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1 Introduction

Time dependent partial differential equations are typically solved by numerical methods where the time dis-
cretization is applied separately from the spatial discretization. Such an approach has the advantage that
well developed and implemented integration methods for numerical solution of ordinary differential equations
(ODEs) can be used after the equation is discretized in space. Already at the level of ODEs, it is recognized
that the explicit type of time discretization methods are not suitable for systems of ODEs of which the solution
describes processes with different time scales. In such a case, the restriction on the size of the time step is no
longer applicable if the fast processes require too small time steps only due to the stability constraints and not
due to the accuracy requirements. A similar situation can occur when the time dependent solution in numerical
simulations is approaching a stationary state, especially if some asymptotic preserving properties are expected
from the numerical solution.

In the above mentioned cases, the well-known remedy is to apply implicit methods for the numerical solution
of the ODEs that replace some explicit formulas to determine the numerical solution by discrete algebraic
equations to be solved. This type of method is available with enhanced stability properties and offers, in an
ideal case, the usage with the time steps having a size that is limited only by the accuracy requirements. The
price to pay for such stability enhancement is strongly dependent on the efficiency with which the resulting
discrete systems of algebraic equations can be solved.

Numerical methods based on the separate discretization of time and space have been well developed for
hyperbolic systems. Concerning implicit methods (or their combinations with explicit methods), we can mention
the class of Runge-Kutta (RK) methods used for hyperbolic problems in [18, 3, 4, 2, 1, 19, 17]. Furthermore, it is
recognized that several improvements can be achieved if, opposite to standard RK methods, not only the values
of the right hand side function are used, but also its derivatives. This approach is realized in the development
of two- or multi-derivative RK methods [22] available also in the form of implicit methods [26, 12].

The approach of multi-derivative RK methods is shared with other type of time discretization methods that
exploit finite Taylor series expansions of the solution with the so-called Lax-Wendroff (or Cauchy-Kowalevskaya)
procedure when the time derivatives are replaced by corresponding derivatives of the right hand side function.
The methods based on the LW procedure offer a great opportunity to couple the time and space discretizations
by approximating each term in the Taylor series by different space discretizations [20, 22, 24, 15, 26]. This
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coupling is significantly exploited in methods that use mixed spatial-temporal derivatives in the Lax-Wendroff
procedure to obtain schemes with a more compact stencil [28, 5, 6].

As shown in [9, 11, 10], the idea of implicit time discretization using the LW procedure involving the mixed
spatial-temporal derivatives can be used not only to enhance the stability of the method but also to improve the
solvability of the resulting algebraic systems. In particular, a compact high-resolution finite difference method
for hyperbolic problems in the one-dimensional case is presented in [10] in connection with the fractional step
method [16] where the Jacobian matrix has a convenient structure, and therefore efficient solvers like the fast
sweeping method [16] can be used. In this work we extend the approach of [10] to two-dimensional finite volume
methods. Opposite to [16, 10], we do not use the fractional-time step method that can decrease the accuracy due
to time splitting errors [14]. To further increase the efficiency of the method, we apply the predictor-corrector
approach to compute the parameters in the ENO and WENO schemes as used in [19].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the scalar conservation laws for two dimensional
case and a general form of the finite volume method for its numerical solution. In Section 3 we derive a
parametric form of a second order accurate scheme. In Section 4 we extend the schemes to the framework of
High resolution scheme with the use of the ENO (Essentially Non-Oscillatory) and WENO (Weighted Essentially
Non-Oscillatory) approximations. Finally, in Section 5 we illustrate the properties of the presented schemes
with several numerical experiments.

2 Mathematical model and finite volume method

First, we consider the scalar nonlinear hyperbolic equation in the form

∂tu+∇ · f(u) = 0, (1)

with f(u) = (f(u), g(u)) being the vector flux function, so (1) can be written in the form

∂tu+ ∂xf(u) + ∂yg(u) = 0. (2)

with u = u(x, y, t) being the unknown function for t ∈ (0, T ), and x ∈ (xL, xR) ⊂ R, y ∈ (yL, yR) ⊂ R. The
initial condition is prescribed by u(x, y, 0) = u0(x, y) and the boundary conditions are defined at the inflow
boundaries as

u(xL, y, t) = uxL
(y, t), u(x, yL, t) = uyL

(x, t), u(xR, y, t) = uxR
(y, t), u(x, yR, t) = uyR

(x, t) . (3)

Next, we introduce a numerical discretization to solve the equation (2). The discretization is done in space
and time using the following notation. We denote tn = nτ , n = 0, 1, ...N for a chosen N and τ > 0 with
tn+1/2 = tn + τ/2. The spatial discretization is based on the finite volume method [14]. For simplicity, we
assume the computational domain defined for x, y ∈ (xL, xR) that is divided into finite volumes of the form
Ii,j = (xi−1/2, xi+1/2) × (yj−1/2, yj+1/2) with the regular square grid, where xi−1/2 = xL + ih − h/2 and
yj−1/2 = xL + jh− h/2 with i, j = 1, 2, ...,M for the chosen M and h = (xR − xL)/M .

The main idea behind the finite volume method is to integrate the differential equation (2) over Ii,j×(tn, tn+1)∫ tn+1

tn

∫
Ii,j

(
∂tu+ ∂xf(u) + ∂yg(u)

)
dx dy dt = 0. (4)

Using the divergence theorem in (4) with n(s) = (nx(s), ny(s)) be the outward-pointing unit normal vector to
the boundary ∂Ii,j of the finite volume Ii,j at a point (x(s), y(s)), we obtain∫

Ii,j

(∂xf(u) + ∂yg(u)) dx dy =

∫
∂Ii,j

(
nx(s)f(u) + ny(s)g(u)

)
ds

=

∫ yj+1/2

yj−1/2

f(u(xi+1/2, y, t)) dy −
∫ yj+1/2

yj−1/2

f(u(xi−1/2, y, t)) dy

+

∫ xi+1/2

xi−1/2

g(u(x, yj+1/2, t)) dx−
∫ xi+1/2

xi−1/2

g(u(x, yj−1/2, t)) dx.

(5)
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Next, using the notation for the space and time averaged values defined as

ũn
i,j :=

1

h2

∫
Ii,j

u(x, y, tn) dx dy ,

fi+1/2,j :=
1

τh

∫ tn+1

tn

∫ yj+1/2

yj−1/2

f(u(xi+1/2, y, t)) dy dt ,

gi,j+1/2 :=
1

τh

∫ tn+1

tn

∫ xi+1/2

xi−1/2

g(u(x, yj+1/2, t)) dx dt ,

(6)

one can rewrite (4) to the equivalent form,

ũn+1
i,j − ũn

i,j +
τ

h
(fi+1/2,j − fi−1/2,j) +

τ

h
(gi,j+1/2 − gi,j−1/2) = 0. (7)

To obtain a numerical scheme, one has to approximate the averaged fluxes fi+1/2,j and gi,j+1/2 in (7) using
some numerical fluxes Fi+1/2,j ≈ fi+1/2,j , Gi,j+1/2 ≈ gi,j+1/2. As we aim to obtain the second order accuracy,
we consider midpoint quadrature rules to approximate the integrals in (6). Using un

i,j ≈ ũn
i,j , the numerical

scheme takes then the form

un+1
i,j − un

i,j +
τ

h
(Fi+1/2,j − Fi−1/2,j) +

τ

h
(Gi,j+1/2 −Gi,j−1/2) = 0 . (8)

