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Abstract: Mesoscale numerical weather prediction models usually provide information regarding
environmental parameters near urban areas at a spatial resolution of the order of thousands or
hundreds of meters, at best. If detailed information is required at the building scale, an urban-scale
model is necessary. Proper definition of the boundary conditions for the urban-scale simulation is
very demanding in terms of its compatibility with environmental conditions and numerical modeling.
Here, steady-state computational fluid dynamics (CFD) microscale simulations of the wind and
thermal environment are performed over an urban area of Kozani, Greece, using both the k-ε and
k-ω SST turbulence models. For the boundary conditions, instead of interpolating vertical profiles
from the mesoscale solution, which is obtained with the atmospheric pollution model (TAPM), a
novel approach is proposed, relying on previously developed analytic expressions, based on the
Monin Obuhkov similarity theory, and one-way coupling with minimal information from mesoscale
indices (Vy = 10 m, Ty = 100 m, L*). The extra computational cost is negligible compared to direct
interpolation from mesoscale data, and the methodology provides design phase flexibility, allowing
for the representation of discrete urban-scale atmospheric conditions, as defined by the mesoscale
indices. The results compared favorably with the common interpolation practice and with the
following measurements obtained for the current study: SODAR for vertical profiles of wind speed
and a meteorological temperature profiler for temperature. The significance of including the effects
of diverse atmospheric conditions is manifested in the microscale simulations, through significant
variations (~30%) in the critical building-related design parameters, such as the surface pressure
distributions and local wind patterns.

Keywords: urban microclimate; built environment; computational fluid dynamics; atmospheric
boundary layer; boundary conditions

1. Introduction

The urban-scale microclimate is dependent on urban environmental parameters, local
building design and construction, and on the parameters related to mesoscale weather.
This complex interaction necessitates advanced analysis tools, almost always at different
scales, creating the issue of passing information from one scale to another in an efficient,
accurate, and compatible way. Research on the subject is active, and there are several
approaches that have been proposed in the literature. Coupling a mesoscale model with a
computational fluid dynamics (CFD) model, for urban-scale flow simulations, has been a
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prominent choice for some time, e.g., with the MM5 model [1] or the WRF model [2], and
others. The direct application to several engineering fields, such as wind energy assessment,
pollutant dispersion, wind comfort studies, and urban flows, has been performed. One of
the main advantages of this approach is that mesoscale physics are captured and passed
to a CFD simulation, which is capable of including geometric and environmental details
at the microscale. Among the many advanced turbulence modeling approaches that are
available for CFD simulations, Reynolds-averaged Navier–Stokes (RANS) models allow
for an acceptable balance between accuracy and calculation time, and represent a valid
alternative to other methods, such as LES, that have higher resource demands [3]. However,
regardless of the turbulence model being used, one of the main challenges in urban-scale
CFD simulations remains the definition of appropriate values of atmospheric variables at
the boundaries of the CFD computational domain [2,4].

A common choice of boundary conditions for the simulation of the atmospheric
boundary layer (ABL) is the use of logarithmic or power law [5] wind profiles, often taking
into account parameters from the Monin–Obukhov similarity theory [6]. However, the
application of these profiles has not yet been site-specific [6], and they generally assume
steady-state and horizontally uniform conditions. Furthermore, several issues arise during
the application of boundary conditions for CFD simulations of atmospheric flows, not
the least of which is the undesirable streamwise gradients in the vertical profiles of mean
wind speed and turbulence. One of the first studies addressing the subject of proper
boundary conditions for CFD studies of wind engineering problems at the urban scale
was that of [7], which was specific to the widespread k-ε turbulence model. The study has
been revisited [8] and a number of other turbulence modeling approaches have also been
addressed. Although the requirements for the boundary conditions have been worked out,
their application, especially within commercial CFD software, still remains a challenge in
some cases [9,10], necessitating modification of the turbulence model constants [6]. This
creates an issue of whether or not to use the same constants for the land surface and the
building surfaces. On the other hand, there are reported studies [11] that indicate that
the internally, building-generated turbulence may override deviations of up to 50% in the
inflow values.

The issue of processing meteorological data from the mesoscale, for use in local-
scale studies, has been an issue of research for many years [12]. Since the variability
in atmospheric conditions is suitably considered at the mesoscale, a realistic approach
to defining a boundary condition for detailed microscale CFD modeling is to use the
mesoscale data [13]. Coupling to the mesoscale data has been applied in combination
with advanced turbulence modeling, such as LES for the microscale [14,15], but it is used
with RANS modeling as well (most frequently with variants of the k-εmodel, e.g., RNG
k-ε [1], k-ε [2], comprehensive k-ε [4], Sogachev k-ε [16]). Further effort is being made
to bridge the gap between these two turbulence modeling approaches, specifically for
meso- to micro-scale coupling [17]. An issue arising when creating boundary conditions
for CFD is how to interpolate the data from the mesoscale spatial resolution, of the order of
kilometers or hundreds of meters, to the urban scale. Several studies apply a simple linear
interpolation [1,2], or a power law for the region close to the ground [16], while others apply
more sophisticated methods, such as nudging [18], in order to increase the accuracy. For the
issue of the temporal variation in the boundary values, an obvious approach is to perform
unsteady microscale simulations with LES [14] or RANS [16] turbulence modelling, but this
puts heavy demands on computational resources and will only deal with the time period
that corresponds to the mesoscale simulations [18]. In some applications, e.g., for wind
energy assessment, time averaging for long time periods, in the order of years, is needed,
and so steady-state simulations are usually performed. In these cases, one approach is to
use analytic expressions [19] for the interpolation process from the meso- to micro-scale.
Validation of this approach [20] showed that the coupling procedure significantly improves
the results, especially in terms of horizontal variation. An alternative approach has also
been applied [21], whereby characteristic atmospheric conditions are identified from the
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mesoscale simulations and a sequence of representative steady-state solutions is calculated,
thus creating a catalogue of precomputed conditions, corresponding to discrete, but locally
relevant, atmospheric conditions.

It is often the case that a parametric study needs to be conducted for a specific area,
and this should include a range of atmospheric conditions. The possibilities are infinite
and it is extremely demanding to perform mesoscale simulations in order to include all the
possible conditions. There is, therefore, a need to define a range of atmospheric conditions
as inputs to microscale simulations, ideally detached from the mesoscale simulation,
but still representative of realistic local conditions. In the present study, we investigate
the use of analytic expressions [12], based on the Monin–Obukhov similarity theory, for
prescribing boundary conditions of the main variables on the lateral boundaries of a CFD
computational domain for an urban area. The expressions rely on sparse information
from the mesoscale; in fact, only three parameter values are used, instead of detailed
vertical profiles, thus simplifying the coupling between the two models. Furthermore, the
mesoscale information defines locally relevant meteorological states, to which the analytic
expressions will correspond and can potentially be used to perform quasi-steady microscale
simulations that are defined by, but computationally detached from, these mesoscale states.

