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Abstract. The numerical treatment of fluid-particle systems is a very challenging problem be-

cause of the complex coupling phenomena occurring between the two phases. Although an accurate
mathematical modelling is available to address this kind of applications, the computational cost

of the numerical simulations is very expensive. The use of the most modern high performance

computing infrastructures could help to mitigate such an issue but not completely to fix it. In this
work we develop a non intrusive data-driven reduced order model (ROM) for Computational Fluid

Dynamics (CFD) - Discrete Element Method (DEM) simulations. The ROM is built using the
proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) for the computation of the reduced basis space and the

Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) network for the computation of the reduced coefficients. We

are interested to deal both with system identification and prediction. The most relevant novelties
rely on (i) a filtering procedure of the full order snapshots to reduce the dimensionality of the

reduced problem and (ii) a preliminary treatment of the particle phase. The accuracy of our ROM

approach is assessed against the classic Goldschmidt fluidized bed benchmark problem. Finally
we also provide some insights about the efficiency of our ROM approach.

Keywords: CFD-DEM, proper orthogonal decomposition, reduced order model, long short-term
memory, data-driven techniques, fluidized bed.

1. Introduction

The comprehension of the physical phenomena arising in fluid-solid systems is crucial in several
chemical engineering processes. Experimental measurements are very hard to be obtained because
of high temperature and pressure, as well as the presence of toxic substances. In addition, the cost
of the instruments able to provide accurate measurements is rather expensive.

For such reasons, numerical simulations represent a very useful tool to corroborate the information
provided by the experimental tests and to support the design of industrial plants. Within this
framework a particular importance is covered by the so-called Reduced Order Models (ROMs)
[1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]) which are able to reduce the computational cost of the numerical simulations
without a significant loss of accuracy. The idea on which ROM is based is that the system at
hand exhibits an intrinsic dimension which is much lower than the number of degrees of freedom
resulting by the discretization of the system itself. The basic ROM framework consists of two steps.
The first one is the so-called offline phase, where a database of several solutions is collected by
solving the original governing equations system (the so-called Full Order Model (FOM)) for selected
parameter values. The second step is the online phase, during which the information obtained in the
offline phase is used to quickly compute the solution for newly specified values of the parameters.
ROMs consist of two main different kinds: intrusive and non-intrusive. This is strictly related to
the nature of the solver that is adopted. In the former case, one has access to the source code of
the FOM solver so that it is possible to manipulate directly the equations describing the original
problem. In the latter one, one can work only on the solutions, without any information about the
original set of equations. In general, non-intrusive ROMs represent the ideal choice when one deals
with closed source solvers that are widely used for industrial applications. Another advantage is
that non-intrusive ROMs are able to provide higher computational speed-up especially when dealing
with complex systems exhibiting a non-linear behaviour. See, e.g., [8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14].
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In this work we deal with the development of a non intrusive data-driven ROM for Computational
Fluid Dynamics (CFD) - Discrete Element Method (DEM) approach. It is an Eulerian-Lagrangian
technique used for the simulation of systems involving the interaction between a fluid flow and solid
particles [15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20]. The ROM which we propose is based on a Proper Orthogonal
Decomposition (POD) - Long-Short Time Memory (LSTM) technique where the POD is used to
extract the reduced basis space while the LSTM network is adopted for the computation of the
reduced coefficients. LSTM has been used a lot for system prediction in several applications fields
[21, 22, 23, 24, 25]. We deal with the investigation of both system identification and prediction.

At the best of our knowledge, there is not a great quantity of papers in literature about the
development of ROMs for CFD-DEM simulations. A preliminary analysis based on a POD-Galerkin
approach has been presented in [26, 27]. Next in [28, 29] the authors have proposed a non intru-
sive data-driven ROM framework based on the so-called PODI (Proper Orthogonal Decomposition
with Interpolation) approach both for Eulerian and Lagrangian variables where the interpolation
procedure for the evaluation of the reduced coefficients is based on Radial Basis Functions (RBFs).
A further extension of such a work has been realized in [8] where we have introduced a sensitivity
analysis of the ROM error at varying of the number of POD modes retained. In addition, we also
have performed a physical parametrization with respect to the Stokes number. Finally in [30] it has
been performed a comparison between POD and Dynamic Mode Decomposition (DMD). All these
works are related to the identification of the time evolution of the system. In [31] the authors have
proposed a Physics-informed DMD approach for system prediction. Anyway, the method exhibits
several drawbacks: it has been validated exclusively for the Eulerian phase and provides reliable
results only for a narrow time frame. When we were finalizing this manuscript, we became aware
of [32] (appeared on March 15, 2024) where the authors compared PODI and POD-LSTM tech-
niques both for identification and prediction of the Eulerian phase. The content of [32] shows strong
analogies with this manuscript, but we could not be aware about that during the preparation of the
present work. Since the adoption of LSTM for fluid-particle systems is an innovative line of research,
the results in [32] are not exhaustive. Here is how we complement them in this work:

• A pre-processing step of the snapshots based on a Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) approach
to reduce the dimensionality of the reduced problem deleting frequency content that would
otherwise be difficult or impossible to capture with the reduced model without a significant
loss of accuracy and helping LSTM for better prediction. A similar procedure, but based on
a Gaussian filtering approach, was introduced in [33] within the development of a data-driven
ROM for rotating detonation engine simulations.