There are several ways how to construct the numerical flux, and, for our purposes, we choose the Godunov
flux [23, 14], where the flux Fi+1/2,j is represented at time tn+1/2 as

Fi+1/2,j = H(u
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j , u

n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j ) , (9)

and the flux Gi,j+1/2 similarly as

Gi,j+1/2 = H(u
n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 , u

n+1/2,+
i,j+1/2 ) , (10)

with the numerical flux function H defined by

H(u−, u+) =

 min
u−≤u≤u+

h(u) if u− ≤ u+

max
u+≤u≤u−

h(u) if u− > u+
(11)

where h = f for (9) and h = g for (10). Finally, one has to propose one-sided numerical approximations

u
n+1/2,±
i+1/2,j ≈ lim

x→x±
i+1/2

u(x, yj , t
n+1/2), u

n+1/2,±
i,j+1/2 ≈ lim

y→y±
j+1/2

u(xi, y, t
n+1/2),

that we aim to define using the values of numerical solution at time levels tn and tn+1 using upwind based
approximations similarly to [7, 10].

We also define such approximations for the numerical solutions of the two dimensional linear advection
equation [25], where f from (1) is formally represented by f = v⃗u,

∂tu+∇ · (v⃗u) = 0 . (12)

We consider a space dependent given velocity field v⃗ = v⃗(x, y) = (v(x, y), w(x, y)), so the flux function f in (1)
also depends on the space variables that we consider only for the linear advection. The problem takes the form

∂tu+ ∂x(vu) + ∂y(wu) = 0 . (13)

To define numerical flux function for (13) we denote

vi±1/2,j := v(xi±1/2, yj) , wi,j±1/2 := w(xi, yj±1/2) . (14)

Furthermore, we will apply the splitting of the velocity vector field, which is performed as

v = v+ + v−, with v+ := max(0, v), v− := min(0, v) ,

w = w+ + w−, with w+ := max(0, w), w− := min(0, w) , (15)
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and the numerical fluxes (8) will be defined compatibly with (11) as

Fi+1/2,j = v+i+1/2,ju
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j + v−i+1/2,ju

n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j ,

Gi,j+1/2 = w+
i,j+1/2u

n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 + w−

i,j+1/2u
n+1/2,+
i,j+1/2 , (16)

and the numerical scheme (8) will transform into the form

un+1
i,j − un

i,j +
τ

h
(v+i+1/2,ju

n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j − v+i−1/2,ju

n+1/2,−
i−1/2,j ) +

τ

h
(w+

i,j+1/2u
n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 − w+

i,j−1/2u
n+1/2,−
i,j−1/2 )

+
τ

h
(v−i+1/2,ju

n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j − v−i−1/2,ju

n+1/2,+
i−1/2,j ) +

τ

h
(w−

i,j+1/2u
n+1/2,+
i,j+1/2 − w−

i,j−1/2u
n+1/2,+
i,j−1/2 ) = 0 . (17)

Note that the simplest first order accurate numerical scheme uses the approximations

u
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j = un+1

i,j , u
n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j = un+1

i+1,j ,

u
n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 = un+1

i,j , u
n+1/2,+
i,j+1/2 = un+1

i,j+1 . (18)

3 The second order accurate parametric compact implicit scheme

In this section, we present the parametric form of the second order accurate scheme in time and space that
can be later used in the framework of high resolution schemes. As discussed above, one has to define the

approximations u
n+1/2,±
i+1/2,j and u

n+1/2,±
i,j+1/2 based on the upwind approach. For simplicity of the derivation, we will

treat in detail only the derivation for the values u
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j and u

n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 . Similarly, one can handle the values

u
n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j and u

n+1/2,+
i,j+1/2 for which we will present only the final definitions.

To approximate the values u
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j and u

n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 up to the second order of accuracy, we apply finite Taylor

series [7]

u(xi+1/2, yj , t
n+1/2) = u(xi, yj , t

n+1) +
h

2
∂xu(xi, yj , t

n+1)− τ

2
∂tu(xi, yj , t

n+1) +O(h2, τ2) (19)

and

u(xi, yj+1/2, t
n+1/2) = u(xi, yj , t

n+1) +
h

2
∂yu(xi, yj , t

n+1)− τ

2
∂tu(xi, yj , t

n+1) +O(h2, τ2) . (20)

Similarly to [7], we do not replace the time derivative using the Lax-Wendroff procedure, but we approximate
(19) and (20) directly. Formally, the desired numerical values would then be defined as

u
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j = un+1

i,j +
h

2
∂xu

n+1
i,j − τ

2
∂tu

n+1
i,j ,

u
n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 = un+1

i,j +
h

2
∂yu

n+1
i,j − τ

2
∂tu

n+1
i,j , (21)

where we express the approximations ∂xu
n+1
i,j , ∂yu

n+1
i,j and ∂tu

n+1
i,j as a linear combination of different approxi-

mation choices [10] using parameters ω ∈ [0, 1], namely,

u
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j = un+1

i,j +
1

2

(
ωx,−(un+1

i,j − un+1
i−1,j) + (1− ωx,−)(un+1

i+1,j − un+1
i,j )

)
− 1

2

(
ωx,−(un+1

i,j − un
i,j) + (1− ωx,−)(un+1

i+1,j − un
i+1,j)

)
= un+1

i,j − 1

2

(
ωx,−(un+1

i−1,j − un
i,j) + (1− ωx,−)(un+1

i,j − un
i+1,j)

)
, (22)

u
n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 = un+1

i,j +
1

2

(
ωy,−(un+1

i,j − un+1
i,j−1) + (1− ωy,−)(un+1

i,j+1 − un+1
i,j )

)
− 1

2

(
ωy,−(un+1

i,j − un
i,j) + (1− ωy,−)(un+1

i,j+1 − un
i,j+1)

)
= un+1

i,j − 1

2

(
ωy,−(un+1

i,j−1 − un
i,j) + (1− ωy,−)(un+1

i,j − un
i,j+1)

)
. (23)
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Notice that we have managed to obtain a compact stencil as the values un+1
i+1,j and un+1

i,j+1 in (22) and (23)
are canceled. This is also the substantial difference to the approach given in [7]. Two particular choices of
parameters ωx,− ∈ [0, 1] and ωy,− ∈ [0, 1] do not use the full stencil of the approximations in (22) and (23) that
we use later conveniently for ENO approximation [23]. In particular, with the value ωx,− = 0 and ωy,− = 0 we
create a ”central” kind of discretization and for ωx,− = 1 (and ωy,− = 1) the ”upwind” one.

Very similarly, one obtains the numerical approximations of u
n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j and u

n+1/2,+
i,j+1/2 as

u
n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j = un+1

i+1,j −
1

2

(
ωx,+(un+1

i+2,j − un
i+1,j) + (1− ωx,+)(un+1

i+1,j − un
i,j)
)
,

u
n+1/2,+
i,j+1/2 = un+1

i,j+1 −
1

2

(
ωy,+(un+1

i,j+2 − un
i,j+1) + (1− ωy,+)(un+1

i,j+1 − un
i,j)
)
. (24)

We collect all parameters by ω = (ωx,−, ωx,+, ωy,−, ωy,+).
Now, to finalize the second order accurate compact implicit scheme, we express the numerical fluxes in (8)

using (9) and (10) with the numerical approximations u
n+1/2,±
i+1/2,j , u

n+1/2,±
i,j+1/2 from (22), (23), and (24).

