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Compact Runge-Kutta (cRK) Flux Reconstruction (FR) methods are a variant of RKFR
methods for hyperbolic conservation laws with a compact stencil including only im-
mediate neighboring finite elements. We extend cRKFR methods to handle hyper-
bolic equations with stiff source terms and non-conservative products. To handle stiff
source terms, we use IMplicit EXplicit (IMEX) time integration schemes such that the
implicitness is local to each solution point, and thus does not increase inter-element
communication. Although non-conservative products do not correspond to a physical
flux, we formulate the scheme using numerical fluxes at element interfaces. We use
similar numerical fluxes for a lower order finite volume scheme on subcells of each
element, which is then blended with the high order cRKFR scheme to obtain a ro-
bust scheme for problems with non-smooth solutions. Combined with a flux limiter
at the element interfaces, the subcell based blending scheme preserves the physical
admissibility of the solution, e.g., positivity of density and pressure for compressible
Euler equations. The procedure thus leads to an admissibility preserving IMEX cRKFR
scheme for hyperbolic equations with stiff source terms and non-conservative products.
The capability of the scheme to handle stiff terms is shown through numerical tests
involving Burgers’ equations, reactive Euler’s equations, and the ten moment problem.
The non-conservative treatment is tested using variable advection equations, shear
shallow water equations, the GLM-MHD, and the multi-ion MHD equations.

Key words. non-conservative hyperbolic equations, flux reconstruction, discontinuous Galerkin
methods, stiff source terms, IMEX schemes

1. Introduction

Compact Runge-Kutta Discontinuous Galerkin methods (cRKDG) were introduced in [29] as a
class of high-order space-time discretizations for solving hyperbolic conservation laws with more
compact stencils than the standard Runge-Kutta Discontinuous Galerkin (RKDG) methods. In [8],
a cRK scheme in a time averaged flux reconstruction (FR) framework was introduced. The time
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averaged FR framework of [8] enabled provable admissibility preservation by using a flux limiter.
In addition, [8] required only one numerical flux computation per time step, in contrast to the
original cRKDG scheme of [29] which required as many numerical flux computations as the
number of stages in the Runge-Kutta method. We extend the physical admissibility-preserving
compact Runge-Kutta flux reconstruction (c(RKFR) method of [8] to hyperbolic systems of the form

w+V-f@)+B@)Vu=s@), f={f}, B@)Vu={Bd, u}l,, (1.1)

where £’ (u) + B; (u) is a diagonalizable matrix with real eigenvalues for 1 < i < d, where d denotes
the physical dimension. The term B (1) Vu is called a non-conservative product, and it usually cannot
be written as the divergence of a flux. The source term s in (1.1) can be stiff, i.e., it evolves at time
scales that are different from the advective part of the equation and thus requires significantly
smaller time steps when solved with a fully explicit method.

In the pioneering works of DG/FR methods [31-33, 49], these spectral element methods are
used as the spatial discretization to obtain a semi-discrete system. Following the commonly used
method of lines (MOL), the semi-discrete system is then solved using a multistage Runge-Kutta
(RK) method. This requires applying the FR/DG method at every RK stage, necessitating inter-
element communication at each stage. The alternative to the multistage approach are single-stage
solvers which specify a complete space-time discretization. We briefly mention some well-known
single-stage methods, an in-depth review can be found in [4, 10]. ADER (Arbitrary high order
DERivative) schemes are one class of single-stage evolution methods which originated as ADER
Finite Volume (FV) schemes [83, 84] and are also used as ADER-DG schemes [40, 42]. Another class
of single-stage evolution methods are the Lax-Wendroff schemes which were originally proposed in
the finite difference framework in [65] with the WENO approximation of spatial derivatives [77] and
later extended to the DG framework in [64, 80]. Compact Runge-Kutta (cRK) DG/FR methods [8,
29] are a recent class of schemes that perform single-stage evolution by doing the inter-element
communication only in the last Runge-Kutta stage.

The earlier works on cRK methods [8, 29, 56] have focused on hyperbolic equations in a conser-
vation law form with applications like Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD), astrophysics and
weather modeling. However, there are also several applications involving hyperbolic equations
which cannot be written in a conservative form and require (1.1) to be solved. Non-conservative
products arise for example in the shear shallow water equations [28, 69, 82], magnetohydrody-
namics (MHD) equations with divergence cleaning [35, 37], and multi-ion MHD equations [72,
86]. These are the equations which have been used to test the proposed scheme in this paper.
However, the scheme is relevant for general hyperbolic equations with non-conservative products
which additionally include applications like multilayer shallow water equations [3, 26], two-phase
flow models [12, 74], and general relativity [41, 68].

The most common examples of hyperbolic equations with stiff source terms include chemical
reactions [16, 19], but there are other applications like multilayer shallow water, e.g., when there
is a viscosity coefficient [3], problems involving friction [23, 57], relaxation processes [51], and
relaxation numerical methods [85].

Several phenomena governed by hyperbolic equations exhibit complexity and scale, often neces-
sitating substantial computational resources. This makes the development of efficient numerical
methods for solving these PDE an important area of research. Higher-order methods, because of
their high arithmetic intensity, are thus particularly relevant in the current state of memory-bound
High Performance Computing (HPC) hardware [2, 79]. However, low order methods still continue
to be widely used in practice because of their robustness, especially for problems with discontinu-
ities. In this work, the blending limiter and the subcell based blending scheme of [8] are extended
to obtain a provably admissibility-preserving scheme for the general hyperbolic equations (1.1).

1.1. Related works

Discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods were introduced in [67] for neutron transport equations and
developed for hyperbolic conservation laws by Cockburn and Shu and others, see [31-33] and other



references in [30]. The flux reconstruction (FR) method introduced by Huynh [49] is a finite-element
type high-order method which is quadrature-free. The key idea in this method is to construct a
continuous flux approximation and then use collocation at solution points which leads to an
efficient implementation that can exploit optimized matrix-vector operations and vectorization
capabilities of modern CPUs. The continuous flux approximation requires a correction function
whose choice affects the accuracy and stability of the method [49, 87, 89, 90]; by properly choosing
the correction function and solution points, the FR method can be shown to be equivalent to some
discontinuous Galerkin and spectral difference schemes [49, 87].

The above-mentioned works on FR do not apply to non-conservative products. One novelty
of this work is to show how the idea of FR can be extended to hyperbolic equations with non-
conservative products. Path conservative schemes [26, 61] based on the theory of Dal Maso,
LeFloch and Murat [58] are widely used to solve hyperbolic equations with non-conservative
products. The Weighted Essentially Non-Oscillatory (WENO) schemes of [77] were used in [26]
to obtain high order accuracy for solving hyperbolic equations with non-conservative products in
a finite volume framework. More recently, the work of [13] developed WENO schemes in a finite
difference framework for hyperbolic equations with non-conservative products. The application
of discontinuous Galerkin methods for hyperbolic equations with non-conservative products was
first performed in [39] using the Arbitrary DERivative (ADER) approach which is a single stage
method based on solving a local space-time predictor to obtain high order accuracy [38]. Our
treatment of non-conservative terms is not based on path conservative schemes, but rather on a
formal integration by parts treatment of the non-conservative products. This gives a scheme that
is similar to the schemes of [20, 36, 71, 72] where non-conservative products are treated without
using path conservative schemes. For degree N = 0, the treatment simply involves performing
a central difference approximation with a Rusanov type [73] dissipation. Such a finite volume
scheme has been used in [92].

The general idea for treating stiffness is to use implicit time stepping schemes. However, using
implicit time stepping schemes for the entire hyperbolic equation (1.1) will require solving a global
non-linear systems of equations, which is not efficient. A natural solution, which is also taken
in this work, is to use IMplicit-EXplicit (IMEX) schemes [1, 62] where the stiff source terms are
treated implicitly, and the advective terms are treated explicitly. The implicit equation is local
to each solution point, and it does not require solving a global system of equations. For the
standard multistage Runge-Kutta methods, such IMEX methods for source terms can be used non-
intrusively. The treatment of stiff source terms for single stage methods requires more ingenuity.
Asmentioned in [40], it is not possible to use the single stage Lax-Wendroff methods to be arbitrarily
high order accurate and handle stiff source terms. Thus, the Arbitrary DERivative (ADER) methods
with a locally implicit space-time predictor were introduced in [40] to handle stiff source terms.
Since the implicit equation in ADER is local to each space-time element, there is no large global
system to be solved. In this work, by exploiting the Runge-Kutta structure of the cRKFR methods,
we add implicitness to the cRK approach directly using IMEX Runge-Kutta schemes of [1, 62]. The
crucial properties of the obtained single stage IMEX scheme that differ from the ADER scheme are
that, the implicitness is point-wise and only in the source term.

Several problems involving hyperbolic equations consist of discontinuities, for which high order
methods require additional numerical dissipation to avoid spurious oscillations [43]. A recent
review of such dissipation mechanisms, also known as limiters, for DG/FR methods can be found
in [9]. In this work, we use the subcell based blending limiter as in [8, 9] inspired from [48] to control
spurious oscillations. On the subcells, the finite volume scheme is obtained by performing a central
difference approximation of the non-conservative term, with Rusanov type dissipation [73]. The
resulting scheme is similar to the approach of [92]. The numerical flux for this scheme is no longer
continuous across the subcell interfaces because of the non-conservative products. The same is
true for the high order cRKFR scheme, i.e., the high order numerical flux is discontinuous across
FR element interfaces. In order to maintain the conservation property when the contribution of
non-conservative products is zero, similar to the conservative cases in [8, 9], at the FR element
interfaces, we compute a convex combination of the high-order and low-order numerical fluxes



and use it as the numerical flux for both the high-order and low-order schemes. This enables
the usage of the flux limiter of [9] to ensure admissibility preservation of the low-order scheme
on subcells. In the conservative case, the flux limiter would ensure that the numerical scheme
is admissibility-preserving in means allowing the usage of the scaling limiter of [93] to obtain
an admissibility-preserving scheme, which is also how admissibility of standard Strong Stability
Preserving Runge-Kutta (SSP-RK) FR/DG schemes [45] is obtained [93]. This does not occur in the
non-conservative case because the non-conservative products imply that the element mean of the
high and low order schemes are not the same. However, since the lower order scheme on subcells
is made admissible by the flux limiter, further blending can be performed with the subcell based
scheme to ensure admissibility at all solution points within each element. Another strategy to
obtain admissibility preservation for non-conservative systems is the MOOD approach [42]. Some
differences between our approach and MOOD are as follows. The MOOD approach discards the
high order evolution in troubled cells, and instead uses a lower order evolution on 2N + 1 subcells
for a degree N scheme. A least squares reconstruction is used to transform the solution back
to the high order polynomial representation at the next time step, and to maintain conservation.
However, our approach takes a convex combination of the high order and low order solutions, and
maintains the conservation property because of the choice of subcells and the numerical fluxes.
The MOOD approach is completely a posteriori, whereas our approach uses a posteriori limiting
only for admissibility preservation. Admissibility-preserving techniques which are a priori also
exist, for example monolithic convex limiting [53].