• A preliminary investigation about the prediction of the Lagrangian phase. At the best of
our knowledge, this is the first paper dealing with such an aspect. All the works currently
available concerning ROM prediction for CFD-DEM numerical simulations are limited to
the study of the Eulerian phase. So we underline the difficulty to deal with the Lagrangian
phase in the context of CFD-DEM modelling that represents an open challenge.

The work is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 a brief description of the CFD-DEM model (i.e. our
FOM) is reported. Then in Sec. 3 the ROM approach is described and the achieved results are
introduced and discussed in Sec. 4. Finally in Sec. 5 conclusions are drawn and future perspectives
are envisioned.

2. The full order model

Within the CFD-DEM technique, the fluid and solid phases are modeled based on Eulerian and
Lagrangian approach, respectively, where the coupling between phases is given by the fluid-particle
interaction forces [34, 35].

The governing equations of the fluid phase are outlined in Sec. 2.1 while Sec. 2.2 shows the
governing equations of the solid phase, including some insights about the corresponding numerical
discretization. For further details the reader is referred to [8].
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2.1. Governing equations for the fluid-phase flow. The volume-averaged Navier-Stokes equa-
tions (NSE) read as [19]:

(1)
∂ϵ

∂t
+∇ · (ϵu) = 0 in Ω × (t0, T ],

(2)
∂(ϵu)

∂t
+∇ · (ϵu⊗ u) = −∇P − Sp +∇ · (ϵτ ) + ϵg in Ω × (t0, T ],

where Ω a is a fixed spatial domain and (t0, T ] is the time interval of interest. In addition, ϵ is the
fluid volume fraction, u is the fluid velocity, g is the gravity and P = p/ρf is the modified pressure
with p and ρf being the pressure and fluid density. The viscous stress tensor τ is computed as
follows:

(3) τ = τ 1 + τ 2 = νf
(
∇u+∇uT

)
− 2

3
νf (∇ · u) I,

where νf = µf/ρf represent the kinematic viscosity and I is the identity matrix.
The computational domain Ω is partitioned into Nc cells or control volumes Ωi with i = 1, . . . , Nc.

The fluid volume fraction ϵi, indicating the portion of the cell i occupied by fluid, is defined as [36]:

(4) ϵi = 1−
∑np

j=1 Ω̃j

Ωi
,

where np is the number of particles in the cell i and Ω̃j represents the volume of the particle j.
The interaction between fluid and particles is modelled by the source term Sp which in the cell i is
computed as [37]:

(5) Sp,i =

∑np

j=1(Fd,j + F∇p,j)

ρfΩi
.

Here, Fd,j and F∇p,j are the drag and pressure gradient forces, respectively [37].
The time interval of interest (t0, T ] is partitioned using the time step ∆t ∈ R+, resulting in time

levels tn = t0 + n∆t, where n ranges from 0 to the total number of time steps NT . Eq. (1) is
discretized in time employing a first-order Euler scheme. On the other hand, all terms in eq. (2)
are treated implicitly except for the divergence term, which was discretized using a semi-implicit
scheme.

For the space discretization a second-order finite volume (FV) scheme is used. To address the
pressure-velocity coupling, a partition approach is adopted, specifically the PIMPLE algorithm [38].
This algorithm, which results by the combination of SIMPLE [39] and PISO [40] algorithms, offers
a computationally robust framework. For the implementation of the numerical scheme we chose the
finite volume C++ library OpenFOAM® [36].

2.2. Governing equations for the solid particle. The DEM model resolves particle motion by
the translation and rotation second Newton’s laws which are described as follows [41]:

(6) mj
dũj

dt
=

nc
j∑

m=1

F c
jm + F f

j +mjg,

(7) Ij
dωj

dt
=

nc
j∑

m=1

M c
jm,

where
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(8) mj = ρp
πd3p
6

and Ij =
mjd

3
p

6

are the mass and the moment of inertia of the particle j, respectively. In addition, ρp, dp and ωj are
the density, the diameter and the angular velocity of the particle j, respectively. F c

jm and M c
jm are

the contact force and torque acting on particle j by its m contacts, which may involve other particles

or wall [42]. The total number of contacts for the particle j is denoted as nc
j and F f

j = F d,j +F∇p,j

is the particle-fluid interaction force acting on particle j. Notice that non-contact forces are not
considered in this work.

