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Abstract

An efficient coarse-mesh nodal integral method (NIM), based on cell-centered variables and
referred to as cell-centered NIM (CCNIM), is developed and applied for solving multi-
dimensional, time-dependent, Burgers’ equations. Unlike traditional NIM, which utilizes
surface-averaged variables as discrete unknowns, this innovative approach formulates the final
expression of the numerical scheme using discrete unknowns represented by cell-centered or
node-averaged variables. By relying on these cell centroids, the proposed CCNIM approach
presents several advantages compared to traditional NIM. These include a simplified
implementation process in terms of local coordinate systems, enhanced flexibility regarding
the higher order of accuracy in time, straightforward formulation for higher-degree temporal
derivatives, and offering a viable option for coupling with other physics. The multidimensional
time-dependent Burgers' problems with known analytical solutions are solved in order to
validate the developed scheme. Furthermore, a detailed comparison between the proposed

CCNIM approach and other traditional NIM schemes is conducted to showcase its
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effectiveness. The simplicity and robustness of the approach provide a strong foundation for

its seamless extension to more complex fluid flow problems.

Keywords: Burgers’ equations, Difference equations; Analytical nodal methods; Coarse-mesh

methods; Cell-centered nodal integral method
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Half of the node size in the x-direction

Half of the node size in the y-direction

Reynolds number

Pseudo-source term

x and y-space averaged velocity in the t-direction
x-space and time-averaged velocity in the y-direction
y-space and time-averaged velocity in the x-direction
Approximation of the convective velocity in the x-direction at current timestep
x and y-space averaged velocity in the t-direction
x-space and time-averaged velocity in the y-direction
y-space and time-averaged velocity in the x-direction

Approximation of the convective velocity in the y-direction at current timestep

Greek symbols

At
Ax
Ay

T

Time step
Node size in the x-direction
Node size in the y-direction

Half of the time step

Superscripts and subscripts

Spatial index in the x-direction

Spatial index in the y-direction
Temporal index

Transverse averaging in the x-direction
Transverse averaging in the y-direction

Transverse averaging in time

Abbreviations



CCNIM Cell-centered nodal integral method

NIMs Nodal integral methods

MCCNIM Modified cell-centered nodal integral methods
ODEs Ordinary differential equations

PDEs Partial differential equations

1 Introduction

Over the past few decades, numerous nodal schemes have been developed to address complex
partial differential equations (PDESs) in scientific and engineering applications [1-7]. These
methods are specifically designed to handle the challenges associated with large-scale
computations, such as extensive memory requirements and high computational expense [5,7].
One of the main advantages of nodal schemes is their ability to produce numerical solutions
with accuracy comparable to that of more conventional approaches, but in significantly less
computational time [5]. This efficiency is largely achieved by using a coarser mesh size, which
reduces the number of computational elements and, consequently, the overall computational
workload. For a given mesh size, a second-order coarse-mesh scheme is likely to result in
smaller numerical errors compared to a second-order finite-difference scheme [4]. This is
because nodal schemes include the analytical preprocessing (or local analytical solution) within
each node in the development procedure [8]. This makes them particularly useful for large-
scale problems where computational resources are limited, or where quick turnaround times

are critical.

Various approaches to nodal methods have been explored in the literature to solve the neutron
diffusion equation [1-13]. Some of these approaches formulate the final discretized scheme in
terms of surface-averaged variables [11,12], while others are based on node-averaged variables
[8,9,13]. In the nuclear industry, both methods have proven to be highly accurate and efficient,
sharing a common primary step known as the Transverse Integration Procedure (TIP). TIP
simplify PDEs at each node by transforming them into a system of ordinary differential
equations (ODEs). The analytical solutions of these transversely averaged ODEs are then
computed within each node. Then these analytical solutions are subjected to some physically
relevant constraint conditions which results in the final expression of the numerical scheme.
The final numerical scheme for the surface-averaged based nodal method includes surface-
averaged variables as the discrete unknowns, whereas the node-averaged based scheme uses

node-averaged variables as the discrete unknowns. Both schemes have been successfully
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applied in the nuclear industry and are effective at solving PDEs efficiently. The surface-
averaged based nodal methods have successfully extended their applications to fluid flow
problems, and popularly known as the Nodal Integral Method (NIM) [11,14-16]. However,
nodal schemes based on node-averaged variables have been less popular in fluid flow
community, primarily due to the complexities involved in their development process [9,13].
Recently, advancements in nodal schemes utilizing node-averaged variables for fluid flow
problems have emerged, collectively termed the "cell-centered nodal integral method"
(CCNIM). This terminology aligns with the conventions in the fluid flow community, where

"node-averaged" is often referred to as "cell-centered."

Shober et al. [9] are credited with being the first to develop the CCNIM for solving the neutron
diffusion equation. Additionally, Shober thesis [13] provides a comprehensive discussion of
the CCNIM method, which builds upon the initial step of the widely used TIP, as discussed
earlier, a common feature in various nodal methodologies. However, CCNIM deviates
significantly from the standard procedure in traditional NIM, which is to use surface-averaged
variables at the border surface of the node as boundary conditions. As boundary conditions for
the solution of these ODEs, CCNIM uses interface-averaged flow and interface-averaged
variables from neighbouring nodes rather than surface-averaged variables. This modification
results in a formulation that is based on cell-centered variables at each node, as opposed to the
well-known surface-averaged variables per node within traditional NIMs. The temporal
derivative is treated explicitly in the initial development of CCNIM, which offers certain
benefits over conventional NIM. These include a straightforward formulation for higher-degree
temporal derivatives, improved flexibility with respect to the higher level of accuracy in time,
a simplified implementation procedure in terms of local coordinate systems, and a promising
alternative for coupling with other physics. A detailed explanation of these advantages is
available in the earlier work on CCNIM [17-19]. Due to explicit treatment of temporal
derivative, the final system produced by CCNIM links algebraic equations with ODEs, creating
a complicated system known as a system of differential-algebraic equations (DAEs). DAEs
present considerable challenges in terms of complexity, largely stemming from the intricate
coupling between their algebraic and differential components, along with other contributing
factors. Furthermore, CCNIM has been hindered by challenges like managing Neumann
boundary conditions and not being applicable to one-dimensional problems. Consequently, a
modified version of CCNIM known as MCCNIM is created in order to address the issues of

CCNIM. MCCNIM discretizes both space and time in the nodal framework, ensuring second-
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order accuracy in both dimensions. This approach eliminates the need for complex DAE
systems, significantly simplifying the computational process by generating an algebraic set of
equations for the discrete unknowns at each node. Furthermore, the use of a straightforward
flux definition facilitates the seamless incorporation of Neumann boundary conditions.
MCCNIM is also adaptable to one-dimensional problems. Notably, by treating the temporal
derivative explicitly, the same MCCNIM framework, along with its flux definition, can be

readily converted into a CCNIM method.

Until now, both the schemes, CCNIM and MCCNIM, have been exclusively developed for
solving linear fluid flow problems, such as heat conduction and linear convection-diffusion
equations. In this work, we extend MCCNIM to tackle nonlinear partial differential equations,
specifically Burgers' equations. It is worth noting that we chose to develop MCCNIM because
it can be applied to both one- and two-dimensional problems, whereas CCNIM is limited to
two-dimensional problems. However, if necessary, the CCNIM approach could also be
developed by taking the temporal derivative outside and following a development procedure
similar to that outlined in the present work for MCCNIM. To validate the proposed scheme,
we solve various one- and two-dimensional Burgers' problems with available analytical
solutions. Additionally, a comprehensive comparison of the proposed scheme with previously
published results is presented to demonstrate its effectiveness. The rate of convergence is
rigorously tested for multiple problems, confirming that the scheme achieves second-order

accuracy in both space and time.

The paper is structured as follows: Sections 2 and 3 develop the MCCNIM for solving one-
and two-dimensional time-dependent Burgers' equations. Numerical results in Section 4
showcase the performance of the scheme, and the conclusions and discussions are provided in

Section 5.

2 Formalism

The essential steps of the MCCNIM are briefly outlined here, with a detailed discussion of their
application to one- and two-dimensional Burgers' equations provided in the following sections.
Issues related to handling nonlinear convective velocity in both one- and two-dimensional

cases are addressed in the concluding section.

In general, there are six significant stages in the MCCNIM implementation procedure.



1. Finite-sized rectangular elements, known as nodes or cells, are used to divide the space-
time domain. The width of each cell is equal to 2a;, denoted as Ax. Similarly, the height
of each cell is equal to 27;, denoted as At. This may be seen in Panel (b) of Figure 1.
After discretization, the Transverse Integration Process (TIP) is applied to each cell,
transforming the partial differential equations (PDEs) into a group of ordinary
differential equations (ODEsS).

2. The set of ODEs is separated into homogeneous and inhomogeneous components. The
homogeneous part, which is easily integrable, is placed on the left side of the
differential equation. Conversely, the inhomogeneous part, which is not readily
integrable, is placed on the right side and is known as the pseudo-source term. These
pseudo-source terms are expanded to a specific order using Legendre polynomials.
Subsequently within each cell, the homogeneous components are solved analytically
with the surface-averaged heat flux and interface variable acting as boundary
conditions.

3. The analytical solutions of these ODEs are then integrated (averaged) along the
remaining direction to derive the expression of the cell-centered (node-averaged)
variables.