1.2. Contributions and organization of the paper

In summary, the contribution of this work is to develop a provably admissibility-preserving com-
pact Runge-Kutta flux reconstruction (c(RKFR) scheme for solving (1.1) by treating stiff source terms
with a locally implicit IMEX approach. This is important not only as an extension of the cRKFR
scheme of [8] to non-conservative hyperbolic equations with stiff source terms, but also because
admissibility-preserving IMEX schemes are challenging to construct in general. The standard
technique of Zhang and Shu [93] to obtain admissibility-preserving schemes for explicit SSP-RK
schemes does not directly extend to IMEX schemes or non-conservative systems.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the cRKFR scheme for
hyperbolic conservation laws with stiff source terms. In Section 3, the scheme is extended to handle
non-conservative products. Problems with discontinuities are treated with a subcell based shock
capturing approach in Section 4, which is also used to obtain an admissibility-preserving scheme as
long as a first-order scheme with the same property is available. Numerical results are presented
in Section 5 to demonstrate the performance of the proposed scheme. Finally, conclusions are
drawn in Section 6.

2. Compact Runge-Kutta flux reconstruction for conservation laws with
source terms

In this section, we describe our proposed IMplicit-EXplicit (IMEX) compact Runge-Kutta flux
reconstruction (cRKFR) scheme for 1-D hyperbolic conservation laws with source terms

u, + f(u), =s(t,u), u(x, ty) = ug(x), x€Q, (2.1)

where the solution # € R is the vector of conserved quantities, Q is the physical domain, f(u) is
the physical flux, s(t, ) is the source term which can be stiff requiring smaller time steps when used
with explicit methods (Appendix A), u, is the initial condition, and some boundary conditions
are additionally prescribed. In many applications involving (2.1), it is essential that the solution
is physically sensible, i.e., it belongs to an admissible set denoted by U, 4. For example, in gas
dynamics with chemical reactions governed by the reactive Euler’s equations (5.13), the density,

pressure and chemical reactant are positive. In case of the ten moment equations (5.17), the



Figure 1: (a) Piece-wise polynomial solution at time ¢, and (b) discontinuous and continuous flux. The
figure is inspired from [10].

pressure tensor is a positive definite matrix. It will be assumed that the equations of interest (2.1,
1.1) satisfy the admissibility preservation property of the solution, i.e.,

For the models that we study, we assume that the admissible set is a convex subset of RM, and can
be written as

Uu

q={ueRM:P(u)>0,1<k <K} (2.3)
For the reactive Euler’s equations (5.13), K = 3 and P;, P, and P; are the density, reactant and
pressure constraint respectively; if the density is positive then the pressure constraint is a con-
cave function of the conserved variables. In case of the ten moment problem (5.17), K = 3 and
Py, P,, P; are the density, the trace and the determinant of the pressure tensor respectively. The
determinant P; is not a concave function of the conserved variables (5.19), but the admissibility-
preserving scheme developed in this work is still applicable as discussed in Section 4.1. In [8], the
authors developed an admissibility-preserving compact Runge-Kutta flux reconstruction (cCRKFR)
discretization to solve hyperbolic conservation laws. Following [5], an admissibility-preserving
treatment of the source terms using the time averaging cRKFR schemes was already given in
Appendix B of [8], but it was fully explicit and thus incapable of handling stiff source terms. In
this section, we extend the time averaged framework of [8] to handle stiff source terms by using
IMplicit-EXplicit (IMEX) Runge-Kutta methods, where the flux term is treated explicitly, and the
source term is treated implicitly. The implicit equation obtained for the source term is local to each
solution point, and is thus efficient as it, e.g. does not require solving a global system of equations.

We now describe the notations for the finite element grid, which follow our previous works [8,
10]. The physical domain Q is divided into disjoint elements {Q,} with

Q, :[xe_%,err%] and Ax, = Xopl =X 1 (2.4)
Each element is mapped to a reference element, (3, — [0, 1], by
X &= G (2.5)
Ax

e

Inside each element, we approximate the numerical solution to (2.1) by P functions which are
degree N > 0 polynomials so that the basis for the numerical solution is

Vi, ={vy s vpla, € Pal (2.6)

which allows the solution to be discontinuous at element interfaces, see Figure 1a.
For each basis function v;, € V), (2.6) and a physical element Q, (2.4), we define its representative
in the reference element 9, , = 9, (&) through the reference map (2.5) as

0),0(6) = vy (x,_y + EAX,) = 0, (x). 27)



The element index e will often be suppressed for brevity. To construct Py, polynomials in the basis,
choose N + 1 distinct nodes
0<¢&y<é<---<éy<l, (2.8)

which will be Gauss-Legendre (GL) or Gauss-Lobatto-Legendre (GLL) nodes, and will also be
referred to as the solution points. There are associated quadrature weights w; such that the quadra-
ture rule is exact for polynomials of degree up to 2N + 1 for GL points and up to degree 2N —1 for
GLL points. Note that the nodes and weights we use are with respect to the interval [0, 1] whereas
they are usually defined for the interval [-1, +1]. The numerical solution u‘Z € Véw, where M is the
number of conservative variables (2.1), inside an element Q, is given in reference coordinates as

N
xeQ A, &= Z 1, (16, (E), (2.9)

p=0

where each ¢, is a Lagrange polynomial of degree N given by

é_

N
o= 1] 7=

p=0,pzq 1

€By, L&) =0, (2.10)

The numerical methods to solve (2.1) require computation of spatial derivatives. The spatial
derivatives are computed on the reference interval [0, 1] using the differentiation matrix D = [Dij]
whose entries are given by

D;; = f;(éi), 0<i,j<N. (2.11)

Figure 1a illustrates a piece-wise polynomial solution at some time ¢, with discontinuities at the
element boundaries.

A crucial ingredient of the cRKFR scheme and the FR scheme in general is the degree N
discontinuous flux approximation fz (Figure 1b), which is defined in reference coordinates for

element e as
N

Fre(© =" flu, )6, (). (2.12)
p=0
Thus, the flux reconstruction (FR) differentiation operator is defined as

aERf(”i) =0 fn fun= fh + (fﬁl“f‘ fe_+1)gR + (fzu_n%n _f:_%)gL/

(2.13)
fe+% = fh(l)' f:_l = fh(o)
where g7, gr € Py, are FR correction functions [49] satisfying
g0 =gr(M) =1, g (1)=gr(0)=0
and f 1 is the numerical flux at the element interface x, 1 We use
fnum h) = (f(qu) + f(ue+1) e+2 - u€+1) u;% = ui(x;%), (2.14)

where 1,1 = A(ue+

the interface Xyl glven by

U +1 ) is a Rusanov/local Lax-Friedrichs [73] estimate of the wave speed at
2

Muyu,) = max olf/(u). (2.15)

u,u

Here 0(A) denotes the spectral radius of a matrix A. The f, defined in (2.13) is called the continuous
flux approximation in the FR literature [49] as it is globally continuous, taking the numerical flux



value f?f?}z at each element interface e + 1/2. We choose correction functions g; r € Py, to be

SRadau for GL and g, for GLL nodes [49]. A semi-discretization of (2.1) is thus obtained as
dyuy + 95" f(uy) = s(t, uj). (2.16)

Solving (2.16) using an RK method gives the original RKFR method of [49]. We now describe the
novel fully discrete cRKFR IMEX scheme to solve (2.1). The s-stage scheme is specified by double

Butcher tableaux N
c| A c| A
= 2.17
#ﬁ o7 (217)

where A = (&; i)sxs 1s astrictly lower triangular matrix corresponding to the explicit part. The matrix
A = (aj)xs corresponds to the implicit part. We use diagonally implicit RK (DIRK) methods for
the implicit part, i.e., the A matrix is lower triangular. The'¢ = (¢4, ..., cs)T, c=(cq,.., CS)T [46,
47] are the quadrature nodes given by

i-1 i
Ei = Z ﬁi]" Ci = Z [’Zij' (218)
=1 =1

The b = (51, 52, el ES)T, b =(by,by,..., bS)T are the weights used to perform the final evolution
with evaluations from the s stages. The choices of IMEX Runge-Kutta schemes used in this work
are given in Appendix C. Following [8, 29], we define a local differentiation operator 81(0(: where
the inter-element terms from (2.13) are dropped to be

I FU)E,) = Do f(E,). (2.19)

The operator 8;“ computes derivatives of the degree N discontinuous flux approximation (2.12). In
practice, this operation is performed with a differentiation matrix (2.11). The compact Runge-Kutta
flux reconstruction method in the time average framework applied to (2.1) is given by

—
=

i—-1 i
u un —AtZﬁl]aiocfh(u(]))+AtZa”s(tn +C]At, u(])), 1= 1,...,5, (220)
j=1 j=1
™ = u" - AtORF + AtS?, (2.21)
A F=0.F, = 9.F+(F.\T - Fi(1),gx + (F'T — Fj(0)9,81, (2.22)

where the time averaged flux F is computed in the reference coordinates as
N s
A 6 5
B, =) F 0, F,,=>bfw), (2.23)
p=0 i=1
and the time averaged source term S as
N s
5 .
She=D 8 ,b,(0), S, =D bis(t, +ciat,ull)). (2.24)
p=0 i=1

The scheme also makes use of the time average solution to compute the numerical flux F ?‘:Iln (2.22),
2
which is computed as

N s

A 6 .

aj, = § u,,0,¢), Uu,,= E bul),. (2.25)
p=0 i=1



A formaljustification for why (2.23, 2.24, 2.25) are approximations to the time averaged flux, source
and solution respectively can be found in Appendix A of [8]. The time averaged numerical flux F'"'1'

e+3
used to construct the continuous flux approximation (2.22) is computed as
num _ 1. + AE"’% + -
Fooy =5 g +F ) -— MU, U ) (2.26)

where F j+ 1, U; 1 are the approximations of the time average flux and solution (2.23) at the element
2 2

interface x,, 1, and A, 1 is the maximum wave speed estimate at the interface x, 1 (2.15). The

dissipation term is chosentobe A, , 1 (U; 1—U, )/2 so that the scheme has the same CFL number
2 2 num
e+3
time step, see Section 3.1 of [8] for details. The idea of using the time average solution to compute
the dissipation term in the numerical flux was first introduced for Lax-Wendroff schemes in [10]

where it was shown to improve the CFL numbers. The difference between the cRKFR scheme (2.21)
and the standard RKFR scheme lies in the fact that the inner stages that evaluate {ug)}le in (2.20)

use the local operator 9'°° instead of 9" in (2.16).

We now briefly review the admissibility preserving terminologies and strategies used in [8,
9] for conservation laws, as they can already be applied to the cRKFR IMEX scheme for solv-
ing (2.1) because of its time averaged flux and source term framework. The discrete variant of the
admissibility preservation property (2.2) for a flux reconstruction scheme is given as follows.

as the cRK scheme of [29] while requiring only a single numerical flux F ;" to be computed per

Definition 2.1. A flux reconstruction scheme is said to be admissibility-preserving if
u,, €Uy VYe,p = uz;,l €U,y Ve,p,

where U, 4 is the admissible set (2.3) of the physical equation (2.1, 1.1). <

We also mention the weaker property of admissibility preservation in means which is success-
fully used to develop admissibility-preserving schemes for conservation laws in [8, 9, 93].

