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Abstract

Several researchers have developed a rich toolbox of matrix compression techniques that
exploit structure and redundancy in large matrices. Classical methods such as the block
low-rank (BLR) format [1] and the Fast Multipole Method (FMM) [2] make it possible to
manipulate otherwise intractable systems by representing them in a reduced form. Among
the most sophisticated tools in this area are hierarchical matrices [3, 4, 5](H-matrices),
which exploit local properties of the underlying kernel or operator to approximate matrix
blocks by low-rank factors, organized in a recursive hierarchy. Compared to simpler meth-
ods like BLR, H-matrices offer a more flexible and scalable framework, yielding nearly lin-
ear complexity in both storage and computation. Further extensions, such as H2-matrices
[4] and Hierarchically Semi-Separable matrices (HSS) [6], achieve even greater efficiency
through the use of nested bases and structured factorizations. Hierarchical matrix tech-
niques, originally developed for boundary integral equations [4, 3, 7], have recently been
applied to matrices stemming from the discretization of advection-dominated problems
[8, 9]. However, their effectiveness is limited by the loss of coercivity induced by convec-
tion phenomena, where traditional methods fail. Initial work by Le Borne [10] addressed
this by modifying the admissibility criterion for structured grids with constant convection,
but challenges remain for more general grids and advection fields. In this work, we pro-
pose a novel partitioning strategy based on "convection tubes", clusters aligned with the
convection vector field. This method does not require a structured grid or constant con-
vection, overcoming the limitations of previous approaches. We present both theoretical
analyses and numerical experiments, that demonstrate the efficiency and robustness of our
method for convection-dominated PDEs on unstructured grids. The approach builds on a
Péclet-robust Caccioppoli inequality, crucial for handling convection-dominated problems.

Keywords: Hierarchical matrices, Convection-dominated PDEs, Caccioppoli inequality,
Physics-aware cluster tree

Introduction

Hierarchical matrix acceleration techniques have proven to be powerful for the numeri-
cal treatment of dense matrices arising from discretization of boundary integral operators
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[3, 7, 4]. A natural extension of this work has been the exploration of their application to
inverse of sparse matrices resulting from the discretization of partial differential equations
(PDEs). Early works, such as [11], have recognized the potential of hierarchical matrices
as an algebraic structure suitable for the numerical treatment of elliptic problems. How-
ever, significant progress in this area was made only later, with error estimates under the
assumption of strong coercivity of the underlying PDEs [7, 8, 9].

The introduction of hierarchical matrices for advection-dominated problems, where
coercivity is typically lost, has been more challenging. In these cases, naive applications of
hierarchical matrix compression often fail to yield efficient approximations [9]. The issue of
applying these techniques in such settings was first addressed by Le Borne in [12, 10], who
proposed heuristic modifications to the admissibility criterion for hierarchical matrices to
handle convection-dominated problems. However, this approach was limited to structured
grids with constant convection fields aligned with the grid axes.

While progress has been made in extending hierarchical matrices to more general set-
tings [13, 14], the applicability of traditional admissibility criteria remains an open chal-
lenge. Recent contributions, like [15], have proposed advanced partitioning strategies that
improve the compression efficiency for such problems. These strategies, however, still face
difficulties in handling general advection fields, particularly in unstructured grid settings.

In this work, we tackle convection-dominated problems using hierarchical matrix tech-
niques. Our approach combines theoretical contributions and numerical validation, and
can be summarized as follows:

• We aim to follow the analytical framework developed by Börm [9] and by Melenk,
Faustmann, and Praetorius [8]. To make this strategy applicable to convection-
dominated settings, we need a Péclet-robust Caccioppoli inequality for local
finite-dimensional approximation spaces.

• We prove this inequality in the constant convection case by introducing clusters
aligned with the flow direction (“tube clusters”), which leads to bounds independent
of the Péclet number.

• We extend the analysis to non-constant, non-vanishing convection fields by means of
locally straightening diffeomorphisms.

• These theoretical results motivate a novel clustering strategy based on tube clusters
that encompass the physic of the problem.

• Numerical experiments confirm that the resulting H-LU factorization achieves Péclet-
robust accuracy with quasi-linear complexity.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 1, we begin by presenting the
model problem. In Section 2, we treat the case of constant advection and show that for a
specific geometry of clusters ("tube cluster") one can achieve a Péclet-robust Caccioppoli
estimate which translate in a local approximation result. In Section 3 we extend this result
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to non constant advection using a deformation argument and we propose a method to
produce a method that produces a suitable cluster tree. Finally in Section 4 we provide
numerical experiments that test the accuracy of the H-LU factorization based on the tube
cluster tree for different convection fields, examining the influence of the diffusion param-
eter. To conclude, in Section 5, we observe that our method appears to be Péclet-robust,
allowing H-LU factorizations to be performed in quasi-linear time while maintaining a
bounded error, independently of the diffusion parameter. We also discuss the limitations
induced by our partitioning strategy, which inherently imposes a non-arbitrary and rela-
tively large lower bound on the size of the cluster tree leaves.

1. Problem setting

We consider a bounded open polyhedral domain Ω ⊂ Rd for some dimension d ≥ 1
(typically d = 2 or 3). We also consider a vector field b ∈ C1(Rd)d, β ∈ L∞(Ω) with
β(x) ≥ β0 > 0 ∀x ∈ Ω and a source term f ∈ L2(Ω), and we study the boundary value
problem consisting in looking for u ∈ H1

0(Ω) such that

−ϵ∆u+b · ∇u+ βu = f in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω.
(1)

In this problem, the parameter ϵ > 0 measures the importance of the diffusion term in
the equation. We are interested in the regime where the so-called Péclet parameter 1/ϵ is
large. As ϵ→ 0, this equation turns into a transport equation. The problem above admits
the variational formulation: find u ∈ H1

0(Ω) such that a(u, v) = ℓ(v) ∀v ∈ H1
0(Ω) with the

right-hand side ℓ(v) :=
∫
Ω
fv dx and the sesquilinear form

a(u, v) :=

∫
Ω

ϵ∇u · ∇v + vb · ∇u+ β uv dx. (2)

Let us suppose that
div(b(x))/2− β(x) < 0 for all x ∈ Ω. (3)

Then it is a clear consequence of Poincaré’s inequality that the sesquilinear form a(·, ·) is
strongly coercive i.e.

a(v, v) ≥ ϵ∥∇v∥2L2(Ω) ∀v ∈ H1
0(Ω). (4)

Let Th(Ω) refer to a quasi-uniform simplicial mesh of Ω. We consider the discretization
of (1) by means of a standard P1−Lagrange finite element scheme constructed over Th(Ω).
Define Vh(Ω) := {v ∈ C0(Ω) : v|τ ∈ P1(τ) ∀τ ∈ Th(Ω)}. The bilinear form a(·, ·) induces
a linear operator Ah : Vh(Ω) → Vh(Ω)

∗ defined by

⟨Ah(uh), vh⟩ := a(uh, vh) ∀uh, vh ∈ Vh(Ω). (5)

It is an obvious consequence of the coercivity of a(·, ·) based on Lax-Milgram’s lemma that
Ah is invertible. While the operator Ah is sparse in the sense that ⟨Ah(uh), vh⟩ = 0 as soon
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as supp(uh) ∩ supp(vh) has vanishing Lebesgue measure, its inverse A−1
h does not enjoy

such a locality property.
The purpose of the present contribution is to investigate the approximability of A−1

h

by means of hierarchical compression. While such a question was already investigated in
[9, 8], we are particularly interested in establishing an approximability result that is robust
in the high Péclet number regime ϵ→ 0.

As was detailed in [10, 12], a straightforward naive application of standard hierarchical
matrix approximation strategy as presented in [3] will fail to properly compress the operator
A−1

h . This is related to the transport phenomenon taking place as ϵ → 0. To circumvent
this issue, we shall modify the partitioning strategy, taking inspiration from the approaches
that were developed for the Helmholtz equation in [13, 14].