The discretization scheme creates a system of algebraic equations that can be solved iteratively using the
fast sweeping method, where each sweeping iteration is given by one Gauss-Seidel iteration applied sequentially
with alternating index directions across the computational domain [27, 16]. In particular, we use four different
”sweeps” from each corner of a rectangular domain:

i = 1, ...,M , j = 1, ...,M

i = M, ..., 1 , j = 1, ...,M

i = M, ..., 1 , j = M, ..., 1

i = 1, ...,M , j = M, ..., 1 (25)

where each sweep represents the (linear or nonlinear) Gauss-Seidel method (GS) with the given ordering. Note
that in the case of a nonlinear flux function f , one has to solve a nonlinear algebraic equation for each pair
of indices i and j in the sweeps. When solving the linear advection equation (13) with a constant velocity,
the solution of the system of algebraic equations can be obtained by performing only one particular sweep in
(25). In general, to reduce the absolute error of the iterative fast sweeping method, more than four sweeping
Gauss-Seidel iterations (4GS) shall be used for each time step.

4 High resolution schemes

For discontinuous initial conditions, or when shocks are present in the solution of (2), unphysical oscillations
may occur in numerical solutions if the numerical methods from the previous section are used, as illustrated
in Figure 1. To avoid such oscillations, we use the parametric form of the second order scheme to choose the
values of the parameters ω in each numerical flux differently. i.e., depending on the numerical solution [23, 10].

Let ωx,± = ωx,±
i,j ∈ [0, 1] and ωy,± = ωy,±

i,j ∈ [0, 1] for each Ii,j in (22) and (23), be the free parameters that we
aim to determine. Moreover, as is known from the literature [7, 19, 10], the unphysical oscillations occur not only
due to an inappropriate fixed choice of space reconstruction, but also because of the fixed time reconstruction,
therefore, similarly to [10], we add another numerical parameter l = (lx,±, ly,±), which, if necessary, can limit
the second order space reconstruction to the first order form of the scheme that produces numerical solutions
free of unphysical oscillations, and, again, it is defined at each Ii,j in a form lx,±i,j , ly,±i,j ∈ [0, 1]. Notice that the
values ω and l also change at each time step, which we do not emphasize in the notation.

In summary, the approximation (22) and (23) will transform into the form

u
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j = un+1

i,j −
lx,−i,j

2

(
ωx,−
i,j (un+1

i−1,j − un
i,j) + (1− ωx,−

i,j )(un+1
i,j − un

i+1,j)
)
,

u
n+1/2,−
i,j+1/2 = un+1

i,j −
ly,−i,j

2

(
ωy,−
i,j (un+1

i,j−1 − un
i,j) + (1− ωy,−

i,j )(un+1
i,j − un

i,j+1)
)
, (26)

and for (24)

u
n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j = un+1

i+1,j −
lx,+i+1,j

2

(
ωx,+
i+1,j(u

n+1
i+2,j − un

i+1,j) + (1− ωx,+
i+1,j)(u

n+1
i+1,j − un

i,j)
)
,

u
n+1/2,+
i,j+1/2 = un+1

i,j+1 −
ly,+i,j+1

2

(
ωy,+
i,j+1(u

n+1
i,j+2 − un

i,j+1) + (1− ωy,+
i,j+1)(u

n+1
i,j+1 − un

i,j)
)
. (27)
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Figure 1: Cross-sectional views of a numerical solutions of a linear advection equation, with the discontinuous
initial condition, obtained using the second order accurate scheme and the fixed choices of ωx,±, ωy,± = 0, 1/2, 1,
sequentially, at each Ii,j , and using the ENO scheme. The Courant number equals 5. For the description of the
example see the section 5 on numerical experiments.

The high-resolution scheme is then defined by (8) - (11) with the interface values given in (26) - (27).
Concerning the space reconstruction, we present in the next sections two standard choices - the Essentially

Non-Oscillatory (ENO) method and the Weighted ENO (WENO) method. The value of ω for the ENO method
will depend on the following ratios in r = (rx,±i,j , ry,±i,j ),

rx,−i,j =
un+1
i−1,j − un

i,j

un+1
i,j − un

i+1,j

, rx,+i,j =
un+1
i+1,j − un

i,j

un+1
i,j − un

i−1,j

,

ry,−i,j =
un+1
i,j−1 − un

i,j

un+1
i,j − un

i,j+1

, ry,+i,j =
un+1
i,j+1 − un

i,j

un+1
i,j − un

i,j−1

, (28)

the WENO method will depend on nominators and denominators in the ratios in r.
Once the solution dependent values of ω are computed, they are used together with the ratios in (28) for

the definition of the parameters lx,−i,j , ly,−i,j [10] that are determined by

lx,−i,j = min
{
1,max

{
0,

(
ωx,−
i,j +

1− ωx,−
i,j

rx,−i,j

)−1(
2

C
+ lx,−i−1,j(ω

x,−
i−1,jr

x,−
i−1,j + 1− ωx,−

i−1,j)

)}}
,

ly,−i,j = min
{
1,max

{
0,

(
ωy,−
i,j +

1− ωy,−
i,j

ry,−i,j

)−1(
2

C
+ ly,−i,j−1(ω

y,−
i,j−1r

y,−
i,j−1 + 1− ωy,−

i,j−1)

)}}
, (29)

and similarly for lx,+i,j , ly,+i,j , with the parameter C being the Courant like number which one can define differently
for linear and nonlinear case. In our case, for the nonlinear Burgers equation (see later), the paramater C is
defined by

C = max{1, τ
h
max
u

|f ′(u)|+ τ

h
max
u

|g′(u)|} . (30)

For the linear advection (13) with the velocity field v⃗ = (v(x, y), w(x, y)), the parameter C is given as a sum
of Courant like numbers at the outflow boundaries,

C = Cx,+
i+1/2,j − Cx,−

i−1/2,j + Cy,+
i,j+1/2 − Cy,−

i,j−1/2 , (31)
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using the velocities from (15),

Cx,+
i+1/2,j =

τ

h
v+i+1/2,j , Cx,−

i−1/2,j =
τ

h
v−i−1/2,j ,

Cy,+
i,j+1/2 =

τ

h
w+

i,j+1/2 , Cy,−
i,j−1/2 =

τ

h
w−

i,j−1/2 . (32)

In Appendix, we derive conditions for the parameters ω and l under which the numerical scheme (17) with
(26) and (27) for divergence free velocity fields, i.e., ∇ · v⃗ = 0, produces numerical solutions fulfilling discrete
minimum and maximum principle. These conditions motivate our definitions of (29), see also [10] for the
nonlinear case.

In the next subsections, we present the simplest ENO and WENO procedures from [23] adapted to our
compact implicit form [10]. As the parameters ωx,±

i,j , ωy,±
i,j will depend on the unknown value un+1

i,j (28), we
propose its computations using a predictor-corrector approach [19].