The Stokes number, denoted as Stk, which characterizes the behavior of particles suspended in a
fluid flow, is computed as [17, 43, 44]:

(9) Stk =
τp
τf

,

where τf is the carrier fluid characteristic time and τp is the particle relaxation time [17, 43, 44].
Eqs. (6)-(7) are discretized by adopting a first-order Euler scheme.

3. The reduced order model

We assume that any Eulerian (Lagrangian) variable can be approximated as a linear combination
of a certain number of basis functions depending on the space x (label l identifying the particles)
only, multiplied by scalar coefficients that depend on the time and/or parameters of the problem at
hand which can be physical or geometrical.

In this work the time t is the only parameter of interest. In particular, we are going to for both
identification and prediction of the system dynamics. For what concerns the Eulerian phase, we are
interested in the time evolution of the fluid volume fraction ϵ while for the Lagrangian phase we
consider the position x̃ of the particles. Hence, the variables (ϵ, x̃) are approximated by the reduced
ones (ϵr, x̃r) as follows

ϵ ≈ ϵr =

Nr
ϵ∑

i=1

αi(t)φi(x), x̃ ≈ x̃r =

Nr
x̃∑

i=1

βi(t)ξi(l).(10)

In eq. (10), α(t) = [αi(t)]
Nr

ϵ
i=1 and β(t) = [βi(t)]

Nr
x̃

i=1 are the coefficients of the reduced solutions, φ
and ξ are the basis functions andNr

ϵ andNr
x̃ denote the cardinality of the reduced basis. In this work,

we employ the Proper Orthogonal Decomposition with Long Short-Term Memory network (POD-
LSTM) approach [45, 46, 47, 48] which has been widely adopted for the development of ROMs in
several engineering fields, e.g. aeroelastic and hydrodynamic applications [45, 49], turbulent flow
control [50, 11] and biomedical applications [51].

The POD-LSTM approach is based on the following offline-online paradigm:

• during the offline phase, the time-dependent full order solutions belonging to a high dimen-
sional manifold M are collected for a given range of temporal instants and a global reduced
basis for the space of the reduced solutions MPOD is extracted via POD. Then the full order
snapshots are projected onto the POD space in order to compute the reduced coefficients
and the LSTM training is performed to learn them. Due to the large number of degrees
of freedom, the offline phase is computationally expensive. However, it is carried out only
once.

• during the online phase the reduced coefficients for future time instances are quickly obtained
from the learnt LSTM model. The reduced solution is then computed based on Eq. (10).

Next, we are going to describe the building blocks of the above algorithm.
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3.1. Proper Orthogonal Decomposition. Let Φ(ti) with i = 1, . . . , Nt and Φ = {ϵ, x̃} be the
full order solutions obtained for different time instants ti. Then we collect the snapshots in the
matrix S = [Φ(t1), . . . ,Φ(tNt)]. The application of the singular value decomposition to the matrix
S provides:

(11) S = UΣV T ,

where U ∈ RNc×Nt and V ∈ RNt×Nt are the matrices composed by the left singular vectors and right
singular vectors, respectively, while Σ ∈ RNc×Nt is the diagonal matrix containing the eigenvalues
σi. The POD space is constructed by retaining the first Nr

Φ << Nt columns of matrix U . The
value of Nr

Φ is commonly chosen to meet a user-provided threshold δ for the cumulative energy of
the eigenvalues

(12) E =

∑Nr
Φ

i=1 σi∑Nt

i=1 σi

≥ δ.

After constructing the POD space we can approximate the input snapshots by using eq. (10):

(13) Φ(ti) ≈
Nr

Φ∑
L=1

χL(t
i)ϕL, with i = 1, . . . , Nt,

where the modal coefficients χL(t
i) are the elements of the matrix C = UT

Nr
Φ
S ∈ RNr

Φ×Nt .

3.2. Long Short-Term Memory network. To demonstrate the network architecture associated
with the LSTM model, we first introduce a simple Artificial Neural Network (ANN), followed by its
extension to a Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) and finally to an LSTM network.

ANN is a modelling technique able to formulate a nonlinear functional relationship between
input and output data: see, e.g., [52, 53, 54, 55, 56]. In our case the input-output data are the pairs

(ti,χ(t
i)) where χ(ti) = [χL(t

i)]
Nr

ϕ

L=1 with i = 1, . . . , Nt. The input-output mapping for a single-layer
feed-forward ANN can be written as:

(14) χ(ti) = fact(W ti + b).