2. The case of constant advection

To gain a clear understanding of the objects we need to manipulate, we will begin
by considering the constant case. Multiplying the equation by a constant factor and ro-
tating the coordinate axes if necessary, we can assume without loss of generality that
b = (1, 0, . . . , 0). The proof strategy in [7, 9, 8] consistently employs a Caccioppoli-type
inequality as a key ingredient in establishing the low-rank approximability of admissible
interactions. Our aim here is to explore the appropriate definition of admissibility for dis-
tant interactions, such that the Caccioppoli inequality holds independently of the Péclet
number.

2.1. Péclet-uniform Caccioppoli inequality

In the following we define on Ω the L2 scalar product as ⟨f, g⟩L2(Ω) =
∫
Ω
fgdx, ∀f, g ∈

L2(Ω), the L2-norm as ∥f∥2L2(Ω) = ⟨f, f⟩L2(Ω) and the L∞-norm as ∥f∥L∞(Ω) = supx∈Ω |f(x)|.
For any domain D ⊂ Rd we take nD to be the unit vector field normal to ∂D pointing
toward the exterior ofD . We take a bounded Lipschitz open set ω ⊂ Ω and η ∈ W1,∞(ω) =
{v ∈ L∞(ω)| ∂αx v ∈ L1(ω) ∀α ∈ Nd, |α| ≤ 1,∀x ∈ ω, ∥x∥ = 1} satisfying supp(η) ⊂ ω and
η(x) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ Rd. Then for any u ∈ H1(ω) we have

∥∇(ηu)∥2L2(ω) = ⟨∇u,∇(η2u)⟩L2(ω) − ⟨∇u, ηu∇η⟩L2(ω) + ⟨u∇η,∇(ηu)⟩L2(ω)

= ⟨∇u,∇(η2u)⟩L2(ω) + ⟨u∇η, u∇η⟩L2(ω)

= ε−1a(u, η2u)− ε−1

∫
ω

(b · (∇u)η2u+ βη2u2)dx+ ∥u∇η∥2L2(ω)

Because we assumed that there exists β0 > 0 such that β(x) ≥ β0 ∀x ∈ Ω, using div(b/2)−
β < 0 we get

ε∥∇(ηu)∥2L2(ω) ≤ a(u, η2u) +

∫
ω

ηu2b · ∇ηdx+ ε∥u∇η∥2L2(ω) (6)
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Figure 1: Cutoff function η on nested domains

From this inequality we would like to deduce a Caccioppoli inequality that is robust at
large Péclet numbers i.e. for ϵ→ 0. Define

H(ω) := {v|ω, v ∈ H1
0(Ω) and a(v, φ) = 0 ∀φ ∈ H1

0(ω)} (7)

which is the space of functions that are harmonic over ω with respect to the sesquilinear
form a(·, ·). A Péclet-robust Caccioppoli inequality can be obtained with a clever choice of
the cut-off function η. Indeed, using (6), we have (8)

∥∇(ηu)∥2L2(ω) ≤ ∥∇η∥2L∞(ω)∥u∥2L2(ω)

if b · ∇η ≤ 0 and u ∈ H(ω).
(8)

Let us decompose the coordinate system like x = (x1, x̃) and assume that η only
depends on x̃ so that b · ∇η = 0 since we assumed that b = (1, 0, . . . , 0) rotating the
coordinate axis if necessary. In order to satisfy the condition b · ∇η = 0, the function η
must be independent of the variable x1. As a consequence, its support must extend across
the entire domain Ω in the direction of b, reaching both the inflow and outflow boundaries.

Consider a bounded Lipschitz open subset ω̃ ⊂ Rd−1 and ω̃δ := {x̃ ∈ Rd−1, dist(x̃, ω̃) ≤ δ},
and choose ωδ = (R× ω̃δ)∩Ω and ω = (R× ω̃)∩Ω. Set χ(t) = 1 if t ≤ 0, χ(t) = 1− t for
0 ≤ t ≤ 1 and χ(t) = 0 for t ≥ 1, and take η(x) = χ(dist(x̃, ω̃)/δ) for x = (x1, x̃). Then
η ∈ W1,∞(Rd) and ∥∇η∥L∞(Rd) ≤ δ−1 and supp(η) ⊂ R × ω̃δ and η(x) = 1 for x ∈ R × ω̃
as illustrated in Figure 1. Applying (8) for this particular setting yields

∥∇u∥2L2(ω) ≤
1

δ2
∥u∥2L2(ωδ)

∀u ∈ H(ωδ). (9)

It is remarkable that this inequality does not involve the parameter ϵ which quantifies the
Péclet number. Of course, this was obtained at the price of considering subsets ωδ and ω
that are elongated in the direction of the convection field b.

Definition 2.1.
We say that a domain τ ⊂ Ω ⊂ Rd is a tube cluster (implicitly a b-tube cluster) if there
exists a bounded Lipschitz domain τ⊥ ∈ Rd−1 such that τ = (R× τ⊥)∩Ω. In the following,
for any tube cluster τ , τ⊥ refers to the hyperplane of normal b.
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For a tube cluster τ = (R×τ⊥)∩Ω and δ > 0 we define the enlarged tube τδ := (R×σ)∩Ω
where dist(τ⊥, ∂σ) = δ and τ⊥ ⊂ σ.

Remark 2.2. One should be careful in interpreting the geometry of τδ: it is an anisotropic
inflation of τ . More precisely, we have dist(τ, ∂τδ) = 0, since both domains share the same
extent along the b direction. However, when projected onto the space orthogonal to b, the
enlargement is visible: dist(τ⊥, (τδ)⊥) = δ > 0.

This reflects the fact that τδ is obtained by thickening τ only in directions perpendicular
to the vector field.

Lemma 2.3.
Let ω ⊂ Ω convex and Z referring to a closed subspace of L2(ω). For any ℓ ≥ 1 there exists
a subspace V ⊂ Z with dim(V) ≤ ℓd such that

inf
v∈V

∥u− v∥L2(ω) ≤
√
d

π

(diam(ω)

ℓ

)
∥∇u∥L2(ω) ∀u ∈ Z ∩ H1(ω).

Proof. Let ω be a tube cluster, it is a bounded domain. We take x0 ∈ Rd such that
Q := {x ∈ Rd| ∥x−x0∥ ≤ 1

2
diam(ω)} contains ω, it is called a bounding box. We fix ℓ ∈ N

and define a regular cartesian subdivision (Qi)i∈J ofQ by dividing each coordinate direction
into ℓ equal interval of length diam(ω)/ℓ such that #J := k = ℓd. Each subdomain is
defined as ωi := Qi ∩ ω. By construction, each ωi is contained in a cube of side length
1
ℓ
diam(ω), and therefore satisfies the estimate

diam(ωi) ≤
√
d

ℓ
diam(ω).

On each ωi we use the Poincaré Wirtinger’s inequality with a suitable constant approxi-
mation ui = 1

|ωi|

∫
ωi
udx and we get∫

ωi

|u− ui|2dx ≤ diam(ωi)
2

π2

∫
ωi

|∇u|2dx.

If we define Wk = {v ∈ L2(ω)| v|ωi
∈ R} and take Π(u) ∈ Wk where Π(u)|ωi

= ui ∀i ∈ I,
we have

∥u− Π(u)∥2L2(ω) =
k∑

i=1

∥u− ui∥2L2(ωi)
≤ d

π2

k∑
i=1

diam(ω)2

ℓ2
∥∇u∥2L2(ωi)

≤ d

π2

diam(ω)2

ℓ2
∥∇u∥2L2(ω).

Finally, consider the L2(ω)−orthogonal projection P : L2(ω) → Z and set V := P(Wk)
so that dim(V) ≤ dim(Wk). Then for any u ∈ Z ∩ H1(ω) we have ∥u − P · Π(u)∥L2(ω) =

∥P(u− Π(u))∥L2(ω) ≤ ∥u− Π(u)∥L2(ω) ≤ (
√
d/π)(diam(ω)/ℓ)∥∇u∥L2(ω).
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This result is given in [9, Lemma 3] and [7, Lemma 2.1] but might be improved. Indeed
we will see in the following that the ωi are elongated in one direction and a thorough study
of this inequality might allow us to highlight both diam(ω) and diam(ω⊥).

In this framework we can prove some results on the local approximability of the solution
in low dimension.

