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Abstract. We introduce a high-order space-time approximation of the Shallow Water Equations
with sources that is invariant-domain preserving (IDP) and well-balanced with respect to rest states.
The employed time-stepping technique is a novel explicit Runge-Kutta (ERK) approach which is
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1. Introduction. The development of robust, accurate and efficient discretiza-
tion techniques for the shallow water equations (and variations thereof) is an impor-
tant task for the field of geosciences. These models are widely used for applications in
coastal hydraulics, in-land flooding and climate prediction. Using numerical methods
that are accurate in the temporal and spatial domain is desirable for such applications
as long-time simulations spanning longer than 24 hours are common. Robustness is
also an important criterion for such methods. Here, we say that a method is robust
if it can handle dry states and if it can preserve important equilibrium states which
could be either the rest state [5, 23] or time-independent solutions with nonzero ve-
locity [13, 41, 50]. Numerical methods that preserve such equilibrium states are said
to be well-balanced. The reader is referred to the book of Bouchut [8] for a review
on issues related to well-balancing. Finally, to be useful for practitioners, numerical
methods for solving the shallow water equations must be versatile; in particular, they
must be able to handle unstructured meshes. But, achieving robustness with respect
to dry states, well-balancing, and high-order accuracy in space and time on unstruc-
tured meshes is challenging. The task becomes even more complex when external
source terms besides topography are added.

Developing well-balanced methods that are robust with respect to dry states is an
active topic of research; see [3, 6, 20, 34, 42, 43]. Recent work on high-order schemes
for the shallow water equations without external source terms that are well-balanced
and robust with respect to dry states has been proposed in [11] for finite volumes
+ central WENO on structured meshes and in [31] for continuous finite elements on
unstructured meshes. The reader is also referred to [13, 18, 27, 37] for other recent
works that consider the inclusion of external source terms such as friction and rain
effects. With the advancement of computing architectures, there has also been some
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development on efficient implementation of numerical methods for the shallow water
equations; see e.g., [10, 12, 16, 17].

The goal of this work is to present an explicit approximation of the shallow water
equations with topography and external sources that is well-balanced and high-order
accurate in space and time. Our theoretical and algorithmic work is supplemented
with a high performance implementation suitable for high fidelity simulations that
is made freely available as part of the ryujin project [30, 38].1 The purpose of
this work is to provide a stepping stone for various multi-physics extensions of the
shallow water equations that require an implicit-explicit (IMEX) time discretization.
Such variations include the Serre-Green-Naghdi Equations [22, 46] for dispersive water
waves and the coupling of the shallow water equations to subsurface models such as
Richard’s equation. The starting point for this work are the approximation techniques
introduced in [4, 27] for the shallow water equations. Unfortunately, the methodology
discussed in [4, 27] has two drawbacks: (i) the high-order spatial approximation is
not fully well-balanced when a shoreline is present; that is to say, the shoreline must
coincide with the mesh for the method to maintain well-balancing. (ii) the time-
discretization is limited in accuracy and efficiency due to the use of explicit strong
stability preserving (SSP) explicit Runge-Kutta (ERK) methods which are known
to be limited to fourth-order accuracy (see Ruuth and Spiteri [45, Thm. 4.1]) and
generally have an efficiency ratio significantly smaller than one [19, Def. 1.1]. Here,
we provide solutions to these drawbacks. Specifically, we revisit the low-order method
proposed in [4, §3] and construct a high-oder version thereof that is unconditionally
well-balanced and more robust with respect to dry states than the ones outlined in [4,
§4] and [27, §5&6]. The novelty of the spatial discretization introduced in this work
is threefold: (i) we introduce modified auxiliary states (see Eq. (3.5)) that act as
local Riemann averages for hydrostatic reconstructed left/right states; (ii) we rewrite
the low-order method as a convex combination of these auxiliary states and external
source terms (see Lemma 3.5); (iii) we introduce novel local bounds in space and
time that control the updated velocity thereby avoiding blow-up and unnecessary
time-step restrictions (see Lemma 3.9). These modifications allow the final limited
updated to be high-order accurate in space and time, invariant-domain preserving
and well-balanced w.r.t. rest states without any restrictions on the underlying mesh.

The paper is organized as follows. We briefly present the mathematical model
and relevant properties in Section 2. In Section 3, we introduce a discretization-
independent high-order spatial approximation to the shallow water equations with
forward Euler time stepping and a convex limiting procedure. The main results of this
section are Lemma 3.5, Proposition 3.7, Proposition 3.13 and Proposition 3.14. Then,
using the convex limiting methodology used for high-order spatial discretization, we
introduce in Section 4 a high-order in time invariant-domain preserving (IDP) explicit
Runge-Kutta (ERK) method. Finally, we verify and validate the numerical method
in Section 5. For the sake of completeness, we detail the implementation of boundary
conditions for our method in Appendix A.

2. The model problem. Let D be a polygonal domain in Rd, d ∈ {1, 2},
occupied by a body of water whose evolution in time under the action of gravity is
modeled by the shallow water equations (also known as the Saint-Venant equations).
Let x ∈ D be the position vector and t > 0 be the time variable. Let u := (h, q)T ∈
Rd+1 be the dependent variable of the system where h(x, t) is the water depth and

1https://github.com/conservation-laws/ryujin

https://github.com/conservation-laws/ryujin
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q(x, t) ∈ Rd is the depth-averaged momentum vector of the fluid, also called discharge.
Let z(x) be the known topography mapping. We henceforth assume that z is in
W 1,∞(D;R) to make sure that ∇z is a bounded function and thereby avoiding the
need of properly defining h∇z when z is discontinuous. The goal of this work is to
solve the following system of partial differential equations in the weak sense:

∂tu+∇·f(u) = b(u, z(x)) for a.e. t > 0, x ∈ D,

u(x, 0) = u0(x) for a.e. x ∈ D,
(2.1a)

with f(u) := (q, q ⊗ v + 1
2gh

2Id)T and b(u, z(x)) := (0,−gh∇z)T where v := h−1q ∈
Rd is the (depth-averaged) velocity vector, g is the gravitational acceleration constant,
and Id ∈ Rd×d is the identity matrix. For the sake of completeness, we state a few
properties regarding (2.1) that will be useful when constructing physically relevant
approximations at the discrete level.

Definition 2.1 (Invariant set). The following convex domain is an invariant set
(in the sense of [25, Def. 2.3]) for the shallow water equations (2.1):

(2.2) A :=
{
u = (h, q)T ∈ Rd+1 | h > 0

}
.

When the fluid is at rest, i.e., q ≡ 0, the Shallow Water Equations (2.1) reduce to
gh∇(h+ z) = 0, which motivates to introduce the following terminology.

Definition 2.2 (Problem at rest). A solution u(x, t) to the shallow water equa-
tions is said to be at rest at time t if

q(x, t) = 0 for a.e. x ∈ D, and

(h+ z)(x, t) = const. a.e. on connected components of
{
x ∈ D : h(x, t) > 0

}
.

Definition 2.3 (Entropy pairs and entropy solutions). The pair
(
E(u),F (u)

)
:

E(u) := 1
2gh

2 + 1
2h∥v∥

2 + gzh, F (u) := v
(
E(u) + 1

2gh
2
)
,(2.3)

is an entropy pair for the shallow water equations (2.1) i.e., it satisfies ∇·F (u) =(
∇uE(u)

)T
(∇·f(u)−b(u, z(x))). We call u(x, t) an entropy solution to (2.1) if it is

a weak solution to (2.1) and additionally satisfies the following inequality in the weak
sense: ∂tE(u) +∇·F (u) ≤ 0.

Remark 2.4 (Entropy pair for flat topography). When there is no influence due
to topography (z(x) ≡ 0), the entropy pair (2.3) simplifies to:

Eflat(u) :=
1
2gh

2 + 1
2h∥v∥

2, Fflat(u) := v
(
Eflat(u) +

1
2gh

2
)
.(2.4)

and satisfies ∇·Fflat(u) =
(
∇uEflat(u)

)T∇·f(u). □

For various applications, the system (2.1) is augmented with external source
terms. Some examples include forcing due to bottom friction and source/sink of
the water depth [13], Coriolis force [14] and many others. In this work, we only con-
sider a simple time-independent source due to rainfall and and the loss of discharge
due to the Gauckler-Manning friction force:

(2.5) S(u) = (R(x),−gn2h−
4
3 q∥v∥ℓ2)T,

where R(x) > 0 and n is the Gauckler-Manning roughness coefficient.
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3. Well-balanced forward Euler method. In this section, we introduce a
forward Euler approximation to the shallow water equations that is high-order ac-
curate in space, well-balanced and invariant-domain preserving. This section lays
the foundation for the high-order explicit Runge-Kutta methodology introduced in
Section 4.