4. By ensuring that the continuity criteria are satisfied at the shared boundary of
neighbouring nodes, we obtain equations for variables that are averaged over the
surface.

5. Following that, physically relevant constraint conditions are established in order to
close the system of equations. The initial two constraint conditions are obtained through
systematic manipulation of the definitions of pseudo-source terms from Step 2 and the
utilization of surface-averaged variable expressions from Step 4. This process
establishes linkages between surface-averaged variables and pseudo-source terms. A
supplementary constraint condition is derived by calculating the average of the original
PDEs over each dimension.

6. At last, the final set of algebraic equations in terms of cell-centered (node-averaged)
variables is derived by incorporating the expressions of the surface-averaged variables

obtained in step 4 into the constraint conditions.

The steps discussed for MCCNIM are further elaborated by applying them to the one- and two-
dimensional time-dependent Burgers’ equations in the following subsections. We used the one-

dimensional transient Burgers' equation to provide a detailed formulation of our proposed
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approach for addressing a nonlinear problem. Following a similar procedure, a brief derivation

of the two-dimensional Burgers’ equation is also presented in the subsequent section.

2.1 One-dimensional Burgers’ equation

The one-dimensional time-dependent Burgers’ equation is given as

au(x t) au(x 0 _ 1 0%u(x,t) (1)

+ ( t) T Re ox?

where u(x, t) is the velocity, and Re is the Reynolds number. As shown in panel (a) of Figure
1, the space-time domain for the one-dimensional problem described by Eg. (1) is discretized
into rectangular nodes indexed by i and j, where i represents the spatial index and j the
temporal index. Each node (i, j) is defined by dimensions (Ax x At), with the width of each
cell equal to 2a; (i.e., Ax = 2a;) and the height equal to 27; (i.e., At = 2t;). The origin of the

node is positioned at the node center, as illustrated in panel (b) of Figure 1.
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Figure 1 (a) A schematic representation of the global (x, t) space, and its division into the
rectangular nodes or elements for one-dimensional transient problems in MCCNIM. (b) Local

coordinate system and transverse-averaged quantities within the node (i, j).

Prior to the development of the numerical scheme, the one-dimensional Burgers’ equation

given by Eq. (1) are reformulated in terms of the local coordinate system, as shown below:



du(xt) | —goulxt) iazu(x,t)
ot + dx  Re 0x2 (2)

where %° is the node-averaged u velocity at the previous time step. The definition of #° is

discussed in Section 2.1.7.

2.1.1 Transverse integration process

This step, known as the transverse integration procedure (TIP), is common to all nodal schemes
in which, after discretizing the space-time domain, the PDE is integrated transversely
(averaged) in each direction. Since we are developing the scheme for the one-dimensional
Burgers' equation given by Eq. (1), which involves both x and t directions, the integration is

performed sequentially. First, the integration is performed in the x-direction using the operator

ifm_" dx in Eq. (1), followed by the t-direction using the operator if:_j dt in Eq. (1) over
i j j

2a;v—a
each node (i, j) of the discretized domain.

Employing the operator %ff;‘ dx on Eq. (1) yields

i

1 r+a; (Ou(x,t) 1 c+a; (1 0%u(xt) —qoulxt)
Z_aif—ai( at )dx_z_ai -a; (E oxz % Tox )dx ®)
Note that Eq. (3) is arranged so that the terms requiring straightforward integration are placed
on the left-hand side (L.H.S.), while the remaining terms are shifted to the right-hand side to
serve as pseudo-source terms. The first ODE which is averaged in space and dependent on time
for node (i, j) is then given as

du*(t) _ &y
a1

(®) (4)

Likewise, implementing the operator %f:" dt on Eqg. (1) and adhering to the analogous
J J
methodology, an additional time-averaged and space-dependent ODE can be obtained as

1 d?ut(x) _gdut(x)
— -
Re dx?2 dx

= $;(x) Q)

where transverse-averaged physical quantities (¢ (x), #*(t)) and pseudo-source terms (Si*(t)

and S5 (x)) are defined as

it (x) = % f_*éf u(x, t)de, (6)



() = o - o ux Ddx, @)

= _ 1 c+a; iazu(x,t) _ —o0ulxt)

51 ) = 2a; " —a; (Re dx? u dx )dx’ (8)
Stiy) = L (17 0uxD)
Si(x) = e f_T]_ ——dt. (9)

The product of the averages has been used to estimate the average of the product, representing
a second-order approximation. The aforementioned progression holds true for all cells. One
crucial step in solving locally transverse-integrated ODEs is to use Legendre polynomials to
expand the pseudo-source terms S (t) in Eq. (4), and S5 (x) in Eq. (5). The expansion of these
pseudo-source terms is truncated to the zeroth order during this operation, resulting in a
constant. Prior studies have established that by truncating the expansion at the zeroth order
level, one can obtain a scheme that is accurate to the second order [11,20,21]. Nevertheless, it
is important to acknowledge, that higher-order schemes are possible as a result of choosing to
truncate the expansion at higher orders. Following truncation, Eq. (4) and Eq. (5) simplify into

two ordinary differential equations (ODEs):

du*(t) =
— =sfl.fj, (10)
1 d?ut(x) —_o du'(x) _ axt
e axz YT o = S2i- ()

The nodal index is represented by the subscript (i,j) in S

xt xt H
1;; and S3; ;, where the numerical

values 1 and 2 are merely employed for distinguishing the two terms.

2.1.2 Analytical solution of ODEs

The analytical solutions to the ODEs derived in the previous subsection is then implemented
within individual nodes. While the first ODE (Eqg. (10)) is solved analytically in a manner
similar to the traditional NIM, the second ODE (Eq. (11)) is computed using a different
approach. This approach involves applying modified cell boundary conditions, in contrast to
the conventional NIM [22,23]. Specifically, this method uses both the averaged velocity
variable and the averaged heat flux as boundary conditions, as illustrated in Figure 2.

By solving Eqg. (10) (first ODE) analytically and applying the nodal boundary condition

u*(t) = ﬁ"(+rj) at the surface t = +1;, as depicted in the panel (a) of Figure 2, we obtain:



a* () = Sii(t — ) + 7*(+7)). (12)
Eq. (12) can be rewritten in (i, j) indexing using #*(+1;) = uj; as,
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Figure 2 Local boundary conditions for MCCNIM. (a) For node (i, j). (b) For node (i + 1, j).

The current approach employs the identical analytical solution procedure as the prior CCNIM,
however with a simpler definition of interface flux for the boundary conditions. The convective
term was incorporated into the definition of flux in the previous CCNIM [18]. The
incorporation of the convective term in the flux definition presented a challenge in the previous
study when attempting to apply Neumann or insulated boundary conditions with the nodal
spirit. Consequently, the insulated boundary conditions were applied using a second-order
finite difference approximation, which compromises the fundamental nature of the nodal
scheme. To address this issue and enhance the system's adaptability and adherence to physical
principles, a straightforward definition of flux was introduced in previous work [17], as
illustrated in Figure 2. This revised formulation effectively distinguished between the
convective and diffusive aspects of the flux, facilitated the independent application of distinct
boundary conditions to each component. Consequently, this enhances the method's practicality
and accuracy in simulations. The modified flux at the common edge of the neighbouring nodes

is defined as

— . It
]t(x) _ ZLT_I-H] du(x,t) dt = au‘(x) (14)
J

-Tj 0x dx
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By using the surface-averaged flux defined in Eq. (14) and the surface-averaged velocity as
local boundary conditions at the interface between nodes (i, j) and (i + 1, ), as shown in panel
(a) of Figure 2, we obtain the solution to the second ODE described by Eq. (11). For node (i, j),
the analytical solution of Eq. (11) is obtained by applying the average velocity %!(x) =
ut(+a;) and averaged flux Jt(x) = J*(+a;) at the interface x = +a;, as depicted in panel (a)

of Figure 2, leading to:

=0
Reu; ;(x—a; —
Reﬁgj(x—ai) (1—3 ii ‘)+Reugj(x—ai))

Jt(+a) -

—0 2
ke, Re(mf;)

e Syt (15)

[a'(x)];; = u*(+a;) —

Similarly, the solution at node (i + 1,j) can be derived using boundary conditions at x =
—ajyq1, U (x) = @t (—a;yq) and J(x) = J*(—a;4,), as depicted in panel (b) of Figure 2, given

as follows:

0
1 eReui+1'j(x+ai+1) _

[ﬂt(x)]iﬂ,j = ' (—a;41) —— —0 (—ai1) —
Reui,
0 16
(1_eReui+1,j(x+ai+1)+Reﬁ(i)+1j(x+ai+1)> (19)
’ cxt
2 Syiv1j
Re(@,, ;)

Up to this point, the procedure has strictly adhered to conventional NIM practices. However, a
key distinction arises in the boundary conditions for solving Eq. (11). In conventional NIM,
surface-averaged variables at both cell edges are used. In contrast, MCCNIM employs both
surface-averaged variables and heat fluxes at the interface between adjacent nodes, as shown
in Figure 2. A detailed comparison between these approaches was provided in the initial
CCNIM paper [17-19].