Proposition 2.4.
Let η > 0, q ∈ (0, 1), p ∈ N with p > 2 and a tube cluster τ = Ω∩ (R× τ⊥). For all σ ⊂ Ω
satisfying diam(τ) ≤ 2ηdist(τ, σ), we can find a space V ⊂ L2(τ) where for some constant
Cdim

dim(V) ≤ Cdimp
d+1 (10)

and such that for all right hand sides f ∈ L2(Ω) with supp(f) ⊂ σ, the unique function
u ∈ H1

0(Ω) satisfying a(u, φ) = ⟨f, φ⟩L2(Ω) ∀φ ∈ H1
0(Ω) can be approximated on τ by v ∈ V

satisfying the estimates for some constant C

∥∇u−∇v∥L2(τ) ≤ C
p

dist(τ, σ)
qp−1∥f∥L2(Ω)

∥u− v∥L2(τ) ≤ Cqp∥f∥L2(Ω)

(11)

Proof. We consider a tube cluster τ = (R×τ⊥)∩Ω. Let η > 0, f ∈ L2(Ω) with supp(f) ⊂ σ
such that diam(τ) ≤ 2ηdist(τ, σ) and u ∈ H1

0(Ω) the solution of the variational problem
(2). Set δ = dist(τ⊥, σ), we consider ω⊥,j := {x′ ∈ Rd−1| dist(x′, τ⊥) ≤ (1 − j/p)δ}, and
define ωj := Ω ∩ (R × ω⊥,j) for j = 1, . . . , p. These are nested tubes clusters τ = ωp ⊂
ωp−1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ ω1 ⊊ τδ. The idea of the proof is to iterate lemma 2.3 and our Caccioppoli
estimate (9) on narrower sets.
By eventually extending u by 0 outside of Ω we build u1 ∈ H1

0(Ω ∪ ω1) , u1|Ω := u and
u1|ω1\Ω := 0. For any domains D ⊂ ω1 such that dist(D, ∂ω1) > 0 we have u1|D ∈ H1(D).
Moreover, for any v ∈ H1

0(Ω) with supp(v) ⊂ D, because supp(v) ∩ supp(f) = ∅, we have

a(u1|Ω, v) = a(u, v) = 0,

hence u1 ∈ H(ω1). As a consequence, we can apply lemma 2.3 with Z = H(ω1) to find
a subspace V1 ⊂ H(ω1) such that dim(V1) ≤ ℓd and some v1 ∈ V1 satisfying with our
admissibility condition

∥u1 − v1∥L2(ω1) ≤
√
d

π

diam(ω1)

ℓ
∥∇u1∥L2(ω1)

≤
√
d

π

2δ(η + 1)

ℓ
∥∇u1∥L2(ω1)

By taking u2 := (u1 − v1)|ω2 , as ω1 and ω2 are nested tube clusters we can apply our
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Caccioppoli (9) estimate and we get

∥∇u2∥L2(ω2) = ∥∇(u1 − v1)∥L2(ω2) ≤
1

dist(∂ω1, ω2)
∥u1 − v1∥L2(ω1)

≤ p

δ

√
d

πℓ
2(η + 1)δ∥∇u1∥L2(ω1)

≤ c
p

l
∥∇u1∥L2(ω1)

with c = 2
√
d(η + 1)/π, this leads to u1 ∈ H(ω2) ∩H1(ω2) and we can again apply lemma

2.3. This way, we recursively build for any i ≤ p, ui := (ui−1 − vi−1)|ωi
and we have

ui ∈ H(ωi) ∩ H1(ωi). More precisely for any i ≤ p we can find v0 ∈ V0, . . . , vi−1 ∈ Vi−1

such that dim(Vk) ≤ ld for all k ≤ i− 1 and

∥∇ui∥L2(ωi) = ∥∇(ui−1|ωi
− vi−1|ωi

)∥L2(ωi) ≤
cp

ℓ
∥∇ui−1∥L2(ωi−1)

≤ · · · ≤ (
cp

ℓ
)i−1∥∇u1∥L2(ω1).

Because ui ∈ H(ωi)∩H1(ωi) we can use the lemma 2.3 to find vi ∈ Vi such that dim(Vi) ≤ ℓd

and

∥ui − vi∥L2(ωi) ≤
√
d

π

diam(ωi)

ℓ
∥∇ui∥L2(ωi)

≤
√
d

π

2δ(η + 1)

ℓ
(
cp

ℓ
)i−1∥∇u1∥L2(ω1)

≤ δ

p
(
cp

ℓ
)i∥∇u1∥L2(ω1)

At last, using τ ⊂ ωp, we get v = (v1 + · · · + vp)|τ ∈ V = (V1 + · · · + Vp) with
dim(V) ≤ pℓd and the error estimate

∥∇(u|τ − v)∥L2(τ) ≤ (2
(η + 1)

√
d

π

p

ℓ
)p−1∥∇u1∥L2(ω1).

Using one last times the lemma 2.3 on ωp we get using the condition on diam(τ)

∥u|τ − v∥L2(τ) ≤
√
d

π

diam(τ)

ℓ

(
(2
(η + 1)

√
d

π

p

ℓ
)p−1||∇u1||L2(ω1)

)
≤ δ

p
(
2(η + 1)

√
d

π

p

ℓ
)p∥∇u1∥L2(Ω).

In order to finish and get a bound independent of the solution we will use the separation
between ω1 and σ (dist(ω⊥,1, σ) = δ/p > 0) in a final Caccioppoli inequality

||∇u1||L2(ω1) ≤
p

δ
∥u∥L2(ωδ).
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Finally, because of our assumptions (3) infΩ(β) ≥ β0 > 0 we get that

∥u∥L2(Ω)∥f∥L2(Ω) ≥ a(u, u) = ε⟨∇u,∇u⟩L2(Ω) +

∫
Ω

βu2dx

≥ β0||u||2L2(Ω).

Hence

∥∇(u|τ − v)∥L2(Ω) ≤
1

β0

p

δ
(2
(η + 1)

√
d

π

p

ℓ
)p−1∥f∥L2(Ω) (12)

∥u|τ − v∥L2(Ω) ≤
1

β0
(
2(η + 1)

√
d

π

p

ℓ
)p∥f∥L2(Ω) (13)

Finally, with c := 2 (η+1)
√
d

π
, if we take ℓ = ⌈ cp2

q(p−1)
⌉ one has

c
p

ℓ
≤ cp

q(p− 1)

cp2
= q(1− 1

p
)

and so
(c
p

ℓ
)p ≤ qp(1− 1

p
)p ≤ qpe−1.

One one hand, because p > 2 we have

ℓ ≤ cp2

q(p− 1)
+ 1 ≤ 2c

q
p+

p

2
≤ p(2

c

q
+

1

2
).

However, using dim(V) ≤ pℓd we get

dim(V) ≤ (
2c

q
+

1

2
)dpd+1

which concludes the proof with constants C = 1
eβ0

and Cdim = (2c
q
+ 1

2
)d.

The result differs from [9, Thm.1] due to the scale of the Péclet number, translating in
a ε−1 term in the error bound if we only rely on the coercivity. Instead, one must rely on
the norm ∥f∥L2(Ω) rather than ∥f∥H−1(Ω) as we can see in (12) and (13). This change of
reference frame compelled us to consider a maximal approximation space ω1 ⊊ ωδ, which
enabled us to establish a Caccioppoli inequality. Moreover, this result holds only for the
specific domains described above: tubes aligned with the advection stream.

2.2. Partitioning
Hierarchical compression exploit local regularity properties of the solution such as

proposition 2.4 in order to infer a low rank block structure. Because of this locality, we are
incline to work on subdomains τ and σ of Ω. However, as we cannot test every partitioning
we narrow the search using a cluster tree T (Ω). Let us briefly recall this concept. Given a
set of points X = {xi}i∈I in Ω where I ⊂ N is finite, a cluster tree T (I) is a tree satisfying
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• root(T (I)) = I.

• For t ∈ T (I), if sons(t) ̸= ∅ then t = {t′| t′ ∈ sons(t)}.

• For t ∈ T (I), if sons(t) = ∅ then #t ≤ nmin.