Definition 2.2. A flux reconstruction scheme is said to be admissibility-preserving in means if

uy, €Uy Ve,p = ale Uy Ve, (2.27)
where 1, is the element mean of u;, in element e computed as
N
u, = Wytk, )
p=0

where w, are the quadrature weights associated with the solution points (2.8), and U, is the
admissible set (2.3) of the equations of interest (1.1, 2.1). <

As we have written the cRKFR IMEX scheme in a time averaged flux and source term frame-
work, the admissibility preservation procedure of [5, 9] can be applied to obtain an admissibility-
preserving in means scheme (Definition 2.2) as long as a first-order scheme with the same property
is available. This would be done by applying a limiter specifically on the time averaged flux and
source terms. Once the scheme preserves admissibility in means, an admissibility-preserving
scheme (Definition 2.1) can be obtained by using the scaling limiter of Zhang and Shu [93]. In
this work, we do not use a source term limiting strategy since it is not enough for obtaining
an admissibility-preserving scheme when non-conservative products are present. Thus, a more
generally applicable strategy for admissibility preservation is described in Section 4.1.

3. Non-conservative products

In this section, we describe our proposed extension of the cRKFR scheme to hyperbolic equations
with non-conservative products of the form

u, + f(u), + Bwu, =0, (3.1)



where f’(u) + B(u) is a diagonalizable matrix with real eigenvalues. The source terms are omitted
for simplicity, but their inclusion is independent of the non-conservative products and is performed
exactly as in Section 2. For further simplicity, we begin by describing the finite volume method
(FVM) for the equation without the conservative flux, i.e.,

u, = —B(u)u,. (3.2)
A natural discretization of (3.2) is obtained by using a central difference approximation

dul‘ _
dr

(u )(unum num num num

1
1+1 % ’ ul+l =u (ui,qu) = E(ul‘+ul’+l). (33)

In order to write it in a finite volume form, we introduce the following numerical fluxes

dui numnc num;c
FTa <fz+- ~fi")

.
num,,
where f_ " = fnumnc (u;, u;,1) which is defined as
2

FrUe (e, u,) = B, )u™ ™, ). (3.4)

The crucial difference between (3.4) and the standard conservative numerical fluxes (2.14) is that
+
each finite volume interface i + % now has two numerical fluxes f?fllm"c, which is equivalent to
3

saying that the numerical fluxes are no longer continuous across the interfaces. From the common
experience with conservation laws, the above scheme will need to have additional dissipation
terms to be stable. Thus, the final numerical flux for solving (3.2) is actually chosen to be

fre — /\i+%(ui+1 —u;), (3.5)

i+5

where A, ! is defined by the Rusanov wave speed estimate (2.15) extended to non-conservative
o(B(u)). However, note that, unlike the central part (3.4), the

dissipation term is actually continuous across the interface i + 3. This allows us to include the
dissipation term of the entire system in the conservative numerical flux which is continuous across
interfaces. Thus, for the system with both conservative and non-conservative terms (3.1), we define

.
the numerical fluxes fnum as

products as A(u;, u,) = MaX,eqy, u )

+
f?r?i = U g i) o= T g ) S (g, 1),

1 A (3.6)
PR = ) = S (P + ) = (0~ ),
where the dissipation coefficient is defined as
A1 = max o(f'(u) + B(u)), (3.7)

1+5
2 uE{uuuH—l

where 0(A) denotes the spectral radius of matrix A. The general FR scheme to solve (3.1) that
applies to any choice of correction functions and solution points is derived via DG methods in
Appendix B. Here we simply state it, while mentioning that it is similar to the FR scheme (2.16),
after the operator IR has been expanded using (2.13), as follows

du;Z

o O + BE)@w) + T - fU0 g + U - 10 =0, G8)



num +

where Jd, 1°¢ s the local derivative operator (2.19), f .1 is defined using the finite volume conser-

vative and non-conservative numerical fluxes (3.6, 3.4) as

+
num+ _ snum num num, num=. , — +
fe+% - fe+l + fe+% " fe+% =f nc(ue+%’ue+%)’ (3.9)

f?:nln = fnum(”e+1ru+ é)r

where u* e+] AT€ the extrapolations of the solution as in (2.14). The f tot consist of the extrapolations
2

of the conservative and non-conservative terms at the element interface x erl given by
tot
fe(ir B(ue+1)ue+1 +fe+1/ (3.10)

where, as in (2.13), f ;l are extrapolations obtained from the discontinuous fluxes (2.12) at the
2
element interface x, 1. The motivation for why the extrapolations of the non-conservative terms

are chosen as in (3.10) is also given in Appendix B. It is further shown in Appendix B that the
scheme (3.8) reduces to the first order finite volume scheme (3.6) when N = 0, and that for the
FR scheme with Gauss-Lobatto-Legendre (GLL) solution points and g, correction function can be
written in terms of the FR operators &ER like in the conservative case (2.16) as

d”h FR FR
T3 +d, f(uh)+B(uh)8 uh =0, (3.11)
R =0 uy, u, = ud + (unum e+1)gR + (unum u:_%)gL.

In order to now derive the cRKFR scheme for (3.1), we show the fully discrete scheme obtained by
applying an explicit RK method to (3.8). Following the Butcher tableau notation (2.17) and taking
only the explicit part from the tableau (2.17), we obtain the fully discrete RKFR scheme for the
non-conservative system (3.1) to be

i-1
u = ut =ty (90 p @) + Baaeut)

=1 (3.12a)
(j)num-— (j)tot— () (j)tot .
[ = 0w + [N - £ +]%gL), i=1,2,...,s,
2 2 2 2
S
™=y — At Z Ej (8;0Cf(u(j)) + B(u(j))aiocu(j)
= (3.12b)
(j)num-— (j)tot— (j)num+ (j)tot+
+ [N f )0+ [ - £ 0,81 ),
2 2 2 2

j)num=+ + j)— )+ . . .
where f U )] = frome (u(] : 1 u(] ) o ) are the sum of conservative and non-conservative numerical
1 +1 1

( ])totj:

fluxes (3.9) at stage j evaluated as (3.6), and f are the extrapolations of the conservative and

non-conservative terms at stage j computed as 1n (3.10). Similar to the conservative case (2.22) the
cRKFR scheme is obtained by dropping the inter-element terms from the inner stages (3.12a) while
using FR operators on the time averages in the final update (3.12b) as follows

i—1

u? = - ary a0 ) + B)du?), =1, s, (3.13)
j=1
u™ = u" — Atd F) - AtB) — AHFT - P“’*‘)ax gr — AHFYTT - t°f+)ax g, (3.14)
tot+ _ + nc+ numz+ _ pnum ;_:c
Fe+% - Fe+% + Pe+%’ Fe+% - Fe+% + Pe+% ! (3.15)
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where the local time averaged flux F 2 in (3.14) is computed as in (2.23), the local time average of
the non-conservative term, 8 2 , is computed as a time average of the expression (3.10) to give

S
B = Z b;Bu)du". (3.16)
j=1

num

The conservative part of the time averaged numerical flux F ;" is computed as in (2.26) with the

dissipation coefficient A, 41 using the wave speed estimate for the full non-conservative system (3.1)

as in (3.7). The conservative part F; ; in the extrapolation term P:Ltf in (3.15) is computed by
2
+1 as in (2.22). The non-

extrapolating the time averaged flux (2.23) to the element interface x,

nc_ tot+

of the extrapolation term F
2

nex _ (])+ (])"'
' ZB(u wly.

ety e+2

conservative part F, m (3.15) is computed as

num

The expression of the non-conservative time averaged numerical flux F ™ that is obtained by

2

time averaging (3.9, 3.4) directly would be

““mnc Zb f(”““mnc Zb B(u(])+ “‘"1“(”. (3.17)
+3

()

However, (3.17) requires the inter-element communication of the inner stage values {u ] }] _p at

the element interfaces between neighboring elements. We would like to remark that thls would
be similar to the communication volume required for the first cRKDG scheme proposed in [29],
and the ADER scheme [40] as ADER requires communication of the local space-time predictor
at the element interfaces when dealing with non-conservative products. Thus, the increased
communication volume just might be unavoidable for some practical problems. However, in all
the problems that we tried, we have reduced our inter-element communication by using

P Zb Bl u i = B(u”+1)Zb num() - = B! U (3.18)
2

The computation of (3.18) does not require any additional communication in comparison to the
conservative case. The expression (3.18) has been used in all the numerical results of this work, and
has given optimal order of accuracy for problems with smooth analytical solutions and results that
are extremely close to those obtained by (3.17) for all the problems we tested. It is possible that the
expression (3.18) might not work for some problems, but we have not encountered such a problem
yet. A more natural approach to approximate (3.17) without increasing the communication volume
would be an interesting topic for future research.

4. Subcell based scheme

By the formal high order accuracy of the RK scheme (Appendix A of [8]), the cRKFR scheme (2.21,
3.14) is a fully discrete high order accurate scheme. Thus, as demonstrated in the numerical results
(like Section 5.5.1), the proposed scheme gives the optimal order of accuracy for smooth solutions.
However, a direct usage of high order methods for problems with non-smooth solutions is known
to produce Gibbs oscillations, as is also formalized in Godunov’s order barrier theorem [43]. Non-
smooth solutions involving rarefaction waves, shocks and other discontinuities occur in a wide
variety of practical applications involving hyperbolic equations. Thus, a subcell based blending
limiter has been developed for cRKFR methods for conservation laws [8], based on [6, 9, 48].

11
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Figure 2: Subcells used by lower order scheme for degree N = 3 using (a) Gauss-Legendre (GL) solution
points (GL), (b) Gauss-Lobatto-Legendre (GLL) solution points.

The idea of the subcell based blending limiter is to take a convex combination of the high order
cRKFR scheme and a lower order subcell scheme that is oscillation free and preserves the physical
admissibility of the solution. In this section, we discuss how to extend the subcell based scheme
of [8] to solve hyperbolic equations with non-conservative products and stiff source terms, which
are given in 1-D as

u, + f(u), + Buu, =s. 4.1)

The description of the blending scheme begins by writing a single evolution step of the cRKFR
scheme (2.21, 3.14) as
Hpsl _ o At g

e e Axe e’

where u, is the vector of nodal values in the element e. Note that the Rf consists of local implicit
solves to handle the stiff source terms. We use a lower order scheme written in the same form as
At
n

L+l L
uE,n = ue RE’
Ax,

which will also consist of a local implicit solve for the stiff source terms. Then the blended scheme
is obtained by taking a convex combination of the two schemes as

At
ul™ =y - (1 -a,)RY +4,R!], (4.2)

n+l _ H,n+1
u, =01-a,)u, +a,u, e 1
xe

e

where a, € [0, 1] is chosen based on a local smoothness indicator taken from [48] (also see Section
3.3 of [9] for a discussion on the indicator of [48]). If a, = 0, the blending scheme is the high order
cRKFR scheme, while if a, = 1, the scheme becomes the low order scheme that does not produce
spurious oscillations and is admissibility preserving (Definition 2.1). In subsequent sections, we
explain the details of the lower order scheme, which is a first order finite volume method in this
work.