3.1. Approximation details. Let (0, T ) be a chosen time interval for (2.1).
Let{tn}n∈{0:N} be a discretization of (0, T ) with the convention that N ≥ 1, t0 = 0,
and tN = T . The spatial approximation is discretization independent and can be
either finite differences, finite volumes, continuous or discontinuous finite elements.
Letting tn be the current discrete time, we assume that the spatial approximation of
u(·, tn) is entirely defined by the collection of states Un := {Un

i }i∈V, where V = {1:I}
is the index set for the spatial degrees of freedom and Un

i := (Hn
i ,Q

n
i )

T ∈ Rd+1. Here,
Hn

i and Qn
i represent approximations of the water depth and discharge associated

with the i-th degree of freedom at time tn. To be able to refer to the water depth
and the discharge of an arbitrary state Ũ = (H̃, Q̃) in Rd+1, we introduce the linear
mappings H : Rd+1 → R and Q : Rd+1 → Rd so that H(Ũ) = H̃ and Q(Ũ) = Q̃.
We assume that the topography mapping is approximated by the collection of states:
Z := {Zi}i∈V. We assume that for every i ∈ V, there exists a subset I(i) ⊊ V that
collects the local degrees of freedom that interact with i, which we call stencil at i.
Let I∗(i) := I(i)\{i}. We assume that the underlying spatial discretization provides
the following three quantities for all i ∈ V and all j ∈ I(i):

(i) An invertible low-order mass matrix ML
ij = miδij where mi > 0 is called the

mass associated with the i-th degree of freedom;
(ii) An invertible, symmetric high-order matrix with entries MH

ij = mij such that:

(MHX)i =
∑

j∈I(i)mijXj for all X ∈ RI ;

(iii) A vector cij ∈ Rd that approximates the gradient operator: ∇X(tn) ≈∑
j∈I(i) X

n
j cij .

The local stencil I(i) is more precisely defined by (j /∈ I(i)) =⇒ (cij = 0 and
mij = 0). We further assume that cij = −cji whenever i or j is not a bound-
ary degree of freedom, and

∑
j∈I(i) cij = 0 which is necessary for mass conserva-

tion. The high-order mass matrix is related to the low-order mass matrix through
the relation mi =

∑
j∈I(i)mij to guarantee that ML and MH carry the same mass:∑

i∈VmiU
n
i =

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈I(i)mijU

n
j . Examples of discretization techniques satisfying

the above assumptions are described in [28].

3.2. Well-balancing preliminaries. Before introducing the low- and high-
order spatial approximations, we first define the discrete velocity and what it means
to be well-balanced with respect to rest states. Given a state (Hn

i ,Q
n
i )

T with nonzero
water depth, Hn

i > 0, the velocity is defined to be the ratio Qn
i /H

n
i . To be robust

with respect to dry states, we adopt the regularization technique from Kurganov and
Petrova [34] that avoids the division by zero when Hn

i → 0. For this purpose, we
introduce a small dimensionless parameter ϵ and a characteristic length scale hmax

that scales like the average of the water depth in the problem, and we set

(3.1) Vn
i :=

2Hn
i

(Hn
i )

2 +max(Hn
i , ϵhmax)2

Qn
i .

Notice that Vn
i = Qn

i /H
n
i when Hn

i ≥ ϵhmax; that is, the regularization is active only
when Hn

i ≤ ϵhmax. All the numerical simulations reported in the paper are done with
ϵ = 10−12 and using double precision floating point arithmetic. The well-balancing
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techniques in this work adopt the methodology proposed in Audusse and Bristeau
[2], Audusse et al. [3] known as hydrostatic reconstruction of the water depth.

Definition 3.1 (Hydrostatic reconstruction). For i ∈ V and j ∈ I(i), the hydro-
static reconstruction between i and j of the state Ui and the associated water depth
Hi are defined as follows:

Hj,∗
i := max(0,Hi + Zi −max(Zi,Zj)),(3.2a)

Uj,∗
i :=

(
H∗,j

i

ViH
j,∗
i

)
.(3.2b)

Definition 3.2 (Discrete states at rest). A given set of discrete numerical states
{(Hn

i ,Q
n
i )}i∈V is said to be at rest if the approximate momentum Qn

i is zero for all
i ∈ V, and if the approximate water depth Hn

i and the approximate bathymetry map

Zi satisfy the following property for all i ∈ V: Hn,j,∗
i = Hn,i,∗

j for all j ∈ I(i).

Remark 3.3. Note that we have adopted the condition Hn,j,∗
i = Hn,i,∗

j to be the
discrete analog to (h + z)(x, t) = const. in Def. 2.2 instead of the natural looking
identity Hn

i + Zi = Hj + Zj . The reason behind this choice is the fact that Def. 3.2
does not need to distinguish between dry and wet states. For example, assume that
Hj = 0 and Zi > Zj for all j ∈ I(i). Then, Hn,j,∗

i = max(0, 0 + Zi − Zi) = 0 and

Hn,i,∗
j = max(0, 0 + Zj − Zi) = 0, which gives Hn,j,∗

i = Hn,i,∗
j . However, the condition

Hn
i + Zi = Hj + Zj breaks down in this case since Hj = 0 for all j ∈ I(i) would imply

that the topography mapping should be constant which is not the case. □

3.3. Low-order spatial approximation. We now discuss a low-order method
that will serve as safeguard to the high-order method. We essentially follow Azerad
et al. [4, Sec. 3] which introduced a formally first-order consistent approximation of the
shallow water equations when the spatial discretization consists of continuous, linear
finite elements. But departing from Azerad et al. [4] we introduce a different definition
of the auxiliary states (see Eq. 3.5) and introduce a different convex combination of
theses auxiliary states to reconstruct the low order update; see Lemma 3.5.

Let tn be the current time and let τ := tn+1 − tn denote the current time step.
The low-order approximation with forward Euler time-stepping is then given by:

mi

τ
(UL,n+1

i −Un
i ) =

∑
j∈I(i)

FL,n
ij ,(3.3a)

FL,n
ij := −

(
Un,i,∗

j ⊗ Vn
j +Un,j,∗

i ⊗ Vn
i

)
cij + dL,nij

(
Un,i,∗

j −Un,j,∗
i

)
−

(
0

gcij

(
1
2 (H

n,i,∗
j )2 − 1

2 (H
n,j,∗
i )2 + (Hn

i )
2
))

.
(3.3b)

Here, dL,nij ≥ 0 is the graph-viscosity coefficient that makes the method invariant-
domain-preserving:
(3.4)

dL,nij := max
(
λmax(U

n,j,∗
i ,Un,i,∗

j ,nij)∥cij∥ℓ2 , λmax(U
n,i,∗
j ,Un,j,∗

i ,nji)∥cji∥ℓ2 ,
)
,

where nij := cij/∥cij∥ℓ2 and λmax(U
n,j,∗
i ,Un,i,∗

j ,nij) is a guaranteed upper bound on
the maximum wave speed in the local Riemann problem with left and right states
(Un,j,∗

i ,Un,i,∗
j ) and flux f(·)nij . Analytical expressions for λmax are given in [4,
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Lem. 3.8]. Note that dL,nij = dL,nji which is necessary for mass conservation. By

convention, we set dL,nii := −
∑

j∈I∗(i) d
L,n
ij . Observe that FL,n

ij = −FL,n
ji when the

topography is flat.

Lemma 3.4 (Well-balancing and conservation). The scheme Un 7→ UL,n+1 de-
fined in (3.3) is mass-conservative and well-balanced.

Proof. See Azerad et al. [4, Prop. 3.9].

We now introduce auxiliary states that are meant to be thought of as averages
of the self-similar solution to the local Riemann problem for the pair (Un,j,∗

i ,Un,i,∗
j )

in the direction nij . We do this to rewrite the low-order scheme (3.3) as a convex
combination of these auxiliary states and source terms to extract local bounds in
space and time. These bounds are needed for the convex limiting procedure described
in Section 3.5. The importance of such auxiliary states for nonlinear conservation
laws has been established in the literature and we refer the reader to Harten et al.
[32], Nessyahu and Tadmor [40] and the references therein.

Let i ∈ V. For every j ∈ I(i), we define the following auxiliary states for the pair
(i, j) as follows:

(3.5) U
n

ij :=
1

2

{
Un,j,∗

i +Un,i,∗
j

}
− 1

2dL,nij

{
f(Un,i,∗

j )− f(Un,j,∗
i )

}
cij ,

with the convention that U
n

ii := Un
i . We recall that U

n

ij coincides with the exact space

average over [− 1
2 ,

1
2 ] at time

∥cij∥ℓ2

2dL,n
ij

of the solution to the Riemann problem with left

and right states (Un,j,∗
i ,Un,i,∗

j ) and with flux f(v)nij provided the viscosity dL,nij is

large enough so that λmax(U
n,j,∗
i ,Un,i,∗

j ,nij)∥cij∥ℓ2 ,≤ dL,nij . Note that the bar states
here differ from those in [4, Prop. 3.11]. We also define an affine shift needed for the
convex combination update:

(3.6) BL,n
i :=

∑
j∈I(i)

BL,n
ij , BL,n

ij := −2(dL,nij + Vn
i ·cij)(U

n,j,∗
i −Un

i ).