The nodes of the tree are called clusters and are subsets of I. The parameter nmin deter-
mines the maximal size of the leaves. This way we can split the index set I ×I of a matrix
A ∈ RI×I into a partition

P = {t× s, t, s ∈ T (I)}.

For simplicity, using the correspondence between a domain τ and the discretization points
t it contains, we will write T (Ω) instead of T (I). This allows us to focus more on the
geometric partitioning rather than the discrete indexing. In our setting, the children of a
node in the cluster tree are obtained through a splitting strategy. This strategy defines
how a given domain, or the associated index set, is recursively subdivided into smaller
subdomains. More precisely, we focus on a geometric perspective, where the splitting is
defined on the spatial domain Ω rather than directly on the index set. We consider a
splitting function

ψ : P(Ω) → P(Ω)× P(Ω)

that maps a domain τ ⊂ Ω to a pair of non-overlapping subdomains (τ1, τ2) such that

τ1 ∩ τ2 = ∅ and τ1 ∪ τ2 = τ.

This function determines how each domain is divided into two children, and recursively
applied it defines the entire cluster tree structure.

We’ve seen from our analysis that in order to obtain a Caccioppoli inequality we had to
consider tube clusters introduced in definition 2.1. Hence, in order to apply our results, each
node of the cluster tree must be a tube cluster, meaning that the splitting strategy must be
chosen accordingly. For instance, in the context of elliptic problems, the most commonly
used method is the Principal Component Analysis (PCA). However, this approach is not
suitable in our case, as we aim to construct clusters that align with the field lines. For a
constant advection it is actually rather easy to produce such a cluster tree, in the following
we take b = (1, 0, . . . , 0) (by eventually rotating and rescaling the domain). Let us consider
a tube cluster τ = (R× τ⊥)∩Ω. It appears that any splitting ψ : τ⊥ 7→ {τ 1⊥, . . . , τn⊥}, with
τ i⊥ ∩ τ j⊥ = ∅ if i ̸= j and

⋃
i τ

i
⊥ = τ⊥, produces subdomains τ i = (R × τ i⊥) ∩ Ω which are

tube clusters as illustrated in Figure 2. Because Ω is bounded, possibly after extending
it in the direction b⊥, it is a tube cluster. More precisely, Ω = (R × Ω⊥) ∩ Ω where Ω⊥
does not contains b, for simplicity we will assume that Ω⊥ is normal to b. By splitting Ω⊥
we produce tube clusters on Ω and by iterating this procedure, we build the cluster tree
T (Ω). The cluster tree we build this way is actually a tube cluster tree: for all nodes τ
of T (Ω), τ is a tube cluster. One way to proceed is to sort the points according to their
projection on a vector of τ⊥ as we can see in the pseudo code Equipped with this tube
cluster tree, we obtain a block representation of the finite element matrix and its inverse.
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τ
b

τ⊥τ 1⊥
τ 2⊥

τ⊥τ 1⊥
τ 2⊥

τ1τ
b

τ1

Figure 2: Two splitting producing tube clusters

Algorithm 1 Split the points t of τ into two parts using projection on b⊥

1: Compute a vector b⊥ orthogonal to b;
2: Sort the points p ∈ t by increasing order of ⟨p, b⊥⟩, using

sort(t.begin(), t.end(), (p1, p2) 7→ ⟨p1, b⊥⟩ < ⟨p2, b⊥⟩);

3: Let t1 be the first half of t, and t2 the second half;
4: return (t1, t2)

We will denote A|τ×σ the block corresponding to the interaction of the clusters τ and σ.
It is crucial to understand that partitioning induces a renumbering of the points, thereby
determining the structure of the matrix as illustrated In Figure 3. This highlights how our
partitioning strategy significantly impacts the block structure of the matrix.

By construction, nodes τ and σ of T (Ω) are tubes aligned with the convection. In
particular, if dist(τ, σ) > 0 we can use proposition 2.4. Following the approach of Steffen
Börm in [9] one can prove via Clement type operator the following result

Proposition 2.5. Let η > 0, q ∈ (0, 1),C > 0 a constant depending only on η, q and Ω, τ
and σ tubes clusters of the form of definition 2.1 satisfying diam(τ) ≤ 2ηdist(τ, σ). Then,
for all p ∈ N with p > 2 one can find some matrices Ut,k ∈ R|τ |×k and Vs,k ∈ R|σ|×k with
k < Cdimp

d+1 such that

∥(A−1|τ×σ − Ut,kV
T
s,k)x∥ ≤ Cqp∥x∥ ∀x ∈ R|σ|. (14)

The main difference with [9] lies in the fact that our cluster are of the form of definition
2.1 and that the dependence of our constants C and Cdim on η is slightly different.

Remark 2.6. The tube cluster hypothesis inherently constrains the minimum leaf size in
the cluster tree. Since our analysis is restricted to tube clusters, and our definition requires

11



τ1 τ2
×
x

×
y

xjyk

×
x

×
y xiyl
τ1

τ2

×
xj

×xj

×yk
×
yk

×xi

×
xi

×yl
×
yl

Figure 3: Impact of the numbering, on the left two splitting and on the right the block matrix induced

them to intersect both the inflow and outflow boundaries of the domain (i.e., regions where
b · n∂Ω ̸= 0), the characteristic length of the flow imposes a lower bound on the leaf size.
For instance with a cartesian grid of n × n points of [0, 1]2 points, b = (1, 0) leads to a
minimal size of n while b = (1, 1) doesn’t have a constant minimal size.

As a consequence, refining the mesh leads to larger dense blocks in the hierarchical
representation. While our theoretical framework does not justify taking leaf sizes smaller
than the characteristic length, our numerical experiments suggest that smaller values, down
to one-fifth of the characteristic length, can still yield meaningful approximations, though
always in relation to the flow structure.

3. Study of the non constant case

In the following we are going to extend this result to the more general case b ∈ C1(Rd)
and not vanishing, we still assume that div(b/2)−β ≤ −β0 with β0 > 0. Namely we would
like to extend our definition of tube clusters such that for two tube clusters τ ⊊ τδ we can
prove the existence of a cutoff η verifying∫

τδ

ηu2b · ∇ηdx = 0.

3.1. Péclet-uniform Caccioppoli inequality
We consider a vector field b ∈ C1(Rd)d such that b(x) ̸= 0 ∀x ∈ Rd is not vanishing.

We need to properly define the field line as we can no longer take b as a basis vector.
For any x ∈ Rd, there exists an interval I ⊂ R, 0 ∈ I, and φ : I → R a C1 map such
that ∂tφ(t) = b(φ(t)) ∀t ∈ I and φ(0) = x. The couple (I, φ) is called a solution of the
dynamical system induced by b, it is said to be a maximal solution if for any other solution
(J, ψ) such that I ⊂ J and ψ|I = φ, then I = J . For all x ∈ Rd we take I(x) ⊂ R and
t 7→ ϕ(x, t) ∈ Rd such that (I(x), ϕ(x, ·)) is the maximal solution verifying

∂tϕ(x, t) = b(ϕ(x, t))

ϕ(x, 0) = x
(15)

12
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×
x ×0

II(x)

Figure 4: A solution and the maximal solution of (15)

In Figure 4 we illustrate the difference between one solution and the maximal solution
for some x ∈ Ω. With this notion we can properly define a trajectory of the field b
as a curve ϕ(x, I(x)) (if there are no ambiguity we will only write ϕ(x, I)). From our
assumptions on b we get that the trajectories are C1 curves. Because of Cauchy-Lipschitz
Theorem we have a local unicity of the solution leading for any x ∈ Ω to the unicity
of the maximal solution (I(x), ϕ). In other words, for two maximal solutions such that
ϕ(x, I) ∩ ϕ(y, I) ̸= ∅ ⇒ ϕ(x, I) = ϕ(y, I). From there we get that {ϕ(x, I)}x∈Rd is a
partition of Rd. With this notion of trajectory, because they partition the domain we can
consider the equivalence relation

x ∼ y ⇔ ϕ(x, I) = ϕ(y, I).

This naturally defines a partition of the space into equivalence classes, where each class
corresponds to a distinct trajectory of the flow. The quotient space of the field lines plays
a role analogous to Ω⊥ for b = (1, 0, . . . , 0) when Ω = (R × Ω⊥) ∩ Ω, as it represents the
space transversal to the flow trajectories.

