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Abstract. Benchmarking numerical models is essential for validating their accuracy
and ensuring consistency across simulation platforms. This study presents a comparative
benchmark analysis of two widely used Large Eddy Simulation (LES) codes, AMR-WIND
and NREL SOWFA-6, focusing on wind turbine rotor performance, wake dynamics, and
atmospheric boundary layer (ABL) representation. The evaluation includes an actuator
line model (ALM)-based uniform inflow wind turbine simulation and ABL precursors
under neutral and unstable conditions. The uniform inflow wake analysis examined
differences in wind turbine induction and wake development between the two codes.
Additionally, neutral and unstable atmospheric boundary layer precursors were gener-
ated for an offshore environment and compared. Results indicate a difference in wake
breakdown location between the codes (one contributing factor was the difference in
numerical schemes used for the advection terms.) The number of actuator points re-
quired for smooth velocity distribution across the rotor was higher for SOWFA-6 than
AMR-WIND. In ABL precursors, time-averaged flow fields showed strong agreement,
though minor discrepancies in turbulence were observed, particularly in unstable condi-
tions, affecting coherence analysis. The energy distribution across wavenumbers showed
a good match between the codes, with slight discrepancies observed in the large and small
wavenumber regions. The cutoff wavenumber was found to be similar for both codes.
Lateral and vertical coherence at small and large separations were in close agreement for
the neutral ABL. However, in the unstable ABL, notable differences in coherence were
observed between the codes for separations greater than 40 m.

1 Introduction
Wind energy has become a crucial component of the global renewable energy transition, with large-scale
offshore and onshore wind farms contributing significantly to electricity generation. Understanding wind
turbine wake dynamics and their interactions with the atmospheric boundary layer (ABL) is essential
for optimizing energy capture, reducing turbine loads, and improving wind farm design. Large Eddy
Simulation (LES) techniques have emerged as powerful tools to study these phenomena, providing high-
fidelity insights into wake behavior and turbulence characteristics [1, 2].

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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Recent advancements in LES-based wind energy simulations have been driven by the development
of computational frameworks such as the Simulator fOr Wind Farm Applications (SOWFA) [3] and
Adaptive Mesh Refinement for Wind (AMR-WIND) [4]. These codes enable high-resolution modeling of
wind turbine aerodynamics, wake formation, and ABL interactions under varying atmospheric conditions
[5]. While both SOWFA-6 and AMR-WIND leverage actuator line modeling (ALM) to represent turbine-
induced flow effects, differences in numerical schemes, spatial discretization, and subgrid-scale turbulence
modeling can influence simulation accuracy and wake predictions [6].

The main contribution of this paper is twofold: (1) it provides a comprehensive benchmark compar-
ison of SOWFA-6 and AMR-WIND, evaluating their capabilities in simulating rotor performance, wake
dynamics, and atmospheric boundary layer (ABL) representation; (2) it assesses key numerical character-
istics of each solver, including numerical dissipation, turbulence coherence, velocity profiles, and Reynolds
stresses, by analyzing uniform inflow wake characteristics and precursor ABL simulations under neutral
and unstable conditions. The IEA 22 MW reference wind turbine [7] is tested as a standardized case to
facilitate direct comparisons of force distributions, velocity deficits, and spectral energy distributions.

The findings contribute to the broader effort of improving LES methodologies for wind energy appli-
cations. By identifying strengths and limitations in current simulation techniques, this work informs the
development of more accurate and computationally efficient modeling approaches. Future studies incorpo-
rating additional solver comparisons and experimental validations will enhance confidence in LES-based
wind farm modeling.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 details the numerical methods and
simulation setup, including the implementation of actuator line models and atmospheric boundary layer
precursors. Section 3 presents the results of the uniform inflow wake analysis, focusing on rotor forces,
velocity distributions, and wake dynamics. Section 4 discusses the comparison of precursor ABL simu-
lations under different stability conditions. Finally, Section 5 summarizes the key findings, outlines the
study’s implications, and suggests directions for future research.