In eq. (14) fact is the nonlinear activation function, W is the weight matrix and b is the bias vector.
If there are multiple layers, a given hidden layer hl is fed to the next layer hl+1:

(15) hl+1 = fact(Whl + b),

where hl is generated from the output of the previous layers: see, e.g., [55]. The training algorithm
involves an optimization problem to set the parameters of the network, W and b, by minimizing a
loss function which is a distance metric between the truth and predicted data.

Now, to model time prediction, we need to feed data from previous time steps back, i.e. from the
time history of the system, into the network. These networks with recurrent connections are called
RNNs. Then we have

(16) h(ti) = fact
(
Wχ(ti) +Ah(ti−1) + b

)
,

where h(ti−1) is a hidden state that stores the sequence information within a certain number s of
previous data and A is an additional matrix which takes care of the feedback loop in the RNN
architecture. The structure of the network is shown in Fig. 1. For input data, it consists of a
three-dimensional tensor: the first dimension is given by Nt − s, the second one by s and the third
one by Nr

Φ. For output data, we have a two-dimensional tensor whose dimensions are Nt − s + 1
and Nr

Φ.
RNN layer creates instances of vanishing or exploding loss function gradient problems because of

the long-term dependencies over time-sequential dataset. Then, the LSTM network is introduced in
the RNN architecture to reduce such an issue [57]. The LSTM introduces four distinct operations



6

1 2

2 3 1

1 1

, ...

, ...

:

:

, ...
t t t

s

s

N s N s N

  

  

  

+

− − + −

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

s

(a) (b)

Input Output

No. of POD Coefficients

1

2

3

:

t

s

s

s

N









+

+

+

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Input (a) and output (b) RNN architecture.

in each RNN cell: memory cell, input gate, forget gate, and output gate. For further details, the
reader can refer to, e.g., [45, 49].

In this work, the loss function associated with the LSTM network is given by the Mean Squared
Error (MSE)

MSE =
1

Nt

Nt∑
i=1

(
χ(ti)− χ̃(ti)

)2
,(17)

where χ̃(ti) is the actual output vector of the network. The ADAM optimization algorithm, which
is based on a stochastic gradient descent approach [58], is adopted for the minimization of the loss
function.

After training the LSTM network we can compute system dynamics for a future time instance
tpred by using eq. (10):

(18) Φ(tpred) ≈
Nr

Φ∑
L=1

χL(t
pred)ϕL.

3.3. Filtering of the snapshots. Based on our previous work [8], a significant number of POD
basis is required to describe accurately the dynamics of a CFD-DEM system. This could badly affect
the efficiency of the ROM. To tackle this limitation and to reduce the computational complexity of
our problem, before applying the POD to the high-fidelity snapshots, a Fast Fourier Transform (FFT)
[59] algorithm is employed to dump the high-frequency oscillations which increase the dimension of
the latent space. Subsequently, the filtered data, rather than the original ones, will be used to
build the ROM. As it is shown in Sec. 4, by means of this methodology, we can maintain the same
energy threshold with a fewer number of modes with increasing computational efficiency and without
compromising the quality of the solution.

The application of the FFT to the fluid volume fraction ϵ and particle position x̃ provides

(19) ϵ̂k = FFT(ϵ) =

Nt−1∑
n=0

ϵ⋆n · e−i2π k
Nt

n, x̂k = FFT(x) =

Nt−1∑
n=0

x̃⋆
n · e−i2π k

Nt
n,
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with k = 0, . . . , Nt − 1 and where [ϵ⋆0, ϵ
⋆
1, ......ϵ

⋆
Nt−1] and [x̃⋆

0, x̃
⋆
1, ......x̃

⋆
Nt−1] are the discrete Fourier

coefficients. Then the Power Spectral Density (PSD) is given by

(20) PSDϵ(k) =
1

Nt
|ϵ̂k|2, PSDx̃(k) =

1

Nt
|x̂k|2.

A PSD threshold is established to remove from the data the information associated to the fre-
quencies that fall below such a value. It is worth noting that the PSD threshold needs to be properly
set in order to keep within the data the frequencies containing the essential information associated
to the underlying physical phenomena of the system. Its optimal value could depend on the problem
at hand and there is no general rule to choose it. A high value may remove some significant fre-
quencies leading to a loss of important information. Conversely, a low value may not filter properly
the snapshots by offering no substantial gain as it does not reduce the modal content of the system.
In this work, the PSD threshold value is determined through a trial and error approach. Of course,
such a procedure is time-consuming and leaves room for further research for improvement.

