
Code-Verification Techniques for an Arbitrary-Depth Electromagnetic Slot
Model

Brian A. Frenoa, Neil R. Matulaa, Robert A. Pfeiffera, Vinh Q. Danga

aSandia National Laboratories, Albuquerque, NM 87185

Abstract

Electromagnetic penetration through openings in an otherwise closed electromagnetic scatterer is an impor-
tant topic in computational electromagnetics. To efficiently model this phenomenon, aperture or slot models
are often used in conjunction with surface integral equations to solve Maxwell’s equations. To establish the
credibility of these models, code verification is necessary to assess the correctness of the implementation of the
underlying numerical methods. However, many characteristics of surface integral equations and slot models
render traditional code-verification approaches ineffective. In this paper, we present approaches to separately
measure the different sources of numerical error arising from the method-of-moments implementation of the
electric-field integral equation with an arbitrary-depth slot model. We demonstrate the effectiveness of these
approaches for several cases.

Keywords: electromagnetic penetration, code verification, electric-field integral equation, manufactured
solutions, electromagnetic slot models

1. Introduction

Electromagnetic penetration, which occurs through intentional or inadvertent openings in an otherwise
closed electromagnetic scatterer, is an important topic in computational electromagnetics. Practically ev-
ery material interface presents an opportunity for an intentional or unintentional opening [1]. Through
electromagnetic penetration, the exterior and interior electromagnetic fields interact.

To efficiently model this phenomenon, aperture or slot models are often used in conjunction with surface
integral equations (SIEs), such as the electric-, magnetic-, and combined-field equations, to solve Maxwell’s
equations. Rectangular apertures and slots are among the most common antennas in practice [2, Chap. 8].

The width of the slot is typically small compared to the overall size of the scatterer. Hence, while it is
possible to explicitly discretize the slot interior as part of the surface of the scatterer, the computational
expense needed to resolve the small length scales in the vicinity and interior of the slot may be prohibitive.
As an alternative, the slot may be modeled by replacing it with a conceptually simpler geometry, such as
a system of conducting wires embedded in the surrounding surface [3]. The development and validation of
aperture and slot models remain active research topics [4–13].

Code verification plays a critical role in establishing the credibility of results from computational physics
simulations by assessing the correctness of the implementation of the underlying numerical methods [14–
16]. The discretization of differential, integral, and integro-differential equations introduces a discretization
error in the solution. The correctness of the implementation of the numerical methods can be verified by
comparing the rate at which the error decreases as the discretization is refined with the expected rate for
numerous test cases. To compute the error, the method of manufactured solutions [17] is a commonly used
approach to produce problems of arbitrary complexity with known solutions.

There are numerous examples of code verification in computational mechanics and heat transfer [18–32]
and computational electromagnetics and plasma sciences [33–39]. For electromagnetic SIEs, code-verification
activities that employ manufactured solutions have been described for the electric-field integral equation
(EFIE) [40–44], magnetic-field integral equation [45], and combined-field integral equation [46].
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Figure 1: Left: an excerpt of an exterior surface of an otherwise closed scatterer, which contains a slot. The
slot connects the exterior domain to an interior cavity. Right: the slot is replaced with two wires located at
the openings of the slot.

In this work, we focus on a slot model that can accommodate an arbitrary depth, as described in [12].
This model differs from the thick (i.e., small-depth) slot model considered in [44] that is described in [47–50].
Unlike the thick slot model, which assumes the magnetic currents along the two aperture wires are equal
and opposite due to the small depth, the model considered in this paper permits these currents to differ,
and therefore assigns a separate set of degrees of freedom to the currents on each wire.

As described in [42], electromagnetic SIEs incur numerical error due to curved surfaces being approxi-
mated by planar elements (domain-discretization error), the solution being approximated as a linear com-
bination of a finite number of basis functions (solution-discretization error), and the integration being ap-
proximately evaluated using quadrature rules (numerical-integration error). In this paper, we isolate and
measure the solution-discretization error and numerical-integration error. To isolate the two error sources,
we manufacture the electric surface current density, which yields a source term that we can incorporate as a
manufactured incident field. Given the manufactured electric surface current, we can analytically solve the
continuous slot equation to obtain an exact, known solution for the magnetic current. This exact solution
eliminates the need for the MMS source term in the slot equation. However, the magnetic current solution
takes the form of an infinite sine series, which must be truncated carefully to prevent the series truncation
error from contaminating convergence studies for both sources of error.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the EFIE and the arbitrary-depth slot model.
In Section 3, we provide the details for their discretization. In Section 4, we discuss our code-verification
approaches for these equations. In Section 5, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our approaches for several
different configurations. In Section 6, we summarize this work.

