbitrary location is partitioned to the nearest nodes using a weighted kernel function with a
normalization to ensure a partition of unity. This results in a Voronoi tessellation with smoothed
edges [21].

Remark. Analogous to the definition of volume of each meshfree node is the question of prescribing
an area for each boundary node. Similar approaches to the volume definition can be used here, though
this topic has not been widely discussed.

An important special case of prescribing volumes is for nodes with very few neighbours, which
often occurs in violent free surface flows. Section 7.5 is an example of such a flow pattern. When
a node does not have sufficient neighbours, several of the consistent methods for defining a volume
element explained above can not be used. In the present work, we use local Voronoi tessellations for
defining volumes of each collocation point, as described in [55, 60]. If the number of neighbours are
insufficient to compute a local Voronoi tessellation, we use a spherical volume such that the volume of
the point closely matches its volume before it became “isolated”.

5. REPRESENTATIVE MASSES

We now introduce the notion of representative mass for points in a meshfree collocation method. As
a stand alone method, this does not affect the numerical scheme in any way, and is only a very useful
post-processing tool. The need for the representative masses for accurate post-processing is highlighted
in the numerical example in Section 7.5. This framework will also be the base on which the volume
correction algorithm (see Section 6 ) will be built.

Consider a point i with neighbourhood Si, density ρi, and notional volumes Vi computed as
explained in Section 4. The representative mass of point i, denoted by m̂i, at the first time step is
given simply by the physical density times the volume

m̂i(t = 0) = ρiVi . (8)

We note that unlike the case of mass particles in SPH-type methods, these representative masses can
be shifted from one point to another when needed. This becomes essential when points are added or
deleted for adaptive refinement, or to maintain a quasi-regularity of the point cloud. The procedures
for the addition and deletion of points has been well established in meshfree collocation literature (for
example, [13, 59]), and will not be covered in the present work. The following subsections introduce a
procedure to modify the representative masses as points are advected, added or deleted.
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5.1. Mass adaptation

We first establish a general adaptation procedure for redistribution of representative masses when the
point cloud changes. Special cases of this procedure will be used when points are added or deleted.
The same procedure will also be used for a “smoothing” of representative masses. If this smoothing
procedure is not used, we empirically observe a high mass collection for a few points near where a lot
of point adaption is needed, for example, near moving wall boundaries.

For a point i with representative mass m̂i computed at the previous time step, the change in
representative mass in the next time step is denoted by ∆m̂i. We use the convention where a positive
sign ∆m̂i > 0 means that point i gains mass. For the mass adaptation procedure, we first establish a
set of conditions or rules that need to be fulfilled.

1. Total mass is constant. Barring inflows and outflows (treated separately in Section 5.5 ), no mass
should be created or destroyed during the mass adaptation process. Thus, we have

N∑
i=1

∆m̂i = 0 , (9)

where N = N(t) is the total number of points in the domain. Thus, any mass being added to a
point must be removed from another, and vice-versa. For this, we introduce the notation ∆m̂j→i
to denote mass being transferred from point j to point i. Thus, the change of representative mass
of point i can be given by

∆m̂i =

N∑
j=1
j 6=i

∆m̂j→i . (10)

This uses the same convention as before, ∆m̂j→i > 0 implies point j is losing mass, and point
i is gaining mass.

2. Mass adaptation must be local. This procedure has to be entirely local, in the sense that a mass
redistribution from points j to i should only happen if j is in the neighbourhood of i. Thus,

∆m̂j→i = 0 , if j /∈ Si . (11)

Thus, Eq. (10) reduces to
∆m̂i =

∑
j∈Si
j 6=i

∆m̂j→i . (12)

3. Distance dependence of mass adaptation. Within the support domain of a point i, the mass
transfer from a neighbouring point j to i should decrease as the distance between the points
increases.

4. Neighbour mass dependence of mass adaptation. In the support domain of a point i, for
equidistant neighbours ji and j2,

m̂j1 > m̂j2 =⇒ ∆m̂j1→i ≥ ∆m̂j2→i . (13)

More mass should be transferred from a neighbour with more mass, all other conditions being
equal. This prevents mass clumping in certain points.