4.1 ENO procedure

With an appropriate choice of ωx,±
i,j , ωy,±

i,j being either 0 or 1, we can define a so-called Essentially Non-Oscillatory
(ENO) scheme [23]. The choice can be based on the ratios in r (28),

ωx,−
i,j =

{
1 if |rx,−i,j | ≤ 1

0 otherwise
, ωx,+

i,j =

{
1 if |rx,+i,j | ≤ 1

0 otherwise
,

ωy,−
i,j =

{
1 if |ry,−i,j | ≤ 1

0 otherwise
, ωy,+

i,j =

{
1 if |ry,+i,j | ≤ 1

0 otherwise
. (33)

The corrector-predictor procedure to evaluate the ratios in r dependent on un+1
i,j is composed of the following

steps:

1. Calculate a predicted value un+1
i,j , using the numerical scheme (8) - (11) and (22) - (24) with the fixed

values ωx,± = ωy,± = 0. The calculation involves performing (at least) four sequential Gauss-Seidel (4GS)
iterations (25).

2. The corrector step consists of (at least) 4GS iterations in prescribed order (25), where for each of the
iterations, one needs to perform:

2.1 Calculate rx,±i,j and ry,±i,j from (28) using the predicted value of un+1
i,j .

2.2 Set ωx,±
i,j and ωy,±

i,j with (33) based on the calculated r in the step 2.1; and, afterwards, calculate the

values lx,±i,j , ly,±i,j from (29).

2.3 Calculate the corrected value un+1
i,j using the obtained values ωx,±

i,j , ωy,±
i,j and lx,±i,j and ly,±i,j in the step

2.2.

2.4 Set either the corrected value as a new predictor and perform again Step 2, or accept the corrected
values.

We compute several numerical experiments (see Section 5) with the ENO scheme for which we investigate,
among others, the behavior of the fast sweeping method depending on the number of Gauss-Seidel iterations.

4.2 WENO procedure

To create a weighted essentially non-oscillatory scheme, we propose, again, a solution-dependent choice of
ωx,±
i,j , ωy,±

i,j as found in [20, 23] and adapted to compact implicit scheme. The WENO scheme is used to achieve
a smoother choice, comparing to the ENO scheme, between the ,,upwind” and ,,central” differences in (22) -
(23) and (24), so ωx,±

i,j , ωy,±
i,j ∈ [0, 1].

Let ω̄ be some preferable constant value of ωx,±
i,j , ωy,±

i,j , e.g. ω̄ = 1/3 as in [23] to achieve the third accurate
approximation in space.

Then, setting the weights using the nominators and denominators in r given in (28)

ax,−u = ω̄

(
1

(ϵ+ (un+1
i−1,j − un

i,j)
2)2

)
, ay,−u = ω̄

(
1

(ϵ+ (un+1
i,j−1 − un

i,j)
2)2

)
,

ax,−c = (1− ω̄)

(
1

(ϵ+ (un+1
i,j − un

i+1,j)
2)2

)
, ay,−c = (1− ω̄)

(
1

(ϵ+ (un+1
i,j − un

i,j+1)
2)2

)
, (34)
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and

ax,+u = ω̄

(
1

(ϵ+ (un+1
i+1,j − un

i,j)
2)2

)
, ay,+u = ω̄

(
1

(ϵ+ (un+1
i,j+1 − un

i,j)
2)2

)
,

ax,+c = (1− ω̄)

(
1

(ϵ+ (un+1
i,j − un

i−1,j)
2)2

)
, ay,+c = (1− ω̄)

(
1

(ϵ+ (un+1
i,j − un

i,j−1)
2)2

)
, (35)

with ϵ being a small number to avoid a zero division [23], we can construct the weights ωx,±
i,j , ωy,±

i,j such as

ωx,−
i,j =

ax,−u

ax,−u + ax,−c

, ωy,−
i,j =

ay,−u

ay,−u + ay,−c

, ωx,+
i,j =

ax,+u

ax,+u + ax,+c

, ωy,+
i,j =

ay,+u

ay,+u + ay,+c

. (36)

The corrector-predictor procedure for using the WENO scheme is composed of the following steps:

1. Calculate a predicted value (un+1
i,j ), using the numerical scheme with the given starting value ωx,±

i,j =

ωy,±
i,j = ω̄. The calculation involves performing the fast sweeping method.

2. The corrector consists of (at least) 4GS iterations in prescribed order as given in (25), where for each of
the iterations, one needs to perform:

2.1 Calculate the weights ax,±u,c , a
y,±
u,c from (34, 35) using the predicted value.

2.2 Set ωx,±
i,j and ωy,±

i,j with (36) using the weights from the previous step; and, get the values lx,±i,j , ly,±i,j

from (29).

2.3 Calculate the corrected value un+1
i,j using the obtained values ωx,±

i,j , ωy,±
i,j and lx,±i,j and ly,±i,j .

2.4 Set either the corrected value as a new predictor and perform again Step 2, or accept the corrected
values.

5 Numerical experiments

We present numerical results of the proposed second order and high resolution compact implicit finite-volume
scheme with the purpose of illustrating their accuracy and stability properties. We describe the results in two
subsections, the first one dealing with a linear advection equation, and the second one dealing with a Burgers
equation as a simple representative nonlinear problem. For each of the cases, we present an example with
a smooth initial condition, as well as an example with a discontinuous initial condition, employing both the
ENO and WENO schemes. Specifically for the Burgers equation, we demonstrate two phenomena, shock and
rarefaction waves, separately.

If the exact solution is known for chosen example, it is used for boundary conditions, and the discrete L1

norm (E) of the error is calculated as follows,

E = h2
M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

|uN
ij − ūN

ij | (37)

Moreover, the Experimental Order of Convergence (EOC) is computed using the errors from (37) to confirm
the expected order of the accuracy for the chosen examples. Note that to avoid a reduction of the accuracy due
to boundary conditions when computing the EOC, we set exact values not only at the inflow boundary points,
but also in a neighboring point outside of the computational interval to use the full stencil of the scheme for
every inner grid point. Concerning the time steps, we choose maximal Courant numbers larger than allowed by
a stability restriction of explicit schemes to test the stability behavior of the compact implicit schemes.

The numerical methods and the graphical output are obtained using the Python programming language [21].

5.1 Linear advection equation

We compute a linear problem in the form (13). As a guiding factor, we compute the maximal value of Courant
number at each direction

Cx
max =

τ

h
max
i,j

{|vi+1/2,j |} , Cy
max =

τ

h
max
i,j

{|wi,j+1/2|} ,

over all edges of each finite volume. These ”directional” Courant numbers will be larger than allowed by a
stability restriction of explicit schemes.
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Figure 2: Velocity field in (38).

For the two dimensional experiments we choose the compu-
tation domain x, y ∈ [−1, 1] and the velocity field representing
the rotation in the form

v⃗ = (−2πy, 2πx), (38)

which is shown in Figure 2, where the exact solution for any
initial function u0 is defined as

u(x, y, t) = u0
(
x cos(2πt) + y sin(2πt), y cos(2πt)− x sin(2πt)

)
.