Let us subdivide each element (), into N + 1 subcells associated to the solution points {x;, p =

0,1,...,N} of the cRKFR scheme. Thus, we will have N + 2 subfaces denoted by {x;+ P =
2

-1,0,...,N} with x° L = X, 1 and x;\H 1= Xeil- For maintaining a conservative scheme, the pth
subcell is chosen so that
x;+l—xe =w,Ax 0<p<N, (4.3)
2

p-3 prer

where w, is the pth quadrature weight associated with the solution points. Figure 2 gives an
illustration of the subcells for the degree N = 3 case for Gauss-Legendre and Gauss-Lobatto-
Legendre solution points. The low order scheme is obtained by updating the solution in each of
the subcells by a finite volume scheme,
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At -
upy = ul, Fy™ = FETT+ Ats(uih), (442)

e,0 0 weAx, "
uL,n+1 — un _ At [fe,num— _fe,num+] + Ats(un+l) 1<p<N-1 (4 4b)
ep P w,Ax, " bt P=3 ep =P= ’ '
At _
ug:lr\l]+1 — uZ,N _ [Pnum _fe,num+] +Ats(u2}\} ) (44C)

1 1
wyAx, €tz N-3

The lower order numerical fluxes are chosen as

Frm = M ey e ), (4.4)
where f™™* is as defined in (3.6). At the faces that are shared by both high and low order methods,

the same inter-element flux F ?rrlni is used in both the low and high order schemes. This ensures
2

that the conservative property is maintained when the contribution of non-conservative terms is
zero. To achieve high order accuracy, this flux needs to be high order accurate in smooth regions.
However, a high order flux may produce spurious oscillations near discontinuities when used in
the low order scheme. A natural choice to balance accuracy and oscillations is to take

num+ HO=+ num+ 1
FH% =(1- ae+%)Fe+% + ae+%f€:% r Gyl = E(ae + i), (4.5)

where F iof are the high order inter-element time-averaged numerical fluxes used in the cRKFR
2

scheme (3.15) and £ 1" = f™"™*(u, \, 1,41 9) (4.4) are lower order fluxes at the face x,, 1 shared
1 , ,

between FR elements and subcells. Since the blending coefficient «, 118 based on a local smooth-
num=+
e+
solution smoothness. However, to enforce admissibility preservation of the lower order scheme
(Definition 2.1), the inter-element fluxes have to be further limited, as we now explain.

ness indicator, it will bias the flux towards the lower order flux f near regions of lower

4.1. Admissibility preservation

In this section, we describe how we exploit the subcell based blending scheme to obtain admissi-
bility preserving (Definition 2.1) cRKFR IMEX schemes for the non-conservative equations (4.1).
We begin by giving some notation and background on admissibility preservation strategies. In
this work, the admissibility constraints P; (2.3) need not be concave functions of the solution u.
We do assume that the admissible set U, 4 is convex, and the following weaker condition on the
admissibility constraints for states u,, u;, (also mentioned in Section 5.2 of [4]):

Pi(u,),Pj(uy) >0, Vj<k = Pi(Ou, + (1= 0)uy) > ¢j(u,,uy), Vj<k, 6€[0,1]

For the ten moment problem (5.17) whose admissibility constraint P; (the determinant of the pres-
sure tensor) is not concave, &;(u,, u;,) = 3 min(P5(u,), P5(u,)) (see (2.9) of [59]). The admissibility
preservation strategy is crucially reliant on finding, for #, and u; such that

P]-(ua),P-(ub) > 0, V] < k, Pk(ua) > O,Pk(ub) < O,

a 0 € [0,1] such that
Pk(Quu + (1 - G)ub) > Ek(uu), (46)

where ¢, (u,) is a positive number which is taken to be %Pk(u ») following [70]. A solution which
is known to preserve high order accuracy [93] is to find O by solving the non-linear equation

Pk(euu + (1 - Q)ub) = ek(uu)/ (47)
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which reduces to a cubic equation for the ten moment equations (5.17) [59]. In this work, when P,
is concave, we use the simpler direct formula

Ek(ua) - Pk(ua)
Py(uy) — Py (u,)

which ensures (4.6) by the Jensen’s inequality. When P, is not concave, the formula (4.8) will not
guarantee (4.6), i.e., the convex combination Ou, + (1 — O)u;, need not satisfy the admissibility
constraint P for 6 computed using (4.8). Thus, in this case, we need to solve (4.7) for 0. In the
past works like [59, 93], the equation (4.7) reduced to a polynomial equation and was thus solved
using polynomial root finding methods. In this work, we use the more general approach of using a
Newton’s method to solve (4.7) for 6. For simplifying the description of the following algorithms,
we introduce the notation

6 = min (1,

) , (4.8)

(4.8), if P, is concave,

Op, (e, g, 1p) = { (4.9)

solution of (4.7) using Newton’s method, otherwise.

We now describe the admissibility preservation strategy. The first step is to ensure that the
lower order blending scheme is admissibility-preserving at each solution point. Since we assume
that the first order numerical flux (3.6) gives an admissibility-preserving finite volume scheme, the
only part that needs to be taken care of is the evolution using inter-element fluxes F ;1 where a

2
convex combination of high and low order fluxes is used (4.5). Thus, as a first step, we use a flux

limiting procedure to find the inter-element fluxes F ;1 as described in Algorithm 1 to enforce
2
admissibility preservation of the lower order method.

Algorithm 1 Flux Limiting and evolution in subcells neighboring FR interface x,, 1

num+ HO+ num+ e
e+ — (1- 1)F +] + ae+1f > Initial guess for the flux
gt —u" 10 o Ax ( f e+1’num_ — F™T")  » Evolutions whose admissibility is to be enforced
- At - . C
iyt e ul - ) (F 211:1111 —f ;\}Tﬁ_m) > Evolutions whose admissibility is to be enforced
R T - Ax ——(fertnum _ ) > Low order admissible evolutions
0 e+l 2 2
~low,n+1 n num-— e, num+ s . .
iy U,y —-f > Low order admissible evolutions
N eN wNAxe (fe+% fN—% )
fork =1to K do
€, EN — 10Pk(~10W nly 10Pk(~10W n+ > As in (4.6), the factor 75 is chosen following [70].
0 «— min {Qp ( "i,ow m ﬁ;lﬂ)} > The Op,_is defined in (4.9).
p=0,N k
num= num+ num+
FIT* — OFT + (1 )
~n+1 e+1 num-— num-+
iy —u, -F
0 e+10 ~ oo A o (f e+l )
~n+1 At num— e, num+
N e—u - —— -
N eN wNAx "+z f
end for
ud ™ — @l + Ats(uytt > Add source term contribution implicitly

ul™t — it o Ats(uit > Add source term contribution implicitly

In [8], the conservative analogue of Algorithm 1 was enough to obtain an admissibility-preserving
in means scheme for conservation laws (Definition 2.2), following which the scaling limiter of [93]
was used in [8] to obtain an admissibility-preserving scheme. However, for general equations of
the form (4.1), Algorithm 1 does not ensure admissibility preservation in means. This is because
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the non-conservative products also contribute to the evolution of the cell average, and not just
the inter-element fluxes. Thus, we cannot use the scaling limiter of [93] at this stage to obtain an
admissibility-preserving scheme. However, an alternative to the scaling limiter is to further limit
using the blending coefficient a, (4.2) so that the final solution in the element is admissible. This
was already used for conservative equations in [70], and mentioned as a possible alternative in
Section 5 of [9]. The same approach works for the non-conservative equations. The rough idea is
to find, for each element ¢, the blending coefficient a, € [0, 1] so that

1 Hn+1 Ln+1
ulm =1 -a,)u, " ra,u," e Uy,

e e

This is performed by Algorithm 2. At the end of the procedure, the solution is admissible at each
solution point in each element.

Algorithm 2 Final admissibility enforcement limiting

u e~ (1—a)u 4 g ul > Initial limiting from smoothness indicator

for ¢ in eachelement (grid) do
fork =1to K do

£ — 3 Orsr;isr}v Pk(ug,’;;l 1 > As in (4.6), the factor 75 is chosen following [70].
. . Ln+l n+1 . . .
0 « Og]zlilsr}\l {GPk (e,ue,p Uy )} >The Op, is defined in (4.9).
u ' —ou"! + (1-0)ul"
end for
end for

5. Numerical results

We now show various numerical results to demonstrate the performance of the proposed cRKFR
scheme for hyperbolic equations with non-conservative products and stiff source terms. Here
we summarize the test cases that are done in this section. In Section 5.1, we test the scheme
using the Jin-Xin relaxation system [52] which is a standard test for schemes that can handle stiff
source terms, three Burgers’ (and Burgers-type) equations tests with stiff source terms from [81]
and non-conservative variable advection equations. In Section 5.2, we test the scheme for reactive
Euler equations with stiff source terms from [81] and a non-stiff test with flow over a step to show
our scheme’s capability to run physically relevant problems. Section 5.3 contains a test of the ten
moment equations with two rarefactions and a very stiff Gaussian type source term, leading to a
near-vacuum state. A shear shallow water (SSW) equation model is tested in Section 5.4 against
physical reference data to validate the treatment of non-conservative products. Magnetohydro-
dynamics and multi-ion magnetohydrodynamics equations are tested in Sections 5.5, 5.6 for 2-D
problems to validate the scheme with some standard test cases. Convergence tests are also done
for MHD and multi-ion MHD equations to show the benefit of using GL points over GLL points.

The most general form of hyperbolic equations with non-conservative products and stiff source
terms that we consider in this section are the 2-D equations of the form

wy + f(u), + g(u), + By (w)u, + By(whu, = s(t, u). (5.1)
The time step size is computed as

o (@) + B, (@) | olg/ @) + By(i,))
Ax Ay,

At = C, min CFL(N), (5.2)

e

where e is the element index, u, is the element mean (Definition 2.2), Ax,, Ay, are the element
lengths in x, y directions respectively, C,; <1 is a safety factor, CFL(N) is the optimal CFL number
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obtained by Fourier stability analysis. We use the optimal CFL numbers of the LWFR scheme
from Table 1 of [10] since the cRKFR scheme is linearly equivalent to the LWFR scheme [8, 29].
These CFL numbers are also in Table 1.1 of [29]. The safety factor is C, = 0.9 unless specified
otherwise. For the 1-D equations, (5.2) is used by setting g = 0, B, = 0. The developments have
been contributed to the Julia [18] package Tenkai. j1 [7] and the run files for generating the results
in this paper are available at [11].