Finally, Figure 2 shows a sketch of the proposed ROM approach including the main steps of the
offline and online stages.

Figure 2. Flowchart of the proposed ROM algorithm.

4. Numerical results

The performance of our proposed ROM approach have been evaluated against a gas-solid fluidized
bed benchmark. In this two-phase flow system, the particles are transported by a carrier gas flow
[60, 42]. The computational domain for our simulation consists of a rectangle with dimensions
Lx×Ly×Lz = 15×150×450 mm as depicted in Fig. 3. It is discretized intoNx×Ny×Nz = 2×30×90
cells. While the motion equations of the particles are solved in 3D, the gas dynamics is simulated
in a 2D framework in the y − z plane [60].

Concerning the boundary conditions, we refer to the labels reported in Fig. 3 indicating the
boundaries of our computational domain. A no-slip boundary condition is applied to the Side Walls
faces while the Front And Back faces in the y-z plane are set to symmetry. A mixed condition
is employed to the Outlet boundary: this adopts a homogeneous Neumann boundary condition in
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Figure 3. Sketch of the computational domain at t = t0 = 0. The system is at
rest at the beginning of the simulation.

case of outflow, otherwise a null normal velocity to prevent backflow. Finally, a non-homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary condition is applied on the Inlet face: here, the interstitial velocity, which is the
upward fluid flow velocity through the gaps between particles, is computed by dividing a pre-defined
velocity (1.875 m/s) by the volume fraction.

A total number of np = 24750 spherical particles with dp = 0.0025 m and ρp = 2488.32 m3 are
distributed uniformly in the domain. The initial bed height is set to 300 mm. The viscosity and
density of the fluid phase are µf = 1e− 5 Pa · s and ρf = 1000 Kg/m3, respectively. This results in
a Stokes number Stk = 300 (see eq. (9)). The system is initially at rest. The simulation is run up
to T = 5 s by adopting a time-step ∆t = 2e− 5 s keeping the maximum Courant number below one
for the sake of numerical stability.

Fig. 4 demonstrates the time evolution of the fluid-particle system over (0, 5] s: full order solutions
for the void fraction and particle position are depicted at t = 2 s, t = 3.5 s and t = 5 s from
left to right. As expected, the particles start their motion by the upward gas flow and suspend,
subsequently, when the gas reaches the fluidization velocity [60, 42, 8].

Firstly we are going to investigate the performance in terms of accuracy of the ROM model in
the identification and prediction of the behaviour of the flow field in Sec. 4.1. Then the results
related to particle position are discussed in Sec. 4.2. Finally some insights about the efficiency of
our approach are given in Sec. 4.3.

4.1. Eulerian phase. We collect an original database over (0, 5] s consisting of 500 snapshots with
a sampling frequency of 100 Hz, i.e. every 0.01 seconds. These snapshots are divided into two
different sets. A first set, called training set, is used to generate the reduced basis. The second set,
called validation set, is the complement of the training set in the original database and it is used
to assess the accuracy of the ROM solution. Out of the 500 computed ϵ in the original database,
we take 450 (i.e., 90% of the database) to form the training set. These 450 solutions are the first
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).23

0.23 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

t=2 s t=3.5 s t=5 s

(a) Time evolution of the fluid volume fraction: t = 2 s (left),
t = 3.5 s (center) and t = 5 s (right).

t=2 s t=3.5 s t=5 s

(b) Time evolution of the particles distribution: t = 2 s (left),
t = 3.5 s (center) and t = 5 s (right).

Figure 4. FOM solution of the fluid volume fraction (A) and particle position
(B) at times t = 2 s (initial column), t = 3.5 s (middle column) and t = 5 s (last
column).
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(a) PSD versus frequency for the grid point P1
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(b) PSD versus frequency for the grid point P2

0 10 20 30 40 50
Frequency (Hz)

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

Po
we

r S
pe

ct
ra

l D
en

sit
y 

(P
SD

)

100 101

Frequency (Hz)

10 4

10 1

PS
D

(c) PSD versus frequency for the grid point P3
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(d) PSD versus frequency for the grid point P4

Figure 5. Filtering validation - Eulerian field: PSD analysis across four distinct
grid points: P1 = (0, -0.07, 0.025) m, P2 = (0, 0.07, 0.025) m, P3 = (0, -0.07, 0.25)
m and P4 = (0, -0.07, 0.25) m. The main figure is in logarithmic scale along y axis
while the inset is in logarithmic scale for both x and y axes. The red line shows the
PSD threshold (equal to 0.005) and the cut zone is highlighted in grey.

450 in the database (associated to the time interval (0, 4.5]) . The remaining 50 solutions form the
validation set. Concerning the LSTM network, it consists of one only layer and 1024 neurons, the
learning rate is 2e− 4, the number of epochs is 3000 corresponding to a MSE final value of 4e− 4.
Moreover, we set s = 50.