2 Numerical methods
NREL SOWFA-6 [5, 3] and AMR-WIND [4] were utilized to conduct ALM-based wind turbine wake
analysis and generate atmospheric boundary layer precursors in varying atmospheric stability conditions.
SOWFA is an LES solver developed by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) that is specif-
ically designed for wind farm modeling. It is implemented within the OpenFOAM framework [8] and
employs the finite-volume approach. The LES code AMR-Wind [4] is an adaptive-mesh incompressible
Navier-Stokes solver designed for wind turbine and wind farm simulations by the NREL. It is built on
top of the AMReX library [9], solving the governing equations on a block-structured cartesian grid which
can be locally refined. The spatial discretization in AMR-WIND combines the finite volume and finite-
difference methods. Important spatial and temporal discretization aspects in AMR-WIND are discussed
in [6]. In both solvers, the second-order accurate Crank-Nicolson time scheme was used. For spatial
discretization, in line with [6], the WENO-Z scheme [10] was used in AMR-WIND for the advection
terms, exhibiting fifth-order accuracy. The advection terms were discretized using a fourth-order scheme
(closest equivalent available to the WENO-Z scheme) in SOWFA-6. Other terms were discretized with
second-order accuracy. Both codes allow for actuator line-based structural coupling with NREL Open-
FAST [11], which is utilized in this study.

The spatially filtered, incompressible Navier–Stokes equations to give the resolved-scale (large-eddy
scale) fluid flow dynamics were solved, incorporating the filtered continuity equation as shown in Equa-
tion 1. The nomenclature from [1] is utilized.

∂ūj

∂xj
= 0 (1)

where the overbar denotes spatial filtering and ūj = uj − u
′

j is the resolved-scale velocity vector, which
is the instantaneous velocity vector, uj , minus the subfilter-scale (SFS) velocity vector, u

′

j . The filtered
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momentum equation is shown in Equation 2

∂ūi

∂t
+ ∂

∂xj
(ūj ūi) = − 2ϵi3kΩ3ūk︸ ︷︷ ︸

I

− ∂p̃

∂xi︸︷︷︸
II

− 1
ρ0

∂

∂xi
p0(x, y)︸ ︷︷ ︸

III

−
∂τD

ij

∂xj︸ ︷︷ ︸
IV

+ g

(
θ̄ − θ0

θ0

)
δi3︸ ︷︷ ︸

V

+ 1
ρ0

F T
i︸ ︷︷ ︸

VI

(2)

Term I is the Coriolis force due to planetary rotation, and ϵijk is the alternating tensor. The rotation
rate vector is given by Ωj , as, Ω = ω[0, cos(ϕ), sin(ϕ)], where ω is the planetary rotation rate and ϕ is the
latitude. This study used a latitude of 52.8◦, representing the Dutch North Sea [12], for the atmospheric
boundary layer precursors. Term II is the gradient of the modified pressure variable. Term III represents
the background driving pressure gradient, and Term IV accounts for the divergence of the deviatoric
fluid stress tensor, which includes viscous and SFS components. Term V models buoyancy effects via
the Boussinesq-approximation, while Term VI accounts for other density-normalized forces, such as those
in an actuator line turbine model. The transport equation for resolved potential temperature is given
in Equation 3, where qj represents temperature flux due to viscous and SFS effects. The following
subsections outline the set-up for uniform inflow wake and atmospheric boundary layer simulations.