5.1. Scalar equations

We begin by testing with scalar equations involving stiff source terms. In these tests, we find that
the choice of the IMEX scheme is also relevant for handling extremely stiff source terms. The
simple second order IMEX scheme HT (1,1,2) of [47] (C.2) is found to be insufficient for extremely
stiff source terms, while the L-stable third order SSP3-IMEX(4,3,3) scheme of [62] (C.3) works for
all problems.

5.1.1. Jin-Xin relaxation system

The Jin-Xin relaxation system [52] is a simple and popular example of a hyperbolic system with
relaxation source terms. The idea is that, given a scalar conservation law

up + f(u), =0, (5.3)

we introduce a new variable v and obtain the 2 X 2 system
du+9d,v=0, (5.4)
9,0+ a*du = —% (v - f(u), (5.5)

where a > 0 defines the characteristic speed of the system.
For small values of ¢, by performing a Chapman—Enskog expansion, it is shown in [21] that the
well-posedness of (5.5) requires the subcharacteristic condition

|f'(u)| < a. (5.6)

We test the Jin-Xin relaxation system for the Burgers’ flux function f(u) = %, with the initial
condition
u(x,0) =2+ sin(n(x — 0.7)), xe[-1,1]. (5.7)

The subcharacteristic condition (5.6) is satisfied by choosing a = 3. We run the simulation until
time ¢ = 0.25 with periodic boundary conditions and show the results for different values of ¢ in
Figure 3. The SSP3-IMEX(4,3,3) scheme of [62] (C.3) is used. The simplest IMEX scheme HT (1,1,2)
of [47] (C.2) could not be used for tiny ¢ values. This is likely because the HT (1,1,2) scheme is
only A-stable, while the SSP3-IMEX(4,3,3) scheme is L-stable (Appendix C). By using the SSP3-
IMEX(4,3,3) scheme, we were able to run tests with ¢ as small as 102 without any issues. This
shows that our IMEX cRKFR scheme can handle extremely stiff source terms with the right choice
of IMEX scheme.

5.1.2. Burgers-type equations with stiff source terms

The next scalar tests are from [54, 81] and mentioned to be good benchmarks for numerical methods
that can handle stiff source terms in [81]. For the source term

Sv,ﬁ(u) =v(l—u)(u-pu, (5.8)
we look at the scalar conservation law (5.3) with fluxes f(u) = “72 (Burgers’ equation) and f(u) = “14.
The source term (5.8) was mentioned in [81] as a simple toy problem to test numerical methods for
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Figure 3: Jin-Xin relaxation system for Burgers’ equation with ¢ = 107 (@), € = 1072 (b), ¢ = 107 (0),
e=10"12 (d) using initial condition (5.7) at time t = 0.25.
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the reactive Euler equations (5.13). The v in (5.8) is a large number that prescribes the stiffness of
the source term. The timescale of the source term is O(1/v). We are able to run tests with all values
of v using the SSP3-IMEX(4,3,3) scheme. The HT (1,1,2) scheme could also run these tests, but
produced more oscillations which could be controlled by using the smoothness indicator of [15]
for the blending limiter (4.2) in place of the indicator of [48] which is used in all the numerical
results shown in this work. However, for some v in [103, 106), we needed to decrease the step sizes
in the iterative solver used in solving the implicit equations for the source term. The results are
shown for v = 10°, but the reproducibility repository [11] contains files for simulating with other
values of v including some that required smaller step sizes in the iterative solver. The f in (5.8)
is an unstable root of the source term. If we look at an ODE with the source term (5.8), then any
initial data uy > B converges to 1, while uy; < g goes to 0. Thus, choosing a good initial guess for
the implicit solve is important to get the correct solution. We use the strategy mentioned in [81]
which uses the solution of the homogeneous equation to choose the initial guess for the implicit
solve. Thus, the scheme requires solving the homogeneous equation first to get the solution v
at each solution point, and then the initial guess at the solution point is chosen to be

. {1, ifv, , >,

0 =
“F o, ifv, , <p.

e,p

Additionally, we found it necessary in some cases (e.g., on a much finer mesh) to compute the
homogeneous solution with the purely first order scheme on subcells (i.e., setting a = 1 in (4.2)
for the homogeneous solver) because even a few spurious solutions in the initial guess caused
us to converge to the wrong solution. This is in fact advantageous as the first order scheme is
cheaper to compute. Despite that, having two solvers does increase the computational cost. This
increase in computations is mentioned to be worth the cost in [81] as it allows the solution of
the stiff problem with an advective time step restriction (5.2) instead of the source term time step
restriction of O(1/v) (Appendix A). The results are shown in Figure 4 where Figures 4a,c use the
initial condition

1, x>0,
u(x,0) = {0, x <0, (5.9)
with fluxes f(u) = %uz (Burgers’ equation) and f(u) = }1”4 respectively. By Rankine-Hugoniot
conditions, the solution is a shock traveling at speeds 0.5, 0.25 respectively, and the source term does
not activate for the exact solution. However, as can be seen from the solution of the homogeneous
solution in Figure 4, numerical dissipation causes the solution to reach values other than 0,1
leading to an activation of the source term. Thus, the fact that our IMEX scheme is able to capture
the correct shock speeds shows its capability to handle stiff source terms. In Figure 4b, we show
the solution for Burgers’ equation with initial condition where states from (5.9) are swapped

0, >0,
u(x,0) = {1 i o (5.10)
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Figure 4: Scalar conservation laws (5.3) with shocks and stiff source term (5.8) with v = 10, simulated using
SSP3-IMEX(4,3,3) [62] and polynomial degree N = 3 (a) f(u) = u? /2 (Burgers’ equation) with
B =09 at t = 4 with initial condition (5.9), (b) f(u) = u2/2 with = 0.9 at t = 4 with initial
condition (5.10), (c) f(u) = ut /4, B = 0.4 at t = 4 with initial condition (5.9).

The initial condition (5.10) results in a rarefaction wave in the absence of source terms, which
increases the difficulty in our case because the solution of the non-homogeneous equation is now
different from the homogeneous equation, where the former is a shock travelling at the speed
p [81] while the latter is a rarefaction wave. In all tests in Figure 4 we show results using coarse
and fine meshes always using the hyperbolic CFL condition (5.2), showing that the scheme can
handle stiff source terms with the large hyperbolic time step sizes.

5.1.3. Non-conservative variable coefficient advection equation

Variable coefficient equations have already been used for numerical tests in single stage flux
reconstruction schemes in [6, 8, 10]. However, they were limited to the equations that could
be written in the conservative form u;, + f(u, x),. By extending the scheme to non-conservative
equations (4.1), we are now able to also solve the equations of the form

d,v +a(x)d,v =0,

o(x,0) = vy(x). ©-11)

It is possible (and computationally efficient) to extend the previously described framework to
variable coefficient equations by replacing B(u) in (4.1) with B(u, x). However, for simplicity, we
instead cast the variable coefficient equation (5.11) in form of a non-conservative system (3.2). To
do that, we define u = (u, u,) := (v, a) so that the above system is equivalent to

atul + uzaxul = 0,
dyity = 0, (5.12)
M(X, 0) = (UO(x)/ X).

Our experience with numerical experiments shows that we are able to solve the system (5.12) as
long as it is strictly hyperbolic, i.e., the matrix

has distinct real eigenvalues, which is true as long as u, = a(x) # 0. We test the scheme with
a(x) = x% in domain x € [0.1, 1] with initial condition uy(x) = sin(rmtx). The general exact solution
of the equation is obtained using the method of characteristics to be u(x,t) = uo((x3 - 3t)l/ 3).
Thus, the numerical solution is shown in Figure 5a where good agreement with the exact solution
is observed. In order to validate the scheme in Figure 5b, we perform a convergence study where
we see optimal order of accuracy for polynomial degrees N = 1,2, 3.
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Figure 5: Numerical solution of variable coefficient equation (5.11) with a(x) = xl—z showing (a) Numerical
solution at time t+ = 1 with initial condition uy(x) = sin(rx) using 8 elements and polynomial

degree N = 3, (b) convergence study showing L? errors and orders of accuracy for polynomial
degrees N =1,2,3.

5.2. Reactive Euler’s equations

We now test the scheme for the reactive Euler equations where the system (2.1) is specified by

u=1,0v,E0Y), f=(vp+ sz, (E+p)o, QUY)T, s=1(0,0,0,Q),

_ _p 1 5
E=E(p,v,p) = - + 500 + g00Y, (5.13)
T
Q = -K(T)oY, K(T)=Aexp (—?A) T = g, A1,

The variables (¢, v, E, Y, p, T) are the density, velocity, total energy, mass fraction of the chemical
reactant, pressure and temperature respectively. The constant y is the ratio of specific heats, g,
is the heat release energy, and K(T) is the chemical reaction rate where A, T, are experimentally
determined constants. The chemical reaction rate K is typically large which leads to stiffness in the
source term Q, similar to the linear case (Appendix A). It was mentioned in [81] that the implicit
equation that arises from the source term (5.13) requires special treatment. We describe the special
treatment here for obtaining the solution at stage i of the IMEX scheme (2.20). Defining

i—1 i—1
ﬁ(l_l) = u}’l — At Z ﬁl]aiocfh(u(])) + At Z (Zijs(tn + CjAt, u(])),
j=1 j=1

the implicit equation that we solve at each point (e, p) (5.14) is replaced by the following equation
inspired from [81]
(0Y) + anAtK (T, ) oY), = #(eY)," (5.14)

ep 7

where ﬁ(i_l)(QY) denotes the component of T corresponding to the conservative variable pY.
Note that the difference between the above equation (5.14) and the general implicit equation (2.20)
is that the temperature term in K(T') is taken from the previous stage (i — 1) instead of the current
stage 7. This actually leads to a simple scalar linear equation for (QY)S,)p at each solution point
(e, p). The first test with (5.13) is a Riemann problem with stiff source term from [81]. The physical
parameters in (5.13) are A = 164180,T, = 25,9, = 25 and y = 1.4. The initial condition on the
physical domain [-5,25] is

(1.6812,2.8867,21.5682,0), x <0,

7 7 IY =
(0. v,p,Y) {(1,0,1,1), x> 0.
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Figure 6: Riemann problem with reactive Euler equations (5.13) with stiff source term simulated using SSP3-
IMEX(4,3,3) [62] and polynomial degree N = 3 at time ¢ = 1.

Seeing the linear equation with stiff source term as a prototype (A.1) for the reactive Euler equa-
tions (A.3), [81] argued from (A.3) that the stiff source term is dissipating the solution. Thus,
they recommended reducing the dissipation from the numerical scheme to avoid getting a wrong
shock location. Since the source term only acts on the variable pz, we follow [81] to reduce the
dissipation in the numerical flux only for this variable by replacing the Rusanov dissipation (2.15)
for the variable oz at the face e + 3 with WA where

1-AtK(T, 1), if AtK(T,,1) <1,
k_{ ey HAKIT, ) (5.15)

0, otherwise,

where Te i1 = T((u,,1 +u,)/2) and u, is element mean of u in element e (Definition 2.2). Although
the dissipation reduction strategy (5.15) is shown to work reasonably well for the first order scheme
in [81], it need not be enough for the high order schemes especially when combined with a subcell
based limiter where the numerical fluxes are also used in the limiting procedure. We show our
results in Figure 6, where it is observed that the strategy gives a spurious shock for a coarse grid
with Ax = 0.3. However, the issue is also observed in Figure 6 to be resolved by choosing larger
time steps obtained by using C, = 2 (5.2) instead of C, = 0.9. This is likely because the larger time
step changes the dissipation behavior of the scheme. The results on a finer grid with Ax = 0.03 do
still show some under-shoot near the shock. However, the order of the under-shoot is the same as
the overshoot in the original scheme of [81], also shown in Figure 6. Although the results are not
shown, the under-shoot disappears with further grid refinement.