5. Computations must be local. The computation of the redistribution should be a local procedure.
Since points move in a Lagrangian framework in each time step, and addition/deletion of points
also has to be done in each time step, the mass adaptation procedure is run in each time step.
Avoiding a global calculation of the representative mass redistribution can significantly speed up
the redistribution algorithm.

Under theses rules defined above, the updated representative mass of each point should be modified to
satisfy, if possible,

m̂i +
∑
j∈Si
j 6=i

∆m̂j→i = m̂target
i , (14)

8



where m̂target
i is the target mass desired. For most cases, we have

m̂target
i = ρiVi , (15)

which relates the updated representative mass to the physical density and volume, as done during the
initialization step, Eq. (8). Outflow boundaries are an exception to this target mass prescription, and
their treatment will be described in Section 5.5. For the introduced representative mass redistribution
task, the following observations can be made

• There is no unique solution. To enforce uniqueness, an additional optimality constraint would
need to be added, for example, to minimize the representative mass changes, min

∑N
i=1 |∆m̂i|.

• The mass of a point i can only change when the mass of at least one of its neighbours j is also
changing. Thus, determining any solution to this problem, with or without the added optimality
constraint, would require a global procedure to determine the mass changes. However, this
violates rule 5.

To prevent the need for global computations, we modify the redistribution procedure to only
approximate Eq. (14). In a first step, for each point i, local mass changes ∆m̂j→i are computed
to satisfy Eq. (14) exactly. These mass changes are only computed and stored in this step, without
determining the resultant new masses. Once the local mass changes for each point have been
determined, they are communicated to neighbouring points across MPI processes. Finally, the sum
of changes is applied to each point. Thus, a point i will have a change in representative mass due the
redistribution Eq. (14) computed at point i itself, and also for Eq. (14) computed at each neighbouring
point of i. For example, the net change of mass of point i due to its neighbour j is given by

∆m̂ij = ∆m̂j→i −∆m̂i→j , (16)

where ∆m̂j→i is computed in the local computation of point i, and ∆m̂i→j is computed in the local
computation of point j. The entire procedure is also explained in the algorithm in Section 5.6.

For the local redistribution process at each point i, we need to prescribe the form of ∆m̂j→i. For
this, we introduce the following ansatz

∆m̂j→i = ζiKijm̂j , (17)

with transfer coefficients Kij and a mass transfer function ζi. By definition, rule 4 is satisfied. To
satisfy the distance dependence rule 3, the transfer coefficients are based on the distance between the
nearby points

Kij = exp(−αKr2
ij) , (18)

with a kernel width αK = 2.0, and where rij is the relative distance between points i and j

r2
ij =

‖~xj − ~xi‖2
h2
i +h2

j

2

. (19)

Now, from Eqs. (14), (15) and (17), we get the mass transfer function

ζi =
ρiVi − m̂i∑
j∈Si
j 6=i

Kijm̂j
. (20)

First, ζi is computed and stored for each point. After that, the representative masses are adapted for
each point based on its own mass transfer condition as well as its neighbours’ mass transfer conditions.

5.2. Addition of points

As explained above, collocation points are added to the domain to prevent artificial hole formation
due to the Lagrangian movement, and when adaptive refinement is desired. A representative mass is
assigned to a newly added point i by running the mass adaptation procedure explained in Section 5.1
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with m̂i = 0, indicating that the point had no mass before the redistribution procedure. The mass
transfer function is then reduced to

ζi =
ρiVi∑

j∈Si
j 6=i

Kijm̂j
. (21)

where Si is the new support of the newly added particle. In addition, we also need to set the transfer
coefficient Kij = 0 if point j is also a newly added point in that time step.

5.3. Deletion / Merging of points

When two points come too close to each other, one of them is deleted, and the other is moved to the
mid-point of the original two points. To adjust the representative masses, first all the relevant points
are flagged for deletion. After that, the masses are redistributed, followed by the actual deletion of
flagged points. If point i is being deleted, or is being made inactive such that it no longer takes part in
the approximations, we carry out the mass adaptation procedure laid out in Section 5.1 with Vi = 0,
indicating that the deleted point should have no volume. Thus, the mass transfer function given in
Eq. (20) becomes

ζi =
m̂i∑

j∈Si
j 6=i

Kijm̂j
. (22)

Additionally, if point j is also flagged for deletion, we set the transfer coefficient Kij = 0, indicating
that no mass is transferred between the two points.