Lemma 3.5 (Stability). Assume that Un
i ∈ A for all i ∈ V. Assume also that

the time step satisfies the restriction τ ≤ mini∈V
mi

2|dL,n
ii |

. Then,

(i) The following convex combination holds:

(3.7) UL,n+1
i =

(
1+

2τdL,nii

mi

)
(Un

i +
τ

mi
BL,n

i )+
∑

j∈I∗(i)

2τdL,nij

mi
(U

n

ij+
τ

mi
BL,n

i ).

(ii) The water depth of UL,n+1 is positive, i.e., UL,n+1
i ∈ A for all i ∈ V.

Proof. In order to show (i) we add and subtract BL,n
i in (3.3) and then rearrange:

mi

τ
(UL,n+1

i −Un
i ) = BL,n

i +
∑

j∈I(i)

[
FL,n
ij − BL,n

ij

]
.
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Recalling that f(u) := (q, q ⊗ v + 1
2gh

2Id)T and
∑

j∈I(i) cij = 0, we have∑
j∈I(i)

FL,n
ij − BL,n

ij =
∑

j∈I(i)

−{f(Un,i,∗
j )− f(Un,j,∗

i )}cij + dL,nij {Un,j,∗
i +Un,i,∗

j },

=
∑

j∈I(i)

2dL,nij U
n

ij .

Then, recalling that U
n

ii = Un
i , and

∑
j∈I(i) d

L,n
ij = 0 holds true by virtue of the

definition of dL,nii , we infer that

UL,n+1
i = Un

i +
τ

mi
BL,n

i +
∑

j∈I(i)

2τdL,nij

mi
U

n

ij ,

= Un
i +

τ

mi
BL,n

i +
2τdL,nii

mi
Un

i +
∑

j∈I∗(i)

2τdL,nij

mi
U

n

ij ,

= Un
i +

τ

mi
BL,n

i +
2τdL,nii

mi
(Un

i +
τ

mi
BL,n

i ) +
∑

j∈I∗(i)

2τdL,nij

mi
(U

n

ij +
τ

mi
BL,n

i ),

=
(
1 +

2τdL,nii

mi

)
(Un

i +
τ

mi
BL,n

i ) +
∑

j∈I∗(i)

2τdL,nij

mi
(U

n

ij +
τ

mi
BL,n

i ).

The above decomposition is a genuine convex combination under the CFL condition

1 +
2τ |dL,n

ii |
mi

≥ 0.

For (ii) we recall that the water depth of the sate BL,n
i is given by

H(BL,n
i ) :=

∑
j∈I(i)

2(dL,nij + Vn
i ·cij)(Hn

i − Hn,j,∗
i ).

It is established in [4, Prop. 3.7] that dL,nij + Vn
i ·cij ≥ 0 and by definition we have

(Hn
i − Hn,j,∗

i ) ≥ 0. Hence, H(BL,n
i ) > 0. Moreover, the definition of dL,nij implies

that H(U
n

ij) ≥ 0 for all j ̸= i ∈ I∗(i). The assertion now follows directly from the
combination (3.7) which is convex provided the CFL time step restriction holds true.

Remark 3.6 (Source terms). In order to incorporate external source terms into
the low-order scheme we augment (3.3a) with a suitable low-order approximation of
S(u) given by (2.5):

mi

τ
(UL,n+1

i −Un
i ) =

∑
j∈I(i)

FL,n
ij +miS

n
i , with

Sn
i :=

(
R(ai),−gn2(Hn

i )
−1Qn

i ∥Vi∥ℓ2
)T
,(3.8)

where Hn
i :=

1

2

[
(Hn

i )
4/3 +max((Hn

i )
4/3, 2gn2τ∥Vn

i ∥ℓ2)
]
,

is introduced for regularizing the term h−4/3 as in [27, Eq. (3.3)]. Here, ai denotes
a collocation point associated with the ith degree of freedom. Note that the results
in Lemma 3.5 still hold, provided that one replaces BL,n

i by a modified affine shift

BL,n
i +miS

n
i throughout. □
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Proposition 3.7 (Entropy inequality). Assume that the time step satisfies the
CFL condition τ ≤ mini∈V

mi

2|dL,n+1
ii | . Then, the low-order update satisfies the following

discrete entropy inequality for every i ∈ V:

(3.9)
mi

τ

(
Eflat(U

L,n+1
i

)
− Eflat(U

n
i )
)
+
∑

j∈I(i)

{(
Fflat(U

n,i,∗
j )− Fflat(U

n,j,∗
i )

)
cij−

dL,nij

(
Eflat(U

n,i,∗
j )− Eflat(U

n,j,∗
i )

)}
≤ ∇uEflat(U

L,n
i ) ·BL,n

i + O(τ).

When there is no influence due to topography, the entropy inequality reduces to:

(3.10)
mi

τ

(
Eflat(U

L,n+1
i )− Eflat(U

n
i )
)

+
∑

j∈I(i)

{
(Fflat(Uj)− Fflat(Ui)) cij − dL,nij (Eflat(Uj)− Eflat(Ui))

}
≤ 0

Proof. We first rewrite the convex combination (3.7) as follows:

UL,n+1
i − τ

mi
BL,n

i =
(
1 +

2τdL,nii

mi

)
Un

i +
∑

j∈I∗(i)

2τdL,nij

mi
U

n

ij ,

and then observe that

(3.11) Eflat(U
n

ij) ≤
1

2

(
Eflat(U

n,j,∗
i ) + Eflat(U

n,i,∗
j )

)
− 1

2dL,nij

(
Fflat(U

n,i,∗
j )− Fflat(U

n,j,∗
i )

)
cij

holds true for the auxiliary states. Combining these, as well as exploiting the convexity
of Eflat gives rise to an entropy inequality:

(3.12)
mi

τ

(
Eflat

(
UL,n+1

i − τ

mi
BL,n

i

)
− Eflat(U

n
i )
)

+
∑

j∈I(i)

{(
Fflat(U

n,i,∗
j )− Fflat(U

n,j,∗
i )

)
cij−

dL,nij

(
Eflat(U

n,i,∗
j )− Eflat(U

n,j,∗
i )

)}
≤ 0

As a last ingredient for showing (3.9) we use the following Taylor series expansion:

Eflat

(
UL,n+1

i − τ

mi
BL,n

i

)
= Eflat

(
UL,n+1

i ) − ∇uEflat(U
L,n+1
i ) ·BL,n

i + O(τ)

= Eflat

(
UL,n+1

i ) − ∇uEflat(U
L,n
i ) ·BL,n

i + O(τ).

Finally, (3.12) readily reduces to (3.10) for the case of constant bathymetry.

3.4. High-order spatial approximation. We now present a high-order spatial
approximation of the problem. For i ∈ V and j ∈ I(i), we define the following high-
order flux:

(3.13) FH,n
ij := −

(
Un

j ⊗ Vn
j +Un

i ⊗ V n
i

)
cij + dH,n

ij

(
Un,i,∗

j −Un,j,∗
i

)
−
(

0
g(Hn

i H
n
j + Hn

i (Zj − Zi))cij

)
,
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where dH,n
ij = dH,n

ji is a high-order graph viscosity. The symmetry of dH,n
ij implies that

FH
ij = −FH

ji holds true when the topography is flat. We set FH
i :=

∑
j∈I(i) F

H
ij . The

high-order graph viscosity coefficient dH,n
ij is defined as follows:

dH,n
ij := dL,nij

αn
i + αn

j

2
for i ̸= j, dH,n

ii :=
∑

j∈I∗(i)

dH,n
ij .

Here, αn
i ∈ [0, 1] is an indicator for entropy production and is defined as follows for

each i ∈ V:

αn
i :=

|Nn
i |

Dn
i + ϵDmax

,(3.14)

Nn
i :=

∑
j∈I(i)

{
Fflat(U

n
j )− (∇uEflat(U

n
i ))

T∇·f(Un
j )
}
cij ,(3.15)

Dn
i :=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈I(i)

Fflat(U
n
j )cij

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈I(i)

(∇uEflat(U
n
i ))

T∇·f(Un
j )cij

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .(3.16)

The small number ϵDmax := ϵ ×
√
ghmax

1
2gh

2
max is meant to avoid division by zero

when either the water depth or velocity is zero; or the entropy is constant.
As the high-order approximation requires estimating the inverse of the high-order

mass matrix to reduce the dispersion effects, we proceed as in [26, §3.4] to approx-

imate (MH)−1. Using the expression (MH)−1 = (ML)−1
(
I − (ML − MH)(ML)−1

)−1

and setting B := (ML−MH)(ML)−1, we approximate (MH)−1 by (ML)−1(I+B). This
expansion is shown in [24, Prop. 3.1] to be superconvergent and to remove the disper-
sion error for the approximation of the linear transport equation with piecewise linear
continuous finite elements on uniform meshes. Let {bij}j∈I(i) for all i ∈ V be the en-
tries of B, i.e., bij = δij−mij

mj
and bji = δij−mji

mi
. Then, recalling that

∑
j∈I(i) bji = 0,

the provisional high-order approximation with forward Euler time-stepping is given
by:

(3.17)
mi

τ
(UH,n+1

i −Un
i ) =

∑
j∈I(i)

FH,n
ij + bijF

H,n
j − bjiF

H,n
i .