For the next test case, we consider a physically relevant non-stiff problem of shock diffraction
over a step from [91]. The physical domain is [0, 5]2 with a step placed at [0,1] x [0,2]. The
parameters in (5.13) are A = 2566, T, = 50, q, = 50 and y = 1.2 with the initial condition

(11,6.18,0,970,1),  x < 0.5,

,01,0,E,2) = 5.16
(001,02, E,2) {(1,0,0,55,1), x> 0.5. (5-16)

The reflective boundary conditions are applied at the walls and step, inflow boundary conditions
at the left, and the outflow boundary condition is applied at the right boundary. The simulation
is run until time ¢ = 0.6 using grid resolution Ax = Ay = 0.025 with polynomial degree N = 3 and
the results are shown in Figure 7, showing agreement with the results from [91].

5.3. Ten moment equations

The ten moment problem [17] can be seen as a generalization of the compressible Euler’s equations
where the energy and pressure are tensor quantities. Specifically, the energy tensor is defined by
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Figure 7: Shock diffraction problem (5.16) of reactive Euler’s equations (5.13) at t = 0.6 using Ax = Ay =
0.025.

the ideal equation of state E = 1p + 1pv ® v where g is the density, v is the velocity vector, p is the
symmetric pressure tensor. The conservative variables are u = (9, 0vy, 0v,, E{1, E15, E»,), and the
fluxes in (1.1) are given by

07 07,

Pu + 0v; P12 00172’2
o= P12 T 0010, , fy= P2 + 00 (5.17)

(Elll +P11) (4]
Ep0q + 3(p1102 + P1201)
Ev; + p120;

Enlvz + P12
E150y + 5(p1202 + P2av1)
(Ezz + Pzz) (]

In order to construct a test problem with stiff source terms similar to (A.1), the source terms
from [17] are modified to include a scaling factor K such that sy = sy + st(, where

0 ] [ 0
—100,W : 0
X _ 0 v _ —309,W
S =K| _paw |- k=K 5 K> 1, (5.18)
—100,0,W ~10019,W
0 | _ —%szayw |

where W(x, y, t) is a given function, which models electron quiver energy in the laser [17]. The
admissibility set for the ten moment equations is given by

® ®
sz v) >0, P3:det(E—sz v) >o}.

Uy = {u =(0,0v,E): Py =0>0, P2=trace(E—

The admissibility constraint P; is not concave as, taking ¢ = 1, v = 0, the concavity of P; will imply
that

2
(Eq11, Epp, Eqp) = Eq1Exp — Epp (5.19)

is concave, which is not true. Being non-concave, the constraint P; cannot be enforced by the
formula (4.8), and thus the non-linear equation (4.7) is solved using Newton’s method to enforce
P;. We now test the scheme on a challenging near-vacuum problem from [59] with the modified
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Figure 8: 1-D near-vacuum test of ten moment equations (5.20) using source terms (5.18) with stiffness

parameter K = 10° at time ¢ = 0.1 using SSP3-IMEX(4,3,3) [62] and polynomial degree N = 3 for
M =500, 1000 elements showing (a) g, (b) velocity v;. The reference solution is computed using a
first order finite volume scheme on a grid of 10° cells.

(@o, o),

Figure 9: Initial velocity profile for the near-vacuum test of ten moment equations (5.21).

stiff source term (5.18). The near-vacuum state arises because the solution consists of two rar-
efactions [59], leading to low density values in the solution. The initial condition in one spatial
dimension is given by

(1/ _4r O/ 9/ 7/ 9)/ xl < OI

5.20
(1’4' 0' 9/ 7/ 9)/ X1 > O/ ( )

(0,01,02, P11, P1p, Pyp) = {

with the physical domain [0, 4]. The electron quiver energy function in the source term (5.18) is
Wi(x) = % exp(—20(x —2)2), and the stiffness parameter (5.18) is taken tobe K = 10°. The simulation
is run till time t = 0.1 using polynomial degree N = 3 and time discretization SSP3-IMEX(4,3,3)
of [62] (C.3). The problem is extended to two dimensions in the normal direction by taking the
domain to be [-2, 2]2 and the initial condition to be

(0,v,Py1, Pyy, Poy) = (1,4”i—”,9, 7,9). (5.21)

The initial velocity profile is shown in Figure 9. The electron quiver energy function is W(x, y) =
% exp(—ZO(x2 + yZ)), and the stiffness parameter (5.18) is K = 10, making it a tougher problem
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Figure 10: Near-vacuum test of ten moment equations (5.21) using source terms (5.18) with stiffness param-

eter K = 10° at time = 0.02 using AGSA-IMEX(3,4,2) [22] and polynomial degree N = 3 for two
different grid resolutions Ax = 0.08 (first row) and Ax = 0.01 (second row).

than the 1-D case. This test case is quite challenging due to the near-vacuum condition in the
initial condition (5.21) along with the stiff source term (5.18). Thus, an explicit method or an
IMEX method without the admissibility enforcing procedure (Algorithms 1, 2) gives inadmissible
solutions very quickly. The simulation is run till time ¢ = 0.02 using polynomial degree N = 3
and time discretization AGSA-IMEX(3,4,2) of [22] (C.3). The AGSA-IMEX(3,4,2) is shown to
demonstrate the flexibility of the cRKFR IMEX scheme to work with different time discretizations,
but other time discretization including HT (1,1,2) (C.2) also work for this problem. The results
are shown in Figure 10 for two different grid resolutions Ax = 0.08 and Ax = 0.01. Since the
time step size is determined by the advective time step restriction (5.2), the coarse grid simulation
with Ax = 0.08 uses a larger time step size. This makes the coarse grid simulation a good test
for the cRKFR IMEX scheme’s ability to handle stiff source terms while using large time steps. In
addition, coarse grid simulations are practical because of the high computational cost of fine grids,
especially in higher spatial dimensions.

5.4. Shear shallow water equations

The next test case consists of the non-conservative shear shallow water equations from [28]. The
unknown variables are given by the fluid height i1, momentum components hv,, hv, and the
symmetric Reynolds stress tensor R whose components are R;;, R, Ry. Similar to the ten
moment equations (5.17), the energy is a tensor that relates to the Reynolds stress tensor R and
pressure tensor P as

1 1
R = hg), E = ER-FI’IE'U@'U.
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The fluxes (1.1) are given by

fi=

hv,
Ry + hv% + %gh2
Rip + hvv,
(Eqq + Riq)vq ’
Epvq + %(Ruvz +Ryp07)
Exvy + Ryp0,

fo=

hv,
Ry + hvyv,
R, + hvs + 3 oh?
2 T N0, +58
E150, + 5(Ry50, + Rppvq)
(Exy +Rpp)v,

The non-conservative matrices and source terms in (1.1) are given by

0
0 0
0 0 —ghc‘fl—;—Cflvlvl
0 0 —ghg—;’z—cflvl%
B, = , B, = , s = db | 1 2 ’
1ghvl 1 0 —ghvld—x1 + 3hDyq = Colvloy
EgngZ Eghhvl —%ghvch—; - %ghvlcf—fz +IhDy, - Céf|v|vlvz

where the g is the gravitational acceleration 9.81, C f is the Chezy coefficient, b(x;, x,) [50] is
the bottom topography which we take in our tests to be b(x;, x,) = —x tan(6,), where 6, is the
inclination angle, and D, D5, D,, are the components of the dissipation tensor

20¢|v|3
h

T - (ph2
T2

D=~ P, a = max (0, C, ) , T = trace(P) = P11 + P,

and C,, ¢ are model constants that are calibrated using experiments. The initial condition for the
1-D roll wave problem from [28] is given by

(h, 01,05, Ri1,Rip, Rap) = (ho(1 + asin(2mx/Ly)), \/gho tan(er)/cf/ 0, (ph2/2/ 0, (PhZ/z)/ (5.22)

and the physical domain to be [0, L,]. For test case called case 1 in [28], the physical parameters
are taken to be

Cy =0.0036, C, =0.00035, hy =0.00798, 0, = 0.05011, a =0.05, L, =1.3, ¢ =22.76. (5.23)
In case 2 of [28], the parameters are taken to be
Cy =0.0038, C, =0.002, hy =0.00533, 6, =0.119528, a =0.05, L, = 1.8, ¢ =153.501. (5.24)
For the 2-D problem, the height in (5.22) is replaced by
h(xq,x,) = ho(1 +a sin(2nx1/Lx1) +a sin(27’cx2/Lx2)), (5.25)

inthe2-D domain [0, L, [x[0, L, ], while other variables remain the same as in (5.22). The parameters
in the 2-D test are taken as in case 1 (5.23) with Ly = 0.5. The height profiles for case 1 and case
2(5.23,5.24) in 1-D using the cRKFR scheme are shown in Figures 11a, b respectively. Case 1 is run
till t = 26.99 using polynomial degree N = 3 and 200 elements, and case 2 till t = 26.35185 using
polynomial degree N = 3 and 150 elements. In both cases, as in [28], Figure 11 shows a comparison
of the height profile obtained by the cRKFR scheme against data from Brock’s experiments [24,
25] and an agreement similar to [28] is observed. This shows that our non-conservative treatment
is working well. In Figure 12, the 2-D results are shown at time t = 36 using polynomial degree
N = 3 on a 130 x 50 mesh. The solution resembles the results of [28] showing similar turbulent
structures. The advantage of using the shear shallow water model over the standard shallow water
equations is also noted in these experiments as, along with a hydraulic jump, there is always a
smooth roll wave profile immediately behind it. A standard shallow water model would only be
able to capture the hydraulic jump [28]. In these tests, because of the low water height values, the
positivity enforcing procedure (Algorithms 1, 2) was essential to prevent physically inadmissible
solutions.
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Figure 11: Simulation of 1-D roll wave problem, height profile for (a) Case 1 (5.22) and (b) Case 2 (5.25)

showing comparison against Brock’s experiments [24, 25] using polynomial degree N = 3 and
200 elements for case 1 and 150 elements for case 2.