The work being presented is part of a coordinated effort involving numerical weather
predictions at the mesoscale, CFD modeling at the building scale, and experimental mea-
surements of wind speed and temperature profiles at a number of locations above the SW
area of the city of Kozani in Northern Greece (Figure 1). The main objective of the research
effort is to develop a numerical method for microscale simulations in urban areas that can
be used to provide representative, discrete microclimate conditions at the building scale,
from which information regarding the thermal and wind environment around the building
may be drawn. A significant challenge arising through this objective is to perform the
microscale simulations asynchronously from the mesoscale ones, performed here using
the TAPM model [22], while retaining the locally relevant meteorological information in
the simplest possible form, in order to facilitate the coupling procedure. Here, we evaluate
a novel methodology, implementing analytic expressions, instead of interpolating from
mesoscale data, to derive boundary conditions for representative atmospheric conditions.
The atmospheric conditions are defined by minimal, pointwise, mesoscale indices. We
also evaluate the implementation of the standard form of two RANS turbulence models.
We do not modify the turbulence models, in order to evaluate the effects of the explicit
inclusion of the buildings’ geometry [11]. Through comparison of the vertical profiles
with those from the more common interpolation practices, and with measurement data,
our combination of analytic expressions from the Monin–Obukhov theory, with empirical
relations for meteorological parameters, proves to be a reliable and versatile approach for
defining boundary conditions for microscale simulations. Mesoscale information may be
defined via simple indices, and significant effects on the urban-scale flow and temperature
fields were observed.
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Figure 1. 3D representation of urban area being studied. Measurement positions are also indicated
(1) for temperature measurements and (2) for wind measurements. (Satellite view of the city from
Google Earth).

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Measurements

Measurements were conducted at two locations in the city of Kozani, Greece (Figure 1)
from January 2014 to January 2015. Temperature measurements were performed at location
(1) (40.298809◦, 21.799331◦) while wind speed measurements were performed at location
(2) (40.301718◦, 21.800835◦) (Figure 1). For temperature measurements, a meteorological
temperature profiler (MTP-5, R.P.O. ATTEX) was used to measure 5 min average atmo-
spheric air temperature at increments of 50 m up to a height of 600 m. For wind speed and
direction, an acoustic sounder (BMETEK, Phased Array Doppler SODAR PCS.2000-16/MF)
was used, providing 10 min average measurements at increments of 20 m from 40 m up to
300 m above ground. A detailed description of the experimental measurements of wind
speed and air temperature may be found in [23,24]. Results of these measurements will be
compared with the following CFD and mesoscale simulations.

2.2. Mesoscale Modeling

For the mesoscale numerical weather prediction, the meteorological module of the
air pollution model (TAPM) [22] was used. The meteorological component of TAPM is a
three-dimensional, nestable, prognostic model solving incompressible, non-hydrostatic,
primitive equations with a terrain-following vertical coordinate. The Exner pressure
function is split into hydrostatic and non-hydrostatic components, and the non-hydrostatic
component necessitates solution of a Poisson equation. At the surface, a vegetative canopy,
soil scheme as well as an urban scheme are used. Radiative fluxes are included at the
surface and at upper levels. Based on surface similarity and urban parameterizations of
surface parameters, such as roughness length and displacement height, the model estimates
surface turbulent fluxes. The standard E-ε turbulence closure is used for calculation of
eddy diffusivity in the ABL. Non-local buoyancy flux is explicitly considered in TAPM
under convective conditions. More details on TAPM equations and parameterization,
including the numerical methods used to solve the model equations, can be found in a
series of publications related to modeling [25], testing for different seasons [26], or even
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year-long [27,28] and as an analysis tool [29]. Specifically for the present study, TAPM
was configured over a 30 × 30 km region with five (nested) grids of 21 × 21 horizontal
points with 30, 10, 3, 1 and 0.3 km grid spacing, respectively. Forty-five vertical levels were
defined, starting at 10 m, with 5 levels between 0 and 100 m, and gradually increasing
to 8 km. TAPM was used to model the meteorology of 9 August 2014 for the region
of Kozani. The topography of the area was imported in high resolution (90 m, STRM3)
and in order to improve simulations of urban environments, TAPM was modified by
incorporating four urban land surface types (low, medium, and high density and CBD,
i.e., a city’s commercial center, usually characterized by tall office and residence buildings)
replacing the existing single urban surface [29]. Areas with over 15 dwellings per 10,000 m2

were considered high density, medium-density areas corresponded to 10–15 dwellings per
10,000 m2, and low-density areas to below 10 dwellings per 10,000 m2. The values of the
parameters σU (urban heat capacity), aU (urban albedo), AU (urban anthropogenic heat flux,
W m−2), kU (conductivity), and zoU (urban roughness length) are different for each land use
category. Details and validation of the TAPM configuration and runs have been presented
in [23] where comparisons were found agreeable between meteorological forecasts and
observations for both surface and ABL meteorological parameters, as follows: wind speed
and potential temperature vertical profiles, friction velocity (u*), surface turbulent heat flux
(Hs) and mixing height (Zi) of the ABL. Furthermore, both the index of agreement (IOA)
and the root mean square error (RMSE) showed good agreement.

2.3. Urban Microscale Modeling

Typically, urban topography and buildings are not included in mesoscale modeling.
Instead, their macroscopic effect is included through a canopy model and/or local surface
parameters. In the present case, one-way coupling is assumed between the mesoscale
and microscale simulations, i.e., the mesoscale results are taken into account in the CFD
simulations, but not vice versa. Land use data for TAPM was available at a spatial resolution
of 3 × 3 km while at the innermost grid resolution of 300 × 300 m, the model was modified
by incorporating four urban land surface types, distributed according to the available
information on population distribution within the city [24]. For extracting information at
higher spatial resolution, the CFD model must include details of the urban geometry. In
order to achieve this, a plan view of the city was geolocated in a 3D design software and an
area of 700 × 750 m was chosen around the sites where experimental measurements were
available. It should be noted that this corresponds to a region slightly larger than 2× 2 of the
finest (0.3 km) grid cells of the mesoscale domain, i.e., ~4 locations of mesoscale information
throughout the microscale computational domain. Within the chosen computational
domain, variation in terrain elevation was below 2% and was neglected, assuming a flat
terrain. Buildings’ plan views were traced and extruded to the required height (Figure 1)
with a mean building height of 10 m, in agreement with the TAPM land use data [30]
that gave land use categories of medium to high urban density for the chosen area [24].
The final computational domain was 750 × 700 × 100 m including a 100 m fetch around
the buildings in order to keep the computational domain boundaries away from building
effects (Figure 2).

For the CFD calculation, the 3D geometry was processed using an in-house algorithm
to define the solid boundaries within a Cartesian grid of 142 × 77 × 152 ≈ 1.6 M cells
(Figure 2). Grid resolution was uniform at 5 m in the two horizontal directions. In the
vertical direction, resolution was 1 m up to a height of 50 m and then gradually coarser
up to the top of the domain. There was no effort made to align building geometries with
the grid and so the Cartesian spatial discretization leads to a step-like representation of
building faces that are not aligned with the grid. This is not expected to alter the larger scale
characteristics being discussed here, but would be important for more sensitive analyses
related, e.g., to building ventilation or infiltration [31].



Energies 2021, 14, 5624 6 of 22
Energies 2021, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 6 of 22 
 

 

 

Figure 2. Cartesian grid for the computational domain 700 × 100 × 750 with a total of ~1.6Μ cells. 

For the CFD calculation, the 3D geometry was processed using an in-house algorithm 

to define the solid boundaries within a Cartesian grid of 142 × 77 × 152 ≈ 1.6 M cells (Figure 

2). Grid resolution was uniform at 5 m in the two horizontal directions. In the vertical 

direction, resolution was 1 m up to a height of 50 m and then gradually coarser up to the 

top of the domain. There was no effort made to align building geometries with the grid 

and so the Cartesian spatial discretization leads to a step-like representation of building 

faces that are not aligned with the grid. This is not expected to alter the larger scale char-

acteristics being discussed here, but would be important for more sensitive analyses re-

lated, e.g., to building ventilation or infiltration [31]. 