As the provisional high-order update UH,n+1
i defined above is not well-balanced and

also not guaranteed to be invariant-domain-preserving. We present in the next section
a convex limiting technique that combines the low-order update and the provisional
high-order update to make the final update at tn+1 high-order accurate, well-balanced,
and invariant-domain preserving.

Remark 3.8 (Spatial accuracy). The spatial accuracy of the method (3.17) de-
livers close to optimal accuracy for smooth solutions for the underlying spatial dis-
cretization. For example, assuming the discretization is based on continuous linear
finite elements, the method is formally second-order accurate. □

3.5. Convex limiting procedure. We now detail the convex limiting proce-
dure. The methodology is loosely based on [27, 29] and follows the common FCT
ideology (see: Boris and Book [7], Kuzmin et al. [35], Zalesak [51]). The novelty of
the approach proposed in the paper resides in the definition of the local bounds and
the incorporation of sources in the convex combination introduced in Lemma 3.5.
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3.5.1. Local bounds. For each i ∈ V, we let {λj}j∈I∗(i) be any set of positive
coefficients that sum up to 1 using the index set I∗(i). In the numerical illustrations
reported at the end of the paper we use λi =

1
Card(I∗(i)) . Subtracting (3.3) from (3.17)

we obtain

(UH,n+1
i −UL,n+1

i ) =
∑

j∈I∗(i)

λiP
n
ij ,

with

Pn
ij :=

τ

miλi

{
FH,n
ij − FL,n

ij + bijF
H,n
j − bjiF

H,n
i

}
.(3.18)

Notice that the coefficients Pij are skew-symmetric. The key principle of the convex
limiting strategy is as follows: For all i ∈ V and all j ∈ I∗(i), we look for a set

of symmetric limiting coefficients ℓnij ∈ [0, 1] such that the limited update UL,n+1
i +∑

j∈I∗(i) ℓ
n
ijλiP

n
ij satisfies reasonable properties and is well-balanced. After finding

this collection of limiting coefficients, we define the final update to be

(3.19) Un+1
i = UL,n+1

i +
∑

j∈I∗(i)

ℓnijλiP
n
ij .

Notice that the final update can be equivalently written as:

Un+1
i =

∑
j∈I∗(i)

λi

(
UL,n+1

i + ℓnijP
n
ij

)
.

which is just a convex combination of limited states. We now explain how we define
the local bounds which are used to define the limiting coefficients. The following
details differ from our previous work [27, 29]. Taking inspiration from the convex

combination (3.7) for all i ∈ V and all j ∈ I(i), we set W
n

ij := U
n

ij +
τ
mi

BL,n
i . We then

define the minimum and maximum local bound on the water depth by setting:

(3.20) Hn
i,min = min

j∈I(i)
H(W

n

ij), Hn
i,max = max

j∈I(i)
H(W

n

ij).

In order to control the potential blow-up of the velocity in dry states, we introduce
the quantity H(U)2V2,n

i,max − ∥Q(U)∥2ℓ2 where

(3.21) V2,n
i,max = max

j∈I(i)
∥V(Wn

ij)∥2ℓ2 .

Here, V(U) is the regularized version of the velocity. In [27, p. A3889], the authors
propose a limiting technique based on the kinetic energy ( 12∥Q(U)∥2ℓ2/H(U)), but we
found that the approach we propose here is more robust with respect to dry states.
A control on the velocity via limiting is also adopted in Hajduk and Kuzmin [31,
Sec. 3.2]. The following result is essential to establish the validity of the limiting
process.

Lemma 3.9. Assume that Un
i ∈ A for all i ∈ V. Assume also that the time step

satisfies the restriction τ ≤ mini∈V
mi

2|dL,n
ii |

. Then,

Hn
i,min ≤ H(UL,n+1

i ) and H(UL,n+1
i ) ≤ Hn

i,max,(3.22)

∥Q(UL,n+1
i )∥2ℓ2 ≤ H(UL,n+1

i )V2,n
i,max if ϵhmax ≤ Hn

i,min.(3.23)
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Proof. The bound (3.22) is a direct consequence of the combination (3.7) being
convex and the mapping U → H(U) being linear. We now prove the second bound. We
first observe that the mapping R>0×Rd ∋ U → ∥Q(U)∥2ℓ2/H(U) ∈ R is convex. Then,
since U → H(U) is linear, the mapping R>0×Rd ∋ U → ∥Q(U)∥2ℓ2/H2(U) ∈ R is quasi-

convex due to [28, Lem. 7.4]. An application of [28, Lem. 7.2] yields: ∥V(UL,n+1
i )∥2ℓ2 ≤

V2,n
i,max. As we assumed that Hn

i,min ≥ ϵhmax, we infer that H(W
n

ij) ≥ ϵhmax > 0 and

H(UL,n
i ) ≥ ϵhmax > 0. This implies in particular that Q(W

n

ij) = H(W
n

ij)V(W
n

ij) and

Q(UL,n) = H(UL,n
i )V(UL,n). Hence,

∥V(UL,n+1
i )∥2ℓ2 ≤ V2,n

i,max =⇒ ∥Q(UL,n+1
i )∥2ℓ2 ≤ H(UL,n+1

i )2V2,n
i,max.

This completes the proof.

Remark 3.10 (Bounds relaxation). To achieve optimal accuracy in Lp-norms, p ≥
1, for smooth solutions, the bounds defined above must be relaxed. For the sake of
brevity, we refer the reader to [28, Sec. 7.6] where this is discussed in detail. □

Remark 3.11 (Source terms). In order to incorporate the external source term
S(u) given by (2.5) into the high-order scheme and the subsequent convex limiting
procedure we change the definition of Pij as follows:

Pn
ij :=

τ

miλi

{
FH,n
ij − FL,n

ij + bijF
H,n
j − bjiF

H,n
i

+mijS
n
j −mijS

n
i + bij

( ∑
k∈I(j)

mjkS
n
k

)
− bji

( ∑
k∈I(i)

mikS
n
k

)}
,

where Sn
i is again given by (3.8). □

3.5.2. Optimal limiting coefficient. We now detail the process for finding
near optimal limiting coefficients lij . We introduce the functionals: Ψ1(U) := H(U)−
Hn,min

i , Ψ2(U) := Hn,max
i −H(U), Ψ3(U) := H(U)2V2,n

i,max −∥Q(U)∥2ℓ2 . The strategy is

as follows: for each k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we find ℓ ∈ [0, 1] such that Ψk(U
L,n+1
i + ℓPn

ij) ≥ 0
in a sequential manner.

We first limit the water depth. To ensure robustness with respect to dry states,
we introduce for i in V:

(3.24) ℓi,hj =


min

( |Hn
i,min−H(UL,n+1

i )|
|Ph

ij|+ϵHn
i,max

, 1
)
, if H(UL,n+1

i ) + Ph
ij < Hn

i,min,

1, Hn
i,min ≤ H(UL,n+1

i ) + Ph
ij ≤ Hn

i,max,

min
( |Hn

i,max−H(UL,n+1
i )|

|Ph
ij|+ϵHn

i,max

, 1
)
, if Hn

i,max < H(UL,n+1
i ) + Ph

ij .

This process guarantees that Ψ1(U
L,n+1
i +ℓPij) ≥ 0 and Ψ2(U

L,n+1
i +ℓPij) ≥ 0 for all

ℓ ∈ [0, ℓi,hj ]. This enforces a local minimum principle and a local maximum principle
on the water depth. As a corollary this also enforces positivity of the water depth
Hn+1

i .
After limiting the water depth, we limit the velocity based on the bound (3.23).

Notice that the functional Ψ3(U
L,n+1
i + ℓPn

ij) is quadratic in ℓ:

Ψ3(U
L,n+1
i + ℓPn

ij) = (HL,n+1
i + ℓPh

ij)
2V2,n

i,max − ∥QL,n+1
i + ℓPq

ij∥
2
ℓ2 .

Thus, one can find the root ℓi,vj ∈ [0, ℓi,hj ] of Ψ3(U
L,n+1
i +ℓi,vj Pn

ij) = 0 by either solving
the quadratic equation as in [27, Eq. (6.33)-(6.34)] or simply employing a quadratic
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Newton algorithm. We refer the reader to [38, Alg. 3] for a description of the quadratic
newton algorithm implemented in the code used for the numerical illustrations. This
process guarantees that Ψ3(U

L,n+1
i + ℓPn

ij) ≥ 0 for all ℓ ∈ [0, ℓi,vj ]. This enforces a

local maximum principle on the quantity ∥v∥2ℓ2 . As a corollary, this also enforces that
the final solution will be well-balanced with respect to rest states.