Figure 12: Simulation of 2-D roll wave problem (5.25) showing elevated water height using polynomial
degree N = 3 on a 130 x 50 mesh.
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5.5. Magnetohydrodynamics equations

We solve the ideal GLM-MHD equations from [36, 37] (specifically, equation (3.16) of [37])

0 ou
ou oweu)+(p+|B|*/2)[-B®B
2| E [+V:| wE+p+IBIF/2)-B@-B) |=-Youm
B Bu-u®B
B
v o (5.26)
0 0
B 0
Yom:=(V-B)| u-B [+(Vy)-| uy |,
u 0
0 u

where ¢, ou, E are the mass, momenta, and total specific energy of the plasma system, p is the
thermal pressure, I is the identity matrix, B is the magnetic field, and ¢ is the divergence-correcting
field and c), is the hyperbolic divergence cleaning speed [36, 37]. The thermal pressure relates to
the other variables through the ideal equation of state

1 2 1.0 1 5
=(y-1 —E— ~olulP - 2IBI? - =
p = -1, € 2Q||u|| 2|| I 2¢

The first term in Y1 s is the Godunov-Powell source term [44, 63] that makes the system hyperbolic
and symmetrizable. The ¢ is obtained as a generalized Lagrange multiplier (GLM) to control
the divergence of the magnetic field B. If the initial solution does not satisfy the divergence-
free constraint, then the divergence cleaning will ensure that the deviations will decay instead
of increasing or being convected by the flow. Thus, the system (5.26) ensures that any magnetic
divergence caused by inaccuracies of a numerical method for the ideal GLM-MHD system remains
small. As c;, — oo, the GLM-MHD equations converge to the divergence constraint. We choose ¢,
to be just so large that the time step restriction from the hyperbolic GLM-MHD equations is not
more severe than that from the ideal MHD equations [36, 37].

The fluxes and non-conservative products for the GLM-MHD equations (5.26) are incorporated
into Tenkai. j1 [7] using Trixi. j1 [66, 75, 76] through Julia’s package manager.

5.5.1. Alfvén wave convergence test

The smooth Alfvén wave test from [88] is used to verify the order of accuracy of the scheme [36,
37]. It consists of propagation of a circularly polarized wave. The exact solution is given by

0=1 v=v,(-sina,cosa,0.1cos(2n(x, +t))), p=0.1,
B = (cosa + vy, sina + v,,v3),
where
x, =xcosa+ysina, By=1, v, =0.1sin2nx,),

and a = m/4 is the angle of propagation with respect to the x-axis. The domain is [0,1/cos a] X
[0,1/sina] =[O, \/5]2 with periodic boundary conditions. The simulation is run till # = 2 and the
convergence analysis is performed for polynomial degrees N = 1,2, 3 showing the optimal order
of accuracy in Figure 13. It is also observed that the GL points with Radau correction give a lot
better accuracy than the GLL points with g, correction.

5.5.2. Orszag-Tang vortex

The Orszag-Tang vortex problem [36, 60] is a widely used benchmark test for MHD codes, and is
also mentioned to be suitable for MHD turbulence in [37]. It includes dissipation of kinetic and
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Figure 13: Alfvén wave MHD convergence test (a) g, correction and GLL points, (b) Radau correction and
GL points.

magnetic energy, magnetic reconnection, the formation of high-density jets, dynamic alignment
and the emergence and manifestation of small-scale structures [37]. The initial condition consists
of smooth non-random data given by

o=1, v=(-sin(2ny),sin(2nx),0), p= y_l, B = (—y_l sir1277y,y_1 sin4nix,0),  (5.27)

with y = 5/3 and periodic boundary conditions on the domain [0, 1]2. The flow evolves gradually
becoming increasingly complex with the formation of shocks, demonstrating compressible MHD
turbulence [37]. The simulation is run till time t = 0.5 using polynomial degree N = 4 with
1025 x 1025 degrees of freedom (205 x 205 elements), chosen to compare with reference data
from [71] generated using Athena [78] with 1024 x 1024 degrees of freedom. In Figure 14, the
density and pressure contours are shown, while in Figure 15, line cuts of pressure at y = 0.3125
and y = 0.4277 are shown to compare with the reference solution generated using Athena with a
resolution of 1024 x 1024 degrees of freedom. A reasonable agreement similar to [71] is observed,
validating our non-conservative product treatment.

5.5.3. Rotor test

The MHD rotor test from [14] consists of a rapidly spinning dense cylinder embedded in a magne-
tized, homogeneous medium at rest [37]. In this test, centrifugal forces cause the dense cylinder
to not be in equilibrium. The rotor spins with the initially prescribed rotating velocity, causing the
initially uniform magnetic field to wind up. This wrapping by the magnetic field leads to strong
toroidal Alfvén waves launched into the ambient fluid. The initial conditions used are given by

10, —20(y — 0.5),20(x — 0.5) r <,
0,91, =41,0,0, r >, v3=0, p=1,
1+9f(r),=20f(r)(y —0.5),20f(r)(x = 0.5), ry<r <7, (5.28)
5
B,=—, B,=0, B;=0,
1 \/4—7_( 2 3
where
r= \/(x —052 4 (y-0572, f(=-2"" =01, r =0.115.
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Figure 14: Orszag-Tang vortex (5.27) test (a) density and (b) pressure at time t = 0.5 using N = 4 and
1025 x 1025 degrees of freedom.
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Figure 15: Pressure line cuts at y = 0.3125 and y = 0.4277 for the Orszag-Tang vortex (5.27) test at time
t = 0.5using N = 4 and 1025 x 1025 degrees of freedom.
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Figure 16: Rotor test (5.28) Mach number contours at time ¢ = 0.15 using polynomial degree N = 4 for grid
resolutions (a) 1282, (b) 256° and (c) 5122,

Following [27], we validate our scheme by plotting the Mach number contours at time t = 0.15 for
three different grid resolutions 128%,256> and 512* in Figure 16 and polynomial degree N = 4. As
mentioned in [55], a scheme that does not sufficiently control the divergence error of the magnetic
field will show distortions in the Mach number. In Figure 16, we see no such distortions at any
resolution, indicating that our non-conservative scheme is working fine for this test case.

5.6. Multi-ion MHD

As an equation consisting of several non-conservative terms, we solve the multi-ion magneto-
hydrodynamics (MHD) equations, first introduced in [86] with recent development using flux
differencing DG methods in [72]. These equations describe the motion of multi-ion plasmas
with independent momentum and energy equations from each ion species. The multi-ion MHD
equations are used in their quasi-conservative form, as given in equation (18) of [72]

Ok Qk;’k g 0
9 | 9k%k OkVk U +pil L . 0
5| B |+Y o (Ec+px) [+Y-| ok IBIl —B(Uk'B) +V-|c,vB
‘| B 0 +BT — B(o*)" cpyl
v —-B(v") L
l,b 0 0 ChB
0 r 0 Tk Ok 1 20 T
noo’ —o)xB | |8 Ly (4BIP1- BB +p,1)
+ rkgkvk-(v;—vk)xB + v’E;B (V-B)+ v;-Zpe+B-z-(v;BT—B(v;)T) (5.29)
v
0
0 0 0
0
0
+oty |- vy =0,
0
+
v

where gy, vy = (0y 1,y 5, U 3), & are the mass density, velocity and total energy of ion species k,
respectively. The B = (B;, B,, B3) is the magnetic field, i is the divergence-cleaning scalar field [36,
37], ry is the charge-to-mass ratio given by g, /m; where n; denotes the number density and g,
the charge of ion species k. The source terms in the above equations represent the Lorentz force,
an integral part of the multi-ion MHD equations. Similar to the single ion MHD case (5.26), ¢, is
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Figure 17: Multi-ion convergence test using (a) g, correction and GLL points, (b) Radau correction and GL
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the hyperbolic divergence cleaning speed. The e denotes the elementary charge and n, denotes
the number density of electrons given by assuming quasi-neutrality n, = 1 3, 1,4;. The electron
pressure p, is estimated with a phenomenological model. It can be computed as a fraction of
the total ion pressure as p, = a )}, pr, Where « is heuristically determined depending on the
problem of interest. The v* denotes the charge-averaged ion velocity given by v* = 3, ';"—7:0 k-
Calorically perfect plasmas are assumed for each ion species, and the total energy E; includes the
GLM variable 1) in order to avoid erroneous variation of the hydrodynamic energy &, [72]

Pk
y -1

The fluxes and non-conservative products for the multi-ion MHD equations (5.29) are incorporated
into Tenkai. j1 [7] using Trixi. j1 [66, 75, 76] through Julia’s package manager.

1 1 1
Er =&+ §||B||2 + 51’02/ & = + EQk”vk”2~

5.6.1. Convergence test

We test the order of accuracy of the scheme using the manufactured solution test from [72, 86]
which relies on choosing a smooth exact solution and modifying the source term appropriately.
The expressions for the manufactured solution are not provided to save space, but can be found in
equation (91) of [72] or in our reproducibility repository [11]. We would like to highlight that the
manufactured solution consists of terms for all the variables ensuring that the non-conservative
terms are well tested. Further, the heat capacity ratios for the two ion species are y; = 2and y, = 4,
and the charge-to-mass ratios are r; = 2 and r, = 1. The electric pressure ratio is computed as
p. = 0.2(p; + p,). The physical domain is [-1, 1]* with periodic boundary conditions and the final
time is t = 1. The convergence results are shown in Figure 17 for degrees N =1, 2, 3, showing the
optimal order of accuracy for all degrees.

5.6.2. Kelvin-Helmholtz instability

We now consider the two ion Kelvin-Helmholtz instability tests from [72]. Two ion species are
considered with heat capacity ratios y; = 5/3 (monoatomic) and y, = 1.4 (diatomic), charge to mass
ratios r; = 1 and r, = 0.5. The collision source terms between the ion species are neglected, and a
trivial electron pressure gradient Vp, = 0 is taken. As in the previous test, the reader is referred to
equation (98) of [72] or to our reproducibility repository [11] for the complete expressions of the
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t=5 t=8 t=20

Figure 18: Multi-ion MHD Kelvin-Helmholtz instability, density of ion species 1 at different times using
polynomial degree N = 3 and 64 X 128 elements.

initial condition. The physical domain is [0, 1] X [-1, 1] with periodic boundary conditions in the
x-direction and solid wall boundary conditions in the y-direction. The simulation is run till £ = 20
using polynomial degree N = 3 and 64 X 128 elements. The density of ion species 1 at different
times is shown in Figure 18. The solution at time t = 5 is in good agreement with the results shown
in [72], thus validating our non-conservative scheme for the multi-ion MHD equations. We have
run the simulation with blending coefficient restricted to a,,,, = 0.3, although similar results are
obtained with other values of «,,,,. However, the simulation crashes when no blending scheme or
when a,, < 0.1is used. In [72], the authors use an entropy stable flux difference scheme and are
able to run the simulation without any blending. Thus, development of entropy stable schemes
for cRKFR schemes on non-conservative systems is an important area of research. The indicating
variable [9, 48] used to compute the blending coefficient is the product of sum of densities and
pressures (3, 0,)(2« py) of all species k, which is the natural extension of the indicator used for
compressible Euler equations in [9, 48].