The steady-state volume averaged Navier–Stokes equations are solved in three di-

mensions on a Cartesian collocated grid implementing Rhie–Chow corrections [32] to 

avoid checkerboard pressure effect when using the SIMPLE pressure correction algorithm 

[33]. Second-order upwind discretization of the convection terms was used and discreti-

zation of diffusion and other terms was also second order. For turbulence closure, both 

the k-ε [34] and the k-ω SST model [35] have been used with enhanced wall functions [36]. 

The standard k-ε model is a robust general-purpose turbulence model, but is well known 

to introduce increased turbulence production, particularly near stagnation points. The 

SST k-ω model is a blending between the k-ε and k-ω models and is frequently proposed 

as a reliable alternative. For buoyancy terms, Boussinesq approximation has been used 

and turbulence production, due to buoyancy, is implemented using the procedure of [37]. 

Previous application of this CFD model to external flows past buildings and urban geom-

etries has proven it to be reliable [38,39]. 

Special focus has been placed on the boundary conditions for the CFD computational 

domain. At outlet boundaries, zero-gradient conditions are applied, along with a mass 

flow rate correction, to aid convergence. Throughout the top boundary, in order to pre-

serve mesoscale conditions, the uppermost values of the inlet velocity and turbulence in-

tensity are imposed, as suggested by [12,13]. On the ground, wall functions were applied 

[36], but no special treatment for shear stress or modification of turbulence model param-

eters was applied. Although this is an active subject of research, it applies to regions that 

do not include detailed geometric features of the buildings [13]. In fact, there are studies 

that indicate that the effects of the buildings in generating turbulence overshadow even 

large variations in upstream turbulence levels [11]. In the present case, it was left to the 
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The steady-state volume averaged Navier–Stokes equations are solved in three dimen-
sions on a Cartesian collocated grid implementing Rhie–Chow corrections [32] to avoid
checkerboard pressure effect when using the SIMPLE pressure correction algorithm [33].
Second-order upwind discretization of the convection terms was used and discretization
of diffusion and other terms was also second order. For turbulence closure, both the
k-ε [34] and the k-ω SST model [35] have been used with enhanced wall functions [36].
The standard k-εmodel is a robust general-purpose turbulence model, but is well known
to introduce increased turbulence production, particularly near stagnation points. The SST
k-ωmodel is a blending between the k-ε and k-ωmodels and is frequently proposed as
a reliable alternative. For buoyancy terms, Boussinesq approximation has been used and
turbulence production, due to buoyancy, is implemented using the procedure of [37]. Pre-
vious application of this CFD model to external flows past buildings and urban geometries
has proven it to be reliable [38,39].

Special focus has been placed on the boundary conditions for the CFD computational
domain. At outlet boundaries, zero-gradient conditions are applied, along with a mass
flow rate correction, to aid convergence. Throughout the top boundary, in order to preserve
mesoscale conditions, the uppermost values of the inlet velocity and turbulence intensity
are imposed, as suggested by [12,13]. On the ground, wall functions were applied [36],
but no special treatment for shear stress or modification of turbulence model parameters
was applied. Although this is an active subject of research, it applies to regions that do
not include detailed geometric features of the buildings [13]. In fact, there are studies
that indicate that the effects of the buildings in generating turbulence overshadow even
large variations in upstream turbulence levels [11]. In the present case, it was left to the
momentum equations and the turbulence model to generate the atmospheric boundary
layer shear stress within the urban setting. Although the CFD code is capable of dealing
with shortwave [38] and longwave radiation [40], at this stage, radiation effects have
been neglected in the microscale simulation and the temperature on the lower boundary
(ground and buildings) has been considered constant, its difference with the air temperature
depending only on atmospheric conditions.

The application of inlet profiles for the CFD studies is one of the major subjects of the
present work. For the CFD simulations, velocity, temperature, turbulence kinetic energy
and turbulence kinetic energy dissipation rate must be prescribed at the inlet plane of
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the computational domain. The inlet plane is chosen among the lateral boundaries of the
computational domain according to the desired wind direction, which in turn determines
the values of the horizontal components of the wind speed. So, for a wind direction from
the northwest both the north and west boundary would be considered inlet planes and the
velocity components set to give the correct angle of 45◦ to these planes. The mean value for
the vertical component can safely be assumed as zero for the present case of flat terrain.
All parameters are assumed to be uniformly distributed across the inlet plane in the hori-
zontal direction and vary only in the vertical direction, i.e., distance from the ground. The
following two different methods were examined for prescribing the vertical variation (pro-
files) in values along the inlet boundaries: (a) results of the TAPM mesoscale calculations
were interpolated to the CFD grid and (b) the parameterizations proposed by COST 710
WG3 [12], based on Monin–Obukhov similarity and supplemented here for the calculation
of mixing height [41] for unstable [42] or stable [43] and nocturnal [44] atmosphere.

For the case of directly applying mesoscale results as inlet boundary conditions to the
CFD simulations, a linear interpolation of the TAPM results for velocity, temperature and
turbulence kinetic energy from the mesoscale to the CFD grid was performed. This is a
common approach [1,2], but it should be kept in mind that the first computational grid
point for the mesoscale calculations is at a height of 10 m from the ground and the CFD
grid starts at 1 m. Alternatives of interpolating using a logarithmic or power law [5] were
not applied so as to allow for a clear comparison with the COST 710 parameterization,
which will briefly be described following this.

The parameterized approach that relies only on sparse point values and meteorological
indices from the mesoscale results is particularly interesting in situations when parametric
studies are to be performed at a design or simulation stage of any urban computational
wind application, e.g., with regard to varying wind directions, stability conditions, etc.
These inlet boundary conditions may be used to pre-define case-specific meteorological con-
ditions that can subsequently be used independently or with minimal mesoscale input [21].
Here, the COST 710 parameterizations [12] were used to calculate analytic expressions. For
the calculation procedure, point data from the TAPM results are needed, but are limited
to a value Vy = 10 of the wind speed at y = 10 m, a value Ty=100 of the air temperature at
y = 100 m and the values of the Obukhov length (L*) and bulk Richardson number (Ri), as
stability indices [12], as follows:

L∗ =
u3
∗cpρθ

κgH
, Ri =

g
θ

∆θ
∆y

(
y

uy

)2
(1)

where θ is potential temperature, H is the thermal exchange with the ground, cp is the
specific heat capacity of air under constant pressure and ρ is air density. If the thermal
exchange with the ground (H) is non-zero, Monin–Obukhov theory predicts that the
Obukhov length scale is a measure of the influence of buoyancy as it expresses the ratio
of mechanically generated-to-turbulence generated by buoyancy. On the other hand,
the Richardson number expresses the ratio of buoyancy-to-flow shear. Both of these are
indicators of atmospheric stability. In the equations following, only the L* value is necessary
with the Ri number used as a confirmative index.

With these three values (Vy=10, Ty=100, L*) from the mesoscale data, the calculation pro-
cedure for the inlet vertical profiles of velocity, turbulence kinetic energy and temperature
can proceed. A schematic of the flow of data is presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Flow chart of data for derivation of vertical profiles of wind speed, temperature and
turbulence kinetic energy, necessary as boundary condition for CFD microscale simulation.