(39)
In the first example, we consider the initial condition in a

form of Gaussian

u0(x, y) = e10(−(x−0.25)2−(y−0.25)2) (40)

and in the first experiment, we will choose the final time T =
0.25. to speed up the calculation time. In such a case, the
Gaussian moves by a quarter of a cycle. The initial condition
with the exact solution are shown in Fig. 3.

We computed the experiment for three different (but fixed) choices of ω to show the second order accuracy
of the method. We chose sequentially M = 40, 80, 160, 320 and 640, and N = M/10 which leads to Cx

max =
Cy

max = 7.854. The initial condition together with the contours of the numerical solution are shown in Fig. 5 for
different times t = T/3, 2T/3, T , with T = 0.25. The errors and EOCs in Table 1 confirm the expected order of
accuracy for the three different values ωx,±, ωy,± = 0, 1/2, 1 used. We also use the ENO and WENO (ω̄ = 1/3)
schemes to check the order of accuracy for such schemes. We also compute the errors and the EOCs using the
first order accurate numerical scheme (18) to show the significant difference in errors when using higher order
accurate schemes. For this first experiment, to solve the system of linear algebraic equations, a fast sweeping
method with four Gauss-Seidel iterations sufficed.

Figure 3: The initial condition, the exact solution and the numerical solution obtained by the second order
accurate scheme with ωx,±, ωy,± = 0, M = 320, T = 0.25, only 4 Gauss-Seidel iterations performed.

9



Figure 4: Contours of the numerical solution of the rotation of Gaussian, obtained by the second order accurate
scheme with 4GS and ωx,±, ωy,± = 0 at different times t = 0, T/3, 2T/3, T with M = 320, and with Cx

max =
Cy

max = 7.854.

Figure 5: Visualization of ω and l at the final time T = 0.25 when using the WENO scheme with 4GS and
ω̄ = 1/3 for the rotation of Gaussian, M = 320, Cx

max = Cy
max = 7.854.
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ωx,±, ωy,± = 0 ωx,±, ωy,± = 1/2 ωx,±, ωy,± = 1
M N E EOC max E EOC max E EOC max
40 4 0.06959 - 0.95 0.03687 - 0.95 0.02543 - 0.93
80 8 0.02163 1.68 0.97 0.01087 1.76 0.99 0.00693 1.92 0.98
160 16 0.00578 1.90 0.99 0.00285 1.93 0.99 0.00175 1.98 0.99
320 32 0.00147 1.97 0.99 0.00072 1.98 0.99 0.00043 1.99 0.99
640 64 0.00037 1.99 0.99 0.00018 1.99 0.99 0.00010 1.99 0.99

ENO WENO 1st order
M N E EOC max E EOC max E EOC max
40 4 0.04917 - 0.81 0.04513 - 0.84 0.15530 - 0.58
80 8 0.01594 1.62 0.91 0.01604 1.49 0.97 0.10447 0.57 0.69
160 16 0.00491 1.69 0.96 0.00472 1.76 0.98 0.06366 0.71 0.80
320 32 0.00136 1.85 0.98 0.00125 1.91 0.99 0.03600 0.82 0.88
640 64 0.00036 1.88 0.99 0.00032 1.95 0.99 0.01932 0.89 0.93

Table 1: The numerical errors and the EOCs of the second order schemes for the rotation of Gaussian, Cx
max =

Cy
max = 7.854.

Next, we present numerical results for a non-smooth solution. As an initial condition for x, y ∈ [−1, 1],
we choose four formations in four quadrants, see (41) and Fig. 6. In particular, a Gaussian with a center at
(0.5, 0.5) and height 1, a cone with the center at (−0.5, 0.5) with the maximal radius rmax = 0.25 and the height
1, a half sphere with the center at (−0.5,−0.5) and the maximal radius rmax and the height 1, and a circle with
a center at (0.5,−0.5) with radius rmax with the value 1 inside the circle and the value 0 everywhere else.

u0(x, y) =



e100(−(x−0.5)2−(y−0.5)2) if x ≥ 0 and y ≥ 0 and (x− 0.5)2 + (y − 0.5)2 < 0.32,

1−
√

(x+0.5)2+(y−0.5)2

0.25 if x < 0 and y ≥ 0 and
√

(x+ 0.5)2 + (y − 0.5)2 ≤ 0.25,√
1−

(√
(x+0.5)2+(y+0.5)2

0.25

)2
if x < 0 and y < 0 and

√
(x+ 0.5)2 + (y + 0.5)2 ≤ 0.25,

1 if x ≥ 0 and y < 0 and
√

(x− 0.5)2 + (y + 0.5)2 ≤ 0.25,

0 otherwise.

(41)

The velocity field is the same as in (38), and we choose the final time T = 0.25 for which the initial condition
rotates by a quarter of a circle and the exact solution is obtained using (39). The initial condition and the
final solution are shown in Figure 6. We choose M = 40, 80, 160, 320, 640 and N = M/10 time steps, leading to
Cx

max = Cy
max = 7.854.

This time, it is necessary to use the ENO and WENO (ω̄ = 1/3) schemes to suppress oscillations in numerical
solutions. The errors and the EOCs are shown in Table 2 for the entire computational domain. The differences
in the errors for 4 and 8 GS iterations are shown to show rather negligible differences. The Table also contains
the comparison to the errors when using the first order accurate scheme. Moreover, in Table 3, the errors and
the EOCs are displayed for each sector separately, showing the convergence of each of the formations in the
initial condition using the 4 and 8 GS iterations.

ENO, 4GS WENO, 4GS ENO, 8GS WENO, 8GS 1st order
M N E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC
40 4 0.48031 - 0.45872 - 0.47765 - 0.45959 - 0.56302 -
80 8 0.32450 0.56 0.30956 0.56 0.32022 0.57 0.29833 0.62 0.53127 0.08
160 16 0.18626 0.80 0.18315 0.75 0.18285 0.80 0.17129 0.80 0.45594 0.22
320 32 0.10187 0.87 0.10120 0.85 0.09987 0.87 0.09414 0.86 0.35630 0.35
640 64 0.05768 0.82 0.05749 0.81 0.05624 0.83 0.05353 0.81 0.25809 0.46

Table 2: The numerical errors and the EOCs for the ENO and WENO schemes, the example of the rotation of
a discontinuous function (41) with T = 0.25 over entire computational domain, Cx

max = Cy
max = 7.854.
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Figure 6: The initial condition and the exact solution for the example of the rotation of (41) with M = 640,
and numerical results using the ENO and WENO schemes with 8GS.

Figure 7: The numerical solution for the example of the rotation of (41) at three times t = 0, T/3, 2T/3, T and
T = 0.25 obtained using the ENO (8GS) scheme, M = 320, Cx

max = Cy
max = 7.854.

Figure 8: The visualizations of the values of ω and l at T = 0.25 obtained using the ENO (8GS) scheme for
the rotation of (41), M = 320, Cx

max = Cy
max = 7.854.
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Figure 9: The numerical solution for the example of the rotation of (41) at three times t = 0, T/3, 2T/3, T and
T = 0.25 obtained using the WENO (8GS) scheme, M = 320, Cx

max = Cy
max = 7.854.