6. Conclusions

We extended the compact Runge-Kutta flux reconstruction method of [8] in a time averaged frame-
work to handle hyperbolic systems with non-conservative products and stiff source terms. The
stiff source terms are handled by using an IMplicit EXplicit (IMEX) time integration discretization,
where the non-stiff advection terms are treated explicitly, while the stiff source terms are treated
by a locally implicit approach. Only one inter-element numerical flux computation per time step
is required, which is a feature retained from the conservative case in [8]. Although the hyperbolic
system consists of advection terms that cannot be written as the divergence of a flux, inter-element
communication is still performed by using discontinuous numerical fluxes at the element interfaces.
Similar numerical fluxes are then used to develop a first order finite volume scheme on subcells
within each element, which is then used to develop a subcell based blending limiter to handle
non-smooth solutions of hyperbolic equations. Using the flux limiter of [9] extended to non-
conservative systems, and additional limiting with the subcell based lower order evolution, an
admissibility-preserving scheme is obtained. Numerical results for a variety of non-conservative
hyperbolic systems with and without stiff source terms have been shown to demonstrate the per-
formance of the scheme. The method and code are developed in such a way that the user only
needs to provide the system of equations and an estimate of the wave speed for the system to
use the scheme. Some open problems that remain to be addressed are the development of path
conservative methods within this framework, and the development of well-balanced cRK methods.
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A. Stiff source term analysis

We follow [81] to motivate the application of IMEX model using the simple model problem
consisting of an advection equation with a linear stiff source term

u, +au, = —Ku,

u(x,0) = uy(x), (A1)

where K is a large constant. The exact solution is
u(x,t) = ug(x —t) exp(=Kt),

which is of a decaying nature. Assuming a > 0, the first order explicit method with an upwind
discretization is given by
n n
u; —u;

n+l _ n ] j-1 n
up =uj = aAtA—x - KAtu]- ,

while one with the implicit discretization for the source terms is given by

n n
U: —Uu;

n+l _ . n ] j-1 n+1
U alAt A KAtuj .

To perform a von Neumann analysis, we substitute a solution consisting of a single Fourier node
ui =" exp(ijé), &el-mn, 7], i=V-1.

n+1

Thus, the evolution of u; ™ = amt exp(ij&) for the explicit scheme is given by

An+l _ _ ﬁ _ . AN N/ _ ﬁ _ . _ ANl
"= 1 an(l exp( zé)))u KAti" = (1 an(l exp(—i&)) — KAt| 42", (A2)

while the evolution for the IMEX scheme is given by

Ax

— "1 = 1- a%(l - eXP(—iE)) an
1+ KAt

2"t = (1 - aﬂ(l - exp(—ig))) 2" — KAt
(A3)

The IMEX scheme (A.3) will show a decaying behavior with just the CFL condition a £t < 1, while
1

the explicit evolution (A.2) will additionally require At = O (K)
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B. Discontinuous Galerkin and flux reconstruction methods for
non-conservative hyperbolic equations

It is well known that the discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method can be cast into the flux reconstruc-
tion (FR) framework when the DG scheme uses the same quadrature nodes and solution points,
and when the solution points and correction functions are chosen appropriately [34, 49]. In this
section, we derive a DG method for hyperbolic systems with non-conservative products, and then
show how it is equivalent to the FR scheme (3.8). The hyperbolic system with non-conservative
products is given by

du+ 9, f(u)+B(u)d,u =0, (B.1)
where f’ + B is a diagonalizable matrix with real eigenvalues. The DG method in the weak form is
derived by performing a formal integration by parts with the Lagrange polynomial ¢, € Py (2.10) to
obtain

/8tu2€pdx+/ 8xf(ufl)€pdx+/0B(ug)axuzt’pdx

/ Jd uhf dx — / fh8 f dx — / ax(B(uZ)fp)ude VP =0,...,N, (B.2)
+(fnum+B(u 1)unum)g (xe+]) (fnum+B(u 1)unum)g (xe__)

where u} ; denotes the discontinuous numerical solution (2.9), f , denotes the discontinuous flux

approximation (2.12), f'}" is the numerical flux defined in (3.9), whose central part approximates

the conservative flux f and the dissipative part consists of the wave speed estimate of the whole

system, u 7" is the average of solution defined in (3.3). The volume flux term in (B.2) is given by
2

the discontinuous flux approximation because the quadrature nodes are the same as the solution

points (also see Section 2 of [8]). We perform another formal' integration by parts on (B.2) to obtain
the strong form of the DG method (B.2)

L&tuZKde+[)8xf2€pdx+/ B(uj)t,0,u}dx

+[fnum+B(u 1)unurzn - —B(u 1)u ]f (xe+l) VPIO,...,N. (B3)

€+2

[fnum+B(u 1)uniu%n f:_; —B(u 1)u ]f (Xe_l

We choose correction functions g /g € Py.; to be gragau, 2 [49] if the solution points are Gauss-
Legendre (GL), Gauss-Lobatto-Legendre (GLL) respectively. For both of the cases, we have the
following identities from the proof of equivalence of FR and DG in [49]

k(&) = L,(D)/w,,  gl(E,) = ~4,0)/w, (B4)

Thus, by using the identity d, = Aixﬁg obtained from the reference map (2.5) and performing
quadrature on the solution points, the strong form of the DG method (B.3) can be equivalently
written as the FR method

atue P + (axf?z)e P + B(ue p)(axu?z)e,p

[fnum+B(u T fo _B(u;+1)u;+1]ang(x ) Vp=0,...,N. (B5)
+[fnum+B(u 1)unum f:_%—B(u 1)” %]ang(x —%)

!The formal integration by parts step in (B.2) uses B(u, - ), B(u, 1+) instead of B(u),,, 1

B(u) 1 instead of simply communicating u 1+ In

B(u) 1+ as the latter will
€=3

require additional inter-element communication of B (u) et}

order to maintain this consistency, the same B(u,, 1- ), B(u _l+) are used in (B.3), which makes the integration by
2
parts formal. For the FR scheme with Gauss-Lobatto-Legendre points, this is irrelevant since B(u,, 1 -)=B(u),, 1=
2For Radau correction functions, the identities follow from taking ¢ = ép in (7.8) of [49]. For g,, see Section 2.4 of [34].
A detailed proof is also available in Appendix B of [4].
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By using the definitions of non-conservative numerical fluxes (3.9) and extrapolations (3.10), it can
directly be seen that the FR method (B.5) is the same as the FR method described in (3.8). If we use
the polynomial degree N = 0, the volume terms in (B.5) vanish, the correction functions become

linear functions so that 8ng(xe+1) =1/Ax,, 8ng(xe_1) = —1/Ax,, leading to cancellation of the
extrapolation terms f : -B (u ! )u By and we obtain
dyu, L [(fnum + B(ueJrl)um”ln - (fnum + B(u 1)unum)] =0, (B.6)

which is the first order finite volume scheme using the numerical fluxes (3.6, 3.4). The next
specialization of the scheme (B.5) we now discuss is the one with GLL points and g, correction
functions. In this case, by (B.4), the correction functions satisfy gl'a(é ) = 0, n/w,, gi(é ) =
0, 0/w,, where , ; is the Kronecker delta function that is equal to 1 if i = j and 0 otherwise. Th1s
property 1mphes that the correction functions only influence the solution for p = 0, N. In addition,
noting that for GLL points, we have B(u 1) = B(u, n), B(u 1) = B(u, ), the FR scheme (B.5)

with GLL points and g, correction functlons can be written as

U, P + (8xfh)e P + (fnum f€+l)ang(xe+l) + (fzu_n_n f:_%)ang(xg__)

=5 f(u)),,, (2.13)

num num _  + VPZO,...,N.
+B(uep)[(8 uh)ep+(u —ue+1)8ng(xe+1)+(u ! e_%)8ng(xe_%)] =0,

=(5"u}),, (3.11)
(B.7)
As can be seen from the identities under the braces, the scheme (B.7) is equivalent to (3.11).

C. Examples of IMEX schemes

In this section, we provide the specific Butcher tableaux of the IMEX schemes (2.17) used in this
work, while also giving the fully discrete IMEX compact Runge-Kutta flux reconstruction scheme
for the cheapest second order IMEX method HT (1,1,2) [47]. IMEX methods follow the notation
NAME(sg, s;, p) [21] where sg, s;, and p represent, respectively, the number of stages of the explicit
part, the number of stages of the implicit one, and the order of the IMEX-RK method. The numbers
sg, s; need not be the same as s because, as we will see in examples below, the initial rows of A, A
are often zero.

In terms of the structure of the implicit coefficient matrix A, IMEX-RK methods can be classified
into two types known as type I (or type A) and type II (or type CK). Since this classification did
not influence the results of this work, we refer the reader to [21] for the definitions.

The following terminologies are taken from [47]. The stability polynomial of the implicit part of
the IMEX scheme is defined as
det(I — zA + zIbT)

det(I — zA)
where [ is the identity matrix of size s X 5. The stability region is defined as S = {z € C : |R(z)| < 1}.
The method is said to be A-stable if the stability region contains the left half of the complex plane,
i.e., {z € C:Re(z) <0} C S. If an A-stable method has the property that lim,_, ., R(z) = 0, then
it is said to be L-stable. An implicit method is said to be stiffly accurate if the last row of the
matrix A is equal to the weights vector bT, ie., a, j= bj, j=1,...,s5. The IMEX method is said
to be globally stiffly accurate (GSA) [21] if the last row of both matrices A and A are equal to the
respective weights vectors, i.e., agj = bj, Zzs]- = Ej, j=1,...,5. As proven in [47], if an A-stable
implicit method is stiffly accurate, then it is also L-stable.

R(z) = , (C.1)
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HT (1,1,2). The Butcher tableaux for the HT (1,1,2) [46] scheme are given by

0/ 0 0 ol 0 0
111 0 1(1/2 1/2. (C.2)
11/2 1/2 11/2 1/2

Thus, the fully discrete IMEX cRKFR scheme (2.20)—(2.21) for the HT (1,1,2) scheme is given by

ull = 4"

7

At
u® =" = A f @) + S (s (™) + s@?)),
u" = u" — AtOLNF + AtSY,

1 ) 1
= 5(f@™) + f1a®), 8y = 5s@) +s@?).
The implicit part of the HT (1,1,2) scheme is A-stable but not L-stable, which we suspect to be the
explanation for why this scheme did not work for Jin-Xin relaxation (Section 5.1.1) with very small

E.

SSP3-IMEX(4,3,3). This is one of the third order schemes from [62] that we use

0/0 0 0 O al a 0 0 0

0/0 0 0 O 0| 0 « 0 0

110 1 0 0 111/3 1/3 a 0, C3)

1/210 1/4 1/4 0 118 n 12-B-n-a a '
|0 1/6 1/6 2/3 | 0 1/6 1/6 2/3

a = 0.241694260788, p = 0.0604235651970, n = 0.12915286960590.

This scheme is L-stable, and we could use it for all the test cases including the test with arbitrary
small ¢ in the Jin-Xin relaxation system (Section 5.1.1).
For Butcher tableaux of other IMEX schemes, we refer the reader to [21].
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