The methodology is summarized below based on [12], who recommend the Monin–
Obukhov stability theory (MOST) as essentially the only theory tested widely and applied
to describe vertical distributions of mean horizontal wind speed u(y) potential temperature
θ(y) and turbulence σx, σy in atmospheric boundary layer processes (y < 200 m), as follows:

u(y) = u∗
κ

[
ln y

yo
−ψm

(
y

L∗

)]
θ(y)− θ(yo) =

θ∗
κ

[
ln y

yo
−ψh

(
y

L∗

)] (2)

In (2), ψm = 0 and ψh = 0 will lead to the logarithmic law of the wall, which is valid
for neutral conditions. The MOST theory results in expressions for these functions and
essentially modifies turbulence generation and destruction, depending on atmospheric
stability. So, for an unstable atmosphere, the following equations are used:

ψh(
y

L∗ ) = 2 ln
[
0.5
(
1 +
√

1− 16y/L∗
)]

ψm(
y

L∗ ) = ln
[

1+x′2
2

(
1+x′

2

)2
]
− 2 arctan(x′) + π

2

x′ =
(

1− 16 y
L∗

)1/4
(3)

and for stable conditions, the following equation is used:

ψm(
y

L∗
) = −5

y
L∗

, ψh(
y

L∗
) = −5

y
L∗

(4)

where the following applies:

θ∗ = − H
cpρv∗

H = cpρv′T′, v∗ =
(

gHyi
cpρTo

)1/3
, v∗ = u∗

(
− h
κL∗

)1/3 (5)

As these functions are dependent on L*, and L* is dependent on the friction velocity
u*, a non-linear equation arises. Although empirical relations exist to relate L* with
yo, the equation may easily be solved numerically as well. For turbulence kinetic energy
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k = (2σx
2 + σy

2)/2, again there are different expressions depending on atmospheric stability,
as follows:

when − 1000 < L∗ < 0 (unstable)

σx(y) = u∗

[
0.35

(
− h
κL∗

)2/3
+
(
2− y

h

)]1/2

σy
3(y) =

[
1.6u2

∗
(
1− y

h

)]3/2
+ 1.2w3

∗
( y

h

)(
1− 0.9 y

h

)3/2


when |L∗| > 1000 (neutral)
σx(y) = σy(y) = 1.3u∗ exp

(
−2 fy

u∗

)
when 0 < L∗ < 1000 (stable)
σy(y) = σx(y) = 1.3u∗

(
1− y

h

)
(6)

where f is the Coriolis parameter (f = 9.33·10−5 rad/s for Kozani at ϕ = 40◦) and h is the
mixing height. The mixing height is essentially the top of the atmospheric boundary layer,
i.e., the boundary layer height (yi) for neutral conditions [41], as follows:

yi ≈ h = 0.2
u∗
f

(7)

For unstable conditions, there is usually an inversion capping the mixed region close
to the ground and the mixing height is limited to the height of this inversion. The height of
the inversion varies throughout the day, beginning close to the ground in early morning,
with buoyancy-driven turbulence generation due to solar heating of the ground, and then
increasing. An equation for its daily variation may be derived from a thermal energy
balance [45], as follows:

h(t) =

√√√√√2
t∫

to

Hdt

/
cpρ(γd − γ) , (8)

where (γd = 9.86 × 10−3 K/m) is the dry adiabatic lapse rate and (γ) is the lapse rate in
the atmosphere (γ = −ϑT/ϑz) at sunrise and H is the thermal flux to the ground. Here,
when H is unknown the mixing height is approximated by (7). Finally, for stable conditions
mixing is solely due to friction with the ground while the stable layer tends to dampen it
out and thus the mixing height is dependent on the Obukhov length [43], as follows:

heq ≈ 0.4
√

u∗
f

L∗. (9)

The effect of surface roughness is taken into account in the above methodology through
the roughness length, where yo = 0.8 m has been used, based on the land categories from
TAPM (medium to high urban density, Ref. [30]).

For both the analytic expressions and the case where profiles are derived directly from
TAPM results, inlet values for turbulence kinetic energy dissipation rate (ε)—for the k-ε
model—or specific dissipation rate (ω)—for the k-ω SST model—must still be calculated
from the available values of turbulence kinetic energy. For the dissipation rates, profiles
are defined through [13].

ε = u3
∗/κy, ω = ε/Cµk, u∗ = C1/4

µ k1/2, (10)

where u* is the friction velocity and Cµ is a model constant of the standard k–ε model
(=0.09). Typically, in order for the boundary conditions and the turbulence model to be
compatible, the value of the von Karman constant (κ) should satisfy the relation [7].

κ2 = (Cε2 −Cε1)σε
√

Cµ, (11)
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which leads to κ = 0.4326 when Cε2 = 1.92, Cε1 = 1.44, σε = 1.3, Cµ = 0.09. This deviates
from the commonly used value of κ = 0.42, also used here, but this is not expected to lead
to any significant errors [8].

3. Results and Discussion

Simulations were performed for 9 August 2014, a day on which measurements of
temperature, and wind speed and direction were available, as were TAPM mesoscale
calculation results. The date was chosen at random, within the time period that the
research project was running, and it included a sufficient range of atmospheric conditions
from unstable to neutral to stable. It should be noted, however, that the methodology can
be applied to any date or standard meteorological condition that is adequately described
by the MOST theory. We chose four different atmospheric conditions, determined from
the available data for the specific day, and chosen based on the calculated bulk Richardson
number and Obukhov length, to correspond to conditions B, C, D, and E on the classic
Pasquil-Gifford categorization scheme ([46] from A, extremely unstable, to G, very stable,
with D being the neutral class), i.e., two unstable conditions (B, C), a neutral (D), and a
stable (E) condition, respectively. The details of these four conditions are presented in
Table 1, and it should be noted that the wind speed at y = 10 m does not vary much (within
2.6–3.5 m/s) for the four cases.

Table 1. Characterization of four stability conditions over Kozani, Greece at different times on 9
August 2014, based on TAPM mesoscale calculations.

Kozani
09/08/2014 Uy = 10 m (m/s) L* (m) Ri Pasquil

06:00–07:00 3.5 (NW) 999 0.00164 D

07:00–08:00 3.1 (N) −426.66 −0.010 C

13:00–14:00 2.6 (N) −44.64 −0.009 B

23:00–00:00 3.5 (N) 270.28 0.00651 E

The four conditions in Table 1 provided us with two sets of four inlet profiles for
each of the following: velocity, temperature, turbulence kinetic energy, and turbulence
kinetic energy dissipation, to use for the CFD calculations. The first set derives from the
interpolation of the mesoscale data onto the CFD grid, and the second from the COST 710
methodology presented in the previous section, to create analytic expressions of vertical
profiles. It should be noted that the computational cost of deriving the vertical profiles
from the COST 710 methodology is of the same order as that of interpolating mesoscale
data onto a microscale, CFD, grid, i.e., no iterative procedures are necessary and so there
is no advantage in this respect. However, the COST 710 methodology relies only on the
three pointwise values to create the profiles, whereas the interpolation presupposes a costly
mesoscale simulation. Obviously, a mesoscale simulation provides a higher level of detail,
in terms of location-specific atmospheric conditions, but if only representative conditions
are desired, a hypothetical set of meteorological conditions can be used to create the profiles
with the proposed methodology in minimal time and computational effort.