We start to illustrate the filtering process. Fig. 5 shows the PSD as a function of frequency for
four different grid points: P1 = (0, -0.07, 0.025) m, P2 = (0, 0.07, 0.025) m, P3 = (0, -0.07, 0.25)
m and P4 = (0, -0.07, 0.25) m. For each point, the main figure is in logarithmic scale along y-axis.
On the other hand, the inset is in logarithmic scale for both x and y axes. The PSD threshold
value, represented by the red horizontal line, is set to 0.005. We can see that the frequency content
greater than about 10 Hz is cut. In order to validate such a setting, Fig. 6 shows a qualitative
comparison between the original FOM snapshots and the filtered ones (i.e., the FOM snapshots
resulting from the filtering process). We observe that unfiltered and filtered FOM solutions are in
perfect agreeement confirming that the selected PSD threshold is well-suited for the system at hand.

For further validation we compare the POD analysis of the filtered and original data. We plot the
cumulative energy E (eq. (12)) in Fig. 7. It clearly highlights the impact of the filtering process: the
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(a) Unfiltered FOM solution at different time instances: t = 3.5 s,
t = 4.6 s, t = 4.7 s and t = 4.8 s from left to right, respectively.

).23

0.23 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

t=3.5 s t=4.6 s t=4.7 s t=4.8 s

(b) Filtered FOM solution at different time instances: t = 3.5 s, t = 4.6
s, t = 4.7 s and t = 4.8 s from left to right, respectively.

Figure 6. Filtering validation - Eulerian field: comparison of the time evolution
of ϵ computed by unfiltered (first row) and filtered (second row) FOM.
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Figure 7. ROM validation - Eulerian field: comparison of the cumulative energy
E defined in eq. (12) of the fluid volume fraction ϵ for the original and filtered FOM
snapshots.

cumulative energy associated to the unfiltered snapshots shows a significantly slower convergence
with respect to the filtered one. In order to provide a more quantitative comparison, Tab. 1 reports
the number of modes associated to δ = 0.7, 0.9, 0.99: we can see that by performing the POD on
the original dataset, more than double the number of modes are required for δ = 90% and 99%.

Original FOM data Filtered FOM data
δ = 70% 29 15
δ = 90% 180 67
δ = 99% 449 176

Table 1. ROM validation - Eulerian field: number of required modes to retain
different energy thresholds, δ = 0.7, 0.9, 0.99, for original and filtered FOM data.

In our study we set δ = 90% corresponding to 67 POD modes. This choice is a trade-off that
ensures a good balance between accuracy and efficiency. Infact, while a higher energy threshold
could potentially increase the accuracy of the ROM solution, it badly affects the performance of
LSTM which is less efficient in predicting higher dimensional data.

A qualitative comparison of (filtered) FOM and ROM solutions is depicted in Fig. 8 for t =
3.5, 4.5, 4.7 and 4.8 s. Note that t = 3.5 s belongs to the training set, so it is depicted to evaluate
the ROM capability to identify the system dynamics. The remaining three times, i.e., t = 4.5, 4.7
and 4.8 s, are not associated with the training set and thus are used to check the accuracy of
the ROM in predicting the system dynamics. Let us discuss the results in Fig. 8 starting from
the system identification. We observe that our ROM approach is able to provide a very accurate
reconstruction of the solution for t = 3.5 s. Now, let us take a look at the solutions corresponding
to the time not associated with the training set. The visual comparison for t = 4.6 s demonstrates
no significant difference between the FOM and ROM predicted solution. However, for t = 4.7 and
t = 4.8, although ROM is of course able to forecast the main features of the dynamics, such as the
bed height, it cannot capture all the flow structures. This comparison suggests a high accuracy level
for system identification and short-time prediction. On the other hand, for longer time prediction,
the model shows limitations in predicting the detailed dynamics of the system although from an
engineering standpoint the results are still acceptable.

In order to provide more quantitative results, we compute the time evolution of the L2-norm error
between ROM and FOM:
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t=3.5 s t=4.6 s t=4.7 s t=4.8 s

(a) FOM solution at different time instances: t = 3.5 s, t = 4.6 s,
t = 4.7 s and t = 4.8 s from left to right, respectively.

).23

0.23 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

t=3.5 s t=4.6 s t=4.7 s t=4.8 s

(b) ROM solution at different time instances: t = 3.5 s, t = 4.6 s,
t = 4.7 s and t = 4.8 s from left to right, respectively.