In this way, we want to define a tube cluster τ as a domain satisfying the following
property: for all x ∈ τ , if y = ϕ(x, ty) and y ∈ τ , then the streamline portion ϕ(x, [0, ty])
is entirely contained in τ .

Note that the domain Ω may not be aligned with the field, typically some field lines
may exit Ω and later re-enter it. This leads to tube clusters that may not be connected in
Ω as depicted In Figure 5. However, we can extend Ω to a larger domain Ω̄ defined as

Ω̄ =: {ϕ(x, IΩ(x)) | x ∈ Ω}

where for each x ∈ Ω, the interval IΩ(x) = [t0, t1] ⊂ I(x) is such that

∀t ∈ I(x) \ IΩ(x), ϕ(x, t) /∈ Ω

and
∀x ∈ Ω̄, ∀J ⊂ N such that Ω̄ ∩ ϕ(x,J ) ⊂ ϕ(x,J ) ⇒ IΩ(x) ⊂ J .

With this restriction on IΩ we have unicity of Ω̄. This construction is possible as the field
line are continuous and Ω is bounded.

Since the solution u vanishes outside Ω, considering the extension Ω̄ instead of Ω does
not affect the analysis. In the following, we shall abuse notation and write Ω = Ω̄ which
allows us to give a simple definition of tube clusters.

13



Ω Ω̄

Figure 5: Tube clusters in Ω and Ω̄

Definition 3.1. We say that a domain τ ⊂ Ω is a tube cluster (implicitly a b-tube cluster)
if there exists an hyperplane H ⊂ Rd, with nH · b(x) ̸= 0 ∀x ∈ H, and Γ0 a connected
domain of H, with such that

τ = {ϕ(x0, s) | s ∈ I(x0), x0 ∈ Γ0} ∩ Ω,

or simply
τ = {ϕ(x0, s) | s ∈ IΩ(x0), x0 ∈ Γ0}.

This definition does transfer to the constant case as H plays the same role as τ⊥. Now
that we have a notion of tube clusters we would like to find a proper bounding box which
would allow us to establish a Caccioppoli inequality. Namely, for a tube cluster τ we want
to characterize τδ with dist(τ, ∂τδ\∂Ω) > 0, such that we can define a cut-off function η
which would satisfies ∫

τδ

ηu2(b · ∇η) dx = 0.

We recall that for a domain D ⊂ Rd, we define the inflow and outflow boundaries of D
with respect to a vector field b as

∂D− = {x ∈ ∂D | b(x) · nD(x) < 0} , ∂D+ = {x ∈ ∂D | b(x) · nD(x) > 0} ,

where nD(x) denotes the outward unit normal to D at the point x ∈ ∂D.
For δ > 0, H an hyperplane H ⊂ Rd and Γ0 a connected part of H we consider the

tube cluster τ = {ϕ(x0, s) | s ∈ IΩ(x0), x0 ∈ Γ0}. This way we can consider Γ0,δ = {x ∈

14
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Figure 6: τ and τδ\τ .
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⊗
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Figure 7: Construction of η using η0

H | dist(x,Γ0) ≤ δ} and define the tube cluster τδ := {ϕ(x0, s) | s ∈ IΩ(x0), x0 ∈ Γ0,δ}.
This construction is illustrated In Figure 6.

In the following, we will suppose that there exists an hyperplane H of normal n crossed
by every field line only once. Namely, that for all x ∈ H, ϕ(x, I) ∩H = {x}, b(x) · n ̸= 0
and Ω ⊂ {ϕ(x, I)}x∈H . In the following, we will assume that Ω is already a tube cluster
(i.e Ω = Ω̂) which simplify the notation by writing I(x) instead of IΩ(x).
Let us build a proper cut-off function. Given a function η0 ∈ C1(H,R), with η0|Γ0 = 1 and
η0|H\Γ0,δ

= 0, we define the function η : Rd → R as

η(ϕ(x, t)) = η0(x) , ∀x ∈ H ∀t ∈ I(x). (see Figure 7)

We would like to prove that η is of class C1 and constant along b. Let x0 ∈ H, we take
F : x 7→ (x−x0) ·nH , we have that ∂tF (ϕ(x, t)) = ∂tϕ(x, t) ·(∇F )(ϕ(x, t)) = b(ϕ(x, t)) ·nH .
In particular, as b(ϕ(x0, 0)) ·nH ̸= 0, using the implicit function theorem in (x, t) = (x0, 0)
we get that there exists a ball B0 centered in x0 and T ∈ C1(B0,R) such that

ϕ(x, t) ∈ H ⇔ F (ϕ(x, t)) = 0 ⇔ t = T (x).

Then, for all x ∈ B0 one has

η(x) = η(ϕ(x, 0)) = η(ϕ(x, T (x))) = η0(ϕ(x, T (x))).
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Because η0, ϕ and τ are C1 functions, we get that η is C1 on a neighborhood of H. We
now need to extend this locality property on Ω. To do so we consider the flow Φ of the
vector field, defined as the maximal solution of the ODE

d

dt
Φt(x) = b(Φt(x)), Φ0(x) = x, ∀x ∈ Ω, ∀t ∈ I(x).

For any x ∈ Ω there exists tx > 0 such that the function t 7→ Φt(x) is C1 on an interval
V(x) = (−tx, tx), in particular for any compact subset K0 ⊂ Ω, by taking

T0 = inf
x∈K0

(tx),

the mapping (t, x) 7→ Φt(x) is well defined and is C1 on [−T0, T0]×K0.
Let us show that Φt(x) is a local C1 diffeomorphism. Let x ∈ Ω , t, s ∈ V(x) such that
t+ s ∈ V(x), on one side we have

d

dt
(Φt+s(x)) = b(Φt+s(x)), Φt+s(x)|t=0 = Φs(x).

And on the other hand

d

dt
(Φt(Φs(x))) = b(Φt(Φs(x))), Φt(Φs(x))|t=0 = Φs(x).

From the unicity of Cauchy-Lipschitz it comes that

Φt+s(x) = Φt(Φs(x)).

Finally, because Φ0 is the identity we get that Φt is a local C1-diffeomorphism of inverse
Φ−t.

Taking some x∗ ∈ Ω, since we assumed that H is crossed by every field line exactly
once, the Cauchy–Lipschitz theorem ensures the uniqueness of a pair (x0, t0) ∈ H×R such
that x∗ = ϕ(x0, t0). We get from the above that there exists a neighborhood U0 of x0 such
that Φt0 : x 7→ ϕ(x, t0) is a C1-diffeomorphism from U0 to U∗ = Φt0(U0), neighborhood of
x∗. Then, η(x) = η(Φ−t0(x)) ∀x ∈ U∗, however, because η is C1 on a neighborhood U0 of
x0, we deduce that η is also C1 on U⋆ neighborhood of x∗, as illustrated In Figure 8.

Hence, we have proven that η is C1 on τδ. Moreover, η is constant along the field lines,
indeed ∀x0 ∈ Γ0,δ, ∀s ∈ I(x0) we have ∂

∂s
η(ϕ(x0, s)) = 0. Hence, we have

0 =
∂

∂s
η(ϕ(x0, s)) =

∂ϕ

∂s
(x0, s) · ∇η(ϕ(x0, s)) = b(ϕ(x0, s)) · ∇η(ϕ(x0, s)),

which leads to
∀x ∈ τδ, b(x) · ∇η(x) = 0.

A downside of our analysis is that there might be several suitable H for the definition of
the tube cluster and, as illustrated In Figure 9, this leads to different τδ.
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Figure 9: Influence of H on the definition of τδ.
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This is not an issue at all however it does change the distance between the borders of τ
and τδ, and therefore the coefficient in the Caccioppoli inequality. One way to bypass this
is to take τδ the tube cluster such that

inf
τδ⊋τ

dist(∂τ, ∂τδ) = δ.

In this framework, the minimal distance between τ and ∂τδ is δ. Consequently, for any
hyperplane H defining τδ, the cutoff function η0 constructed on Γ0,δ ⊂ H satisfies, for some
constant C ≥ 1,

∥∇η0∥L∞(Γ0,δ) ≤
C

δ
.