Figure 10: The visualizations of the values of ω and l at T = 0.25 obtained using the WENO (8GS) scheme for
the rotation of (41), M = 320, Cx

max = Cy
max = 7.854.
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ENO, 4GS
Gaussian Cone Half sphere Circle

M N E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC
80 8 0.03482 - 0.04953 - 0.09152 - 0.09152 -
160 16 0.01985 0.81 0.02453 1.01 0.04660 0.97 0.04660 0.64
320 32 0.00924 1.10 0.00989 1.31 0.02229 1.06 0.02229 0.65
640 64 0.00378 1.28 0.00408 1.27 0.01170 0.92 0.01170 0.66

WENO, 4GS
Gaussian Cone Half sphere Circle

M N E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC
80 8 0.03345 - 0.05008 - 0.08574 - 0.14028 -
160 16 0.02041 0.71 0.02651 0.91 0.04503 0.92 0.09118 0.62
320 32 0.01008 1.01 0.01080 1.29 0.02203 1.03 0.05827 0.64
640 64 0.00424 1.24 0.00454 1.24 0.01177 0.90 0.03692 0.65

ENO, 8GS
Gaussian Cone Half sphere Circle

M N E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC
80 8 0.03456 - 0.04850 - 0.09029 - 0.14686 -
160 16 0.01955 0.82 0.02371 1.00 0.04601 0.97 0.09356 0.65
320 32 0.00902 1.11 0.00960 1.30 0.02222 1.04 0.05901 0.66
640 64 0.00365 1.30 0.00396 1.27 0.01171 0.92 0.03691 0.68

WENO, 8GS
Gaussian Cone Half sphere Circle

M N E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC
80 8 0.04764 - 0.04600 - 0.08303 - 0.13693 -
160 16 0.01846 0.80 0.02277 1.01 0.04201 0.98 0.08804 0.63
320 32 0.00867 1.08 0.00937 1.28 0.02040 1.04 0.05569 0.66
640 64 0.00386 1.16 0.00398 1.23 0.01086 0.90 0.03482 0.68

Table 3: The numerical errors and the EOCs for the ENO and WENO schemes, each quadrant separately, the
example of the rotation of (41) with T = 0.25, Cx

max = Cy
max = 7.854.
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5.2 Burgers equation

We compute a representative nonlinear problem in the form of the Burgers equation,

∂tu+ ∂x

(u2

2

)
+ ∂y

(u2

2

)
= 0 . (42)

In this case, the maximum Courant number is defined as Cmax = τ
humax, with umax = max(|un

i,j |) over all time
steps and finite volumes.

For the first 2D example we choose the computation domain x, y ∈ [−1, 1] and t ∈ [0, 0.5] with a smooth
initial condition (Fig. 11) in the form

u0(x, y) = sin(πx) sin(πy)/2 . (43)

The exact solution can be obtained numerically using the method of characteristics by solving the algebraic
equations for u = u(xi, yj , t

n)
u = sin(π(xi − utn)) sin(π(yj − utn))/2 . (44)

For this example, we chose sequentially M = 80, 160, 320 and 640, and the number of time steps is N = M/80.
Together with the maximum absolute value of the function u0 being 0.5, one obtains Cmax = 10.

We show results using the compact implicit numerical scheme with the constant values of ωx,±, ωy,± =
0, 1/2, 1, sequentially. We compute the errors (37) in the final time T = 0.5, the EOC and also the minimum
and maximum value of u. The errors and the EOCs in Table 4 confirm the expected order of accuracy for
the different values ωx,±, ωy,±. We also show results using the ENO and WENO (with ω̄ = 1/3) schemes, to
demonstrate the order of accuracy. Notice that the maximum and minimum values when using the ENO and
WENO schemes keep values of u within the limits, unlike the constant value of ω used everywhere else. The
results can be compared with the errors of the first order accurate scheme in Table 4. The visualization of the
choice of ω and l for the ENO and WENO schemes are shown in Figures 13, 14, respectively.

Figure 11: The initial condition (left), the exact solution (middle) and the numerical solution (right) obtained
by the second order scheme at T = 0.5 using 4GS for the nonlinear problem with the smooth initial condition
(43), ωx,±, ωy,± = 1, M = 320.
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Figure 12: Contours of the numerical solution of the nonlinear problem with the smooth initial condition (43)
obtained by the second order accurate numerical scheme (4GS) at times t = 0, T/3, 2T/3, T with T = 0.5,
M = 320, ωx,±, ωy,± = 1, Cmax = 10.

ωx,±, ωy,± = 0 ωx,±, ωy,± = 1/2 ωx,±, ωy,± = 1
M N E EOC min max E EOC min max E EOC min max
80 1 0.0599 - -0.510 0.510 0.0516 - -0.508 0.508 0.0436 - -0.503 0.503
160 2 0.0247 1.27 -0.505 0.505 0.0209 1.29 -0.504 0.504 0.0175 1.31 -0.506 0.506
320 4 0.0083 1.56 -0.501 0.501 0.0069 1.59 -0.501 0.501 0.0057 1.61 -0.503 0.503
640 8 0.0024 1.78 -0.500 0.500 0.0019 1.80 -0.500 0.500 0.0016 1.83 -0.501 0.501

ENO WENO 1st order
M N E EOC min max E EOC min max E EOC min max
80 1 0.0603 - -0.460 0.460 0.0590 - -0.460 0.460 0.1323 - -0.417 0.417
160 2 0.0255 1.23 -0.478 0.478 0.0250 1.23 -0.477 0.477 0.0918 0.52 -0.433 0.433
320 4 0.0082 1.63 -0.489 0.489 0.0080 1.62 -0.489 0.489 0.0595 0.62 -0.453 0.453
640 8 0.0023 1.83 -0.497 0.496 0.0022 1.82 -0.496 0.496 0.0357 0.73 -0.470 0.470

Table 4: The numerical errors, the EOCs and the minimum and maximum values for the first and second order
schemes computed for the nonlinear problem with the smooth initial condition (43), T = 0.5, Cmax = 10.

Figure 13: The visualizations of the values of ω and l at time T = 0.4 obtained using the ENO (4GS) scheme
for the smooth initial conditions (43), M = 320, Cmax = 10.
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Figure 14: The visualizations of the values of ω and l at time T = 0.4 obtained using the WENO (4GS) scheme
with the initial condition (43), M = 320, Cmax = 10.

The second problem is, again, defined for x, y ∈ [−1, 1] and will consider a rarefaction wave effect. The
initial condition (Figure 15) is given in the form

u0(x, y) =

{
uL if x+y

2 < 0

uR otherwise
, (45)

for uL = −1 and uR = 1; and, the exact solution is prescribed as

u(x, y, t) =


uL if x+y

2 ≤ −t
x+y
2t if − t < x+y

2 ≤ t

uR if x+y
2 > t

, (46)

and we will compute the solution for t ∈ [0, 0.4].

Figure 15: The initial condition (left), the exact solution (middle) and the numerical solution (right) obtained
by the ENO (8GS) scheme at T = 0.4, M = 320 for the nonlinear problem with the initial condition (46).