∂θ̄

∂t
+ ∂

∂xj

(
uj θ̄

)
= − ∂qj

∂xj
(3)

2.1 Uniform Inflow
The wind turbine utilized was the IEA-22MW reference model [7], with a rotor diameter of D=283.2 m.
The computational domain follows the layout described in [2]. The stream-wise dimension is Lx = 24 D,
whereas the lateral and vertical dimensions are Ly,z = 6 D. The isotropic grid has a mesh size of 10 m
at level 0 with a single refinement sharing its centroid with the turbine rotor. It starts 1.5 D upstream
of the rotor and extends 8.5 D in a streamwise direction. The lateral dimension has an overall extent of
3 D, leading to approximately 56 cells per rotor diameter. A mass inflow condition is applied to the inlet
boundary, and a pressure outflow condition is applied to the outlet boundary. All lateral boundaries have
slip-wall conditions. The Coriolis forcing was neglected by specifying the Earth’s rotation period to a
large number, here, 1010 hr. The turbine rotor is modeled without a tower and nacelle. It is located in
the lateral center of the domain, with a distance of 3 D from the inlet boundary. The rotor is modeled
as a rigid body with no pre-cone and no shaft tilt. The Gaussian smearing of the actuator point forces
is chosen as ϵ = 10, leading to an epsilon by grid (EBG) ratio of ϵ/∆x = 2. Based on prior observations
of the authors, the number of actuator points was set to 59 (equal to number of defined airfoil sections)
for AMR-WIND, and 75 in the case of SOWFA-6. Any other amount resulted in jagged velocity deficit
profiles at the rotor. A uniform inflow was set, coming from 270◦ (westward, in meteorological convention)
with a constant wind speed of u∞ = 8 m/s. The time step of the simulation was set to ∆t = 0.06 s to
comply with the ALM restriction of utip∆t

∆x < Cmax with Cmax = 1, given the design tip speed for u∞
as 74.14 m/s and considering a rotational speed of Ω = 5 rpm [13]. Hence, the resulting tip speed ratio
(TSR) amounts to λ = 9.25. In all uniform inflow simulations, the Smagorinsky turbulence model was
used to capture subgrid-scale effects. In AMR-Wind , a constant Smagorinsky coefficient of Cs = 0.135
was employed. Similarly, in SOWFA-6, the inputs Cϵ and Ck were set to 1.077 and 0.071 respectively

evaluating the expression Cs =
(

Ck

√
Ck

Cϵ

) 1
2

[14]. Velocity data was sampled linearly at the actuator
points. The simulation was run for a total duration of 1680 s, comprising an initial spin-up period of one
flow-through time of Lx

u∞
= 840 s to eliminate transient effects, followed by a sampling period of another

flow-through period.

2.2 ABL Simulations
The details of the precursor setup can be found in [15], and simulation inputs are concisely provided
here. All ABL simulations were conducted, using the eddy-viscosity SFS model from [16, 17]. A domain
width, length, and altitude of 3 km, 4.5 km, and 1 km, respectively was used. An isotropic grid of 10 m
size was employed in both codes. A hub height wind speed control was set to 11.5 m/s at 170 m altitude
from the west boundary face (implying a 270◦ wind direction). The neutral ABL precursor was run with
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0 Km/s surface flux, while the unstable ABL precursor was run with a surface flux of 0.02 Km/s. Velocity
perturbations of 0.25 m/s near the surface were used in both codes to aid in turbulence generation and
yield a similar initial transient and further profile development. The neutral and unstable ABL precursors
used a capping inversion of 500 m. A surface roughness of 0.0001 m was used in both the precursors, and
the simulations were run for a period of 21000 s with a time step of 0.5 s, of which the last 1000 s were
used for result analysis.

3 Results: Uniform Inflow Wake Analysis
The two codes’ spanwise force distributions obtained in uniform inflow are presented in subsection 3.1,
followed by the discussion of global forces in subsection 3.2. The velocity deficit and Reynolds stresses are
presented in subsection 3.3. The CPU time for SOWFA-6 in the case of the uniform inflow simulations
amounted to 555 days, whereas AMR-Wind showed a faster computational time of 358 days, which is an
increase of 35 %.