Finally, we set the optimal limiting coefficient to

(3.25) ℓnij := min(ℓi,vj , ℓj,vi ), for all i ∈ V and j ∈ I(i),

to ensure conservation of the method.

3.5.3. Conservation, invariant-domain preservation and well balancing.
We now formalize results for the convex limiting procedure concerning conservation,
invariant-domain preservation and well balancing.

Proposition 3.12 (Conservation). The update given by (3.19) is mass conser-
vative up to the contribution of external sources.

Proof. Assume the bathymetry is flat and there is no contribution of external
source terms. Then, given the facts that the limiter ℓij is symmetric by definition and
the quantity Pij is skew-symmetric yields

∑
i∈VmiU

n+1
i =

∑
i∈VmiU

n
i .

Proposition 3.13 (Invariant-domain preserving). Let n ≥ 0. Assume that the
Un

i ∈ A for all i ∈ V. Then the update Un+1
i given by (3.19) with the limiting

coefficient (3.25) is invariant-domain preserving under the time-step restriction τ ≤
mini∈V

mi

2|dL,n
ii |

.

Proof. Suppose that the time-step restriction τ ≤ mini∈V
mi

2|dL,n
ii |

holds. Then, the

combination in Lemma 3.5 is convex and the local bounds in Lemma 3.9 hold true.
Then, by construction of the limiter (3.24), we have that:

H
(
Un+1

i

)
= H

( ∑
j∈I(i)

λi
(
UL,n+1

i + ℓnijP
n
ij

))
≥ Hn

i,min > 0.

Thus, UL,n+1
i ∈ A for all i ∈ V.

Proposition 3.14 (Well balancing). Let n ≥ 0 and assume that the given state
{Un

i }i∈V ⊂ A is at rest as formalized in Def. 3.2. Then, the update Un+1
i given

by (3.19) with the limiting coefficient (3.25) is at rest under the time-step restriction
τ ≤ mini∈V

mi

2|dL,n
ii |

. (This means that the scheme is well-balanced with respect to rest

states.)

Proof. Assume that at tn the discrete state, {Un
i }i∈V, is at rest in the sense of

Def. 3.2. By Lemma 3.4, the low-order update UL,n+1 is at rest. By assumption,
we have that Vn

i = 0 for all i ∈ V and so V2,n
i,max = 0. Then, the limiting strategy

for Ψ3(U
L,n+1
i + ℓPn

ij) = 0 reduces to finding ℓ such that ∥QL,n+1
i + ℓPq

ij∥2ℓ2 = 0.

As QL,n+1
i = 0, we infer that ℓ2∥Pq

ij∥2ℓ2 = 0. If ∥Pq
ij∥2ℓ2 = 0, every value ℓ ∈ [0, 1]

gives ∥QL,n+1
i + ℓPq

ij∥2ℓ2 = 0, otherwise one must have ℓ = 0 and the same conclusion

holds. Thus, the final update (3.19) reduces to the low-order solution UL,n+1 which
is well-balanced.

4. High-order IDP time-stepping: algorithmic and implementation de-
tails. In order to achieve a higher order approximation in time the simple convex-
limited Euler update (3.19) is now used as a building block for a higher order explicit
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Runge Kutta scheme. To ensure robustness of the method it is crucial that the high-
order Runge-Kutta update is also invariant domain preserving. A widely used family
of Runge-Kutta schemes achieving this are strong stability preserving (SSP) explicit
Runge-Kutta (ERK) methods introduced by Shu and Osher [47]; see also [21, 50].
Here, we choose a slightly different approach by using a family of invariant-domain
preserving (IDP) explicit Runge-Kutta methods [19] that have the distinct advan-
tage of having a milder time step size restriction than SSP-ERK methods. We refer
the reader to [19] for a detailed discussion about derivation and design of IDP-ERK
methods. An idea of ensuring stability through limiting of ERK stages has also been
proposed in Kuzmin et al. [36, Sec. 3.3].

For the sake of completeness, we first recall the general setup and formulas for
ERK methods. Let s ≥ 1 be the number of stages. Let d

dtu = L(t,u) denote a
generic ordinary differential equation. Then, the s-stage ERK method for solving
the ODE is given by: un,l := un + τERK

∑
j∈{1:l−1} al,j L(tn + cjτERK,u

n,j) for all

l ∈ [1 : s] and un+1 := un + τERK

∑
j∈{1:s} bj L(tn + cjτERK,u

n,j). The coefficients
of the method are typically recorded in a Butcher tableau:

c1 0
c2 a2,1 0
c3 a3,1 a3,2 0
...

...
. . .

. . .

cs as,1 as,2 · · · as,s−1 0
b1 b2 · · · bs−1 bs

These coefficients satisfy various consistency criteria which we omit here for brevity.
Recall that the coefficients cj define the intermediate time steps tn,j := tn + cjτERK.
In the following we focus on a family of second to fourth order ERK methods with
optimal efficiency ratio [19], meaning, c1 := 0 and cl − cl−1 := 1

s . Such methods
are optimal in the sense that the step size of the combined s-stage ERK update is
τERK = sτ , where τ is the corresponding step size of a single low-order explicit Euler
step. We adopt the notation RK(s, p; 1) from [19], where s is the number of stages, p
the order of accuracy and ceff = 1 is the efficiency ratio.

We now present a reformulation of the IDP-ERK paradigm specialized for this
family of optimal efficiency ratio ERK methods, that is particularly suitable for a
high-performance implementation. Given a state vector Un at time tn and a (single-
step) time-step size τn satisfying the step size restriction of Lemma 3.5, we construct
a sequence of updates as follows:

Un =: U(1)

+ τn

88U
(2)

+ τn

88 . . .

+ τn

88U
(s)

+ τn

66U(s+1) =: Un+1.(4.1)

Notice that here we use the elementary time step τn instead of the global time step
τERK. Recall that τERK = sτn. Let us introduce the notation akk := 0 and as+1,k :=

bk for all k ∈ {1:s}. Then we define the weights w
(l)
k for l ∈ {1:s}, k ∈ {1: l} as

follows:

w
(l)
k := s (al+1,k − al,k).(4.2)

We start with U(1) := Un. Then, for l ∈ [1 : s], we compute the (l+1)-th stage vector

U(l+1) at time tn + lτn with the following procedure:
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– Using the previous stage U(l), we compute the low-order fluxes F
L,(l)
ij with

equation (3.3b). Then we compute the low-order update UL,(l+1) with (3.3a)
and the time step size τn.

– Using the previous stage U(l) again, we compute the high-order fluxes F
H,(l)
ij

with equations (3.13), store these fluxes with the previous ones, F
H,(1)
ij , . . . ,

F
H,(l−1)
ij , and set

F̆ij :=

l∑
k=1

w
(l)
k F

H,(k)
ij and F̆i =

∑
j∈I(i)

F̆ij .

– Next we compute the fluxes P̆ij as in (3.18):

P̆ij :=
τ

miλi

{
F̆ij − F

L,(l)
ij + bijF̆j − bjiF̆i

}
.

– Finally, we compute the limiter coefficients ℓ̆ij as outlined in Section 3.5 using

P̆ij into (3.19), and we define the high-order update U(l+1) by setting

U
(l+1)
i = U

L,(l+1)
i +

∑
j∈I∗(i)

ℓ̆ijλiP̆ij .

The procedure described above inherits at every stage the properties listed in Propo-
sitions 3.12, 3.13, and 3.14.

5. Numerical illustrations. In this section, we illustrate the proposed method
with various configurations including: (i) well-balancing tests; (ii) validation tests for
convergence; (iii) verification with small-scale laboratory experiments; (iv) realistic
flooding scenario with a digital elevation model.

5.1. Technical details. The numerical tests are conducted using the high-
performance finite element code, ryujin [30, 38]. The code uses continuous Q1 finite
elements on quadrangular meshes for the spatial approximation and is built upon the
deal.II finite element library [1].

To differentiate the temporal approximations, we use the notation RK(s, p; ceff).
The efficiency ratio for the IDP-ERK schemes introduced in Section 4 is ceff = 1. All
the methods with optimal efficiency used in the paper are summarized in Table 1.
We are also going to use the standard SSP-ERK method denoted by RK(2, 2; 1

2 ) and
RK(3, 3; 1

3 ) (see: [47, Eq. 2.16] and [47, Eq. 2.18], respectively).
The time step size τn is computed during the first stage of each time step using

the expression

τn := CFLmax
i∈V

mi

2|dL,nii |
,(5.1)

where CFL ∈ (0, 1] is a user-defined constant henceforth called Courant-Friedrichs-
Lewy number. The global time step is computed using τERK := ceffsτn.