5.4. Smoothing procedure

To prevent an artificial accumulation of representative masses in a region, and to ensure that the
representative masses are never negative, we run the general adaptation procedure established in
Section 5.1 for each point in the domain as a sort of smoothing of the masses.

5.5. Inflow and outflow boundaries

To maintain a notion of quasi-regularity at inflow and outflow boundaries, points on inflow and outflow
boundaries are kept fixed in an Eulerian framework. The Lagrangian framework is only used for interior
points, free surface points, slip boundary points, and interface points between two phases. Inflow points
inject new points into the domain along the inward pointing normal. The new representative mass of
these points is determined in the same as that for other newly added points, see Section 5.2.

For a point i on an outflow boundary or a porous medium boundary, the target representative mass
in Eq. (14) is computed by considering the mass flux across the boundary

dm̂i

dt
≈ m̂target

i − m̂i

∆t
= −ρi (~vi · ~ni)Ai , (23)

where ~ni is the outward facing unit normal, and Ai is the area occupied by the boundary point,
computed with local tessellations in a similar manner to that done for volumes, as explained in
Section 4.

5.6. Representative mass summary

The procedure for using the introduced representative mass as a post-processing tool in a meshfree
collocation flow solver is summarized in Algorithm 1, where the italicized steps indicate those not
done in a typical flow solver.

6. VOLUME CORRECTION ALGORITHM

Using the notion of representative mass introduced in Section 5, we now introduce the volume
correction mechanism.

10



Algorithm 1 Representative masses for post-processing

1: Initialize representative masses (Eq. (8))
2: while Time-stepping loop do
3: Move point cloud in a Lagrangian sense [58]
4: Update neighbour tree
5: Add new points, flag points to be deleted
6: Volume computation (Section 4)
7: Update representative masses for addition, deletion (Sections 5.2, 5.3)
8: Delete points flagged for deletion
9: Smooth representative masses (Section 5.1)

10: Flow solver: velocity, pressure solve, stress tensor update if applicable
11: Post-processing calculations
12: end while

6.1. Representative Density

As a preliminary step for volume correction, we introduce a notion of representative density based on
the updated representative masses as

ρ̂i =

∑
j∈Si

m̂j∑
j∈Si

Vj
. (24)

Note here that i ∈ Si. We emphasize the notation difference: ρ denotes the physical density, while ρ̂
denotes the representative density.

6.2. Volume correction

Now we introduce the novel volume correction mechanism based on the relative difference between the
representative density and the actual physical density. For each point i, a local correction is introduced
which resembles an artificial velocity divergence.

(∇ · ~v)
artificial
i =

1

∆t
min

{
ρ̂i − ρi
ρi

, γ

}
, (25)

where (∇ · ~v)
artificial
i is the artificial or correction velocity divergence at point i, and γ is a user defined

parameter signifying the maximum allowed correction per time-step. Eq. (25) prescribes and additional
compression or expansion rate of the point cloud to artificially generate or destroy volume.

The artificial velocity divergence introduced in Eq. (25) can be used to correct the fluid volume in one
of two ways. The first is to include it within the main numerical scheme. This can be done by adding
the term in the right hand side of the pressure Poisson equation, which is straight forward irrespective
of whether a segregated or coupled approach is being used to solve for the velocity and pressure fields.
The advantage of this approach is that it is fast, as there no extra global steps. However, the significant
disadvantage is that the actual pressure and velocity are affected. Empirically, we observe that this
approach leads to fluctuations in the pressure field, and often also leads to unstable simulations.