2.1.3 Evaluation of the cell-centered variable

The solutions derived in the previous subsection for @*(t) given by Eq. (13) and %t (x) given

by Eq. (15) and Eq. (16) are now subjected to a second averaging (integration) process to

determine the cell-centered variables. Initially, by applying the operator %f:{' dt defined in
J) ]

Eq.(13) we obtain:

—xt _ . gxt —x
Uy = —1;5q;; + Ui (17)
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where ;’ represents the cell-centered (node-averaged) velocity. Note that the pseudo-source

term 511,' is inherently a cell-centered value following truncation. Now, by applying the

operator gfj;‘ dx in Eq. (15) and - !

Ait+1

%% dx to Eq. (16), we obtain:

(1—e Reuyj_ 2a; Reu )

uft = u'(+a;) + J (+a) +
’ 2a;Re (17?])
(18)
(1— Reu11+2a Reu ( 1+a; Reu )) _
Sxt.
—0 1\ 2L,j
ZaiRez(uij)
Reu;
_ _ —1+e" ““itlj-2a;, Reu},,
uffl,j = ' (—a;q) + — = ])] “(—ai1) +
2a;,1Re? ( 1+11)
Reui+1 i —0 —0 (19)
(—1+e J—2ai+1Reui+1j(1+ai+1Reui+1‘j)) —xt
Szit1,j

2a;,,Re? ( ?+1])3

In Eq. (18) and Eq. (19), each power of the exponential term is written in terms of the local

Reynolds number. For instance, at node (i, ) the local Reynolds number is defined as Reu; ; =

2a; Reu . Furthermore, Eg. (18) and Eq. (19) can also be rearranged to yield,

J(+a;) = Agy (T2 - T (+)) + A3,S3 (20)

JH(=ai4q) = Asqit1 (al{fu u'(— al+1)) + As; l+1521+11 (21)
where A3, As,, Agq and As, are the coefficients that are dependent on the parameters a;,
Reu,; j, and u"t The explicit definitions of these coefficients are detailed in Appendix A.

2.1.4 Continuity conditions

Since the surface-averaged velocity is solely needed as a boundary condition for the solution
of the first ODE (i.e., Eq. (10)), it is evident that no continuity conditions are required in the
temporal direction. As a result, Eqg. (17) can be reformulated with all cell-centered values on
one side (i.e., the right-hand side), which is presented as:

ﬁx

ij = + T]Sixltj (22)

Eq. (22) is applicable to node (i,j). A corresponding equation for node (i,j — 1) can be

obtained through a simple index shift, given as
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—X _ =xt cxt
Ujjq = Ujjq + Tj157j-1 (23)

Spatially, two continuity conditions must be imposed: (a) continuity of the surface-averaged
velocity at the common edge between adjacent nodes, and (b) continuity of the heat flux at the
shared edge between the same neighbouring nodes. The continuity of the surface-averaged

velocity between nodes (i, j) and (i + 1, j) can be written as
at(+a) = (a1 = & (24)

Similarly, the continuity of the surface averaged heat flux between nodes (i, j) and (i + 1, j)

can be expressed as
Jt(+ay) = (—ai1) = Ji; (25)

On applying the continuity conditions utilizing Eq. (20) and Eq. (21) and solving for the surface

t

averaged velocity, u; ;, we get,

xt sxt —xt —xt
_t _ A3255 ;7 Asz,i+152441,jF A31Uj j— As1iv1lhiyyj 2
7t = . (26)

A31—As1,i+1

Now, substituting the expression for ﬁ{ ; from Eq. (26) into either flux equation (i.e., Eqg. (20)
and Eq. (21)) yields the same expression for J; » conforming that the continuity conditions have

been met. The resulting expression of]_ifj is as follows:

=xt sxt =xt Xt
& —A32451141551j+ A31452,i+157 141 jF As1451i01 (Tigq j~ U7 ) 27
Jij = (27)

Az1—As1i+1

Similarly, by changing the index from (i,j) to (i — 1,j), we can readily write analogous

expressions for @;_, ; and Ji_, ; given by,

sxt sxt —xt —xt

_t Az2,i-152i-1,j~ As2S57j+ Az1,i-1Uj"q j— As1Uj

at = (28)

1—1,j Aor i —A
31,i-1 51
sxt sxt —xt_—xt

-+ _ —A32,i145155;_ jt A31,i-145255; j+ Az1,i-1A451 (U j— U4 ) (29)
Jizaj =

A3zq,i-1—As1

It is crucial to note that, for each node (i, j), we have three equations (Eg. (22), Eq. (26) and

Eq. (27)) but six unknowns (&}, if ;, J; ;, Ui, Si7; and S37 ;). Given that the scheme must rely
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solely on cell-centered values, it becomes necessary to eliminate the surface-averaged terms
from the final set of algebraic equations. To achieve this, three additional constraint conditions

are required.

2.1.5 Constraint equations

In order to successfully close the system of equations, we define three physically important
constraint conditions in this section. Averaging the original PDE across all dimensions while
taking the concept of pseudo-source terms into account yields the first constraint condition.
Using the definitions of surface-averaged variables and carefully adjusting the pseudo-source
terms, we systematically establish our final two constraint conditions. This procedure creates

a crucial connection between the surface-averaged terms and the pseudo-sources.

The first constraint equation is obtained by integrating the original Burgers' equation (Eqg. (1))

over the node (i, j) using the operator ﬁfjaa‘ f:_" dt dx. By incorporating the definitions of
iTj i Jj

S3i; from Eq. (10) and S37; from Eq. (11), a relationship between S ; and S57; is established,

expressed as:
St =St (30)

The two additional constraint conditions are a manipulation of the definition of the pseudo-
source terms. The second constraint equation is derived by averaging (integrating) Eq. (8) by

employing the operator %f:" dt, which yields,
j J

Sty = (LD g AL g, (31)

1ij ™ 2a;7-a; \Re dx? LI ax

Now, utilizing the definition of flux, J(x) = %, and substituting it in Eq. (31), which will

modify Eq. (31) as,

— . 7t 7t
Sxt — L _+al (i d] (x) _ ﬂo du (x)) dx (32)

1i'j_Zai a; \Re dx LI ax

It is then reformulated in terms of the surface-averaged velocity and flux, leading to the second

constraint condition, expressed as:
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7t 7t =t st
St _ ]L,j_]i—l,j — 0. Ui j~Ui—1,j (33)
1ij ™ 2a;Re LI 2q

Likewise, applying the definition of the second pseudo-source term from Eq. (9), the third
constraint equation can be derived as follows:
— ﬁf}'—ﬁfj—l (34)

2T

cxt
SZi,j i

The six equations—Eq. (22), Eq. (26), Eq. (27), Eq. (30), Eg. (33)and Eqg. (34)—governs six

unknowns (it* It okt SEEand SiY

Lo u’ ijr Uijr Siij 2i.j)- BY eliminating the surface-averaged terms, the

final set of algebraic equation can now be readily derived.

2.1.6 Set of discrete equations

The first algebraic equation is derived by substituting the time-averaged velocity expressions
from Egs. (26) and (28) and the heat flux expressions from Egs. (27) and (29) into the second
constraint equation (Eqg. (33)). This leads to:

Sflt] = F31SZL] + F32521 1,j + F33SZL+1] + F34u + F35ul 1,j + F36ul+1] (35)

Furthermore, substituting the space-averaged velocity expressions from Egs. (22) and (23) into
the third constraint equation (Eqg. (34)) yields the second algebraic equation:

cxt _axt —xt_—xt
cxt _ 5111 Stij—1 , Wi~ Ujj-1 36
SZl ( )
J 2 27

By substituting the expressions for S3f ~jand St ~j from Eqgs. (35) and (36) into the first constraint
equation (Eq. (30)), the third algebraic equation is obtained:

—x = FSISZL] + FSZSZL 1,j + F53521+1] + F54Sh] + FSSSll] 1 + F56u'l] 1 + (37)
Fs7uty ; + Fsglifyy
The coefficients F’s are detailed in Appendix A. . The discrete unknowns for the cell (i, )

include the variables averaged at the cell centers: @/, S77;, S57 .
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2.1.7 Derivation of the nonlinear convective velocity

In the context of Burgers' equation, the velocity u(x, t) in the convection term u(x, t) %
of Eq. (1) is an unknown function, which introduces nonlinearity into the equation. As a result,
during the implementation of the key steps in the development process, assumptions must be
made regarding the approximation of the convective velocity u(x, t) in the convection term.

In the modified NIM [14], the approximation of the convective velocity at a node (i, j), denoted
0

as u; , is determined by averaging the surface-averaged velocities at the current time step, as
given by:
70, = My (38)
) 2

Within the context of MCCNIM, we adopt the same definition as provided in MNIM given by
Eqg. (38). However, it is crucial to emphasize that in MCCNIM, the final discretized equation
is expressed in terms of cell-centered values. This is a departure from MNIM, where surface-
averaged velocities (ﬁf_j and ait_l,j) are employed for the approximation of the convective
velocity. To maintain consistency, if we intend to utilize the same approximation in MCCNIM,
it becomes imperative to apply this approximation in terms of cell-centered values. Hence,
utilizing Eq. (26) and Eq. (28) from Section 0, which establishes the connection between the
surface-averaged values and cell-centered values. We will employ these expressions to derive
Eq. (38) in terms of cell-centered values. To achieve this, substituting the expressions from Eq.
(26) and Eq. (28) into Eq. (38), we obtain:

=0 __ ctx ctx ctx —xt —=xt —xt
Ujj = F7155i_1; + F72551; + F7353i51,; + F7atiZq j + F7suUi j + Frelliyq ) (39)

where the coefficients F,’s are given in Appendix A.