3.1 Spanwise Force Distributions
Figure 1 presents the spanwise distribution of aerodynamic forces as the two LES solvers predicted. The
forces were computed as time-averaged values over 60 complete rotor revolutions, with data extracted at
nine uniformly distributed spanwise locations along the rotor blade. For reference, blade element momen-
tum (BEM) theory calculations, excluding tip-loss corrections, were utilized as a baseline comparison.
The ALM simulations were also conducted without tip-loss correction.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1: Spanwise distributions of angle of attack, normal force (to plane) FX , and tangential force (to
plane) FY .

The spanwise variation of the angle of attack (AoA) (Figure 1a) reveals strong overall agreement
between the two solvers, demonstrating consistency in capturing the aerodynamic loading trends. Between
0.5r/R and 0.9r/R, both solvers show AoA values, approximately 0.5◦ higher than the BEM solution,
which partially explains the higher FX and FY values in Figure 1b and Figure 1c respectively. The
chosen ϵ-value of 10 m likely results in slight force overestimation. A prior study [18] found that the
force predicted by LES solvers is affected by the chosen grid size and ϵ-value (see Figure 6 of their
study) and usually leads to overestimations for higher ϵ-values. While this value provides reasonable
accuracy near the nacelle region, where the blade geometry is characterized by a larger chord length, the
deviation increases progressively toward the blade tip. The blade chord decreases from a maximum of
approximately 7 m near the root to less than 1 m at the tip. Consequently, an ϵ-value of 10 m is no longer
suitable for accurately resolving the smaller tip region. To achieve more accurate force predictions, one
could consider employing a smaller ϵ-value in conjunction with a finer local grid resolution or a filtered
lifting line method, where ϵ is scaled with the local chord length [19]. However, both approaches would
result in a significant increase in computational cost. Furthermore, as the primary objective of this study
is to compare the performance of the two solvers, we accept the observed over-estimations as part of
the inherent limitations of the chosen modeling approach. Comparative analysis further indicates that
SOWFA-6 tends to overestimate tangential forces more significantly than AMR-Wind for r/R ≥ 0.6.
This is reflected in the global forces in Figure 2. At the same time, AMR-Wind exhibits a stronger
overestimation in the lower spanwise region of the blade. These discrepancies highlight subtle differences
in the numerical treatments and turbulence modeling strategies the solvers employ.
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3.2 Global forces
Figure 2 presents the time series of global forces acting on the turbine rotor. Both LES solvers demonstrate
convergence at approximately 400 s. The time series of the thrust force, shown in Figure 2a, indicates that
while both solvers achieve convergence, SOWFA-6 demonstrates more pronounced fluctuations around
the mean compared to AMR-Wind. The time history for SOWFA-6 displays irregular oscillations around
the mean value, whereas AMR-Wind exhibits significantly smaller variations with a more stable behavior.
An examination of the force distribution curves reveals distinct characteristics for the two solvers. Force
distribution curves show that SOWFA-6’s thrust force follows a broad normal distribution, whereas AMR-
Wind produces a more discrete, tightly clustered distribution. A similar trend appears in power output
(Figure 2b), where SOWFA-6 predicts a wider range of extreme values and slightly higher overall power
due to increased tangential forces along the second half of the blade (subsection 3.1). The flapwise bending
moment (Figure 2c) follows the same pattern, with SOWFA-6 showing higher-frequency fluctuations,
although a low-frequency signal smooths the overall distribution. SOWFA-6’s probability distribution
follows a double-Gaussian profile, indicating multiple force states, while AMR-Wind’s distribution clusters
near extreme values, reflecting structured but constrained variability.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 2: Time series of thrust, power, and flapwise bending moment for the IEA-22MW turbine,
computed using the OpenFAST, SOWFA-6 and AMR-Wind.