In all the simulations reported below, we take g = 9.81m s−2. To characterize
the convergence properties of the method, we use the following consolidated error
indicator for our tests:

δq(T ) :=
∥H− hexact(T )∥Lq(D)

∥hexact(T )∥Lq(D)
+

∥Q− qexact(T )∥Lq(D)

∥qexact(T )∥Lq(D)
,
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w
(l)
k 0 1

1 1
2 −1 2

(a) RK(2, 2; 1)

w
(l)
k 0 1 2

1 1
2 −1 2
3 3/4 −2 9/4

(b) RK(3, 3; 1)

w
(l)
k 0 1 2 3

1 1
2 −1 2
3 0 −1 2
4 0 5/3 −10/3 8/3

(c) RK(4, 3; 1)

w
(l)
k 0 1 2 3

1 1.000000000000000
2 0.303779113477746 0.696220886522255
3 -2.596605007106260 3.860592821791782 -0.263987814685521
4 2.373989715203703 -1.980102553333916 -3.819151895277756 4.425264733407969
5 -1.606747744309784 1.817291202624922 1.137969506889054 -2.114595709136266

w
(5)
4 =1.766082743932075

(d) RK(5, 4; 1)

Table 1: Weights w
(l)
k for different optimal IDP-ERK schemes ranging from an (a)

two-stage, (b) three-stage, (c) four-stage, to (d) a five-stage method.

where q ∈ {1,∞}.
For the sake of brevity, we omit discussing the performance of the non-reflecting

boundary conditions described in Appendix A. Overall, the non-reflecting boundary
conditions work well and as expected; no issues were observed regarding significant
feedback or violation of the invariant-domain.

5.2. Well-balancing tests. In this section, we verify the well-balancing prop-
erties of the numerical method.

5.2.1. At rest. To verify the well-balancing at rest, we adopt the three conical
bump topography configuration introduced in Kawahara and Umetsu [33] and initial-
ize the water depth to H0(x) = max(1.5m − z(x), 0) so that part of the topography
is submerged and some is exposed creating a shoreline. The computational domain is
set to D = [0, 75m] × [0, 30m] with slip boundary conditions. To make the problem
slightly more challenging, we apply some distortion to the mesh since most realistic
topographical data and respective meshes might not be uniform. We run until final
time T = 100 s with CFL 0.9 using RK(3, 3; 1) and RK(3, 3; 1

3 ). As shown in Figure 1,
no special treatment is done to align the shoreline with the mesh throughout the do-
main. We report the L∞(T )-norm of the error on the water depth for two meshes in
Table 2. Inspection of the table shows that the method is indeed well-balanced even
when the shoreline does not coincide with the mesh, which is a key improvement over
the method proposed in [27, §5&6].

5.2.2. Steady flow over inclined plane with friction. We now test the well-
balancing property for a steady flow over an inclined plane with Gauckler-Manning
friction. The specific configuration that we consider is that proposed in Chertock et al.
[13, Sec. 4.1] titled “Example 1” (Test 2). The domain is set to D = (0, 25m) with
Dirichlet conditions on the left for inflow, and non-reflecting boundary conditions on
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Fig. 1: Well-balancing configuration with distorted mesh with 4225 Q1 degrees of
freedom.

I RK(3, 3; 1) RK(3, 3; 1
3 )

4225 1.33× 10−15 9.44× 10−14

16641 1.33× 10−15 2.12× 10−13

Table 2: At-rest well-balancing results.

I RK(3, 3; 1) RK(3, 3; 1
3 )

513 6.617× 10−14 5.300× 10−13

1025 1.642× 10−14 6.257× 10−13

Table 3: Steady flow over inclined plane
well-balancing results.

the right for dynamic outflow. The topography profile is defined by z(x) = −bx. The
unit discharge is initialized with q(x) = q0. The initial and exact solution for the

depth is given by h(x) ≡ h0 = (
n2q20
b )3/10 where n is the Gauckler-Manning friction

coefficient. ; see (2.5) in [13], The coefficients are set to b = 0.01, q0 = 0.1m2/s, n =
0.02m−1/3s which gives approximately h0 ≈ 0.095 635m. We run until final time
T = 100 s with CFL 0.5 using RK(3, 3; 1) and RK(3, 3; 1

3 ). We report the δ∞(T ) error
for two meshes in Table 3. Well-balancing is again achieved in this case.

5.2.3. Rainfall over inclined plane with friction. We now test the method’s
ability to handle both rainfall and friction effects as sources. We again use the inclined
plane bathymetry from the previous section, but now follow the configuration in [13,
Sec. 4.1] titled “Example 3”. Here, the initial configuration is set to dry with a
constant rain source R(x) = 1× 10−4 ms−1 active in the interval 0 ≤ t ≤ 100 s.
The specific test cases we reproduce are “Test 3” and “Test 4” from Table 2 in [13].
The domain is set to D = (0, 2.5m) with slip conditions on the left and do nothing
boundary conditions on the right. For both tests, we run until final time T = 150 s
with CFL 0.5 using RK(3, 3; 1) and RK(3, 3; 1

3 ).The discharge was measured over time
at the right boundary for the simulation for each test. We report the time history of
the discharge in Figure 2. We observe comparable results to those reported in [13,
Fig. 5]. For the RK(3, 3; 1

3 ) results in Test 4, there are some slight oscillations at the
beginning of the simulation.

5.3. Convergence tests. In this section, we verify the accuracy of the proposed
method. For the sake of brevity, we only report results in two space dimensions since
we observe similar behavior in one space dimension.

5.3.1. Smooth vortex. We now demonstrate the convergence of the method
with a smooth analytical solution of the Shallow Water Equations. This benchmark
is a divergence-free vortex adapted (and slightly modified) from Ricchiuto and Boller-
mann [43, Sec. 2.3] which mimics geophysical flows [44]. Let (h∞,v∞) be the far-field
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Fig. 2: Comparison of discharge at outlet boundary (x = 2.5m) for the “Test 3” and
“Test 4” configurations from Table 2 in [13].

I RK(3, 3; 1) rate RK(3, 3; 1
3 ) rate

1089 3.579× 10−3 - 3.572× 10−3 -
4225 6.281× 10−4 2.51 6.274× 10−4 2.51
16641 8.414× 10−5 2.90 8.399× 10−5 2.90
66049 1.095× 10−5 2.94 1.094× 10−5 2.94
263169 1.425× 10−6 2.94 1.424× 10−6 2.94
1050625 2.811× 10−7 2.34 1.919× 10−7 2.89

Table 4: Error δ1(T ) and convergence rates for smooth vortex test with CFL 0.25.

state. Then, the analytical solution is defined as follows:

h(x, t) = h∞ − 1

2gr20
ψ(x)2,(5.2a)

v := v∞ + δv,(5.2b)

δv(x, t) := (∂x2ψ(x),−∂x1ψ(x))
T
,(5.2c)

with x := x− x0 − v∞t and ψ(x) :=
β
2π exp( 12 (1−

∥x∥2
ℓ2

r20
)). Here, x0 can be thought

of as the center of the vortex, β the vortex strength and r0 the radius of the vortex.
The parameters are set to h∞ = 2m, β = 2 , r0 = 1m, v∞ = (1, 1)ms−1. The
computational domain is set to D = (−6, 6m) × (−6, 6m) with Dirichlet boundary
conditions. We set the final time to T = 2 s. The time-stepping is performed with
RK(3, 3; 1) and RK(3, 3; 1

3 ) with CFL 0.25. We report the consolidated δ∞(T ) error
and rates in Table 4. We observe close to third order accuracy in time and space.
The super-convergence in space is compatible with the theoretical result from [24,
Prop. A.1].

5.3.2. Planar surface flow in paraboloid-shaped basin. We now demon-
strate the convergence of the method with Thacker’s planar surface flow in paraboloid-
shaped basin [48]. The problem consists of a free-surface moving in a periodic motion
inside a paraboloid-shaped basin.The moving shoreline is circular at all times. The
precise configuration we use is the one introduced in Delestre et al. [15, Sec. 4.2.2]
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I RK(3, 3; 1) rate RK(3, 3; 1
3 ) rate

1089 2.217× 10−1 - 2.268× 10−1 -
4225 6.328× 10−2 1.81 6.473× 10−2 1.81
16641 1.723× 10−2 1.88 1.785× 10−2 1.86
66049 5.106× 10−3 1.75 5.359× 10−3 1.74
263169 1.740× 10−3 1.55 1.834× 10−3 1.55
1050625 7.041× 10−4 1.31 7.386× 10−4 1.31

Table 5: Error δ1(T ) and convergence rates for the test configuration with a planar
surface flow in a paraboloid-shaped basin.

subsection “Planar surface in a paraboloid:” The computational domain is defined as
D = [0, 4m] × [0, 4m] with slip boundary conditions. The theoretical period of the
motion is 2π/

√
2gh0 with h0 = 0.1m. The final time is three periods, approximately

T = 13.457 104 40 s. The time-stepping is performed with RK(3, 3; 1) and RK(3, 3; 1
3 )

with CFL 0.5. We report the consolidated δ1(T ) error and rates in Table 5. We
observe a convergence rate ranging from 1.8 to 1.3, which is consistent with what is
reported in the literature.