The results from the mesoscale calculations and CFD calculations at point 2 (x = 387 m,
z = 289 m, in Figure 1), using inlet profiles based on the COST 710 methodology (taking
into account the mesoscale values of Vy = 10, Ty = 100, L*), are presented in Figure 4, for
the wind speed at the four chosen atmospheric conditions (B, C, D, E in Table 1). One of
the advantages of the use of the analytic expressions is implemented here as well, i.e., a
parametric study and sensitivity analysis, at each atmospheric condition, using the same
inlet profiles for the four main wind directions (north, south, east, and west (N, S, E, W)).
This is similar to a screening procedure that is often applied using worst case scenarios in
dispersion modeling [47], where, however, the CFD simulations are absent. For comparison
purposes, the results are presented in a non-dimensional form relative to V10, which is just
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above the building height. Before looking at the CFD calculations, it is important to note
that, in spite of the favorable results of the validation [24], some discrepancies are evident
between the SODAR measurements and the mesoscale numerical results, in terms of wind
speed as well as wind direction. We chose to implement the mesoscale results, instead of
the measurements, for creating the analytic expressions for the inlet profiles, as this would
be more representative of a situation where the methodology is applied without available
measurements. As shown in the graphs, the imposed inlet profiles (marked as inlet_B, C,
D, or E) are in good agreement with the mesoscale results, indicating that they may be
considered as an alternative to an interpolation procedure. A marked effect is observed
when the wind direction is altered, keeping the inlet profile and the atmospheric condition
the same. The development of the boundary layer profile within the CFD domain is highly
dependent on the wind direction, obviously due to the distance of the measurement point
2 from each boundary, as well as the non-uniform distribution of the buildings constituting
the urban geometry (Figure 1). It is the northern and eastern wind profiles that change
the least, since they are closer (north), or approach from a less-dense urban area (east).
The southern profile is the most affected, approaching from a denser part of the city and
exhibiting the highest shear near the ground, thus reducing the ground velocity values and
affecting the vertical distribution of the non-dimensional velocity. Information regarding
the surface conditions is passed to the calculated inlet profiles through the roughness length
(yo) and the calculation of the friction velocity u* from the velocity value at a specified
height, given by measurements or mesoscale calculations. However, the results in Figure 4
are a clear indication of how sensitive the development of the boundary layer is to the
local distribution of urban geometry, and how important its representation at a high spatial
resolution becomes in microscale modeling efforts.
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In Figures 5–7, the effect of the turbulence model is examined, this time interpolating
the results from mesoscale simulations to create inlet boundary conditions (marked as
“TAPM-inlet” in the figures) for the CFD simulations. It is interesting to note that there
is little effect on the profile from the inlet to the measurement point for both wind speed
and temperature (Figures 5–7). Apart from the application of the top boundary condition,
in order to preserve the profiles [12,13], this is also due to the fact that the wind direction
is mostly from the north in the mesoscale calculations (Table 1), which corresponds to
the shortest distance from the measuring point, and therefore minimizes the effect of the
urban fetch.
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are also shown.

From the comparison of the results between the two turbulence models, it seems that
there is negligible difference in either the mean wind speed profile or the temperature
profile, but there is a significant difference in the results from the calculation of turbulence
kinetic energy (Figure 6). Here, the inlet turbulence kinetic energy profiles are not conserved
up to the measurement point for either of the two turbulence models. It is obvious that
the Dirichlet-imposed boundary condition retains the inlet turbulence quantities along
the upper boundary, but there is a shortcoming with the generation of turbulence at the
bottom boundary. Although one would have expected the absence of imposed shear
stress to lead to an even greater deficit of turbulence kinetic energy near the ground, it
seems that the presence of the buildings generates a significant amount of turbulence
and the overall level remains relatively high. This has been documented before in the
literature [11] and seems to be verified here, even for the wind direction with the least
effect of the buildings before reaching the measurement point. An exception to this is
the highly unstable atmospheric condition (B), where the simulated turbulence kinetic
energy production, due to mechanical shear and buoyancy, is not enough to retain the inlet
value predicted by the mesoscale model. With regard to the two turbulence models, the
differences are more pronounced here and although the k-ε model seems to manage to
retain higher levels of turbulence, this should be observed with caution, as it might be
attributed to the well-established shortcoming of this model to over predict turbulence
kinetic energy production in stagnation regions on bluff bodies [13], such as those that
arise here for the wind flow past buildings. Further effort needs to be put into this
aspect of the modeling procedure, perhaps with some modification of the turbulence
model parameters [6]. The SST model has been preferred for the rest of the calculations
as, although no clear advantage could be discerned, it is the model with the stronger
physical basis.

A comparison between the use of the analytic profiles, according to the COST 710
methodology [12], is summarized in Equations (2)–(11), and the interpolation of the
mesoscale results as inlet boundary conditions is presented in Figures 8–11 for the four
chosen atmospheric conditions. The measured values are also shown on the graphs, where
available. The mesoscale information (TAPM results) that was used for creating the COST
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710 inlet profiles was the wind speed value at y = 10 m, the temperature value at y = 100 m,
and the stability parameters (L*, Ri) from Table 1.
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Figure 9. (a) Vertical profiles of wind speed and (c) wind turbulence kinetic energy over position 2 and (b) air temperature
over position 1 (Figure 1). CFD results, neutral atmosphere (B in Table 1), SST turbulence model and inlet profiles from
mesoscale results (“TAPM-inlet”) and from the COST 710 recommendations (“COST-inlet”).
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As observed from Figures 8–11, the analytic inlet profiles for wind speed and temper-
ature agree well with the mesoscale results at these points (y = 10, 100 m, respectively), but
in the case of the wind speed, the profiles diverge further away from the ground, while the
temperature profile is hardly affected. Up to a height of y = 20–30 m, i.e., 3–4 mean building
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heights, the differences in the results for the wind speed profile are quite small, which is
quite promising, since this is the region that is most affected by the urban roughness.

The effect of the inlet profiles on turbulence is interesting. In Figure 8—the neutral
condition—turbulence is preserved near the top boundary for both types of inlet conditions.
However, the constant turbulence levels prescribed by the COST analytic expressions are
not preserved, as the discretely simulated urban roughness does not generate enough
turbulence near the ground. On the other hand, although the high level of turbulence near
the ground, applied through the mesoscale results, is also reduced, some of this energy
is transferred higher above the ground and actually increases the turbulence levels there
compared to the inlet.

In Figures 9 and 10—the unstable conditions—the situation with regard to the mean
wind speed and temperature is the same as in the neutral case, but, here, the inlet turbulence
values are not sustained in either case, as it appears that a major turbulence production
mechanism is missing from the CFD modeling procedure. This is more pronounced in
Figures 9 and 10, and is most probably related to insufficient modeling of turbulence
production, due to buoyancy [37].

Under stable conditions (Figure 11), where it is the mechanically generated turbulence
that dominates [41], there is an overall increase in turbulence kinetic energy compared to
the inlet values of both the mesoscale results and the analytic expressions, most probably
because of the high values of shear at the inlet, and possibly due to an inadequate modeling
of turbulence suppression from stratification effects. The region very close to the ground
(below 20–30 m) (Figure 11c) is a possible exception, where, again, turbulence production
from the buildings cannot sustain the inlet values.