3.3 Velocity Distributions
Firstly, as mentioned previously, the number of actuator points was set to 75 in SOWFA-6 while 59
in AMR-WIND. Figure 3 illustrates the motivation for this difference, showcasing the jagged velocity
profile at the rotor with lower number of actuator points. Next, as shown in Figure 4, the flow fields
in the near wake exhibit similar characteristics in both solvers due to the use of comparable actuator
line methodologies and initial flow conditions. However, the results indicate a later wake breakdown
in AMR-Wind compared to SOWFA-6. The wake in SOWFA-6 dissipates slightly earlier, around 7 D,
while in AMR-Wind, it occurs closer to 8 D. One reasoning for these differences could be due to the
numerical scheme. The fourth-order numerical scheme used for the advection terms in SOWFA-6 exhibits
comparatively more numerical diffusion than the fifth-order like WENO-Z scheme used for the advection
terms in AMR-WIND. This was further validated by utlizing a lower-order scheme in SOWFA-6 and
assessing the wake breakdown (not shown here for brevity).

Figure 3: An illustration of the
sensitivity of the SOWFA-6 results
to the number of actuator points.

Figure 4: Mean stream-wise velocity distribution for uniform
inflow conditions.
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The WENO-Z scheme excels at providing least oscillations and advecting discontinuities, thus, sup-
pressing the transition to turbulence. However, it should be noted that it is still arguable which scheme
and code is more accurate in representing the true wake breakdown location given that the present study
does not present comparison with measurements. One may use the higher-order scheme considering that
the error will theoretically be lower, scaling with the mesh size to the power of the order of accuracy [20].
Furthermore, it is hypothesized that in non- uniform and unsteady inflow conditions, the instabilities
caused by the wake and turbulence will reduce the differences caused by choice of numerical schemes.
For instance, the ABL precursor comparison provided below does not show such large differences in, for
example, the standard deviation and the energy spectrum of the wind speed. Another reasoning for the
differences in wake breakdown may be attributed to the higher variance in the loads of the wind turbine
in SOWFA-6 (Figure 2). However, at this stage, this hypothesis has not been verified and is a topic of
further investigation.

The velocity profiles (upper plot) and Reynolds stress profiles (lower plot) in Figure 5 provide further
insight into wake dynamics. The velocity deficit in the wake is well captured by both solvers, with
the characteristic double-Gaussian velocity profile transitioning to a more uniform shape downstream.
Reynolds stresses in SOWFA-6 start to form between 4 D and 5 D at the outer wake boundaries, likely
induced by tip vortices. Upon that, they transition to the center of the wake at around 8 D, arranging
themselves in a consistent pattern with a maximum in the wake center. In contrast, AMR-Wind shows
a delayed onset of Reynolds stress development, with noticeable stress formation starting at the outer
boundary of the wake after 6 D forming a double Gaussian distribution with peaks at the outer wake
boundary which persists until 12 D.

This delayed stress formation in AMR-Wind aligns with the stabilization effect of its lower numerical
dissipation, which suppresses turbulence in the near wake region.

Figure 5: Normalized streamwise velocity and Reynolds stresses profiles for uniform inflow conditions at
several downstream distances.

The earlier and more evenly distributed Reynolds stresses in SOWFA-6 result in a faster wake break-
down and transition of the mean velocity profile from a double-Gaussian structure to a single-Gaussian
shape, occurring between 5 D and 7 D. Meanwhile, AMR-Wind maintains a double-Gaussian velocity
profile until approximately 7 D. However, beyond 7 D, the magnitude of Reynolds stresses in AMR-Wind
surpasses those in SOWFA-6. This sharp increase in Reynolds stresses corresponds to the onset of more
abrupt wake breakdown in AMR-Wind, eventually leading to similar velocity distributions for both solvers
beyond 12 D.

The plot also reveals subtle differences in the spreading and symmetry of the velocity and stress
profiles. While SOWFA-6 exhibits slightly more pronounced asymmetry in both profiles, AMR-Wind
demonstrates a more consistent, symmetric distribution. This difference may reflect variations in the
treatment of tip vortices and hub dynamics between the two solvers, as well as differences in subgrid-
scale modeling and numerical dissipation.
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4 Results: Precursor Atmospheric Boundary Layer Comparisons
The NABL simulation required 158 CPU days for both codes, while the USABL simulation took 178
CPU days in the case of SOWFA-6 and 182 CPU days in the case of AMR-Wind. The time domain
results of the precursors generated by the two codes in neutral and unstable atmospheric conditions are
discussed in subsection 4.1, and the spectral analysis is discussed in subsection 4.2.