Assuming C = 1 directly implies

∥∇η∥L∞(Ω) ≤
1

δ
.

From there, for any tube cluster τ and δ > 0 there exists η defined on τδ such that

∥∇(ηu)∥2L2(τ) = ⟨∇u,∇(η2u)⟩L2(τδ) − ⟨∇u, ηu∇η⟩L2(τδ) + ⟨u∇η, (∇ηu)⟩L2(τδ)

= ⟨∇u,∇(η2u)⟩L2(τδ) + ⟨u∇η, u∇η⟩L2(τδ)

= ε−1a(u, η2u)− ε−1

∫
τδ

(b · (∇u)η2u+ βη2u2)dx+ ∥u∇η∥2L2(τδ)

= −ε−1

(∫
∂τδ

b

2
η2u2 · nτδds−

∫
τδ

(div(
b

2
)− β)η2u2dx−

∫
τδ

(b · ∇η)ηu2dx
)

+ ∥u∇η∥L2(τδ).

Hence, with our hypothesis u ∈ H1
0(Ω), div(b/2)−β < 0, C = 1 and because b ·∇η = 0

we get

∥∇u∥2L2(τ) ≤ ε−1

∫
τδ

ηu2b · ∇ηdx+ ∥u∇η∥2L2(τδ)

≤ 1

δ2
∥u∥2L2(τδ)

.

Remark 3.2. Another possible approach would have been to consider the Riemannian
manifold M orthogonal to the vector field b (i.e., for all x ∈ M , |b(x) · nM(x)| = |b(x)|),
and to define a function η0 on M . By transporting M along the flow of b, one can cover
the entire space and thereby extend η0, yielding a function η such that b ·∇η = 0. However,
this approach involves several difficulties, notably due to the fact that the flow speed is not
necessarily constant. In particular, if the vector field b does not derive from a potential,
there is no clear meaning to an elementary displacement of the manifold along the field,
which significantly complicates the analysis.
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Thus, we have succeeded in establishing a Caccioppoli-type inequality in the case of
tubes clusters, and we would therefore like to apply the same proof scheme as in the
constant vector field case. However, unlike the constant convection case where the cluster
tubes were convex domains, we do not have an explicit Poincaré constant for non convex
domains. In particular, it is not known whether this constant depends on the diameter
of the domain. Fortunately, under our assumptions on the vector field, we can derive
conditions ensuring that the diffeomorphism which locally straightens the field is in fact
a global diffeomorphism. In this way, we can establish a nontrivial bound involving the
diameter in the Poincaré constant of a non-convex domain. However, it is important to
emphasize that this constant does not apply to arbitrary non-convex domains, but only to
the particular case of domains that are cluster tubes for a sufficiently regular vector field b.

Let us prove in dimension d = 2, 3 that there exists C1-diffeomorphism that straightens
the field lines of b. We consider the hyperplane H equipped with an orthonormal basis
BH := (e1, ..., ed−1). Let us fix p ∈ Γ0,δ and let f be the affine transformation defined from
Rd−1 to H by: for all y ∈ Rd−1,

f(y) := p+
d−1∑
i=1

yiei.

Since BH is a basis of H, then we deduce that f is an affine isomorphism. We thus set
Γ̃0,δ := f−1(Γ0,δ). Then, we introduce τ̃δ the set of Rd defined by τ̃δ := {(y, s) : y ∈
Γ̃0,δ, s ∈ I(x) with x = f(y)}. We also introduce the function ϕ̃ defined from τ̃δ to τδ by:
for all (y, s) ∈ τ̃δ

ϕ̃(y, s) := ϕ (f(y), s) .

By this way for any y ∈ Γ̃0,δ,
∂

∂s
ϕ̃(y, s) = b(ϕ̃(y, s)). We consider J the determinant of the

Jacobian of ϕ̃ defined by J := det(∇ϕ̃). The use of differentiation rules for the determinant
leads to

∂J

∂s
= div(b(ϕ̃(·, s))J,

so that
J(·, s) = J(·, 0)e

∫ s
0 div(b(ϕ̃(·,σ)))dσ.

Since for any y ∈ Γ̃0,δ, we get ϕ̃(y, 0) = ϕ(f(y), 0) = f(y), then we deduce that for any
y ∈ Γ̃0,δ

J(y, 0) = det(e1, . . . , ed−1, b(ϕ̃(y, 0)))

= ±nH · b(f(y)).

For any y0 ∈ Γ̃0,δ, we have f(y0) ∈ Γ0,δ and then nH · b(f(y0)) ̸= 0 which implies that
J(y0, 0) ̸= 0. Hence we deduce that J(y0, s) ̸= 0, ∀(y0, s) ∈ τ̃δ. Moreover, we recall that the
hyperplane H intersects each field line exactly once, and consequently so does Γ0,δ since
Γ0,δ ⊂ H. This latter combined with the Cauchy Lipschitz Theorem implies that ϕ̃ : τ̃δ 7→ τδ
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is injective. This way, using the global inversion theorem ([16][Corollary C.36]) we get that
ϕ̃ is a C1-diffeomorphism and we can conclude that ϕ is also a C1-diffeomophism.

In this setting, let us show that it is possible to establish a Poincaré Wirtinger inequality
involving the diameter of the domain.

Lemma 3.3. Let ω ⊂ Ω be a tube cluster, and let Z be a closed subspace of L2(ω). Assume
that there exists a diffeomorphism Φ mapping the extension ω onto ω̂ a convex domain in
Rd. Then, for any integer ℓ ≥ 1, there exists a subspace V ⊂ Z with dim(V) ≤ ℓd such that

inf
v∈V

∥u− v∥L2(ω) ≤ CΦ

√
d

π

diam(ω)

ℓ
∥∇u∥L2(ω) ∀u ∈ Z ∩ H1(ω),

where the constant CΦ > 0 depends only on the regularity and geometry of the diffeomor-
phism Φ.

Proof. Let ω ⊂ Ω be a tube cluster, it is a convex domain. We consider ω̂ := Φ(ω),
it is a parallelepiped and in particular it is convex. Let ℓ ∈ N. We perform a regular
Cartesian partition of the reference domain ω̂ into ℓd subdomains (ω̂i)1≤i≤ℓd by dividing
each coordinate direction into ℓ intervals of equal length. As illustrated In Figure 10, this
induces a corresponding partition of the physical domain ω into subdomains (ωi)1≤i≤ℓd ,
defined by

ωi := Φ−1(ω̂i), ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , ℓd}.
Let u ∈ H1(ω), we consider û := u ◦ Φ−1 and we have û ∈ H1(Ω̂). For any λ ∈ R and

i ∈ [1, ℓd], denoting Dψ the jacobian matrix of a diffeomorphism ψ, one has

∥u− λ∥2L2(ωi)
=

∫
ω̂i

|û(y)− λ|2|det(DΦ−1(y))|dy.

However, ω̂i is a convex domain, which means that we can use the Poincaré Wirtinger
inequality and we have

∥û− ûi∥2L2(ω̂i)
≤ diam(ω̂i)

2

π2
∥∇û∥L2(ω̂i),

where ûi := 1
|ω̂i|

∫
ω̂i
û(y)dy is the mean value of û on ω̂i. We have

∥∇û∥2L2(ω̂i)
=

∫
ω̂i

∥DΦ−1(y)∇u(Φ−1(y))∥2dy ≤
∫
ω̂i

∥DΦ−1(y)∥2∥∇u(Φ−1(y))∥2dy

≤
∫
ωi

∥DΦ−1(Φ(x))∥2∥∇u(x)∥2|det(DΦ(x))|dx

≤ sup
y∈ω̂i

(∥DΦ−1(y)∥2)sup
x∈ωi

(|det(DΦ(x))|)∥∇u∥2L2(ωi)
.