Overall, the discrepancies between the CFD calculated profiles over the urban region
and the experimental measurements are of the same order as those of the mesoscale
calculations. When focusing on the region close to the ground, for all the atmospheric
conditions examined here, it seems that the temperature and wind speed profiles are well
represented (Figure 8a,b, Figure 9a,b, Figure 10a,b and Figure 11a,b) by implementing
the COST analytic expressions instead of profiles that are directly interpolated from the
mesoscale results. For turbulence production, further effort is needed in order to correctly
model buoyancy-related turbulence, but it seems that in the immediate vicinity of the
buildings, it is the turbulence generated by the flow around them that dominates, and so
some leverage may be permissible for the inlet values.

When coupling mesoscale and microscale simulations, the main goal is to take ad-
vantage of the microscale simulation for increased spatial resolution and detail, while
relying on the mesoscale simulation to realistically provide for the atmospheric conditions.
In Figures 12–14, contours of pressure and temperature, along with wind speed vectors,
are plotted from the microscale simulations, also in a close-up for the area where the
experimental measurements took place (location 2 of Figure 1). It should be kept in mind
that the whole area depicted in Figures 12–14 corresponds to roughly four points of the
mesoscale simulation in the horizontal plane and five in the vertical direction. The three
figures correspond to three different atmospheric conditions (B, D, E of Table 1), and the
effect of these is immediately evident in the pressure contours and the velocity vectors.
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Figure 12. Contours of constant pressure (in Pa on XZ ground plane and building surfaces) and
contours of constant temperature (in K on YZ plane). Insert is the region around the building
where wind speed measurements were performed (point 2 in Figure 1). Atmospheric conditions
corresponding to Pasquil D category (Table 1).
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Figure 13. Contours of constant pressure (in Pa on XZ ground plane and building surfaces) and
contours of constant temperature (in K on YZ plane). Insert is the region around the building
where wind speed measurements were performed (point 2 in Figure 1). Atmospheric conditions
corresponding to Pasquil B category (Table 1).
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Figure 14. Contours of constant pressure (in Pa on XZ ground plane and building surfaces) and
contours of constant temperature (in K on YZ plane). Insert is the region around the building
where wind speed measurements were performed (point 2 in Figure 1). Atmospheric conditions
corresponding to Pasquil E category (Table 1).

The pressure pattern shown in Figure 12, for the neutral atmospheric condition, clearly
shows the stagnation regions appearing on the upstream surfaces of the buildings, not
only in the first row of buildings exposed to the NW wind, but also for buildings in large
open spaces (see the left side of the insert), where channeling of the flow from upstream
buildings (see the right side of the insert) leads to an increase in flow momentum. Low-
pressure regions on building roofs and corners (light-blue colored) are also evident on
several buildings.

Comparing the results from different atmospheric conditions, the higher pressure
regions of Figure 14 arise from the high shear and wind speeds appearing near the build-
ings at this stable atmospheric condition E. On the other hand, the neutral condition
D (Figure 12), with the same value of wind speed at y = 10 m (Table 1), has markedly
lower pressure values near the buildings, as noted especially in the close-ups of both
Figures 12 and 14. Even between the B and E conditions, where the wind direction is the
same (Figures 13 and 14, respectively), the difference in wind speed (2.6 m/s and 3.5 m/s
for B and E, respectively) leads to pressure differences of up to ~30% on the building where
the measurements took place.

The pressure and wind speed distribution shown in Figures 12–14 cannot be repro-
duced through mesoscale simulations, and is of critical importance to several applications
related to the microclimate of a specific neighborhood, such as cooling loads or the natural
ventilation potential of a given building, urban canyon ventilation for air quality, small
wind turbine siting, etc.

4. Conclusions

Microscale simulations have been performed using a computational fluid dynamics
(CFD) approach, for the calculation of building-scale urban wind patterns and thermal en-
vironments. This is a step in the development process for the provision of detailed data and
information required as input in building-scale applications that rely on the microclimate.
The simulations were performed based on a one-way coupling to mesoscale simulations,
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with the information from the mesoscale applied to generate analytic expressions for the
boundary conditions required by the CFD model.

The steady-state CFD simulation was performed at a 5 m horizontal and 1 m vertical
spatial resolution, over a large urban area of the city of Kozani, Greece. For turbulence
modeling, the standard k-ε and k-ω SST turbulence models were applied. Mesoscale
numerical weather calculations were performed with the meteorological module of the
atmospheric pollution model (TAPM), at a spatial resolution of 300 × 300 m (inner grid),
and the first grid point above ground at 10 m. The measurements of the vertical profiles
of wind speed and temperature have been provided by SODAR and a meteorological
temperature profiler.

One of the main points of focus of the study was the method of passing mesoscale
information to the microscale simulation procedure, i.e., the boundary conditions for
the CFD. In a novel approach, previously developed analytic expressions, based on the
Monin–Obukhov theory, were used to generate profiles, dependent on minimal mesoscale
information, for the vertical distribution of wind speed, temperature, turbulence kinetic
energy, and its dissipation rate. This procedure was compared to the conventional approach
of directly interpolating data from the coarse mesoscale grid. The measurements of wind
speed and temperature were performed for the purpose of the study, and were also
used to evaluate the approach. Two turbulence models were applied in their standard
implementation, allowing for the discrete representation of the building geometries, to
account for turbulence processes at the microscale, rather than modifying the models to
account for atmospheric conditions.

The advantage of the new approach is that locally relevant mesoscale information
is passed to the microscale simulation based on a minimal set of index values (Vy=10,
Ty=100, L*), and so parametric studies and hypothetical situations may be studied, without
relying on a cumbersome, direct, real-time coupling with the mesoscale calculations. The
present approach cannot substitute such a direct coupling, especially in terms of realistically
reproducing transient physics, as it is highly dependent on the Monin–Obukhov similarity
theory. For example, inversions, nocturnal jets, and other outlier phenomena, such as
hurricanes, etc., cannot be taken into account. Furthermore, in order to ensure applicability
of the model, some consistent mesoscale information must be available in the form of the
three index values (Vy=10, Ty=100, L*). If these are not compatible amongst themselves,
or if a transient or extreme meteorological event is present, the theory upon which the
analytical expressions are based will fail. However, given the consistent set of these values,
the majority of basic atmospheric conditions are easily accounted for, and so the method
does provide flexibility as a design tool for microscale studies.