Figure 8. ROM validation - Eulerian field: comparison of the time evolution of
ϵ computed by FOM (first row) and by ROM (second row) for δ = 90%. Notice
that t = 3.5 s belongs to the training set while the other time instances are in the
validation set.
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Figure 9. ROM validation - Eulerian field: time evolution of the L2-norm relative
error defined in eq. (21) for δ = 90%.

(21) Eϵ(t) = 100 ·
||ϵh(t)− ϵr(t)||L2(Ω)

||ϵh(t)||L2(Ω)
,

where ϵh is the fluid volume fraction computed with the FOM and ϵr is the corresponding field
computed with the ROM. In Fig. 9 it is observed that the error remains around 2% for the entire
training set, confirming that ROM is accurate in performing system identification. This is aligned
with the qualitative results shown in the first column of Fig. 8. On the other hand, we see that
the error increases sharply around t = 4.5 s up to 10%. The magnitude of the error at the end of
the time interval is around 17%, confirming that while ROM is capable of short-time forecasting,
its performance diminishes over a longer time period. However, these results are significantly better
than the ones provided in [31] where the authors adopted a Physics informed-DMD strategy. In
[31] the training set consists of 5001 snapshots collected in the interval [5, 10] s whilst 30 snapshots
belonging to the interval [10.001, 10.030] s (which is almost 17 times smaller than ours) form the
validation set: the relative error starts from about 7% for t = 10.001, increases over the time and
abundantly overcomes 30% for t = 10.030 s.

4.2. Lagrangian Phase. We collect an original database over [0, 4.6] s consisting of 460 snapshots
with a sampling frequency of 100 Hz, i.e. every 0.01 seconds, which are divided into a training set
to generate the reduced basis and into a validation set to be used to assess the accuracy of the ROM
solution. We take the first 450 snapshots (i.e., almost 98% of the database) to form the training
set (associated to the time interval (0, 4.5] s ) whilst the remaining 10 solutions form the validation
set. It should be noted that since the Lagrangian dynamics is significantly more complex than the
Eulerian one, we consider a smaller prediction window: [4.5, 4.6] s. Concerning the LSTM network,
it consists of one only layer and 10 neurons, the learning rate is 0.0001, the number of epochs is
3000 corresponding to a MSE final value of 1e− 5. Moreover, we set s = 10.

Fig. 10 shows the PSD as a function of frequency for two different particles, l = 1000 and
l = 24000. The main figure is in logarithmic scale along y-axis. On the other hand, the inset is in
logarithmic scale for both x and y axes. The PSD threshold value, represented by the red horizontal
line, is set to 0.001 for ỹ and z̃ components. For x̃, we have considered a threshold of 5e − 5. Fig.
12 shows a qualitative comparison between the original FOM snapshots and the filtered ones. We
observe that the agreement is good, so the selected PSD threshold is well-suited for the system at
hand.

Fig. 11 shows the cumulative energy E (eq. (12)) for filtered and original FOM data. Like the
Eulerian field, we note that the cumulative energy associated to the unfiltered snapshots shows a
significantly slower convergence with respect to the filtered one.
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(a) PSD versus frequency for z̃ and particle
l = 1000
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(b) PSD versus frequency for z̃ and particle
l = 24000
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(c) PSD versus frequency for ỹ and particle
l = 1000
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(d) PSD versus frequency for ỹ and particle
l = 24000
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(e) PSD versus frequency for x̃ and particle
l = 1000
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(f) PSD versus frequency for x̃ and particle
l = 24000

Figure 10. Filtering validation - Lagrangian field: PSD analysis across two distinct
particles, l = 1000 and l = 24000. The main figure is in logarithmic scale along y
axis while the inset is in logarithmic scale for both x and y axes. The red line shows
the PSD threshold (equal to 0.001 for ỹ and z̃ and 5e−5 for x̃) and the cut zone is
highlighted in grey.
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Figure 11. ROM validation - Lagrangian field: comparison of the cumulative
energy E defined in eq. (12) of (a) z̃, (b) ỹ and (c) x̃ for the original and filtered
FOM snapshots.

Table 2 reports the number of modes associated to δ = 0.7, 0.9, 0.99: we can see that by performing
the POD on the original dataset, the cardinality of the latent space readuces drastically. This effect
is stronger than the Eulerian field. Infact, for δ = 0.99, thanks to the filtering operation, we are
able to reduce the number of modes of about 14-15 times for x̃ and ỹ. For x̃ the gain is evident
also for the other two values of δ, 0.9 and 0.7, where the number of modes is reduced of 10 and 5
times respectively. In order to maintain the trade-off between accuracy and efficiency, we intend to
keep 25 POD modes for x̃ and ỹ as well as 50 POD modes corresponding to δ ≈ 0.98 for all the
components.