Where ∀y ∈ ω̂ we take ∥DΦ−1(y)∥ := sup
v∈Rd,v ̸=0

(∥DΦ−1(y)v∥
∥v∥ ). This way we get

∥u− ûi∥2L2(ωi)
≤ C2

Φ,i

diam(ω̂i)
2

π2
∥∇u∥2L2(ωi)

,
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with CΦ,i = sup
y∈ω̂i

(∥DΦ−1(y)∥)sup
x∈ωi

(|det(DΦ(x))|1/2)sup
y∈ω̂i

(|det(DΦ−1(y))|1/2). By construction

we have diam(ω̂i) ≤
√
d
ℓ
diam(ω̂) and diam(ω̂) ≤ sup

x∈ω
(∥DΦ(x)∥)diam(ω). From there the

proof is identical to Lemma 2.3, taking k = ℓd we define Wk = {v ∈ L2(ω)| v|ωi
∈ R} and

take Π(u) ∈ Wk where Π(u)|ωi
= ûi we have

∥u− Π(u)∥2L2(ω) =
k∑

i=1

∥u− ui∥2L2(ωi)
≤ d

π2
C2

Φ

k∑
i=1

diam(ω)2

ℓ2
∥∇u∥2L2(ωi)

≤ d

π2
C2

Φ

diam(ω)2

ℓ2
∥∇u∥2L2(ω),

where CΦ = sup
y∈ω̂

(∥DΦ−1(y)∥)sup
x∈ω

(∥DΦ(x)∥)sup
x∈ω

(|det(DΦ(x))|1/2)sup
y∈ω̂

(|det(DΦ−1(y))|1/2).

Finally, consider the L2(ω)−orthogonal projection P : L2(ω) → Z and set V := P(Wk)
so that dim(V) ≤ dim(Wk). Then for any u ∈ Z ∩ H1(ω) we have ∥u − P · Π(u)∥L2(ω) =

∥P(u− Π(u))∥L2(ω) ≤ ∥u− Π(u)∥L2(ω) ≤ CΦ(
√
d/π)(diam(ω)/ℓ)∥∇u∥L2(ω).

Remark 3.4. It is important to see that the hypothesis "Φ(ω) is convex" is not trivial at all.
We have considered the case where Φ(ω) is a parallelepiped, that is, I(x0) = I for all x0 ∈
H, but this assumption is not necessary, since convexity alone is sufficient. However, for the
sake of simplicity, by eventually extending ω to a larger domain ω′ in the b-direction beyond
∂ω+ and ∂ω−, as illustrated In Figure 11, we shall assume that Φ(ω) is a parallelepiped.
Such an extension does not affect the analysis, since the solution vanishes on ω′ \ ω.

We couldn’t find an optimal bound for the Poincaré constant but for the special case of
tube clusters, in the case were Φ : Ω → Ω̂ is a diffeomorphism, by working in the deformed
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ω ω′

Figure 11: Inflation of ω into ω′

space Ω̂ we were able to give a non trivial superior bound which introduces a constant CΦ.
This way, we can proceed exactly as in the constant case of proposition 2.4 by considering
nested tube clusters of the form of definition 3.1 to prove proposition 3.5.

Proposition 3.5.
Let η > 0, q ∈ (0, 1), p ∈ N with p > 2, Ω and τ ⊂ Ω two tube clusters of the form of
Definition 3.1 and Φ a diffeomorphism such that Φ(Ω) is a parallelepiped. For all tube
clusters σ ⊂ Ω satisfying diam(τ) ≤ 2ηdist(τ, σ), we can find a space V ⊂ L2(τ) where for
some constant Cdim > 0

dim(V) ≤ Cdimp
d+1 (16)

and such that for all right-hand sides f ∈ L2(Ω) with supp(f) ⊂ σ, the unique function
u ∈ H1

0(Ω) satisfying a(u, φ) = ⟨f, φ⟩L2(Ω) ∀φ ∈ H1
0(Ω) can be approximated on τ by v ∈ V

satisfying the estimates for some constant C > 0

∥∇u−∇v∥L2(τ) ≤ C
p

dist(τ, σ)
qp−1∥f∥L2(Ω)

∥u− v∥L2(τ) ≤ Cqp∥f∥L2(Ω)

. (17)

Our analysis relies on the fact that one can find δ > 0 such that τδ is a tube cluster.
However, this might not be the case depending on b. For instance on (−1, 1)2 with b(x, y) =
(x, y) the point (0, 0) belongs to every tube cluster (Figure 12), which means that one can
not find any τδ>0 and thus we cannot achieve our Caccioppoli estimate. This is one of the
reason why we assumed b not vanishing.

In this analysis, we attempted to transpose the independence observed in the constant
case between the flow direction and a basis of τ⊥. To do so, it was necessary to generalize
the role of a basis vector when the field b is no longer constant. In doing so, we effectively
introduced, without explicitly naming it, the notion of foliations. Future work could inves-
tigate whether approaching the problem directly through the framework of foliations yields
further insights, especially regarding the minimal regularity that b must satisfy in order
for our analysis to apply. For now, however, we limit ourselves to our current method.
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b · ∇η = 0
(0, 0)

τ

Figure 12: tube cluster cannot be nested: (0, 0) ∈ τ ∩ τδ ∀δ > 0

×x×x
′ Γ0

πb(x)

πb(x
′)

×

×

ττ

Figure 13: Field lines unsuitable for our strategy

ϵ ×xΓ0

πb(x)×

ττ

Figure 14: Suitable Γ0 on Ω\ϵ

3.2. Partitioning
In the case where b isn’t constant it is not clear how to split into tube clusters. Here

we are describing one strategy susceptible to work but we wont get in the theoretical
requirements on b to determine the scope of suitable vector fields. We consider τ some
tube cluster of Ω.

The idea is to inspire ourselves of the constant case as the role of τ⊥ is equivalent to the
one of the hyperplane H. Indeed, from the definition of tube clusters, we know that there
exists some connected domain Γ0 of Rd−1 such that any field line of τ go through Γ0. We
can introduce πb the projection along b on Γ0 defined as πb(x) = x0 where x ∈ ϕ(x0, I)
and x0 ∈ Γ0. This way ,eventually omitting a zero measure space as In Figure 13 and 14,
all the points of a field line get mapped on the same point exactly as in the constant case.
From there it appears that any splitting ψ : Γ0 7→ {γ1, . . . , γn}, with γi ∩ γj = ∅ if i ̸= j
and

⋃
γi = Γ0, leads to tube clusters τi = {ϕ(x0, s) | s ∈ I(x0), x0 ∈ γi} partitioning τ

(see Figure 15).
This way one can build a cluster tree on T (Γ0) with any splitting and for any nodes

τ ′ ∈ T (Γ0), the cluster τ = π−1
b (τ ′) is a tube cluster. Hence, building the cluster tree

T (Γ0) induces a tube cluster tree T (τ) = π−1
b (T (Γ0)).

τΓ0

x2×
x1×
x0×

Γ0

x2×
x1×
x0×

γ1

γ2
⇔

τ
x2×
x1×
x0×

τ1

τ2

Figure 15: Different steps of the splitting
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Our procedure is done in two steps, first we project along the field line and then we split.
Unless one needs some advanced splitting, the algorithm complexity mainly comes from
the projection along the field line as one as to find the intersection point of every field
line with the hyperplane. Indeed, in the constant case a simple test on the scalar product
of the points against b⊥ was in off to split them in tube clusters. However, in the non
constant case, one has to find the intersection of every points along b with Γ0 by iterating
pn+1 = pn + δb(pn) in the good direction until it reaches Γ0. the splitting can be done as
in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Split the points t of τ into two parts in a deformed space
1: t′ = {}
2: for p ∈ t do
3: Compute p′ ∈ Γ0 ⊂ Rd−1 by iterating pn+1 = pn + δ b(pn)
4: Add p′ to t′
5: end for
6: Compute a vector v supported in Γ0

7: Sort the points in t′ by increasing value of ⟨p′,v⟩, using:

sort(t′.begin(), t′.end(), (p1, p2) 7→ ⟨p1,v⟩ < ⟨p2,v⟩)

8: Let t1 be the first half of t′, and t2 the second half
9: return (t1, t2)

The main computational cost of the algorithm lies in determining the intersection points
between the field lines and the reference manifold Γ0. This step involves iterating along the
vector field b for each point, which can become expensive for large datasets. In principle,
the complexity could be significantly reduced by computing only one representative point
per field line, or by leveraging a diffeomorphism that straightens the field lines. However, in
the absence of a general method to construct such a transformation, we adopt a pragmatic
approach: we select a sufficiently large step size δ to balance accuracy and computational
efficiency when determining the intersection points.