An alternative approach to use the artificial velocity divergence introduced in Eq. (25), which will
be employed in the present work, is to solve for an artificial displacement independent of the main
numerical scheme for velocity and pressure. For this, we solve a pressure Poisson equation similar to
that obtained in classical projection schemes [9, 10]

− 1

ρ

∂ρ

∂p

1

∆t
partificial +∇ ·

(
∆t

1

ρ
∇partificial

)
= (∇ · ~v)

artificial
, (26)

for the artificial pressure partificial. This is subsequently used to create the artificial displacement, which
can be computed locally at each point

∆~x artificial = −∆t

(
∆t

ρ
∇partificial

)
. (27)
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Since this artificial pressure is only used to create an artificial point displacement, the actual velocity
and pressure are not affected. As a result, this approach does not introduce any spurious effects into the
numerical solution.

6.3. Volume correction summary

The resultant procedure for a volume corrected meshfree collocation flow solver is summarized in
Algorithm 2, where the italicized steps indicate those not done in a typical flow solver.

Algorithm 2 The volume correction mechanism

1: Initialize representative masses (Eq. (8))
2: while Time-stepping loop do
3: Move point cloud in a Lagrangian sense [58]
4: Update neighbour tree
5: Add new points, flag points to be deleted
6: Volume computation (Section 4)
7: Update representative masses for addition, deletion (Sections 5.2, 5.3)
8: Delete points flagged for deletion
9: Smooth representative masses (Section 5.1)

10: Compute Representative densities (Eq. (24))
11: Flow solver: velocity, pressure solve, stress tensor update if applicable
12: Compute artificial divergence (Eq. (25))
13: Compute artificial pressure (Eq. (26))
14: Artificial point movement (Eq. (27))
15: Post-processing calculations
16: end while

7. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

We now present the application of the introduced representative mass and volume correction
frameworks to a series of numerical tests of varying complexities, starting from simple academic
test cases to actual industrial test cases. The test cases used and the relevance of each test case is
summarized in Table I.

To quantify the loss in volume, we use an error defined as the relative deviation of the numerical
volume of the fluid being simulation from the expected value. Thus, the error is given by

εV =
|Vanalytical − V |
Vanalytical

, (28)

where V =
∑N
i=1 Vi is the sum of volumes of each point in the domain, and Vanalytical is the analytical

volume expectation.

Numerical scheme

The representative mass and volume correction frameworks introduced in the present work can be
used with any choice of time integration scheme, and any meshfree collocation method for derivative
discretization. We briefly introduce the methods used in the numerical examples for the sake of
completeness.

We use a Generalized Finite Difference Method (GFDM) approach to compute numerical
derivatives. The GFDM is a strong form meshfree collocation approach that has been widely used
[14, 35, 67, 69], and shown to be a robust framework for a variety of flow applications [38, 64] including
flow through porous media [47], non-Newtonian flow [50, 66], and even for soil mechanics [37], and
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Table I. Numerical experiments used to highlight the effectiveness of the representative mass and volume
correction frameworks. d shows the dimensionality of the problem, with the computational domain Ω ⊂ Rd. For

the three dimensional test cases, the Reynolds number is indicated by Re.

Test case Comments
1 Adaptive refinement d = 2

Simplified test for stationary fluid
Illustration of representative mass adaptation

2 Dam break d = 2
Common meshfree benchmark test case

3 Drops falling and collection d = 3
Convergence with spatial resolution
Re ≈ 15

4 Partially filled screw conveyor d = 3
Industrially motivated test case
Fluid disappears without volume correction
Re ≈ 0.2

5 Automotive water crossing d = 3
Industrial test case
Violent free surface flows
Re ≈ 107

elasticity problems [49]. The GFDM approach used here is second order accurate, with polynomial
basis functions.

The overall time integration procedure is explained in Algorithm 2. The basic scheme starts with
Lagrangian movement with a second order approach [58]. This is followed by a monolithic scheme
where the velocity and pressure are solved together in a single system, using an implicit first-order
accurate time integration scheme. A verification and validation of the basic scheme used (without
volume correction), and the implementation, can be found in our earlier work [13, 60]. For more details
of the scheme used, we refer to [26, 30, 61]. The numerical solvers used and the novel frameworks
introduced in the present work are part of the in-house developed software suite MESHFREE [16].