2.1.8 Boundary conditions

In the scheme described in the previous subsection, the discrete unknowns are represented by
dependent variables averaged at the center of each cell. This contrasts with the conventional
NIM approach, where unknowns are defined on the cell surfaces [23]. Consequently, since
boundary conditions are typically specified at the edges or surfaces of the domain, the
implementation of Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions at boundary nodes in CCNIM

schemes exhibits subtle differences compared to their application in standard NIM schemes.
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The expressions for the surface-averaged velocity a{ ; from Eq. (26) and the surface-averaged
flux]_ifj from Eq. (27) for interior nodes reveal a dependence on the cell-centered velocities ﬁf]t
and ﬁl?ﬁfl,j of two adjacent nodes, specifically (i,j) and (i,j+1), as detailed in Section O.

However, this relationship does not apply at boundary nodes because, at the boundaries, there

is only one neighbouring node, as depicted in Figure 3 for the right boundary.

As an illustration, the flux ]_fl_l,j at the right boundary node (n,j), shown in Figure 3, is
influenced by the cell-centered velocities ;" , ; and a,’gfj from the adjacent nodes (n — 1,7)
and (n, j). However, at the right boundary surface, where the flux is given by ]_fu- = Jk, only
the node (n, j) remains, meaning it solely depends on the cell-centered velocity aﬁt] A detailed

derivation for the right boundary is provided, and the equation for the left boundary node can

be derived in an analogous manner.

N
N
N
N
N
]
@t sl s wLy = [ my  WRSE
o N o il T o i s
n-2j)) == n-1)) =R )  Fesp S
[= =
N @
[«
N
N
_____ 2T [ A A A
....... AN
N
Figure 3 Stencil for right boundary node
2.1.9 Dirichlet boundary conditions
For the right boundary, referring to Eq. (20), ]_f ; can be expressed as
it _ —xt ~t cxt
Jij = As (@ — uf ;) + A3,55F; (40)

To simplify the explanation, we define the flux and velocity at the right boundary as J% and 5,

respectively. Using these definitions, Eq. (40) can be reformulated as:
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Jk = A31(ﬁi1 ih) + A325211 (41)

In a similar manner, by applying Eq. (21), the flux equation for the left boundary can be
expressed as:

Ji= A51(ﬁi1 uf) + ASZSZL_] (42)

Here, the subscripts “L” and “R” denote the left and right surfaces of the boundary node,
respectively. The process for deriving the final set of discrete equations for the right boundary
node remains unchanged, except for the second constraint equation (Eq. (33)), which can be

written for the right boundary as:

gt _ gt a7t a7t
S, = —HRt _gp Sy (43)
1,j — 2a; ) 2a;

The first algebraic equation can now be derived by substituting the expression for ﬁit_L ; from
Eq. (28), Ji_,; from Eq. (29), and J; from Eq. (41) into the first constraint equation for the
right boundary (Eq. (43)). This results in:

S]J.Cltj = F3152U + FHS5E 1 T F Xt + Fsuft 1j T Fistik (44)

It is important to note that the second algebraic equation will be the same for both interior and
boundary nodes. By substituting the expressions for S5} j from Eq. (35) and Syt ; from Eq. (44)
into the third constraint equation (Eq. (30)), we obtain the third algebraic equation for the right
boundary node, which is expressed as:
_Xt F51SZL] + F&S5E 1,j T F54szt] + Fsssﬁtj 1t FRéuiC]t 1t FR7uzxt1] + (45)
Fistq

The superscript "R™ in all the coefficients signifies that they correspond to the right boundary
node. The definitions of all the FR coefficients are provided in Appendix A. The algebraic

equations for the left boundary node can be derived using a similar approach.

2.1.10 Neumann boundary conditions

Deriving Neumann boundary conditions in MCCNIM is relatively straightforward. It involves

setting the flux, either J¢ or J%, to zero or applying the appropriate boundary condition as
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required. For instance, if the left boundary is insulated and the right boundary is governed by
Dirichlet conditions, J} is set to zero, while J% is calculated using the corresponding equation
(EQ. (41)). Conversely, if the right boundary is insulated and the left boundary follows Dirichlet
conditions, J§ is set to zero, and Jf is determined from Eq. (42). In cases where both boundaries
are insulated, the flux at both surfaces is set to zero. Importantly, the method for obtaining the
final set of algebraic equations remains identical to the approach outlined for Dirichlet

boundary conditions.

2.2 Two-dimensional coupled Burgers’ equations

The two-dimensional time-dependent coupled Burgers’ equation is given as

au(xy t) ou(x,y,t) du(xyt) _ 1 (9%ulxyt) | d*ulxyt)
tu ( XY t) ax T v(x' Y t) ay Re( 0x2 T dy? ) t (46)
fx(x,p,t)
av(xyt) ov ( yt) wlyt) 1 2%v(x,y,t) , 9%v(xyt)
+ulx Y t) +vlx, Y £) ay Re( 0x2 dy? ) (47)
fy(x,y,t)

The development procedure for two-dimensional Burgers’ equation will be the same as that for
one-dimensional Burgers’ equation derived in Section 2.1. Some essential steps for a two-

dimensional case are presented in this section for completeness.

The spatial domain defined by the independent variables (x, y) is divided into nodes of size
Ax X Ay, indexed by i in the x-direction and j in the y-direction. The solution is computed at
discrete time intervals of At, indexed by k. For transverse integration, each space-time node is
assigned dimensions Ax; = 2a;, Ay; = 2b;, and At = 21y, centered at the node. The local
coordinate system for the node (i, j, k) is defined by (—a; < x; < +a;, —b; < y; < +bj, — 14 <

t, < +1;). Figure 4 illustrates the transverse-averaged quantities on various surfaces,

highlighted in different colours, along with the local coordinate system.

Prior to the development of the numerical scheme, the Burgers’ equations given by Eq. (46)

and Eq. (47) are reformulated in terms of the local coordinate system, as shown below:

ou(x,y,t) 0 oulx,y,t) o dulxyt) i(azu(x,y,t) azu(xyt))
” +u ™ +v o R e + 372 + f(x,y,t) (48)
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ov(x,y,t) 0 v(x,y,t) 0 v(xyt) i(azv(x,y,t) azv(x,y,t))
ot tu ox T dy  Re 0x? dy? + fy(X, 1) (49)

Here u° and v° represents the node-averaged convective velocities in the x and y-directions,

respectively. The definitions of these velocities for the two-dimensional case are provided later

in the derivation.

i} (top surface) -

Cell-centered value =-===+-srermemmranannans o o [T )

ﬁ{;‘k (right surface)

—Xy
Uik (front surface)

Figure 4 Local coordinate system and transverse-averaged quantities of node (i, j, k) for two-

dimensional transient problems in MCCNIM

By performing transverse integration in each direction and truncating the pseudo-source terms
to zeroth order, analogous to the one-dimensional case discussed in Section 2.1.1, the resulting
set of ODEs for the node (i, j, k) in the context of the two-dimensional Burgers’ equations (Eq.

(46) and Eq. (47)) is presented as follows:

LW o AR _ eyt (50)
Re dx? Lik gx T U3Ljk
idzﬁ’“(y) _ -EO d‘UXt(y) _ 5—.xyt (51)
Re dyZ l,},k dy 2i,j,k
du*Y (t) Sxyt
ac Sli.j,k (52)
1d* ¥ x) 70 avYt(x) _ zxyt (53)
Re dx?2 Lik gx T Teijk
idzﬁXt(y) _ -EO d‘ﬁxr(y) _ 5—.xyt (54)
Re dy? i,jk dy 5i,j,k
av*¥(t) Sxyt
20 5 (55)
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The three ODEs (Egs. (50)—(52)) are derived from the x-momentum equation (Eqg. (46)), while
the subsequent three ODEs (Egs. (53)—(55)) are obtained from the y-momentum equation (Eq.
(47)), both using the process of transverse integration as discussed in 2.1.1. Furthermore, all
the assumptions and definitions outlined in Section 2.1 for developing the one-dimensional

scheme are equally applicable to the two-dimensional case. The definitions of pseudo-source

terms (§2F, , §0F St St S and SV ) are given as

1i,j,k’ “2i,j,k* ©31,j,k? “41,j,k* “5i,j,k’ 61,j,k
=xyt 1 4T dTY (D) 1 p+bj (1 d?wt(y) _g du*t(y) ~xyt
S = ok (O gL (10 o
LJ, 27T V=T dt 2b;7=bj \Re dy? I dy xi,j,
S = e et - (L g, N ax - Y (6T)
20)k T 2r -t dt 2a;7-a; \Re dx? Lik gy xi,j.k
St _ 1 g (idzﬁyt(x) _ 0. dﬁyt(x))d + J‘+bj (idzﬁx_t(y)_
1ijk — 2a;'-a; \Re dx2 LIk ax bj \Re dy?
58
_o du*t(y) dy + FXYt (58)
Ui,j,k dy fljk
S—,xyt =Lf+rkdv y(t) 1 f+b (1 d2v*t(y) _ 50 dﬁxt(y))d _];x'y.t (59)
6L.jk 27, -t dt i/-bj \Re ay? Lk qy vi,jk
Gt _Lf+rkdvxy(t) 1 f+al(1 dzvyt(x) _ 0. dﬁyt(x))dx_ =Xyt (60)
5i,j,k 27 Tk dt a; iL,jk dx yi.j.k
Gyt _ 1 +ai(id217yt(x)_apl dﬁyt(x))d e f+bj (Ldzfﬂ’“(y)_
4i,jk " 20;7-a; \Re dx? Lk ax bj \Re dy? 61)
61

o dv*i(y) t
Uk o )d + 0k
Notably, the defined pseudo-source terms are already averaged over the entire node and are
presented in a manner that facilitates the straightforward derivation of the constraint equations.
Upon rearranging the pseudo-source terms, the six constraint equations are formulated in terms

of surface-averaged quantities as follows:

ﬁxy _ﬁxy Xt Xt =Xt
syt Mk gk +]xi,j,k_]xi,j—1,k 59 M fw-t (62)
3i,j,k 27k 2bjRe i,j.k 2b; xi,jk
Y Y yt yt —yt __yt
St _ Ui Uijr—1 | JxijeIxic1jk 470 Ui ik~ Ui1jk _fagy.t (63)
2i,j.k 2Tk 2aiRe Lik 2a; xi,jk
vt vt =yt =yt Xt Xt Tt xt
syt _ JxijkIxicnik  —o Bk Ui-vik  JxijkIxij-1k o Wijk~Wij-1k
Stije = 2a;Re | Uijk 2a; T 2bre Uik 2b; t
i i J J (64)
fxyt
xi,j,k
XY _5XY Xt Xt =xt _=xt
St _ Viik Vijk-1 n Jyijk=lyij-1k 479 VijkVij-1k fxyt (65)
6i,j,k 27k 2b;Re Ljk 2b; yi,jk
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7Y _pxy —yt __yt

=xyt Viik Vijk-1 , JyijkTyicujk |, —0 Vijk Vi-ujk  gxyt
St = Q. bk Lik fXY 66
S5i,jk 27 + 2a;Re + Uik 2a; fyu,k (66)
iyt 7yt =yt _ -yt t xt pxt
S—-xyt _ ]yL]k ]yi—l,j,k _ =0 vl]k Vi 1,j,k ]yi,j,k_]yi,j—l,k __ =0 Vijk UU 1,k +
4ijk = 2a;Re Ljk 2a; 2b iRe Lk 2b;
i J J (67)

Fxyt
f yijk

Furthermore, by averaging the original Burgers’ equations (i.e., Eq. (46) and Eq. (47)) over the

.. . 1 +a; r+bj r+7T ..
node (i, j, k) using the operator — - f_ai f_b]_’ f_Tk" dt dy dx and realising the definition of

pseudo source terms from Egs. (50)-(55), the two additional constraint equations are derived

as follows:
-xyt _ —xyt xyt xyt
Sli,j,k - SZi,jk 31} k f xi,jk (68)
—xyt _ -xyt xyt xyt
Saijk = Ssiju t Seijr T fyijk (69)

To eliminate the surface-averaged terms in Eq. (62)-(69), we derive expressions for each
surface-averaged variable in terms of cell-centered values. This requires solving the six ODEs
in Eq. (50)-(55) analytically. The solution procedure for these ODEs follows the methodology
outlined in Section 2.1.2. Specifically, the space-averaged ODEs (Eqg. (52) and Eq. (55)) are
solved using an approach analogous to that for Eq. (10) in the one-dimensional case, yielding

expressions for Y, and ©;Y

Uik Lk Similarly, the remaining four space-time averaged ODEs (EQs.

(50), (51), (53), and (54)) are solved using a process similar to the solution of Eq. (11) in the
one-dimensional case. However, it is important to note a key distinction in boundary conditions
between the one-dimensional and two-dimensional scenarios for the solution of these
remaining four ODEs. In the one-dimensional case, line-averaged velocities (% ;) and flux (J; ;)

serve as local boundary conditions. In contrast, the two-dimensional case requires plane-

averaged velocities (%, @)} .. 75, and 77} ) and fluxes (73 . Joi s 1o Tyt AN 5

i,j,k’ yi,j, k) as

local boundary conditions for solving these ODEs analytically. Subsequently, the continuity
condition, as discussed in Section 0, is applied in a manner analogous to the one-dimensional

case to ensure consistency at the shared edges of adjacent nodes. This process allows for the
=xt =Vt XY pxt

derivation of expressions for surface-averaged velocities (&7, @y, @7} ;g Digx @nd

l]k) and fluxes (/37 . J Uk ot and ] Uk) in the two-dimensional framework, as detailed

below:
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_xy __ —xyt Xyt
Ui = Ui TS0k (70)
=xyt =xyt _xyt _xyt
ﬁyt _ A3253i,j,k_A52.i+153i+1,j,k+A31ui,j,k_ A51,i+1ui+1,j,k (71)
Lk Az1—As1i+1
=xyt =xyt —_xyt _xyt
Xt — B3255i ik B52,j+1551 jy1kt B3alyjr— Bsaj+aljiak (72)
Lk B31-Bsy,j+1
sxyt sxyt —X —x t
] _ —A32A51,i+153i3,/j,k+ A31A52,i+153i3./+1,j,k+ A31A51,i+1(ui31,j,k lyk) (73)
xijk Az1—As1,i+1
—BayBsq i+157 " + BayBey is18t 4 BayBey i (@Yt~ Yt
] 32051,j+1 zi,j,k 31P52,j+1 zi,j+1,k 31 51,]+1(ui,]‘+1,k l] k) (74)
xi,jke = B31—-Bs1 j+1
_xy __ —xyt SXYyt
vljk vl]k+ S4l]k (75)
—xyt —xyt
_yt A3256l} k As, l+1S6l+1 ok + A31vl ).k — Asy i+1Vig ok (76)
gk T —
2k A31 A51,i+1
_xyt —xyt
Fxt B32551]k B52]+1551]+1k + B31vl}k B51J+1v11+1k (77)
i,jk — _
B31 — Bs1,j+1
SxXyt _xyt
ot —A3z,As1, l+15611 kT A31ds2i4156i41 5, T Az1ds1, z+1(Ul+1] k= Vijk) (78)
Tyijr = Aar — Acr :
31 51,i+1
—BiyBs1 1155 + B31Bs2 4155, 1« + B31B T =T
_ 32051,j+1%54,j,k 31752,j+1%5i,j+1,k 31751,j+1 l]+1k i,j,k (79)
Fijw = B — B -
31 51,j+1

By modifying the indexing in the relevant equations as follows—changing (i, j, k) to (i,j, k —
1) in Egs. (70) and (75), (i,j, k) to (i — 1,j, k) in Egs. (71), (73), (76), and (78), and (i, j, k) to

(i,j — 1,k) in Egs. (72), (74), (77), and (79)—we can derive expressions for @7, 1, 7,7, 1,

=yt —xt =yt gt
ui—l,j,k’ ui,j—l,k’ vi—l,j,k’ i,j— 1ka] xi—1,j, kv] xi,j— 1k’]yl 1]ka yl,j 1,k By SUbStItUtlng a” these

surface-averaged expressions derived from Egs. (70)-(79) into the constraint equations (EQs.
(62)-(69)), we obtain eight algebraic equations per node in terms of cell-centered variables, as

stated below:

St _ Sflyfk S_iclyjtk Ly _ijztc _ijltc Ly g SVt L g gt 4 .5 N
30k T 2 27k 5192i,j,k 5292i,j-1,k 5392, j+1,k (80)
F54ul]k+F55 l] 1k+F56_iC3]i1k_fx?;,tk
St _ Sflyfk S_iclyjtk Ly _ijztc _ijltc Ly g SVt L g gt 4 F.. 5t N
2i,jk T 2 21k 31°3i,j,k 3293i-1,j,k 33Y3i+1,j,k (81)

_xyt _ fxyt
F34u k+F35 i— 1]k+F36 i+1,j,k fxi,j,k
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Xyt _ sxyt sxyt sxyt _xyt _xyt
Stijk = (F3153i,j,k + F3253i 1 j i T F3383751 jx + Faallifp + Fast;Zy ) +
_xyt _ sxyt sxyt sxyt _xyt _xyt
F36U; 51k (F5152i,j,k + Fs2S57 imap t Fs3Syi juap T Fsallyp + Fssti g+ (82)