4.1 Flow-field comparison
Firstly, visual inspection of the contours of the instantaneous velocity components revealed the similar
structures generated by the two codes (not shown here for brevity). A more quantitative insight into
the flow- fields generated by the codes is provided by time and planar averaged profiles in Figure 6. The
potential temperature profiles resulting from the codes (Figure 6a) match almost perfectly and obey the
initial settings imposed. The time-averaged velocity components are highly consistent between the codes
(Figure 6b). A similar shear in the v-component has been found between the codes owing to the Coriolis
forcing, among other factors. The wind-veer also reflects this (Figure 6d). Regarding the turbulence
intensity, it can be seen that up until the inversion layer, SOWFA-6 results in lower turbulence compared
to the results of AMR-WIND. However, the difference is small (up to 1% at altitudes swept by the rotor).
A wind veer of up to 15◦ has been observed in the results of both codes.

(a) Potential temperature (b) Velocity components (c) Turbulence intensity (d) Wind direction

Figure 6: Time and planar averaged flow-field parameters for the neutral atmospheric boundary layer
precursors generated by AMR-WIND and SOWFA-6.

The instantaneous contours of the velocity components at the west boundary in the resulting unstable
atmosphere flow- fields of the two codes were found to be similar (not shown here for brevity) as also
seen for the neutral atmosphere. The time-averaged profiles shown in Figure 7 show the close agreement
between the codes in various result metrics. Given the surface flux setting utilized, a moderately unstable
atmosphere has been achieved in the code, as evident from the slightly negative potential temperature
gradient in Figure 7a. A very low wind shear typical of unstable atmospheric conditions is evident from
the u-component profile in Figure 7b. Once again, minor discrepancies are observed in the turbulent
intensity (Figure 7c), a lower value for SOWFA-6 results, while higher for AMR-WIND at altitudes
swept by the rotor. The overshoot in turbulence at first grid height is higher in SOWFA-6, similar to the
neutral atmosphere precursor (Figure 6c). As expected, a lower wind veer than in the neutral atmosphere
is observed, at roughly 5◦ until the capping inversion.

(a) Potential temperature (b) Velocity components (c) Turbulence intensity (d) Wind direction

Figure 7: Time and planar averaged flow-field parameters for the unstable atmospheric boundary layer
precursors generated by AMR-WIND and SOWFA-6.
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4.2 Spectral Analysis
The planar averaged energy spectrum of the u-component resulting from the two codes, at various alti-
tudes at the west boundary of the neutral atmospheric stability precursor is shown in Figure 8. First,
it can be observed that the energy distribution across different wavenumbers in the two codes is fairly
similar, apart from the low wavenumber range. The low wavenumber, low-frequency structures contain
lower energy in SOWFA-6 than in AMR-WIND. Both the codes yield a similar cut-off wavenumber,
the wavenumber beyond which Kolmogorov’s 5/3 law is not followed. This result showcases the similar
limitations of the codes in resolving the high-frequency small-scale structures at the given grid size.

(a) Altitude of 60 m (b) Altitude of 100 m (c) Altitude of 180 m

Figure 8: Energy spectrum for the neutral atmospheric boundary layer precursors generated by
AMR-WIND and SOWFA-6, at different altitudes.

Next, in-depth insight into the spectral characteristics of the flow field is aided by coherence analysis
shown in Figure 9. The reader is referred to section 2.3 in [15] or [21] for details into the formulations.
In this study, the coherence was calculated between similarly separated points at a given altitude, the
horizontal homogeneity due to the cyclic boundary conditions was exploited, and planar averaging was
done to achieve less bias in the coherence estimates. At small separations, that is, 20 m, the lateral and
vertical coherence is different between the codes. Given the grid size of 10 m, it can be said that coherence
at small separations is less reliable and sensitive to the under-resolved small-scale structures. However, at
larger separations, the coherence between the codes is quite similar and shows unremarkable differences
for the neutral atmospheric precursor, also seen in [22].