7.1. Adaptive Point Cloud Refinement

For the first test case, we consider a stationary fluid with a free surface in a square container. In the
middle of the domain, the point cloud is refined (see Figure 3) till the total number of points in the
domain approximately doubles. The point cloud is then coarsened towards a uniform resolution, with
the simulations terminated at a fixed time t = 2. This example illustrates one of the main advantages
of meshfree collocation methods over meshfree particle methods: the ease of performing adaptive
refinement (see Section 2.1). Since no external force is applied, the fluid should remain at rest, which
is also observed in the simulations.

The simulation domain is taken as a unit square [0, 1]2, with the free surface located at 0.7 in the
height direction. Thus, the analytical volume occupied by the domain is 0.7. Figure 4 shows that the
total numerical volume V =

∑N
i=1 Vi remains constant during both refinement and coarsening, and

closely matches the analytical volume. Quantitatively, the total numerical volume deviates from the
analytical one by less than 0.5%. This shows that using the locally defined tessellations for determining
volumes (see Section 4) produces very good and consistent results. It is important to note here that the
presence of sharp boundaries in the present case, and curved boundaries in a general scenario, will
always result in imperfections in the prescription of discrete volumes.

Figure 4 also shows that the total representative mass M̂ =
∑N
i=1 m̂i in the domain remains

conserved during the adaptive refinement process. The fluid density is taken as ρ = 10, thus giving
the analytical total mass as 7 units. The numerical mass closely matches this value throughout the
simulation, with the error bounded by the same amount as the deviation in the total volume.
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Figure 3. Adaptive refinement: Gradually refining the point cloud. The computational domain is marked in black.
The stationary fluid only fills a part of the domain. The colour indicates the numerical volume of each point. The

evolution of the numerical volume and the representative mass are shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Adaptive refinement test case: Evolution of the total mass (
∑N

i=1 m̂i) and volume (
∑N

i=1 Vi) in the
computational domain as the point cloud is refined (left), and the evolution of the number of the points (N ) in the

domain (right).

The examples illustrates that the representative masses adaptation works well while adding and
deleting points. This also serves as a preliminary test to show that no spurious effects are introduced
by the volume correction mechanism.

7.2. Dam Breaking

We now consider a two dimensional dam break problem, which is a classical benchmark test case
for free surface flows. The dam break simulation is run till the fluid comes to a rest. To prevent the
influence of the numerical definition of volumes, the final volume of the fluid is determined by the
height of the fluid at rest multiplied by the width of the domain. This is then compared to the analytical
initial volume.

The evolution of the numerical volume for the standard collocation approach and the volume
conservative method is shown in Figure 5. The standard approach has a steady drop in numerical
volume till the fluid starts coming to a rest, with the biggest volume drop occurring when the fluid
reaches the wall. On the other hand, the volume conservative simulations only show minor fluctuations
of volume around the analytical volume.

7.3. Droplets Falling

While the earlier two test cases had two dimensional spatial domains, henceforth, all examples
considered are in R3. We now consider a more complex case of rain-like droplets falling onto an
inclined plate and collecting in a bowl below the plate, as shown in Figure 6. Upon impinging on the
inclined plate, the droplets slide down and then collect in a cylindrical container below. Each droplet
considered is volumetrically resolved. The inflow of droplets of a constant diameter occurs above the
inclined plate at a fixed rate. The height of the droplets above the inclined plate, and viscosity of the
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Figure 5. Dam breaking test case: Evolution of numerical volume for the collocation simulations, with and without
the volume conservation algorithm.

fluid considered is chosen such that the droplet does not splash upon impact. A test case with splashing
and spraying fluid is considered later in Section 7.5.

Each fluid droplet is spherical with diameter 0.15 m. A newly generated droplet has no initial
velocity, and falls due to gravity. The fluid considered has density ρ = 1 kg/m3, and dynamic viscosity
η = 0.051 Pa s. This results in a Reynolds number of about Re ≈ 15. Surface tension and contact
angle hysteresis effects are not considered. Homogeneous Neumann pressure boundary conditions are
applied on all wall boundaries. Slip boundary conditions are applied for the velocity at both the inclined
plate and the container.