_xyt Fxyt
F56ui,j+1,k) + fxi,j,k

_xyt Xyt sxyt sxyt _xyt _xyt
ui'- M5153i,j,k + M525 + M535 + M54ui_1‘j‘k + M55ui+1’j’k +

ik~ 3i-1,j,k 3i+1,jk
SXyt SXyt Xyt _xyt _xyt cxyt
N51S5i ik T Ns2Syi i 1 T Ns3Spi iy + Nsallyj_q o + Nsst g + LsaSyi ik (83)
Xyt _xyt Fxyt
LSZSli,j,k—l + L53ui.j,k—1 + Lss xi,j.k
sxyt  sxyt _xyt _xyt
STxyt _ SaijkTSaijr-1 + Vijk Vijk-1 +F 5—.xyt +F S—xyt +F §xyt +
6ijk — > 77 51954 jk T 5295 j—1,k T 5395 j+1,k
k (84)
_xyt _xyt _xyt _ pxyt
Fsa®ijp + FosVij 1 FseVijran — Kk
sxyt  sxyt _xyt _xyt
STxyt _ SaijkTSaijr-1 + Vijk Vijk-1 +F 5—.xyt +F S—xyt +F §xyt +
Sijk 2 201 3196 jk T 13296i—-1,j,k T £339%i+1,j,k (85)
_xyt _xyt _xyt FxXyt
Faa®ijp + FasVi7 i+ F36Viin i = ik
sxyt _ Xyt sxyt sxyt _xyt _xyt
Siijk = (F31'S6i,j,k + F3286i1 ik T F33S6is1,jx T F3aVijp T FasVi2g i t+
_xyt _ Xyt SXyt SXyt _xyt _xyt
F36vi+1,j,k) (F5155i,j,k + FsaS5i gt F53Ssi jurp T FsaVijp + Fss¥5_1 + (86)
_xyt FxXyt
F56vi,j+1,k) + ik
_xyt __ SXyt SXYt SXyt _xyt _xyt
Viik = Ms1Sgi i + MsaSgi_y e + Ms3Sgiyy e t Msai 2y + Mss¥ify i +
cXyt Xyt Xyt _xyt _xyt Xyt
Ns1Sg7 ik + NsaSsi ;g + Ns3Seijiqp T Nsa¥iioqp + Nss¥i g, t LsiSai e —  (87)
Iy ,J—1, ,Jt+1, ,J—1, ,Jt+1, Iy

SXyt _xyt Fxyt
Ls2S,i i k-1 T Ls3¥ij k1 T Lsafyiip

It is important to note that every coefficient in the final set of algebraic equations (Egs. (80)-
(87)) is dependent upon the velocities at the current time step (i.e., a?_ ik and ﬁ{fj’k),

introducing nonlinearity to the entire system. Detailed definitions for all the A’s, B’s and F’s,
G’s, L’s, M’s, N’s coefficients for two-dimensional case are listed in Appendix A.

2.2.1 Derivation of nonlinear convective velocities

The definition of the convective velocities in MNIM for the two-dimensional case is given as

=yt =yt —xt , —Xxt
—0 _ WjrtWiog et Uikt Uijo1k (88)
Ui i =
J, )
=yt | =yt sxt | =xt
—0 _ UijrtViegjetVijetlij-1k (89)
Viig=
g 2
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Similar to the one-dimensional case, by using Egs. (70)-(79), which establish the relationship
between the surface-averaged and cell-centered values, and substituting the expressions from

these equations into Eq. (88), we obtain:

= Fp S35 A+ FraSY + FpaSYE  + FM‘fyf] o+ Fps ) +

le 3i—1,j, 3i,J, 3i+1,j, l]k
—xyt Xty Xty —xyt
F76ul+1]k+6715211 1,k +G72521]k +G73SZL}+1k +G74‘ulj 1,k + Gysu l]k + (90)
—xyt
Gr6l; i1k

All the F’s and G’s coefficients are listed in Appendix A. The other equation for 178]-,,{ can be
obtained in a similar manner.

3 Numerical tests

In this section, we present results from applying the developed MCCNIM scheme to three
Burgers’ problems, comprising two one-dimensional cases and one two-dimensional cases,
each with a known analytical solution. For the first example, we include error tables and plots
to examine the spatial and temporal convergence of the scheme. In the second example, we
provide a detailed comparison of our results and errors with the classical NIM approach and
other schemes, showcasing the effectiveness of the developed MCCNIM approach. For the
two-dimensional cases, we solve a problem to validate the performance of the scheme. It is
noteworthy that in both one- and two-dimensional cases, the algebraic equations from the

discretization are iteratively solved using the Picard-based method at each time step.

We compute RMS error (in one-dimension) using,

RMS = j s (92)
Ny

Where n, are the spatial grid-points and k is the time-index in one-dimensional problems. It is

clear from Eq. (91) that the RMS error is calculated at the final time step, consistently applied

across both one-dimensional and two-dimensional problems throughout the paper.

A distinctive feature of the MCCNIM is its averaging of discrete variables over nodes, in
contrast to finite-difference methods, which perform computations at grid points. As a result,

precise quantitative error analysis in MCCNIM requires the node-averaged exact solution.
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Although calculating the node-averaged exact solution analytically is straightforward in some
cases, it presents challenges in most others. Therefore, we employ numerical integration using
built-in functions of MATLAB to determine the node-averaged values, ensuring an accurate
comparison for our numerical scheme. In each test case, we average the exact solution by
performing numerical integration in MATLAB over the node's width 2a (from x, — a to x, +

a) and height 27 (from (¢t — 27) to tf), then divided by 4at. Here, x. represents centroid of

the corresponding node and t; is the current time step.

In this study, we employed the most recent version of MATLAB (R2023a) as our integrated
development environment and compiler for code generation and execution. Our simulations
are conducted on a system powered by an Intel(R) Core (TM) i7-7700 CPU @ 3.60 GHz,

featuring four Cores, eight Logical processors and a substantial 16 GB of RAM.

Example 1 The first test problem is concerned with the one-dimensional Burgers’ equation
which involves an initial sinusoidal wave that propagates and diffuses within a confined flow

domain along the x-direction. The problem is subject to the initial condition
u(x,0) =sin(mx), 0<x<1 (92)
and following homogenous Dirichlet boundary conditions
u(0,t) =u(l,t) =0, 0<t<T (93)

The exact Fourier solution to this problem, represented by an infinite series, is given as:

_<k2n2t)
2 Y. cre \ R Jksin(kmx)
u(x, t) = — k=1 "k o , (94)

Re

Cot+Xir, Cre < >cos(k1rx)

where the Fourier coefficients are given as
1 Re
CO — fo e—ﬁ(l—cos(n'x)) dx

Re
Cp =2 fole_?r(l_cos(”x)) cos(kmx)dx, k=123, ..
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Re=1, T=0.1, At (27)=0.001, Ax (2a)=0.1

Re=10, T=0.5, At (27)=0.001, Ax (22)=0.0625
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Figure 5: Comparison of the numerical solution obtained using the MCCNIM scheme for
Example 1 with the exact solution at interval of T /4 for three different values of Reynolds
numbers: (a) Re = 1, (b) Re = 10, (¢) Re = 100.

To validate the proposed scheme, the numerical results are compared with the exact solution
for three different Reynolds number: Re = 1, Re = 10, and Re = 100, as illustrated in Figure
5. The simulations are conducted up to the total time of T = 0.1 sec for Re = 1, T = 0.5 sec
for Re = 10, and T = 1 sec for Re = 100. In each case, the numerical and exact solution are
compared at interval of T /4. The numerical solution aligns closely with the exact solution in
all cases. For instance, in the case of Re = 1, as shown in panel (a) of Figure 5, only n,, = 10
grid points are sufficient to achieve an accurate match with the exact solution. This
demonstrates that the developed scheme effectively maintains the accuracy characteristic of

coarse-mesh methods.

27



Table 1 RMS errors for different node sizes in Example 1. The numerical solution is calculated
at the final time step with T = 0.1 for Re =1, T = 0.2 for Re = 10, and T = 0.3 for Re =
50.

Node size RMS errors
Ax (2a) Re=1 Re =10 Re =50
0.5 1.70E-02 7.22E-02 9.77E-02
0.25 5.42E-03 1.73E-02 9.63E-02
0.125 1.51E-03 4.65E-03 4.11E-02
0.0625 3.96E-04 1.23E-03 9.86E-03
0.03125 9.81E-05 3.16E-04 2.54E-03
0.015625 4.63E-06 7.89E-05 6.51E-04

For each simulation, the tolerance is set to 1 x 10~°¢ with a smaller timestep size At =
0.001.

Table 2 RMS errors for different timestep sizes in Example 1.

Timestep size RMS errors at T = 0.1 second
At (27) Re=1 Re =10 Re =50
0.1 4.18E-02 6.66E-03 5.80E-03
0.05 5.91E-03 1.42E-03 1.50E-03
0.025 1.00E-03 3.33E-04 3.80E-04
0.0125 2.16E-04 8.23E-05 9.72E-05
0.0050 3.66E-05 1.92E-05 2.27E-05

For each simulation, the tolerance is set to 1 x 10~°¢ with a fine node size Ax = 0.0125

Moreover, we computed the RMS errors using different grid sizes for a range of Reynolds
values in order to further illustrate the efficacy of our established method. We used a smaller
time step ((At=0.001) and calculated RMS errors for a range of Reynolds values while altering
the grid sizes to illustrate the convergence order of our technique, as shown in Table 1. The
RMS errors are shown against node sizes in panel (a) of Figure 6 to visually represent the
outcomes of these error computations. Interestingly, the figure shows a slope of around 2 in
each case, indicating that our numerical approach has second-order accuracy in space.
Similarly, Table 2 lists the RMS errors at the fine node size (Ax=0.001) for different time step

sizes, which are presented in panel (b) of Figure 6 to analyse the order in time. The lines in
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panel (b) of Figure 6 has the slopes that are very near to 2, indicating second-order temporal
accuracy. This crucial demonstration emphasizes that even when working with higher
Reynolds numbers and varying time step sizes, our computational method retains its second-

order precision.

R Spatial ROC ; Temporal ROC
107! : , 107! :
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Figure 6 Rate of convergence (ROC) for Example 1 at three different values of Re. (a)

Spatial rate of convergence. (b) Temporal rate of convergence.