5.4. Small-scale laboratory experiments. In this section, we simulate two
small-scale laboratory experiments described in Mart́ınez-Aranda et al. [39]. The goal
of the experiments was to provide validation data for shallow water solvers by study-
ing complex steady and transient flume experiments. The experiments comprised of
transcritical steady flow and dam-break flow around obstacles and complex beds. In
this paper, we reproduce cases “G2-S.2” and “G3-D.1” described in Sections 4.3.1
and 4.4.2 in [39], respectively. We refer the reader to [39] for a detailed description of
the experimental configuration. The set up can also be found in the source code for
the ryujin software.

5.4.1. G2-S.2. The “G2-S.2” test case consists of a steady inflow discharge of
Q0 = 9.01m3/h with the flume containing a semi-circular bump across its width
followed by a rectangular obstacle placed at the center line of the flume. We give a
top view representation of the set up in Figure 3. Note that the discharge here is
the volumetric flow rate. For our simulation, we use the unit flow discharge q0 =
Q0/0.24m which gives q0 = 0.0104m2/s (here, the 0.24m corresponds to the flume
width). We reproduce this case using the computational domain D = [0, 6.078m] ×
[−0.12, 0.12m] with 928137 Q1 degrees of freedom (this corresponds to the mesh-
size being roughly 1.25mm in each direction). Note that we omit discretizing the
tank reservoir since it is not needed for simulating steady inflow. The initial set up
consists of a dry flume where the bottom/top boundaries are set to slip boundary
conditions and the right boundary is set to non-reflecting boundary conditions for
dynamic outflow. On the left boundary, we enforce the steady inflow discharge and
do nothing boundary conditions for the water depth. We run the simulation with
RK(4, 3; 1) until T = 50 s with CFL 0.9 to allow the flow to reach a steady state. We
output four time snapshots for t = {1.5× 101 s, 3.0× 101 s, 5.0× 101 s} in Figure 4.

In the experiments, the water depth was measured at two different sections:
x = 2.40m (across width of flume spanning the rectangular obstacle) and y = 0m
(centerline of the flume). In Figure 5, we compare the numerical output of our sim-
ulations along the sections and compare with the experimental data as well as the
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Fig. 3: Top view representation for the “G2-S.2” test case.

Fig. 4: Time snapshots for “G2-S.2” showing water elevation and bathymetry.

Fig. 5: Comparison of numerically computed water depth (solid blue line) for the
“G2-S.2” configuration along the two sections with experimental data (black circles)
and corresponding simulation data from [39] (red dashed line).

simulation data reported in [39]. Overall, our simulation compares well with the
experiments and simulations from [39]. The discrepancies between the numerical
simulations are due to mesh resolution differences. The discrepancies with the ex-
periments show the shortcomings of the shallow water equations and that, short to
solving the Navier-Stokes equations, a higher-fidelity model is required.

5.4.2. G3-D.1. The case “G3-D.1” consists of a dam-break flow with height
H0 = 0.055m in the reservoir and the flume containing two semi-circular Venturi
constriction elements followed by rectangular obstacle placed at the center line of the
flume. We give a top view representation of the set up in Figure 6. We reproduce this
case using the computation domain D = Dres ∪ Dflume where Dres = [−1.58, 0m] ×
[−0.405, 0.405m] and Dflume = [0, 6.078m]× [−0.12, 0.12m] with 1753793 Q1 degrees
of freedom (this corresponds to the mesh-size being roughly 1.25mm in each direc-
tion). The flume is initially dry. The slip boundary condition is enforced on all
the boundaries except the right-most one. Non-reflecting boundary conditions are
enforced on the right boundary for dynamic outflow. We run the simulation with
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Fig. 6: Top view representation for “G3-D.1” case.

Fig. 7: Time snapshots for “G3-D.1” showing water elevation and bathymetry.

RK(4, 3; 1) until T = 20 s with CFL 0.9. We output four time snapshots of the water
elevation for t = {3 s, 4 s, 5 s, 6 s} in Figure 7.

In the experiments reported in [39], three wave gauges were placed in the basin to
measure the water depth over the duration of the experiment. The specific locations
of the gauges are given by: “Gauge 1” (225 cm, 12 cm); “Gauge 2” (240 cm, 20 cm);
“Gauge 3” (260 cm, 12 cm). In Figure 8, we compare the numerical output of our
simulations with the experimental data and the simulation data reported in [39].
Overall, our simulation compares well with the experiment and simulations from [39].

5.5. Efficiency tests. We now report a quick efficiency test to compare various
time-stepping techniques. We choose the smooth vortex benchmark described in 5.3.1
and run until final time T = 0.5 s with CFL 0.2 with the mesh composed of 66,049 Q1

degrees of freedom. Each simulation is performed on a single rank and single thread
on a laptop computer. In Table 6, we report the results of our tests. We see that the
overall efficiency of each method is directly proportional to the efficiency coefficient
ceff.

5.6. High-fidelity simulation. Lastly we perform a high-fidelity dam break
simulation with the shallow water equations using realistic topography data. To this
end we linked the ryujin software to the Geospatial Data Abstraction Library (GDAL)2

in order to read in digital elevation models (DEMs). The DEM considered here was ob-
tained from the United States Geological Survey 3D Elevation Program United States
Geological Survey [49] via OpenTopography3 and shows a portion of Lake Dunlap and
the Guadalupe river in the state of Texas with a spatial resolution of 1m× 1m. We
simulate the breaking of the dam at Lake Dunlap. The simulation was performed on
the computational domain D = [0, 7168m] × [0, 8192m] which is the bounding box
for the DEM data until final time T = 2h. We use a Gauckler-Manning’s friction
source term with a roughness coefficient of n = 0.025m−1/3s and a gravity constant
of g = 9.81ms−2. We set up an initial water column with h+ z = 179.5m (above sea
level) for the upper basin and h+ z = 163.5m slowly sloping down to 161.3m for the
river bed; both with zero initial velocity. On the northern boundary of the domain we

2https://gdal.org
3https://opentopography.org

https://gdal.org
https://opentopography.org
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enforce Dirichlet conditions with h+z = 182.5m which ensure that the upper basin is
always filled. We emphasize that we chose this flow configuration purely for demon-
stration purposes and that it is not particularly realistic: we do not factor in the
finite amount of water stored in the upper basin (as it is in fact not fully simulated);
we make no attempt of creating a realistic initial configuration of the downstream
river with correct water height and stream velocity; and the DEM does not contain
bathymetry information of the river bed.

The computation was performed with 58,735,617 Q1 degrees of freedom per com-
ponent on 768 ranks (and 2 threads per rank) on the Whistler cluster at Texas A&M
University using single-precision floating point arithmetic. We performed 152,637
RK(3, 3; 1) steps with a chosen CFL number of 0.9 resulting in an average time step
size of τERK ≈ 4.72× 10−2 s. The total CPU time summed over all ranks was about
9820 h with an average per-rank throughput of about 1.52MQ/s, where MQ/s stands
for million Q1-mesh point updates per second for a single Runge-Kutta substep (con-
sisting of a single forward-Euler step). We recorded a total runtime of approximately
6.43 h (wall time) which equates to a combined throughput over all ranks of about
1159.3MQ/s.

We visualize in Figure 9 the simulation results for temporal snapshots at initial
time t = 0h, at t = 1h, and at t = 2h. The figure shows a three dimensional rendering
of the bathymetry z(x) with a color scale ranging from dark green to light ocre where
the bathymetry is scaled by a factor 10. Similarly, the water surface h+z is overlayed
with the same scaling factor and with a color scale ranging from dark blue to light
blue for large to small values of h.

6. Conclusion. In this work, we provided a high-order space and time ap-
proximation of the shallow water equations with external sources on unstructured
meshes. The numerical method was shown to be invariant-domain preserving and
well-balanced with respect to rest states whether the shoreline is aligned with the
mesh or not. The method was also shown to be robust with respect to external source
terms. This work will be the stepping stone for various multi-physics extensions of
the shallow water equations like the Serre-Green-Naghdi Equations which account for
dispersive water waves or subsurface models such as Richard’s equation.
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Data availability statement. A high performance implementation of the algo-
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ryujin. Parameter and configuration files for the numerical illustrations reported in
Section 5 are made available upon request.
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Fig. 8: Temporal series over t ∈ [0, 20 s] comparing numerical water depth (blue solid
line), experimental data (black triangles) and simulation data from [39] (red dashed
line). From top to bottom: Gauge 1, Gauge 2, Gauge 3.