Since fluid enters the domain at a fixed rate at the inflow, the total geometrical volume of the fluid
domain considered is known analytically at every time step, Vanalytical = Vdrop

∑
drops 1, where Vdrop is

the volume of single droplet, and the summation is over the number of droplets injected into the domain
until the current time. Thus, the analytical volume expectation has a jump every time a new droplet is
added to the simulation domain.

The total numerical volume in the domain V as compared to the analytical expectation is plotted in
Figure 7. The figure shows the evolution of the numerical volume for both the standard simulations and
the conservative one, for two different resolutions. In both cases, the conservative simulation shows a
numerical volume very close to the expected one. On the other hand, the standard simulation deviates
significantly from the analytical expectation. The biggest drop in volume occurs each time a droplet
impinges on the inclined plate, with a further decline in numerical volume after it reaches the container.

A quantification of errors in volumes (see Eq. (28)) for both the standard and conservative
simulations is tabulated in Table II for multiple resolutions. The volume error for the conservative
simulations is almost constant as the resolution is made smaller. For the coarsest simulation considered,
h = 0.04 which corresponds to 619 points per droplet, the volume error for the standard case is 29%,
while that for the conservative case is three orders of magnitude smaller at 0.047%. Whereas for the
finest simulation considered, h = 0.01 which corresponds to 29353 points per droplet,the error in the
conservative case is two orders of magnitude smaller than that in the standard case. The number of
points needed to resolve each droplet for the different resolutions used is listed in Table II, along with
the total number of points in the simulation domain at the end of the simulation at t = 3. Note that
the number of point at the end of the simulation varies slightly between the standard and conservative
simulations due to the addition and deletion algorithms (see Sections 2.1 and 2.2).

7.4. Partially Filled Screw Conveyor

Screw conveyors are used for material processing, for example for polymer extrusion. They use
sophisticated systems with interacting screws and often complex rheology is involved. Some systems
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Figure 6. Droplets falling test case: Volumetrically resolved fluid droplets falling onto an inclined plate and then
collecting in a cylindrical container. Image sequence is clockwise from top-left.

Table II. Droplets falling test case: Error in volume, εV (see Eq. (28) ) at t = 3, number of points per droplet, and
total number of points in the simulation domain at the end of the simulation (t = 3) for the different resolution

sizes considered.

Resolution Points per droplet Points at t = 3 εV standard εV conservative
h = 0.04 619 3.1× 104 2.9× 10−1 4.7× 10−4

h = 0.02 3 807 1.8× 105 7.3× 10−2 5.1× 10−4

h = 0.01 29 353 6.8× 105 2.6× 10−2 4.8× 10−4

are only partially filled with material thus giving rise to a free surface between the material and
surrounding atmosphere. Meshfree methods come with a great advantage when simulating such
partially filled systems. However, volume loss can be a severe issue especially at machine parts which
are moving fast against each other like a screw and its casing. This is a problem often seen in low
resolution meshfree simulations. This problem could be circumvented with very small spatial and
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(a) h = 0.02. Points per droplet = 3807
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Figure 7. Droplets falling test case: Numerical volume compared to analytical volume. In both figures, the actual
analytical volume (dashed green line) and the numerical volume in the conservative simulations (dotted blue line)
are almost overlapping (see Table II for a quantified comparison), while the numerical volume in the standard

simulations (solid red line) deviates significantly.

temporal resolutions. However, that would effectively make simulations of larger systems impossible.
Using the proposed volume correction algorithm enables us to simulate large systems with moderate
resolution settings.

Motivated by such an industrial polymer extrusion problem, we demonstrate the effects of volume
correction using a simplified test case of a screw conveyor as shown in Figure 8. The screw is rotating
clockwise around the x axis (pointing from left to right in the figure). The screw is tightly enclosed in a
non-rotating casing. Polymer melt is injected on the left. The inlet is modeled as a small circular surface
which rotates together with the screw. The material is then transported towards the right side by the
moving screw. For simplicity, the material is modeled as a Newtonian fluid with constant viscosity. For
a real setting, more complex rheological models are needed. The fluid used has a desity ρ = 103 kg/m3,
and dynamic viscosity η = 200 Pa s. The diameter of the screw is 0.04 m, which results in a Reynolds
number of about Re ≈ 0.2.