This time we choose N = M/40 number of time steps for M = 80, 160, 320, 640, with the value Cmax = 8.
The ENO and WENO (with ω̄ = 1/3) schemes were used to compute the solution, together with the first order
accurate scheme, to demonstrate the difference in the errors obtained for 4 and 8 GS iterations, see Table 5.
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ENO, 4GS WENO, 4GS ENO, 8GS WENO, 8GS 1st order
M N E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC
80 2 0.34522 - 0.33213 - 0.33366 - 0.30509 - 0.49101 -
160 4 0.18866 0.87 0.17907 0.89 0.18425 0.85 0.16846 0.85 0.35488 0.46
320 8 0.09926 0.92 0.09331 0.94 0.09734 0.92 0.08890 0.92 0.24549 0.53
640 16 0.05096 0.96 0.04756 0.97 0.05008 0.95 0.04565 0.96 0.16124 0.60

Table 5: The numerical errors and the EOCs for the first and second (ENO, WENO) order accurate schemes
for the nonlinear problem with the initial condition shown in Figure 15, T = 0.4, Cmax = 8.

Figure 16: Numerical solution at three time steps t = 0, T/3, 2T/3, T , for T = 0.4 obtained using the second
order ENO (8GS) scheme, M = 320, Cmax = 8.

Figure 17: The visualizations of the values of ω and l at time T = 0.4 obtained using the ENO (8GS) scheme,
M = 320, Cmax = 8.
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Figure 18: Numerical solution at three time steps t = 0, T/3, 2T/3, T , for T = 0.4 obtained using the second
order WENO (8GS) scheme, M = 320, Cmax = 8.

Figure 19: The visualizations of the values of ω and l at time T = 0.4 obtained using the WENO (8GS) scheme,
M = 320, Cmax = 8.
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The last problem deals with a discontinuity in the form of a shock wave and will be defined for x, y ∈ [−1, 1]
with the computational time t ∈ [0, 0.4]. The initial condition in Figure 20 is given in the form

u0(x, y) =


uL1 if x < −0.8 or y < −0.8 or x+ y < −0.8

uL2 if x < 0.2 or y < 0.2 or x+ y < 0.7

uR2 otherwise

, (47)

with uL1 = 1, uR1 = uL2 = 0.1 and uR2 = −0.5, and the exact solution is prescribed as

u(x, y, t) =


uL1 if x < −0.8 + sx1t or y < −0.8 + sy1t or x+ y < −0.8 + (sx1 + sy1)t

uL2 if x < 0.2 + sx2t or y < 0.2 + sy2t or x+ y < 0.7 + (sx2 + sy2)t

uR2 otherwise

, (48)

with sx1, sx2, sy1 and sy2 being the shock speeds

sx1 =
f(uL1)− f(uR1)

uL1 − uR1
, sx2 =

f(uL2)− f(uR2)

uL2 − uR2
,

sy1 =
g(uL1)− g(uR1)

uL1 − uR1
, sy2 =

g(uL2)− g(uR2)

uL2 − uR2
. (49)

Figure 20: The visualization of the initial condition (left), the exact solution (second left) and the the numerical
solutions (right) obtained by the ENO and WENO (8GS) schemes at T = 0.4, M = 320 for the nonlinear
problem with the initial condition (47).

Again, we choose N = M/40 number of time steps for M = 80, 160, 320, 640, with the value Cmax = 8. The
ENO and WENO (ω̄ = 1/3) schemes were used to compute the solution, using 4 and 8 GS iterations, together
with the first order accurate scheme, to demonstrate the difference in the errors obtained, see Table 6. This
time, it was useful to perform the eight Gauss-Seidel iterations, especially when using the ENO approximations,
to obtain a better accuracy and convergence.

ENO, 4GS WENO, 4GS ENO, 8GS WENO, 8GS 1st order
M N E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC E EOC
80 2 0.11936 - 0.11909 - 0.12562 - 0.12392 - 0.25841 -
160 4 0.06354 0.90 0.06341 0.90 0.06609 0.92 0.06534 0.92 0.15270 0.75
320 8 0.03547 0.84 0.03330 0.92 0.03411 0.95 0.03377 0.95 0.08418 0.85
640 16 0.02033 0.80 0.01721 0.95 0.01720 0.98 0.01704 0.98 0.04341 0.95

Table 6: The numerical errors and the EOCs for the first and second (ENO, WENO) order accurate schemes
for the nonlinear problem with the initial condition shown in Figure 20, T = 0.4, Cmax = 8.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we derived the second order accurate compact implicit numerical schemes in two dimensions for
solving hyperbolic problems in the form of scalar conservation laws. Our approach utilizes the finite volume
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Figure 21: Numerical solutions at three times t = 0, T/3, 2T/3, T for T = 0.4 obtained using the ENO (8GS)
scheme for the example with shocks, M = 320, Cmax = 8.

Figure 22: The visualizations of the values of ω and l at time T = 0.4 obtained using the ENO (8GS) scheme
for the example with shocks, M = 320, Cmax = 8.

method, leveraging the compactness of the stencil for computational efficiency. The solution can be efficiently
obtained through the fast sweeping method combined with nonlinear Gauss-Seidel iterations.

The parametric form of our second order scheme inherently supports the use of Essentially Non-Oscillatory
(ENO) and Weighted Essentially Non-Oscillatory (WENO) schemes [23] for handling discontinuous solutions.
By appropriately choosing the parameters in ω and l, the approximation can be effectively limited in both space
and time [10], mitigating oscillations in the numerical solutions through the corresponding predictor-corrector
procedure.

We validated these schemes through numerical experiments on selected examples of linear and nonlinear
scalar conservation laws demonstrating their properties in various scenarios.
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Figure 23: Numerical solutions at three times t = 0, T/3, 2T/3, T , for T = 0.4 obtained using the WENO (8GS)
scheme for the example with shocks, M = 320, Cmax = 8.

Figure 24: The visualizations of the values of ω and l at time T = 0.4 obtained using the WENO (8GS) scheme
for the example with shocks, M = 320, Cmax = 8.
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[9] Peter Frolkovič and Karol Mikula. “Semi-implicit second order schemes for numerical solution of level set
advection equation on Cartesian grids”. In: Appl. Num. Math. (2018).
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7 Appendix

In this appendix, we formulate nonlinear conditions that the parameters ω and l in (26) and (27) must satisfy
so that the high resolution scheme (17) for the linear advection equation (12) does not produce unphysical
oscillations for divergence free velocity. For that purpose, we formulate the conditions when this scheme can be
written in the form

Pi,j(u
n+1
i,j − un

i,j) + Pi+1,j(u
n+1
i,j − un+1

i+1,j) + Pi−1,j(u
n+1
i,j − un+1

i−1,j)

+ Pi,j+1(u
n+1
i,j − un+1

i,j+1) + Pi,j−1(u
n+1
i,j − un+1

i,j−1) = 0 , (50)

where all five coefficients P are non-negative. Note that these coefficients are different for each discrete equation.
Clearly, if (50) is valid, a local discrete minimum and maximum principle [8] is fulfilled as un+1

i,j is a convex
combination of all neighboring values. To express (17) in the form (50), all coefficients P must depend on
unknown values of the numerical solution.