Method # cycles throughput runtime

RK(2, 2; 1
2 ) 1019 1.3564MQ/s 99.64 s

RK(2, 2; 1) 510 1.2762MQ/s 52.99 s
RK(3, 3; 1

3 ) 1019 1.3578MQ/s 149.20 s
RK(3, 3; 1) 340 1.2511MQ/s 54.01 s
RK(4, 3; 1) 255 1.2312MQ/s 54.91 s
RK(5, 4; 1) 204 1.1494MQ/s 58.79 s

Table 6: Efficiency comparison of various time-stepping schemes. We report the total
number of cycles for a full Runge-Kutta step to reach final time T = 0.5 s with CFL
0.2, the average throughput measured in million Q1-mesh points per second (MQ/s)
for a single Runge-Kutta substep (consisting of a single forward Euler step) and the
total runtime to reach the final simulation time.
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(a) t = 0h

(b) t = 1h

(c) t = 2h

Fig. 9: Temporal snapshots for the high-fidelity simulation of a dam break with
58,735,617 Q1 degrees of freedom per component. The figures show a three dimen-
sional rendering of the bathymetry z(x) with a color scale ranging from dark green
to light ocre, and the water surface h + z with a color scale ranging from dark blue
(large h) to light blue (small h). The vertical direction is scaled by a factor 10.
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Appendix A. Boundary conditions. In this section, we describe how the
boundary conditions are enforced for the IDP explicit Runge-Kutta schemes above.
Recall that the Shallow Water Equations with flat topography (and no external source
terms) are equivalent to the isentropic compressible Euler Equations when the adia-
batic index γ is 2. Thus, the details in this section are a direct modification of the
work seen in [30] where it is shown how to enforce “reflecting” (i.e., slip or wall) and
“non-reflecting” boundary conditions for the isentropic Euler Equations.

A.1. Preliminaries. Boundary conditions are enforced by post-processing the
approximation at the end of each stage of the ERK-IDP algorithm. We consider two
types of boundary conditions: (i) Reflecting conditions, also called “slip” or “wall”:
v·n = 0; (ii) Non-reflecting conditions. Let ∂Dr ⊂ ∂D be the boundary where
reflecting conditions are enforced. Let ∂Dnr denote the complement of ∂Dr in ∂D
where non-reflecting conditions will be enforced. Let V∂

r ⊂ V∂ be the collection of
all the boundary degrees of freedom i such that φi|∂Dr

̸≡ 0. Let V∂
r ⊂ V∂ be the

collection of all boundary degrees of freedom i such that φi|∂Dnr
̸≡ 0. We define the

normal vectors associated with the degrees of freedom in V∂
r and V∂

nr, respectively:

(A.1) nr
i :=

∫
∂Dr

φinds

∥
∫
∂Dr

φin ds∥ℓ2
, nnr

i :=

∫
∂Dnr

φinds

∥
∫
∂Dnr

φinds∥ℓ2
.

In the following two sections, the symbol U denotes the state obtained at the end of
each stage. The post-processed state is denoted by UP.

A.2. Reflecting boundary conditions. Let i ∈ V∂
r and let Ui = (Hi,Qi)

T.
Reflecting boundary conditions are enforced at the i-th degree of freedom by setting:

(A.2) UP
i := (Hi,Qi − (Qi·nr

i)n
r
i)

T.

A.3. Non-reflecting boundary conditions. We now consider non-reflecting
boundary conditions at i ∈ V∂

nr based on Riemann invariants. We note that the idea
of working with the Riemann invariants of the Shallow Water Equations for the use
of boundary conditions is a common approach in the literature (see: Bristeau and
Coussin [9, Sec. 6]). For notational simplicity, we assume the following states are at
the i-th degree of freedom and drop the subscript notation. Here, n := nnr

i .
Let h := h(U), Q := q(U) and set:

(A.3) V := h−1Q, Vn := V·n, V⊥ := V − (V·n)·n, a :=
√
gh.

Assume that the topography is flat and that there are no external source terms. Then,
the characteristic variables and characteristic speeds for the one-dimensional system,
∂tu+ ∂x(f(u)n) = 0, are:
(A.4){

λ1(U,n) := Vn − a

R1(U,n) := Vn − 2a,︸ ︷︷ ︸
multiplicity 1

{
λ2(U,n) := Vn

V⊥,︸ ︷︷ ︸
multiplicity d−1

{
λ3(U,n) := Vn + a

R3(U,n) := Vn + 2a.︸ ︷︷ ︸
multiplicity 1

Note in passing there are only two Riemann invariants for the Shallow Water Equa-
tions, but we use the notation R1 and R3 so that they correspond directly to the
eigenvalues. We consider four different cases depending on the type of flow at the
boundary:
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(i) torrential inflow: Vn < 0 and a < |Vn| λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ λ3 < 0,
(ii) torrential outflow: 0 ≤ Vn and a ≤ |Vn| 0 ≤ λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ λ3,
(ii) fluvial inflow: Vn < 0 and |Vn| < a λ1 ≤ λ2 < 0 ≤ λ3,
(iv) fluvial outflow: 0 ≤ Vn and a < |Vn| λ1 < 0 ≤ λ2 ≤ λ3.

Note that the nomenclature “torrential” is equivalent to “supersonic” and “fluvial” is
equivalent to “subsonic” in the context of gas dynamics. We assume that outside the
domain D, we have at hand some Dirichlet data UD := (hD,QD)T. Just as in [30],
we are going to postprocess the solution U so that the characteristic variables of the
post-processed state UP associated with the in-coming eigenvalues match those of the
prescribed Dirichlet data UD, while leaving the out-going characteristics unchanged.
More precisely, the strategy consists of finding UP so that the following holds:

Rl(U
P) =

{
Rl(U

D) if λl(U,nnr) < 0,

Rl(U) if 0 ≤ λl(U,nnr),
l ∈ {1, 3},(A.5a)

(VP)⊥ =

{
(VD)⊥ if λ2(U,nnr) < 0,

V⊥ if 0 ≤ λ2(U,nnr).
(A.5b)

We now solve the above system for each of the four flow configurations mentioned
above.

Torrential inflow : Assume that λ1(U,n) ≤ λ2(U,n) ≤ λ3(U,n) < 0. Since all the
characteristics are entering the computational domain, the postprocessing consists of
replacing U by UD:

(A.6) UP = UD.

Torrential outflow : Assume that 0 ≤ λ1(U,n) ≤ λ2(U,n) ≤ λ3(U,n). Since all the
characteristics are exiting the computational domain, the postprocessing consists of
doing nothing:

(A.7) UP = U.

Fluvial inflow : Assume that λ1(U,n) ≤ λ2(U,n) < 0 < λ3(U,n). Then, UP is
obtained by solving the following system:

(A.8) R1(U
P) = R1(U

D), (VP)⊥ = (VD)⊥, R3(U
P) = R3(U).

This gives that VP
n = 1

2

(
R1(U

D) + R3(U)
)

and 4aP =
(
R3(U)− R1(U

D)
)

= Vn +

2a − (VD
n − 2aD). Since in this flow configuration Vn + 2a > 0, for aP to be positive

it must be that: VD
n ≤ 2aD which is an admissibility condition on the Dirichlet data.

Finally, the postprocessing for a fluvial inflow boundary condition consists of setting
the solution UP to:

hP =
1

g
(aP)2 =

1

g

(
R3(U)− R1(U

D)

4

)2

,(A.9a)

QP = hP ×
(
(VD)⊥ + VP

nn
)
, with VP

n =
1

2

(
R1(U

D) + R3(U)
)
.(A.9b)

Fluvial outflow : Assume that λ1(U,n) < 0 < λ2(U,n) < λ3(U,n). Then, UP is
obtained by solving the following system:

(A.10) R1(U
P) = R1(U

D), (VP)⊥ = V⊥, R3(U
P) = R3(U).
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Notice now that only one Dirichlet condition is prescribed on the first character-

istic since λ1 < 0. Again, we have that VP
n = 1

2

(
R1(U

D) + R3(U)
)

and 4aP =(
R3(U)− R1(U

D)
)
. We also have the same admissibility condition on the Dirichlet

data: VD
n ≤ 2aD for aP > 0. Finally, the postprocessing for a fluvial outflow boundary

condition consists of setting the solution UP to:

hP =
1

g
(aP)2 =

1

g

(
R3(U)− R1(U

D)

4

)2

,(A.11a)

QP = hP ×
(
V⊥ + VP

nn
)
, with VP

n =
1

2

(
R1(U

D) + R3(U)
)
.(A.11b)

Remark A.1 (Conservation and admissibility). The conservation and admissibil-
ity properties of the proposed boundary conditions are described in [30, Sec. 4.3.3].□
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Galerkin methods for the shallow water equations with dry beds. Commun.
Comput. Phys., 10(2):371–404, 2011.

[7] J. P. Boris and D. L. Book. Flux-corrected transport. Journal of computational
physics, 135(2):172–186, 1997.

[8] F. Bouchut. Nonlinear stability of finite volume methods for hyperbolic conser-
vation laws and well-balanced schemes for sources. Frontiers in Mathematics.
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