(a) Altitude of 80 m and
separation of 20 m

(b) Altitude of 80 m and
separation of 60 m

(c) Altitude of 180 m and
separation of 20 m

(d) Altitude of 180 m and
separation of 60 m

Figure 9: Coherence (solid-vertical, and dashed-lateral separation) estimates for the neutral
atmospheric boundary layer precursors generated by AMR-WIND and SOWFA-6, at different altitudes

and separations.

The comparison of the spectral characteristics of the precursors with unstable atmospheric conditions
generated by the two codes is shown in Figure 10 and Figure 11. It can be observed that AMR-WIND
results indicate higher energy in larger wavenumber regions. In comparison, SOWFA-6 results indicate
higher energy in the lower wavenumber region of the spectrum (for example, Figure 10b). This contradicts
the observation made for the precursors with neutral atmospheric stability. Next, the coherence analysis is
shown in Figure 11, further elaborating the spectral characteristics and indicating the coherent structures.
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(a) Altitude of 60 m (b) Altitude of 100 m (c) Altitude of 180 m

Figure 10: Energy spectrum for the unstable atmospheric boundary layer precursors generated by
AMR-WIND and SOWFA-6, at different altitudes.

In line with the observation that the SOWFA-6 results indicate higher energy in the lower wavenumber
region, one can expect that the coherence at lower frequencies, resembling the larger structures, will be
higher in SOWFA-6 compared to AMR-WIND. This intuitive result can be observed across all separations,
most prominently in Figure 11d. Notable differences are observed between the coherence results of the
two codes, particularly in the unstable atmosphere. The coherence at both small and large separations
differs between the codes, unlike the coherence comparison in the neutral atmosphere (Figure 9). This
finding is significant, and future research involving more codes and measurements can help determine
which code provides more accurate results.

(a) Altitude of 80 m and
separation of 20 m

(b) Altitude of 80 m and
separation of 60 m

(c) Altitude of 180 m and
separation of 20 m

(d) Altitude of 180 m and
separation of 60 m

Figure 11: Coherence estimates (solid-vertical and dashed-lateral separation) for the unstable
atmospheric boundary layer precursors generated by AMR-WIND and SOWFA-6 at different altitudes

and separations.

5 Conclusions
A code-to-code comparison using two widely used LES codes was conducted on NREL SOWFA-6 and
AMR-WIND. Uniform inflow wind turbine (IEA 22 MW) wake and load analysis and ABL precursors
analysis were conducted. The computational cost of simulations without a turbine in the domain was
identical for both solvers. However, the presence of a turbine led to a 35 % faster computational time
using AMR-Wind. A longer wind turbine wake was observed in uniform inflow wake conditions in
AMR-WIND, partly attributed to the lower diffusion due to the higher order scheme in comparison to
SOWFA-6, for the advection terms. For instance, the Reynolds stresses developed after 5 D in SOWFA-6
and after 6 D in AMR-WIND. The difference is expected to be reduced in unsteady and non-uniform
inflow conditions, a topic of further research. SOWFA-6 required more actuator points (75) across the
blade compared to AMR-WIND (59 - equal to number of defined airfoil sections) for smooth velocity
profiles. Regarding the atmospheric boundary layers generated, an excellent agreement in time and
frequency domain was observed between the codes, for neutral conditions. However, notable differences
were observed in unstable conditions, with differences in coherence at small and large separations at
various altitudes. Energy distribution at the largest and smallest wavenumber region of the spectrum
differed between the codes, while a near-perfect agreement was seen in the inertial range of the spectrum
and the resulting cut-off wavenumber. Future studies incorporating more codes and measurements will
aid in deciding which code provides more accurate results.
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