The application of the method proved promising. Mean wind speed and temperature
profiles were found to be in close agreement with the direct interpolation of data from
the mesoscale (Figures 4 and 8–11). Turbulence kinetic energy production proved to be
more of a challenge, and the hypothesis that building-generated turbulence will dominate
seems to depend highly on the choice of turbulence model. The results in Figure 6 show
that the k-εmodel produces more turbulence near the ground than the SST model, even
though their inlet values are the same. From the results in Figures 8c, 9c, 10c and 11c, it
seems that turbulence far from the ground is consistently underestimated, except for in
the case of stable atmospheric conditions (Figure 11c). This is most probably an indication
of under-estimation of the damping occurring in the stable case, while in the unstable
and neutral cases, it seems that ground level turbulence is underestimated and buoyancy
does not generate or transfer turbulence to higher altitudes (Figures 9c and 10c). On the
other hand, mechanical turbulence, which dominates in the case of the neutral conditions
(Figure 8c), does seem to be faring better at keeping up with the inlet values, although it
still underestimates them. The representation of atmospheric turbulence further from the
ground needs more modeling effort, possibly modifying the turbulence models in way that
will not affect the local flow characteristics around buildings.
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Further tuning and development of the turbulence modeling for non-neutral condi-
tions is obviously one of the next steps of development. Furthermore, turbulence model
modifications for the upstream fetch before the presence of the buildings is an active
area of research. We have already (results yet to be published) successfully applied the
methodology to rural areas, where the area of interest is a small cluster of buildings and
the upstream fetch is less affected by microscale topography, e.g., clusters of buildings
on islands. Nevertheless, even at the present stage of implementation, the new approach
proves to be a useful tool for microscale studies in urban areas as well. It provides flexibility
in defining different atmospheric states and does not rely on a mesoscale simulation, as
long as preliminary parametric studies are being performed with regard to wind direction,
atmospheric stability conditions, etc. The results show that the inclusion of mesoscale infor-
mation in the form of (Vy=10, Ty=100, L*) is important, as it may lead to significant variations
in critical building-related design parameters, such as surface pressure distributions and
local wind patterns.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization: A.G.T., D.B. and Q.W.; methodology: A.G.T. and D.B.;
data analysis (SODAR and mesoscale): A.G.T., A.K. (Athina Krestou), E.L. and J.S.; data analysis
(MTP): E.K. and A.K. (Anastasios Kopanidis); data analysis (microscale): D.B.; microscale model
development: D.B.; writing: D.B. and A.G.T.; project administration: A.G.T. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research has been co-financed by the European Union (European Social Fund—ESF)
and Greek national funds through the Operational Program “Education and Lifelong Learning” of
the National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF)—Research Funding Program: ARCHIMEDES
III, Subproject 10 “Development and evaluation of a high resolution atmospheric urban canopy
model for energy applications in structured areas”.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: The project was conceived, initiated and funding secured by Kostas G. Rados.
Work and publication is in fond remembrance of him as an academic, colleague and dearly missed friend.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or
in the decision to publish the results.

References
1. Baik, J.-J.; Park, S.-B.; Kim, J.-J. Urban Flow and Dispersion Simulation Using a CFD Model Coupled to a Mesoscale Model. J.

Appl. Meteorol. Clim. 2009, 48, 1667–1681. [CrossRef]
2. Tewari, M.; Kusaka, H.; Chen, F.; Coirier, W.J.; Kim, S.; Wyszogrodzki, A.A.; Warner, T.T. Impact of coupling a microscale

computational fluid dynamics model with a mesoscale model on urban scale contaminant transport and dispersion. Atmos. Res.
2010, 96, 656–664. [CrossRef]

3. Longo, R.; Ferrarotti, M.; Garcia-Sanchez, C.; Derudi, M.; Parente, A. Advanced turbulence models and boundary conditions for
flows around different configurations of ground-mounted buildings. J. Wind Eng. Ind. Aerodyn. 2017, 167, 160–182. [CrossRef]

4. Piroozmand, P.; Mussetti, G.; Allegrini, J.; Mohammadi, M.H.; Akrami, E.; Carmeliet, J. Coupled CFD framework with mesoscale
urban climate model: Application to microscale urban flows with weak synoptic forcing. J. Wind Eng. Ind. Aerodyn. 2020, 197,
104059. [CrossRef]

5. Akylas, V.; Barmpas, F.; Moussiopoulos, N.; Tsegas, G. New power law inflow boundary conditions for street scale modeling. Int.
J. Environ. Pollut. 2017, 62, 214–235. [CrossRef]

6. Temel, O.; Van Beeck, J. Two-equation eddy viscosity models based on the Monin–Obukhov similarity theory. Appl. Math. Model.
2017, 42, 1–16. [CrossRef]

7. Richards, P.J.; Hoxey, R.P. Appropriate boundary conditions for computational wind engineering models using the k–e turbulence
model. J. Wind Eng. Ind. Aerodyn. 1993, 46–47, 145–153. [CrossRef]

8. Richards, P.J.; Norris, S.E. Appropriate boundary conditions for computational wind engineering models revisited. J. Wind Eng.
Ind. Aerodyn. 2011, 99, 257–266. [CrossRef]

9. Blocken, B.; Stathopoulos, T.; Carmeliet, J. CFD simulation of the atmospheric boundary layer: Wall function problems. Atmos.
Environ. 2007, 41, 238–252. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1175/2009JAMC2066.1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosres.2010.01.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jweia.2017.04.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jweia.2019.104059
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJEP.2017.089407
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apm.2016.09.024
http://doi.org/10.1016/0167-6105(93)90124-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jweia.2010.12.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.08.019


Energies 2021, 14, 5624 21 of 22

10. Sumner, J.; Masson, C. K-ε Simulations of the Neutral ABL: Achieving Horizontal Homogeneity on Practical Grids. In Proceedings
of the 48th AIAA Aerospace Sciences Meeting Including the New Horizons Forum and Aerospace Exposition, Orlando, FL, USA,
4–7 January 2010.

11. An, K.; Fung, J.; Yim, S.H.L. Sensitivity of inflow boundary conditions on downstream wind and turbulence profiles through
building obstacles using a CFD approach. J. Wind Eng. Ind. Aerodyn. 2013, 115, 137–149. [CrossRef]

12. Cenedese, A.; Cosemans, G.; Erbrink, H.; Stubi, R.; Lasserre-Bigorry, A.; Weber, H. COST Action 710, Preprocessing of Meteoro-
logical Data for Dispersion Modelling», Report of Working Group 3, Vertical Profiles of Wind, Temperature and Turbulence. 1997.
Available online: https://www.dmu.dk/atmosphericenvironment/cost710.htm (accessed on 30 July 2021).

13. Blocken, B.J.E. Computational Fluid Dynamics for urban physics: Importance, scales, possibilities, limitations and ten tips and
tricks towards accurate and reliable simulations. Build. Environ. 2015, 91, 219–245. [CrossRef]

14. Wyszogrodzki, A.; Miao, S.; Chen, F. Evaluation of the coupling between mesoscale-WRF and LES-EULAG models for simulating
fine-scale urban dispersion. Atmos. Res. 2012, 118, 324–345. [CrossRef]

15. Liu, Y.S.; Miao, S.G.; Zhang, C.L.; Cui, G.X.; Zhang, Z.S. Study on micro-atmospheric environment by coupling large eddy
simulation with mesoscale model. J. Wind Eng. Ind. Aerodyn. 2012, 107–108, 106–117. [CrossRef]

16. El Bahlouli, A.; Leukauf, D.; Platis, A.; Berge, K.Z.; Bange, J.; Knaus, H. Validating CFD Predictions of Flow over an Escarpment
Using Ground-Based and Airborne Measurement Devices. Energies 2020, 13, 4688. [CrossRef]

17. Heinz, S. Theory-based mesoscale to microscale coupling for wind energy applications. Appl. Math. Model. 2021, 98, 563–575.
[CrossRef]

18. Wong, N.H.; He, Y.; Nguyen, N.S.; Raghavan, S.V.; Martin, M.; Hii, D.J.C.; Yu, Z.; Deng, J. An integrated multiscale urban
microclimate model for the urban thermal environment. Urban Clim. 2021, 35, 100730. [CrossRef]

19. Duran, P.; Meißner, C.; Rutledge, K.; Fonseca, R.; Martin-Torres, J.; Adaramola, M.S. Meso-microscale coupling for wind resource
assessment using averaged atmospheric stability conditions. Meteorol. Z. 2019, 28, 273–291. [CrossRef]