The evolution of the extrusion process is shown in Figure 9 without the volume correction
mechanism. Mass is lost quickly, mainly at the edge between screw and casing which are moving
against each other. The loss happens so fast that after two or three revolutions no material is left. The
material never reaches the right side of the device. In order to have material reach the right side for
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Figure 8. Screw conveyor test case: Illustration of the domain. The fluid is marked in green, and the fluid inlet is
marked in blue on the left of the domain. The screw rotates clockwise around its axis, while the casing is fixed. As

the screw rotates, the fluid is transported from the left to the right side in the figure.

Figure 9. Screw conveyor test case: Evolution of extrusion without the volume correction mechanism. The fluid
is marked in green. This highlights a common problem in meshfree methods where the fluid volume disappears
when the resolution used is not fine enough. In contrast, this problem is no longer present in the volume corrected

simulations, as shown in Figure 10.

Figure 10. Screw conveyor test case: Evolution of extrusion without the volume correction mechanism. The fluid
is marked in green. The issue of mass loss present in the standard simulations (Figure 9) is no longer present here.

the setting without volume correction the resolution would have to be chosen extremely small. The
same setting with volume correction enabled is shown in Figure 10. Both simulations use the same
resolution. No mass loss is observed for this setting. The material is transported by the screw and it
reaches the right side after some time.

7.5. Industrial Application: Automotive Water Crossing

We now consider an actual industrial application of a car moving through a shallow pool of water,
as shown in Figure 11. Such simulations have been referred to as water crossing or water wading
simulations. The primary goal in these simulations is typically to check how much water reaches
different parts of the car, especially in the under-body of the car. An example of this is to determine
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Figure 11. Automotive water crossing: A car crossing a shallow pool of water a constant velocity. The car is shown
with a slight transparency to improve the visualization of the fluid.

how much water, if any, enters the air intake where no water should go. This test cases represents a
much more complex geometry and a non-smooth flow pattern than that considered in previous sections.

This test case is a perfect example of the need for meshfree methods over mesh-based ones. Meshing
the complex under-body of the car can be quite challenging. Moreover, since the car is moving through
the water, the mesh needs to be updated at every time step. The domain occupied by the fluid spraying
is much larger than the initial domain of the pool, as can be seen in Figure 11. Rather than meshing the
entire domain, a meshfree approach only tracks points or particles where the fluid is actually present,
with no discretization away from the fluid. Furthermore, the fluid sprays to regions where very small
amount of fluid is present, which would require a very fine mesh to capture accurately.

The ease of adaptive refinement near the car geometry in meshfree collocation approaches give
them an advantage over particle-type meshfree methods (see Section 2.1). However, due the absence
of a native notion of mass, it is not possible to determine how much water truly goes into different parts
of the under-body. The introduction of the notion of representative masses in the present work solves
this problem.

The car geometry used is the open-source DrivAer car model [20] †. The majority of the geometry is
treated as a rigid body moving at a fixed velocity. The wheels and tyres rotate at a fixed angular velocity
around their respective axle such that it matches with the linear velocity of the car. Since the application
is intended towards cars crossing rain water, the fluid simulated is water with ρ = 103 kg/m3 and
η = 10−3 Pa s. This results in a Reynolds number of about Re ≈ 2× 107.

The evolution of the total fluid volume as the car crosses the water pool, for both the standard
and conservative simulations, is shown in Figure 12. Similar to the previous test cases, the numerical
volume in the standard simulation drops as the simulation progresses, with the volume starting to
increase once the water spray starts increasing. On the other hand, the volume in the conservative
simulation remain approximately constant, with the fluctuations increasing once the fluid spray
increases. About a 2% deviation in volume is observed in the standard simulations, despite the use
of fine resolution in which the initial water pool contains about 2× 105 points.

A visual comparison of the spray of water in both cases in shown in Figure 13. The figure illustrates
that the free surface spray patterns are similar in both cases, with slight differences only towards the
tail of the spray. This illustrates that the actual difference made in the fluid profile is not significant.

8. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced a notion of mass, called representative mass, for points in meshfree
collocation type methods. This was shown to be essential for proper post-processing, since a concept of
mass is not inherently present in these methods. This work also presented a first overview of different

†The estate back configuration with the detailed under body is used.
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Figure 12. Automotive water crossing: The total numerical volume of all points in the simulation for the
conservative simulations (dotted blue line), and the standard simulations (solid red line). Since there is no inlet or
outlet of fluid in the simulations, the volume should remain constant. In the conservative simulations, the volume

is approximately constant, while it drops and then increases in the standard simulation.

Side view Bottom view with the water in the pool hidden

Figure 13. Automotive water crossing: Overlap of the standard simulation (white) and the conservative simulations
(blue). A slight transparency is applied to both simulation results in both figures to enhance visualization. The

figure shows that the standard and conservative simulations show very similar flow profiles.

kinds of conservation errors across different meshfree methods. We focused on the issue of volume
conservation, for which we highlighted the role of the discrete definition of volume itself, while also
giving an overview of different volume definitions in meshfree methods.

Using the introduced representative masses, we computed a representative density. Based on the
difference between the representative and actual densities, a novel volume correction mechanism was
presented. Volume conservation was acieved by introducing an artificial velocity divergence like term
to prescribe an artificial expansion or compression of the numerical domain. Our numerical results
across multiple test cases of varying complexity show that the use of the volume conservation algorithm
significantly improvements conservative behaviour, without affecting the flow patterns in any other
way. We also showed that the introduced algorithm is very relevant for actual industrial flow problems
as well.

While the method presented here was in the context of collocation type meshfree methods, it could
be easily extended to be applied for particle type meshfree methods like SPH. Here, the artificial
movement was done based on the relative difference between the representative density and the actual
one. For particle type meshfree methods, the volume correction could be prescribed either in the same
way, or based on the relative difference between the representative mass and actual mass.
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le procédé float. Revue Verre, 13(5):28–30, 2007.

39. V. P. Nguyen, T. Rabczuk, S. Bordas, and M. Duflot. Meshless methods: a review and computer implementation aspects.
Mathematics and computers in simulation, 79(3):763–813, 2008.

40. S. B. Nguyen Vinh Phu, Alban de Vaucorbeil. The Material Point Method: Theory, Implementations and Applications.
Springer, 2023.

41. A. Obeidat, T. Andreas, S. P. Bordas, and A. Zilian. Simulation of gas-dynamic, pressure surges and adiabatic compression
phenomena in geometrically complex respirator oxygen valves. Thermal Science and Engineering Progress, 24:100906,
2021.

42. A. Obeidat and S. Bordas. Three-dimensional remeshed smoothed particle hydrodynamics for the simulation of isotropic
turbulence. International Journal for Numerical Methods in Fluids, 2017.

43. A. Obeidat and S. P. Bordas. An implicit boundary approach for viscous compressible high reynolds flows using a hybrid
remeshed particle hydrodynamics method. Journal of Computational Physics, 391:347–364, 2019.

44. G. Pahar and A. Dhar. A robust volume conservative divergence-free ISPH framework for free-surface flow problems.
Advances in Water Resources, 96:423 – 437, 2016.

45. G. Pahar and A. Dhar. Robust boundary treatment for open-channel flows in divergence-free incompressible SPH. Journal
of Hydrology, 546:464 – 475, 2017.

46. A. Petras, L. Ling, and S. J. Ruuth. An rbf-fd closest point method for solving PDEs on surfaces. Journal of Computational
Physics, 370:43–57, 2018.

47. X. Rao. An upwind generalized finite difference method (GFDM) for meshless analysis of heat and mass transfer in porous
media. Computational Particle Mechanics, pages 1–22, 2022.

48. T. R. Saitoh and J. Makino. A density-independent formulation of smoothed particle hydrodynamics. The Astrophysical
Journal, 768(1):44, 2013.

49. F. R. Saucedo-Zendejo. A novel meshfree approach based on the finite pointset method for linear elasticity problems.
Engineering Analysis with Boundary Elements, 136:172–185, 2022.
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