Unfiltered z̃ Filtered z̃ Unfiltered ỹ Filtered ỹ Unfiltered x̃ Filtered x̃
δ = 70% 9 8 10 8 42 6
δ = 90% 31 24 33 19 202 14
δ = 99% 195 54 202 14 452 30

Table 2. ROM validation - Lagrangian field: number of required modes to retain
different energy thresholds, δ = 0.7, 0.9, 0.99, for original and filtered FOM data.

Fig. 12 shows a visual FOM-ROM comparison for t = 3.5, 4.51, 4.55 and 4.6 s. For such time
instances, the analysis is corroborated by the computation of the relative error

(22) Ex̃(t) = 100 ·
||x̃h(t)− x̃r(t)||L2(Ω)

||x̃h(t)||L2(Ω)
,

where x̃h is the particle position computed with the FOM and x̃r is the corresponding field computed
with the ROM. Note that t = 3.5 s belongs to the training set, so it is depicted to evaluate the ROM
capability to identify the system dynamics. The remaining three times, i.e., t = 4.51, 4.55 and 4.6
s, are not associated with the training set and thus are used to check the accuracy of the ROM in
predicting the system dynamics. For t = 3.5 s we observe that our ROM approach is able to provide
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t=3.5 s t=4.51 s t=4.55 s t=4.6 s

(a) Unfiltered FOM solution at different time instances:
t = 3.5 s, t = 4.51 s, t = 4.55 s and t = 4.6 s from left to
right, respectively.

t=3.5 s t=4.51 s t=4.55 s t=4.6 s

(b) Filtered FOM solution at different time instances: t =
3.5 s, t = 4.51 s, t = 4.55 s and t = 4.6 s from left to right,
respectively.

Figure 12. ROM validation - Lagrangian field: comparison of the time evolution
of particle position computed by unfiltered (first row) and filtered (second row)
FOM.

a very accurate reconstruction of the solution. Infact, we the L2-norm error is of the 5%. Concerning
the prediction phase, the overall comparison is still satisfactory for t = 4.51 s and t = 4.55 with an
error approximately of 8% and 15%. On the other hand, for t = 4.6 s, the solution provided by the
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t=3.5 s t=4.51 s t=4.55 s t=4.6 s

(a) FOM solution at different time instances: t = 3.5 s,
t = 4.51 s, t = 4.55 s and t = 4.6 s from left to right,
respectively.

t=3.5 s t=4.51 s t=4.55 s t=4.6 s

(b) ROM solution at different time instances: t = 3.5 s,
t = 4.51 s, t = 4.55 s and t = 4.6 s from left to right,
respectively.

Figure 13. ROM validation - Lagrangian field: comparison of the time evolution
of particle position computed by FOM (first row) and by ROM (second row) for
δ ≈ 98%. Notice that t = 3.5 s belongs to the training set while the other time
instances are in the validation set.

surrogate model start to mismatch significantly with respect to the FOM one with an error reaching
approximately 25%.

4.3. Computational cost. We discuss briefly the efficiency of our ROM approach. We carried out
FOM and ROM simulations on an 11th Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-11700 @ 2.50GHz 32GB RAM
by using one only processor. The CPU time associated with the FOM simulation is around 1.8e5 s,
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while the computation of reduced coefficients takes approximately 85 s for ε and 113.58 s, 91.12 s
and 101.01 s for z̃, ỹ and x̃, respectively. Therefore, the speed up, i.e. the ratio between the CPU
time taken by the FOM simulation and the CPU time taken by the online phase, is of the order of
1e3 for all the variables.

5. Concluding remarks

This work presents a non-intrusive data-driven ROM for fast and reliable CFD-DEM simulations.
Since the development of ROMs in this framework is still in its infancy, our work in this paper has
some novelty elements, among which the use of LSTM network for fluid-particle system prediction,
the adoption of an FFT filtering approach to reduce the frequency content of the full order snapshots
and a preliminary extension to the Lagrangian field.

We assessed our ROM approach through a classical benchmark adopted for the validation of
CFD-DEM solvers: a fluidized bed two-phase flow system. We found that for the Eulerian field our
ROM is able to perform system prediction with a very good accuracy for short time windows. It can
also capture the main unsteady flow features for longer time periods. On the other hand, for the
Lagrangian field the results are not bad at all although they need to be improved. Moreover, our
ROM results to be up to 1e−3 times faster than the standard CFD-DEM approach. This makes the
approach proposed very appealing both for and industrial applications where fluid-particle systems
are involved.

As a follow-up of this work, we are going to improve the accuracy of our ROM approach for
Lagrangian phase prediction. We think that some recent machine learning techniques, such as
transformers [61, 62], could be adopted at this aim.
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