20. Duran, P.; Meibner, C.; Casso, P. A new meso-microscale coupled modelling framework for wind resource assessment: A
validation study. Renew. Energy 2020, 160, 538–554. [CrossRef]

21. Berchet, A.; Zink, K.; Muller, C.; Oettl, D.; Brunner, J.; Emmenegger, L.; Brunner, D. A cost-effective method for simulating
city-wide air flow and pollutant dispersion at building resolving scale. Atmos. Environ. 2017, 158, 181–196. [CrossRef]

22. Hurley, P.J.; Blockley, A.; Rayner, K. Verification of a prognostic meteorological and air pollution model for year-long predictions
in the Kwinana industrial region of Western Australia. Atmos. Environ. 2001, 35, 1871–1880. [CrossRef]

23. Triantafyllou, A.; Krestou, A.; Kalogiros, J.; Zoumakis, N.; Leivaditou, E.; Garas, S.; Konstantinidis, E.; Rados, K. Comparison of
mesoscale model with sodar wind and radiometer temperature profiler measurements over an urban area. In Proceedings of the
14th International Conference on Environmental Science and Technology, Athens, Greece, 3–5 September 2015.

24. Triantafyllou, A.G.; Kalogiros, J.; Krestou, A.; Leivaditou, E.; Zoumakis, N.; Bouris, D.; Garas, S.; Konstantinidis, E.; Wang, Q.
Evaluation of an atmospheric model with surface and ABL meteorological data for energy applications in structured areas. Theor.
Appl. Climatol. 2019, 135, 1227–1242. [CrossRef]

25. Duynkerke, P.G. Application of the E-ε turbulence closure model to the neutral and stable atmospheric boundary layer. J. Atmos.
Sci. 1988, 45, 865–880. [CrossRef]

26. Hurley, P. Verification of TAPM meteorological prediction in the Melbourne region for a winter and summer month. Aust.
Meteorol. Mag. 2000, 49, 97–107.

27. Hurley, P.J.; Physick, W.L.; Luhar, A.K. TAPM: A practical approach to prognostic meteorological and air pollution modeling.
Environ. Model. Softw. 2005, 20, 737–752. [CrossRef]

28. Zawar-Reza, P.; Kingham, S.; Pearce, J. Evaluation of a year-long dispersion modelling of PM10 using the mesoscale model TAPM
for Christchurch, New Zealand. Sci. Total Environ. 2005, 349, 249–259. [CrossRef]

29. Coutts Andrew, M.; Beringer, J.; Tapper, N.J. Investigating the climatic impact of urban planning strategies through the use of
regional climate modelling: A case study for Melbourne, Australia. Int. J. Clim. 2008, 28, 1943–1954. [CrossRef]

30. Hurley, P. TAPM V4. Part 1: Technical Description; CSIRO Marine and Atmospheric Research 2008, Paper No. 25; CSIRO: Canberra,
Australia, 2008.

31. Manolesos, M.; Gao, Z.; Bouris, D. Experimental investigation of the atmospheric boundary layer flow past a building model
with openings. Build. Environ. 2018, 141, 166–181. [CrossRef]

32. Rhie, C.M.; Chow, W.L. Numerical study of the turbulent flow past an airfoil with trailing edge separation. AIAA J. 1983, 21,
1525–1532. [CrossRef]

33. Patankar, S.; Spalding, D. A calculation procedure for heat, mass and momentum transfer in three-dimensional parabolic flows.
Int. J. Heat Mass Transf. 1972, 15, 1787–1806. [CrossRef]

34. Launder, B.; Spalding, D. The numerical computation of turbulent flows. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Eng. 1974, 3, 269–289.
[CrossRef]

35. Menter, F.R. Zonal Two Equation k-ω Turbulence Models for Aerodynamic Flows, AIAA Paper 1993, 93-2906. In Proceedings of
the 23rd Fluid Dynamics, Plasmadynamics, and Lasers Conference, Orlando, FL, USA, 6–9 July 1993.

36. Kader, B. Temperature and concentration profiles in fully turbulent boundary layers. Int. J. Heat Mass Transf. 1981, 24, 1541–1544.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jweia.2013.01.004
https://www.dmu.dk/atmosphericenvironment/cost710.htm
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2015.02.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosres.2012.07.023
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jweia.2012.03.033
http://doi.org/10.3390/en13184688
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apm.2021.05.020
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.uclim.2020.100730
http://doi.org/10.1127/metz/2019/0937
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2020.06.074
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2017.03.030
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1352-2310(00)00486-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-018-2429-1
http://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(1988)045&lt;0865:AOTTCM&gt;2.0.CO;2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2004.04.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2005.01.037
http://doi.org/10.1002/joc.1680
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2018.05.049
http://doi.org/10.2514/3.8284
http://doi.org/10.1016/0017-9310(72)90054-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/0045-7825(74)90029-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/0017-9310(81)90220-9


Energies 2021, 14, 5624 22 of 22

37. Rodi, W. Turbulence Models and Their Applications in Hydraulics—A State of the Art Review; University of Karlsruhe SFB 80/T/127;
International Association for Hydraulic Research: Delft, The Netherlands, 1980.

38. Barmpas, F.; Bouris, D.; Moussiopoulos, N. 3D Numerical Simulation of the Transient Thermal Behavior of a Simplified Building
Envelope Under External Flow. J. Sol. Energy Eng. 2009, 131, 031001. [CrossRef]

39. Jurelionis, A.; Bouris, D.G. Impact of Urban Morphology on Infiltration-Induced Building Energy Consumption. Energies 2016, 9,
177. [CrossRef]

40. Albanakis, C.; Bouris, D. 3D conjugate heat transfer with thermal radiation in a hollow cube exposed to external flow. Int. J. Heat
Mass Transf. 2008, 51, 6157–6168. [CrossRef]

41. Panofsky, H.A.; Dutton, J.A. Atmospheric Turbulence; Wiley: New York, NY, USA, 1984.
42. Paulson, C.A. The mathematical representation of wind speed and temperature profiles in the unstable atmospheric surface layer.

J. Appl. Meteor. 1970, 9, 857–861. [CrossRef]
43. Businger, J.A.; Arya, S.P. Heights of the mixed layer in the stable, stratified planetary boundary layer. Adv. Geophys. 1974, 18A,

73–92.
44. Garrat, J.R. Observations in the nocturnal boundary layer. Bound.-Layer Meteor. 1982, 22, 22–24. [CrossRef]
45. Zannetti, P. Air Pollution Modeling: Theories, Computational Methods and Available Software; Springer Science and Business Media:

New York, NY, USA, 1990.
46. U.S. Environment Protection Agency. Meteorological Monitoring Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Applications; Tech. Rep. EPA-

454/R-99e005; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air and Radiation, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards:
Durham, NC, USA, 2000.

47. EPA—Environmental Protection Agency. Air Quality Dispersion Modeling—Screening Models. 2021. Available online: www.epa.
gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-screening-models (accessed on 24 July 2021).

http://doi.org/10.1115/1.3139137
http://doi.org/10.3390/en9030177
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheatmasstransfer.2008.01.038
http://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0450(1970)009&lt;0857:TMROWS&gt;2.0.CO;2
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00128054
www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-screening-models
www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-screening-models

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Measurements 
	Mesoscale Modeling 
	Urban Microscale Modeling 

	Results and Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