In Figure 5, we present both numerical (red solid dots) and exact (blue solid lines) solution
curves for various Reynolds numbers (Re = 1, 10, and 100), demonstrating good agreement in
each case. However, for higher Reynolds numbers, such as Re = 1000, the infinite series fails
to converge. Therefore, to validate the scheme for problems with high nonlinearity (i.e., high
Reynolds numbers), we computed numerical results for larger Reynolds numbers at different
time points, as shown in Figure 7. Figure 7 confirms that the scheme performs effectively at

higher Reynolds numbers, as the curves exhibit the expected physical behaviour.
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Figure 7 Numerical solutions for Example 1 at higher Reynolds numbers using Ax = 0.0125
and At = 0.01: (a) Re = 100, (b) Re = 1000, (c) Re = 10,000.

Example 2: One-Dimensional Propagating Shock Problem [14]

The governing equation for the propagating Shock problem is given by

D 4w, ) 2D = R—Z% x € [-2,2] (95)
The initial and boundary conditions are
u(x,0) = %[1 — tanh (xTRe)], (96)
u(=2,0) =%[1 _ tanh (—%—%)], 97)
u(+2,t) = % [1 — tanh (% - %)] . (98)
The exact solution is
u(x, t) = %[1 — tanh (% - tR?e)]. (99)

Using the scenario described in reference [22], we compare the precise solution with the
solution derived using the MCCNIM scheme in panel (a) of Figure 8. We expand our study to
very high Reynolds numbers (Re=10°) in order to better illustrate the scheme's resilience.

When using a large timestep size (i.e., At=0.1) and coarser grid size (i.e., Ax=0.1), the
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technique described here follow the propagation front very well, even in the situation of very

high Reynolds numbers, as shown in panel (a) of Figure 8.
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Figure 8 Comparison of numerical and exact solution for Example 2 at t=1 and t=2
seconds. (a) Re=10, Ax=0.2, and At=0.2. (b) Re=10°, Ax=0.003125, and At=0.00625.

The chosen test problem has also been used in the literature to compare the modified NIM (or
MNIM) with another scheme called the Crank-Nicolson 4-Point Upwind (CN-4PU) scheme.
When comparing the RMS errors of the two schemes, it was shown that the MNIM performs
noticeably better than CN-4PU. Therefore, in Table 3, using the identical error comparison

cases, we are also confirming that our scheme is either better than or equal to the MNIM [14].

In the first case described for MNIM [14], where Re=300 at t=1.5 seconds with 100 nodes and
At=0.05, the RMS errors for space-averaged surface (#*), time-averaged surface (%), and both
u* and u* values are 0.1562x 1072, 0.1002x 10~ and 0.7155% 1072, respectively. In
contrast, the RMS error in MCCNIM for the identical case is 0.4148x 10~2, which shows a
decrease. It is critical to understand that the analytical solution used to calculate RMS error
differs between MCCNIM and MNIM. The analytical solution is averaged over the surface,
either spatially or temporally, in MNIM, as described in the work of Rizwan-Uddin [14]. On
the other hand, the analytical solution is averaged across the whole cell in MCCNIM, including
both temporal and spatial dimensions. As a result, precise accuracy may not be obtained when
comparing the cell-centered value in MCCNIM with the surface-averaged value in MNIM. It
still offers a reasonable comparison, though. For example, the error discrepancy between u*
(space-averaged surface), it (time-averaged surface), and the average of both %* and @ values

are substantially smaller in the case of Re=300. It would be preferable to use the averaged error
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of both surface-averaged values (i.e., the average of both #* and #') when comparing
MCCNIM with NIM [22].
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(c) u*t vs exact u** (developed MCCNIM)
Figure 9 Numerical vs. Analytical Solutions: MNIM and MCCNIM comparison at t=1, t=2,
and t=3 for Example 2, Re=1000, nodes=40, dt=0.1. RMS errors for MNIM: with &* values
are 1.781x 1073 , with u* values are 6.862x 1072, and with #* and @' values are

4.985x 1072. RMS erros in MCCNIM with %*t values are 9.415x 1073

In Figure 9, we present a comparison between the exact solution and the results obtained from
both the MNIM and MCCNIM schemes under the conditions of Re=1000 and d¢t=0.1, observed
at three distinct time points (t=1, t=2, and t=3). Due to distinct errors associated with these
variables, we present two separate figures for MNIM: Panel (a) of Figure 9 illustrates the
comparison of the solution of %* with the exact #*, while Panel (b) depicts the solution of #*
in comparison with the exact @¢. In Panel (c), the solution of the developed scheme (MCCNIM)

for w*t is contrasted with the exact #*t solution.
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Table 3 Comparison of RMS errors of MCCNIM vs. CN-4PU, CNIM, and MNIM [14].
(At=0.1; 20 nodes)

Re =50 Re =100

t=10 t=3.0 t=10 t=3.0
CN-4PU 3.652x 1072 3524x 1072  4.546x 1072 4.367x 1072
CNIM 3.091x 1072 3.068x 1072  6.558x 1072 6.376x 1072
u* 1.338x 1072 1.382x 1072 1.172x 1072 1.185x 1072
MNIM ut 2.721x 1072 2.775x 1072 2.666%x 1072 2.678x 1072
u*andut  2.127x 1072 2.175x 1072 2.041x 1072 2.053x 1072
MCCNIM u~t 1.649% 1072 1.722x 1072 1.648x 1072 1.688x 102

As depicted in Panel (c) of Figure 9, the MCCNIM demonstrates highly accurate tracking of
the wave front even at high Reynolds numbers, with an RMS error of 9.415x 1073, This
precision is achieved with minimal oscillation and without the necessity for artificial
dissipation. In contrast, for MNIM, the comparison of u* with the exact u* is notably accurate,
featuring a low RMS error of 1.781x 10~3. However, when assessing u* against the exact ,
a higher RMS error is observed, measuring 6.862x 1072, as illustrated in Panel (b) of Figure
9. Given that the total error incorporates both %* and ut errors, the combined RMS error is
4.985x 1072, exceeding the overall error in MNIM. Additional information regarding the
quantitative comparison of RMS errors between MCCNIM and MNIM, along with errors from
various other schemes as provided by Rizwan-Uddin [14], is presented in Error! Reference

source not found..

A comprehensive analysis of RMS errors has been presented in Table 4 and Table 5, drawing
comparisons between MCCNIM, MNIM, and M?NIM across a spectrum of scenarios involving
varying Reynolds numbers, node sizes, and time steps. The results unequivocally demonstrate
that, even in the case of the nonlinear Burgers' equation, MCCNIM consistently outperforms
other traditional NIMs developed thus far for fluid flow applications.
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Table 4 Comparison of RMS errors of developed MCCNIM with MNIM and M2NIM [24].
(Re=100 and t=2.0 sec)

RMS errors (x 1072)

MNIM M?NIM MCCNIM
At = 0.02 4.88 4.75 2.61
Ax = 0.2 At = 0.01 4.61 4.56 2.67
At = 0.005 4.48 4.45 2.69
At = 0.02 2.15 1.94 144
Ax = 0.1 At = 0.01 2.02 1.95 1.49
At = 0.005 1.95 1.92 1.52
At = 0.02 0.759 0.601 0.615
Ax = 0.05 At = 0.01 0.757 0.679 0.644
At = 0.005 0.752 0.730 0.653

Table 5 Comparison of RMS errors of developed MCCNIM with MNIM and M2NIM [24].
(Re=200 and t=2.0 sec)

RMS errors (x 1072)

MNIM M2NIM MCCNIM
At = 0.02 6.36 6.59 3.01
Ax = 0.2 At = 0.01 6.20 6.12 3.08
At = 0.005 5.90 5.87 3.11
At = 0.02 3.77 3.45 1.79
Ax = 0.1 At = 0.01 3.43 3.33 1.89
At = 0.005 3.24 3.20 1.93
At = 0.02 1.66 1.29 0.92
Ax = 0.05 At = 0.01 1.51 1.33 1.03
At = 0.005 1.42 1.37 1.07

It is important to highlight that the error values utilized for comparison in this work have been
sourced from the existing literature. We have conducted a thorough analysis of the MNIM code
created in this work to make sure it is accurate and consistent with previous research, which

has enabled us to determine similar parameters, such as tolerance levels, enabling an honest
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and equitable comparison of MCCNIM with other schemes. Furthermore, obtaining the RMS
errors for MCCNIM requires node-averaged values (i.e., #**), and due to the impracticality of
analytically integrating the exact solution provided by Eq. (99) in both spatial and temporal
directions, MATLAB software was employed for averaging. The same averaging technique
was rigorously tested for comparing surface-averaged errors in MNIM, and the results precisely
corresponded with those reported in the reference papers [14,24]. This meticulous approach
ensures the validity and reliability of the comparative analysis, which increases trust in the

correctness of the results.
Example 3: Two-Dimensional Propagating Shock Problem [24]

The third example focuses on a shock wave that propagates at a 45-degree angle to the node
orientation. This two-dimensional problem serves as an extension of the previously described

one-dimensional case, and the exact solution follows a similar pattern, which is represented as

follows:

u(x,y,t) = % [1 — tanh (% + yTRe - %)] (100)
and

v(x,y,t) = %[1 — tanh (% + yTRe - “?Te)] (101)

The domain of the problem is restricted to [—2 2] X [—2 2] and the initial and boundary

conditions can be determined from the exact solution provided by Eq. (100) and Eq. (101).