Equipped with such a cluster tree, we get from the subsection 3.1 that we fall in the
scope of proposition 2.5.

4. Numerical experiments

In order to test the performances of our new approach we are going to look at the
resolution of the system

Ax = y

by the means of hierarchical matrices whose cluster tree are tube cluster tree. Namely
we will compute the H-LU factorization associated with tube cluster tree performing A ≈
LHUH where LH and UH are triangular hierarchical matrices. With this factorization, we
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can use forward and backward substitution to find x such that Ax = y and we look at the
error

err =
∥x− solve(LHUH, Ax)∥

∥x∥
.

For our tests we use HTOOL, a C++ library developed by Pierre Marchand, to perform H-
matrix arithmetic on matrices obtained using FreeFem++. We will highlight how with our
clustering, the hierarchical approach leads to very promising results.

We consider the model problem: find u ∈ H1
0 (Ω) on the square domain Ω = [−1, 1] ×

[−1, 1] such that {
−ε∆u+ b · ∇u+ 2u = (1− |x|)(1− |y|), in Ω,

u = 0, on ∂Ω.
(18)

and we are particularly interested in how the behavior depends on the Péclet number and
the number of degrees of freedom. The mesh (Delaunay’s triangulation) and the stiffness
matrix are produced by FreeFem. We study the influence of the diffusion parameter ε
by increasing the mesh size for different vector fields b. We will denote the hierarchical
approximation of matrix A by AH. We consider ℓ+ the set the low rank blocks (admissible
leaves) and ℓ− the one of the dense blocks (non-admissible leaves) and for a matrix M we
take #row(M) the numbers of rows of M (respectively #col(M) its number of columns).
We call compression of an H-matrix the proportion of low ranks leaves, it is given by

compr(AH) = 1−
∑

M∈ℓ+ rank(M)(#row(M) + #col(M)) +
∑

N∈ℓ− #row(N)#col(N)

#row(A)#col(A)

Because of the triangular nature, LH and UH can be written in one matrix that we will
note LH\UH. We are going to plot the compression of LH\UH, the error on the resolution
of the system using this factorization, and the time of the factorization. In our tests
we take b = (1, 0), b = (1, (0.5 − y)cos(4πx)) and b = (0.5(y + 0.8) exp(x)) (which
all meet the condition (3) on the computational domain), and the diffusion parameter
ε ∈ {1, 10−2, 10−4, 10−6}. The low rank approximations are done using adaptive cross
approximation with a tolerance of 10−6 and we take the admissibility parameter η = 1.
By straightening the fields line if needed, we partition the domain with the suited tube
clusters as illustrated In Figure 16. As mentioned in remark 2.6, the minimal size of the
cluster minsize cannot be arbitrarily small with respect to the characteristic length of the
advection stream length. In our tests we take minsize = lenght/5.

Equipped with those cluster tree we can compute the hierarchical LU factorization of
the matrices. In Figure 19 we can see the computation time of the factorization, which
seems to have a time complexity of O(n log(n)2). In Figure 18 the compression of the
factorization LH\UH and in Figure 17 the error on the resolution of the system Ax = y
using this factorization. It appears that the error is bounded by the tolerance of the
adaptive cross approximation (here 10−6) independently of the problem size.
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(a) b = (1, 0) (b) b = (1, y cos(x))

(c) b = (1, y exp(x))

Figure 16: Tube cluster tree at depth 3 for different convection b.

(a) b = (1, 0) (b) b = (1, y cos(x))

(c) b = (1, y exp(x))

Figure 17: Precision of the H-LU factorization for FreeFem matrices of problem (18) (TGV = -2) for
different convection b.
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(a) b = (1, 0) (b) b = (1, y cos(x))

(c) b = (1, y exp(x))

Figure 18: Compression of LHUH for FreeFem matrices of problem (18) (TGV = -2) for different
convection b.

(a) b = (1, 0) (b) b = (1, y cos(x))

(c) b = (1, y exp(x))

Figure 19: Time of the factorization LHUH for FreeFem matrices of problem (18) (TGV = -2) for different
convection b.
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(a) b = (1, 0) (b) b = (1, y cos(x))

(c) b = (1, y exp(x))

Figure 20: Precision of the H-LU factorization for FreeFem matrices of problem (19) for different
convection b.

We did the same experiment with Neumann boundary conditions and the symmetrized
formulation of the problem (19),−ε∆u+ b · ∇u+ 2u = (1− |x|)(1− |y|), in Ω,

∂u

∂nΩ

= 0, on ∂Ω.
(19)

In Figure 22 we show the time of the H-LU factorization, in Figure 21 the compression
ratio of LH\UH and in Figure 20 the error of the resolution Ax = y using this factorization.

It appears that with our approach, using tube clusters, we manage to compute a hierar-
chical LU -factorization in a quasi-linear time and that the error induced in the resolution
of the system Ax = y is extremely small. More importantly, the diffusion parameter ε
doesn’t seem to have a significant impact on the results, as intended for a Péclet robust
method.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we have investigated the use of hierarchical matrices for advection-diffusion
problems in the advection-dominated regime. While the standard hierarchical approaches
are well established for elliptic problems, their extension to non-symmetric and convection-
dominated settings remains an open challenge. Our contribution lies in identifying a specific
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(a) b = (1, 0) (b) b = (1, y cos(x))

(c) b = (1, y exp(x))

Figure 21: Compression of LHUH for FreeFem matrices of problem (19) for different convection b.

(a) b = (1, 0) (b) b = (1, y cos(x))

(c) b = (1, y exp(x))

Figure 22: Time of the H-LU factorization for FreeFem matrices of problem (19) for different convection b.
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class of hierarchical clustering, namely tube clusters, that allow us to extend key theoretical
results from the elliptic case to advection-diffusion problems.

Starting with the constant coefficient case, we establish the following key estimate: let
ω ⊊ ωδ be two nested domains, and let η be a cut-off function supported in ωδ. Then the
solution u to the variational problem (2) satisfies:

ε∥(∇ηu)∥2L2(ω) ≤ a(u, η2u) +

∫
ωδ

ηu2b · ∇ηdx+ ε∥u∇η∥2L2(ωδ)
.

By carefully designing clusters aligned with the advection field, we ensured that the
integral term disappears, leading to a Péclet-robust Caccioppoli estimate. This crucial
step allowed us to establish a hierarchical approximation theory comparable to that of
Börm([9]) for elliptic problems, but adapted to advection-dominated settings.

We then extended this result to more general advection fields, considering b ∈ C1(Rd)
with b nowhere vanishing. This extension significantly broadens the applicability of our
method beyond simple constant-coefficient cases, making it relevant for a wide range of
physical and engineering problems. Since the feasibility of our approach depends on the
ability to construct tube clusters efficiently, we introduced a deformation technique that
transforms the computational domain into a space where the advection streamlines become
straight. This reformulation provides a natural way to design hierarchical partitions aligned
with the physics of the problem.

To validate our theoretical findings, we conducted numerical experiments on various
advection fields, analyzing the impact of the diffusion parameter ε under mesh refinement,
for both Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions. The results confirmed the robustness
of our approach: the time complexity of the LU factorization and the accuracy of the
solution remained independent of ε, demonstrating that our hierarchical method does not
suffer from the usual breakdowns associated with high Péclet numbers.

Overall, our findings suggest that for advection-dominated problems, it is possible to
construct hierarchical approximations of the LU factorization using tube cluster trees,
achieving comparable error and computational costs to those obtained in the elliptic set-
ting. By carefully incorporating the underlying physics into the hierarchical framework,
we have significantly extended the range of applicability of hierarchical matrices. Further
investigations are needed to extend this approach to more complex geometries, such as
domains with holes, where the interaction structure may significantly differ. Moreover, in
our study, the minimum leaf size of the cluster tree is dictated by the characteristic length
of the flow. A natural direction for future work is to explore the implications of allowing
deeper refinements in the tree and to assess how this affects the hierarchical representation
and compression properties.
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