The first important assumption is that the discrete values of velocities must fulfill the discrete condition of
incompressibility ∇ · v⃗ = 0, i.e.,

Cx,+
i+1/2,j + Cx,−

i+1/2,j − Cx,+
i−1/2,j − Cx,−

i−1/2,j + Cy,+
i,j+1/2 + Cy,−

i,j+1/2 − Cy,+
i,j−1/2 − Cy,−

i,j−1/2 = 0 . (51)

Using (51) multiplied by un+1
i,j , one can easily show that the first order scheme (18) of (17) can be transferred

to the form (50) with

Pi,j = 1, Pi+1,j = −Cx,−
i+1/2,j , Pi−1,j = Cx,+

i−1/2,j , Pi,j+1 = −Cy,−
i,j+1/2, Pi,j−1 = Cy,+

i,j−1/2 . (52)

Consequently, if the parameters in l are set to zero in (17), we obtain the first order form of the scheme that
produces numerical solutions free of unphysical oscillations.

To subtract (51) multiplied by un+1
i,j from the high resolution scheme (17) with (26) and (27), we express

u
n+1/2,−
i+1/2,j − un+1

i,j =
lx,−i,j

2

(
ωx,−
i,j +

1− ωx,−
i,j

rx,−i,j

)
(un

i,j − un+1
i−1,j) (53)

u
n+1/2,+
i+1/2,j − un+1

i,j = −
(
un+1
i,j − un+1

i+1,j −
lx,+i+1,j

2
(ωx,+

i+1,jr
x,+
i+1,j + 1− ωx,+

i+1,j)(u
n
i,j − un+1

i+1,j)
)

(54)

and analogously for other terms with u
n+1/2,±
i−1/2,j and u

n+1/2,±
i,j±1/2 . In summary, we obtain the following equations,

un+1
i,j − un

i,j + Cx,+
i+1/2,j

lx,−i,j

2

(
ωx,−
i,j +

1− ωx,−
i,j

rx,−i,j

)
(un

i,j − un+1
i−1,j)

−Cx,−
i+1/2,j

(
un+1
i,j − un+1

i+1,j −
lx,+i+1,j

2

(
ωx,+
i+1,jr

x,+
i+1,j + 1− ωx,+

i+1,j

)
(un

i,j − un+1
i+1,j)

)

−Cx,−
i−1/2,j

lx,+i,j

2

(
ωx,+
i,j +

1− ωx,+
i,j

rx,+i,j

)
(un

i,j − un+1
i+1,j)

+Cx,+
i−1/2,j

(
un+1
i,j − un+1

i−1,j −
lx,−i−1,j

2

(
ωx,−
i−1,jr

x,−
i−1,j + 1− ωx,−

i−1,j

)
(un

i,j − un+1
i−1,j)

)
+ . . . = 0 , (55)
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where we have skipped analogous terms that should appear after Cy,±
i,j±1/2. Taking into account that

un
i,j − un+1

i±1,j = un+1
i,j − un+1

i±1,j − (un+1
i,j − un

i,j) ,

the equations (55) can be written in the form (50) with the coefficients

Pi−1,j = Cx,+
i+1/2,j l

x,−
i,j Ax,−

i,j + Cx,+
i−1/2,j(1−Ax,−

i−1,j) , Pi+1,j = −Cx,−
i−1/2,j l

x,+
i,j Ax,+

i,j − Cx,−
i+1/2,j(1−Ax,+

i+1,j) (56)

Pi,j−1 = Cy,+
i,j+1/2l

y,−
i,j Ay,−

i,j + Cy,+
i,j−1/2(1−Ay,−

i,j−1) , Pi,j+1 = −Cy,−
i,j−1/2l

y,+
i,j Ay,+

i,j − Cy,−
i,j+1/2(1−Ay,+

i,j+1) (57)

Pi,j = 1− Cx,+
i+1/2,j l

x,−
i,j Ax,−

i,j + Cx,+
i−1/2,jA

x,−
i−1,j + Cx,−

i−1/2,j l
x,+
i,j Ax,+

i,j − Cx,−
i+1/2,jA

x,+
i+1,j

− Cy,+
i,j+1/2l

y,−
i,j Ay,−

i,j + Cy,+
i,j−1/2A

y,−
i,j−1 + Cy,−

i,j−1/2l
y,+
i,j Ay,+

i,j − Cy,−
i,j+1/2A

y,+
i,j+1 . (58)

where the coefficients A are defined by

Ax,±
i,j :=

1

2

(
ωx,±
i,j +

1− ωx,±
i,j

rx,±i,j

)
, Ax,±

i±1,j :=
lx,±i±1,j

2

(
ωx,±
i±1,jr

x,±
i±1,j + 1− ωx,±

i±1,j

)
(59)

and

Ay,±
i,j :=

1

2

(
ωy,±
i,j +

1− ωy,±
i,j

ry,±i,j

)
, Ay,±

i,j±1 :=
ly,±i,j±1

2

(
ωy,±
i,j±1r

y,±
i,j±1 + 1− ωy,±

i,j±1

)
. (60)

To prove the sign properties for the coefficients P , we are inspired by limiter techniques that exist in many
variants [13, 10]. We follow the simplest and robust approach without an attempt to optimize the definitions
of ω and l to maximize accuracy.

Firstly, we require l∗,±i,j = 0 if r∗,±i,j < 0 with ∗ = x and ∗ = y. Note that the ratios in r take negative values
only near extrema of numerical solutions. Having this requirement, it is enough to consider only positive values
of ratios in r. In such case, to have non-negative coefficients Pi±1,j and Pi,j±1 for any values of parameters in
l in the interval [0, 1], it is enough to require

Ax,±
i±1,j ≤ 1 , Ay,±

i,j±1 ≤ 1 . (61)

The inequalities (61) are satisfied trivially by the ENO method (33) for positive ratios in r.
Finally, to prove the sign property for Pi,j , we have to use the parameters l∗,±i,j . Note that for positive ratios

in r, the coefficients A∗,±
i,j , Ax,±

i∓1,j , and Ay,±
i,j∓1 are non-negative. Using the definition of the parameter C in (30),

we can estimate

Pij ≥ 1− C lx,−i,j Ax,−
i,j + Cx,+

i−1/2,jA
x,−
i−1,j − C lx,+i,j Ax,+

i,j − Cx,−
i+1/2,jA

x,+
i+1,j

− C ly,−i,j Ay,−
i,j + Cy,+

i,j−1/2A
y,−
i,j−1 − C ly,+i,j Ay,+

i,j − Cy,−
i,j+1/2A

y,+
i,j+1 , (62)

so to obtain Pi,j ≥ 0 we can require (if C > 1)

lx,−i,j Ax,−
i,j + lx,+i,j Ax,+

i,j + ly,−i,j Ay,−
i,j + ly,+i,j Ay,+

i,j ≤

1

C

(
1 + Cx,+

i−1/2,jA
x,−
i−1,j − Cx,−

i+1/2,jA
x,+
i+1,j + Cy,+

i,j−1/2A
y,−
i,j−1 − Cy,−

i,j+1/2A
y,+
i,j+1

)
. (63)

Clearly, there are many ways how to define the parameters l, in theory, to satisfy (63). For any such definition,
the high resolution scheme (17) will represent nonlinear system of algebraic equations. In our current approach
given by (29), we use iterative methods in the form of predictor-corrector scheme together with dimensional
splitting and fast sweeping method. We plan to develop more involved definitions of parameters l in future.
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