T=0.5
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Figure 10 Numerical solution for Example 3 using MCCNIM, illustrating the temporal

evolution of the shock wave for Re = 5000, with a time step At = 0.01 and spatial

resolution Ax = 0.1.

Figure 10 presents a 3D surface plot that visually captures the dynamic behavior of the
propagating wave for the two-dimensional case at distinct time points (T=0, T=0.5, T=1, T=1.5,
T=2, and T=3). These plots provide a clear depiction of the wave evolution over time. Notably,
at a high Reynolds number of Re = 5000, the wavefront exhibits remarkable smoothness,
even when computed on a very coarse grid (Ax = 0.1). This observation highlights the
robustness and accuracy of the developed scheme, validating its effectiveness for solving two-
dimensional problems. The progression of the shock wave shown in Figure 10 is further
analyzed at each time point using 2D line plots, where the value of x=0.7 is held constant, as
illustrated in Figure 11. These plots emphasize the comparison between the numerical and
exact solutions. The numerical solution shows excellent agreement with the exact solution,
even on coarse grids, despite the challenge of capturing a steep front propagating at an angle

to the grid orientation. Notably, Figure 11 demonstrates the impressive performance of the
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MCCNIM scheme, achieving a high degree of alignment with the exact solution at a high

Reynolds number (Re = 5000) using a relatively coarse grid resolution of 40x40.
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Figure 11 Comparison of numerical and exact velocity profiles (2*>*) for Example 3 at x =
0.7, evaluated at various time points for Re = 5000, with a time step At = 0.01 and spatial

resolution Ax = 0.1.

To further evaluate the efficacy of the developed scheme for a two-dimensional case at higher
Reynolds numbers, we solved the problem for Re = 40,000, as illustrated in Figure 12. The
numerical solution is compared with the exact solution, and it is evident from Figure 12 that

the two solutions agree closely, underscoring the effectiveness of the proposed scheme for two-
dimensional case.
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Figure 12 Numerical solution obtained using MCCNIM for Re = 40,000 (a) Surface plot
illustrating the complete solution pattern at T = 1 second with the grid size Ax = 0.02 and
time step At = 0.005. (b) Velocity profiles (@*¥t) at x = 0.7, compared at four distinct time

points (T = 0.5, 1, 1.5, and 2 secs) with analytical solution.

It is important to highlight that this two-dimensional problem serves as an extension of the
earlier one-dimensional case, for which we conducted a detailed error analysis. Given the
favourable performance observed in the one-dimensional case using the MCCNIM scheme, it
is reasonable to anticipate its superior performance in the two-dimensional context as well,
surpassing other nodal schemes. Additionally, due to the lack of error data for NIM in existing
literature for two-dimensional case, our comparison relies exclusively on evaluating the
numerical solution against the exact solution. Notably, this comparison reveals a strong
agreement between the numerical and exact solutions across a range of Reynolds numbers,

from lower to higher values.

4 Conclusions

The developed MCCNIM is rigorously formulated for solving multidimensional Burgers’
equations. Its effectiveness is initially evaluated by comparing RMS errors with the traditional
NIM for the one-dimensional Burgers’ equation. The results confirm the second-order accuracy
of MCCNIM in both spatial and temporal domains. To further validate its performance, the
scheme is extended to solve two-dimensional time-dependent coupled Burgers’ equations.
Classic benchmark problems with well-known analytical solutions are employed to
demonstrate the scheme's accuracy and robustness in both one- and two-dimensional cases.
Comparative analysis with traditional numerical schemes from existing literature highlights the
ability of MCCNIM to efficiently and accurately address nonlinear problems. These findings
establish a strong foundation for extending MCCNIM to more complex fluid dynamics
problems, including applications to the Navier-Stokes equations.
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Appendix A
MCCNIM coefficients for 1D Burgers’ equation

The coefficients for the averaged flux equations (i.e., Eq. (20) and Eq. (21)) are as follows:

2aReu; ; 2
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A — L]
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The coefficients of the final set of algebraic equations (i.e., Eq. (35)-(37)) for the general

interior node in one-dimensional Burgers’ case are given as follows:

A32(A51,i+1—Reu2j) ASZ(A31.i—1_Reu(i).j)

F.. =
31
2aRe(A31~Asyi+1)  2aRe(Azqi-1—As1)
0
F A32,i—1(A51—Reui,j)
32— ZaRe(A311i_1—A51)
0
F. = Asz,i+1(A31—Reui,j)
337 2aRe(A31-As1,iv1)
0 0
F _A31(A51,i+1—Reui,j) A51(A31‘i_1—Reui_j)
34 —
2aRe(Azyi-1—-As1)  2aRe(Aszyi—1—As1)
0
Fue = A31,i—1(A51—Reui_j)
357 2aRe(A31-1-4s1)
0
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The coefficients of the final set of algebraic equations (i.e., Eq. (44) and Eq. (45)) for the right
boundary (Dirichlet boundary) node in one-dimensional Burger’s case are given as follows:

0
Asp A52(A31‘i_1—Reui‘j>

FR = —

31 2aRe = 2aRe(Asq;_1-As1)
FR — _ A32,i_1(A51—Reu3j)

32 2aRe(A31,i-1~As1)
F:f:)) = 0

R _ As1 A51(A31,i—1_Reu3j)
F34 = Soe 2aRe(Azy1 i 1-As1)

31,i-1~ 451

FR — _A31,i—1(A51_ReuiO_j)

35 2aRe(A31,i-1~As1)

0

R _ (A31—Reuil]-)

F3g = ————~

2aRe

The coefficients, FX’s retain the same form as those defined for the general node (Fs’s ), with

the key difference being that these coefficients now depend on F3''s instead of F5. For instance,

2TFK

R ; H R _
F5y is given by Fg = P

Similarly, expressions for the coefficients at the left boundary

node can be derived following the same approach. Additionally, the coefficients corresponding

to the Neumann boundary condition can be obtained in a comparable manner.

MCCNIM coefficients for 2D Burgers’ equation

The coefficients for the two-dimensional Burgers’ equation, as detailed in Section 2.2, are

presented here for clarity. These include (A’s, B’s, F’s, G’s, L’s, M’s, N’s). Notably:

o The definitions of A’s and F’s remain identical to those in the one-dimensional case.

« The initial B’s coefficients, which are analogous to A’s, are given as follows:

Rev: : 2
2be evlJReZUin
1+eRevir1'—2beReviJRevi°j

B31:_
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The coefficients of the final set of algebraic equations (i.e., Eq. (80)-(83)) for the two-

dimensional Burgers’ equation:

0 0
_ B32(351,j+1_Revi,j) 352(331,j—1—Revi,j)

31 ™ 2bRe(Bs1—Bsyj+1) = 2bRe(Bsyj_1—Bs1)
G _ B32,j_1(351—ReUgj)
327 2bRe(B31,j—1~Bs1)
_ Bsz,j+1(331—Rev3j)
G33 -

- 2bRe(B31—Bs1,j41)

_331(351,j+1—ReV2j) 351(331,j—1—R9178j)
3% ™ 2bRe(Bsyj_1-Bs1) = 2bRe(Bsyj1—Bs1)

0
B31,j—1(351—R€Ui,j)

Gzs = —
35 2bRe(Bsy j_1~Bs1)
0
Gag = _351,j+1(331—Revi,j)
2bRe(B31—Bs1,j41)
2TF31 2TF32 _ 2TF33
Mgy = ————""r—) M5y = ——— ") M5z =—>—"——)
1+2TF34_+2TG34_ 1+2TF34_+2TG34 1+2TF34_+2TG34
27TF: 2TF36
Msy = 22— Mgs = ————;
1+2TF34_+2TG34_ 1+2TF34,+2TG34
2'[631 2TG32 _ 2TG33
Ny =ro———— Nyp=—F———— Nz =" —"—;
1+2TF34+2TG34_ 1+2TF34+2T634 1+2TF34+2T634,
_ 2763y . _ 27G3s
Ns, = N5 =

1+2TF34+27G3, " 1+2TF34+27G3y

43



T T 1 2T
i —————— L52=—; L53:—; L54:—
1+2TF34+2TG34 1+2TF34+2T634 1+2TF34,+2T634, 1+2TF34+2T634_

Ls,

MCCNIM coefficients for node-averaged velocity in both 1D and 2D Burgers’
equation

The coefficients for the equation node-averaged velocity u? ; given by Eq. (39) in the one-

dimensional Burgers' case are expressed as follows:

A .
F. = 32,i-1
1 2(A31,i-1—4s1)

F7p = bz h .
2(431-As1i41)  2(A31,i-1—451)
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F74 = m

F75 = — 2(A31fji—A51) + 2(A31i12151'i+1)

Fre = _ Asnit1

- 2(A31-As1it1)

Similarly, the equation of the node-averaged velocities u?,j,k and ij,k given by Eq. (90) in the

two-dimensional Burgers' case are expressed as follows:

Gor = B3z,j-1
71 2(B31,j—1—Bs1)
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Bs1,j+1
Gr6 = — 52—
2(331—351,j+1)

The coefficients of F,’s in the two-dimensional Burger's equation will mirror those used in the

one-dimensional Burger's equation.
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