2. Governing Equations

We consider an electromagnetic scatterer that encloses a cavity. The exterior of the scatterer and the
cavity are connected by a narrow, rectangularly prismatic slot, as shown in Figure 1. The width w of the
slot is assumed to be much smaller than its length L. However, unlike the slot considered in [44], the depth
d of the slot is of an arbitrary extent. Aside from the slot, the exterior of the scatterer and the interior of
the cavity are modeled as distinct closed surfaces. The electric current on the exterior and interior surfaces
is modeled using the electric-field integral equation for a good, but imperfect, electric conductor. The slot is
modeled by wires at its openings on the exterior and interior surfaces using transmission line theory. These
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wires have a small but finite radius a and carry magnetic current. Through this approach, the interior and
exterior surfaces do not directly interact. Instead, the magnetic current on the exterior wire interacts with
the electric current on the exterior surface and the magnetic current on the interior wire interacts with the
electric current on the interior surface. The wires additionally interact with each other through a waveguide
model.

2.1. Preliminaries
For a medium with finite electrical conductivity σ and employing the Lorenz gauge condition and the

continuity equation, the electric field E and magnetic field H can be expressed in terms of the magnetic
vector potential A and electric vector potential F in time-harmonic form as [2, Chap. 6]

E = −
(

j

ωµϵ
∇(∇ · A) + jωA + 1

ϵ
∇ × F

)
, (1)

H = 1
µ

∇ × A − jωF − j

ωµϵ
∇(∇ · F), (2)

where ω is the angular frequency. The complex permittivity ϵ is defined by

ϵ = ϵ′ − j
σ

ω
,

and µ, σ, and ϵ′ are the permeability, conductivity, and real part of the permittivity of the medium.
For an electric conductor with large but finite conductivity, the surface impedance boundary condition

is [2, Chap. 14]

E − (E · n)n = Zsn × H, (3)

where Zs is the resistive surface impedance of the conductor, and n is the unit vector normal to the conductor
surface that points away from the conductor.

2.2. The Electromagnetic Scatterer
The scatterer is modeled as a good electric conductor, and the electric-field integral equation is evaluated

separately on the exterior and interior surfaces of the scatterer. The scattered electric field ES due to induced
electric and magnetic surface currents on a scatterer is given by (1), where the magnetic vector potential A
is defined by

A(x) = µ

∫
S′

J(x′)G(x, x′)dS′, (4)

and the electric vector potential F is defined by

F(x) = ϵ

∫
S′

M(x′)G(x, x′)dS′. (5)

In (4) and (5), the integration domain S′ = S is the exterior or interior surface of the scatterer, and the
prime notation is introduced here to distinguish the source and test integration domains later in this section.
Additionally, J is the electric surface current density, M is the magnetic surface current density, µ and ϵ
describe the surrounding medium, and G is the Green’s function

G(x, x′) = e−jkR

4πR
, (6)

where R = ∥R∥2, R = x − x′, and k = ω
√

µϵ is the wavenumber.
The total electric field E is the sum of ES and the incident electric field EI , which induces J and M:

E = ES + EI . (7)
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Inserting (7) into (3), taking the cross product of n with (3), and noting that J = n × H yields

n × E = n × (ES + EI) = Zsn × J. (8)

Inserting (1) into (8) yields [44]

n ×
(

j

ωϵ

∫
S′

∇′ · J(x′)∇G(x, x′)dS′ + jωµ

∫
S′

J(x′)G(x, x′)dS′

+
∫

S′
M(x′) × ∇′G(x, x′)dS′ + ZsJ

)
+ 1

2M = n × EI . (9)

We project (9) onto an appropriate space V containing vector fields that are tangent to S. Integrating
by parts yields the variational form of the EFIE: find J, M ∈ V, such that

− j

ϵω

∫
S

∇ · v̄(x)
∫

S′
∇′ · J(x′)G(x, x′)dS′dS + jωµ

∫
S

v̄(x) ·
∫

S′
J(x′)G(x, x′)dS′dS

− 1
2

∫
S

v̄ · (n × M)dS +
∫

S

v̄(x) ·
∫

S′
M(x′) × ∇′G(x, x′)dS′dS + Zs

∫
S

v̄ · JdS =
∫

S

v̄ · EIdS (10)

for all v ∈ V, where the overbar denotes complex conjugation.
As described briefly in the beginning of this section and in detail in [44], the slot opening on each surface

is modeled by a wire characterized by a small effective radius a. As a result, the surface magnetic current
density M is replaced by the filament magnetic current of the wire Im(s) = Im(s)s, where s ∈ [0, L] denotes
the position along the wire, and s denotes the direction of the wire. Therefore, (10) is written as: find J ∈ V
and Im ∈ Vm, such that

− j

ωϵ

∫
S

∇ · v̄(x)
∫

S′
∇′ · J(x′)G(x, x′)dS′dS + jωµ

∫
S

v̄(x) ·
∫

S′
J(x′)G(x, x′)dS′dS

− 1
4

∫ L

0
v̄ ·

(
n × Im

)
ds + 1

4π

∫
S

v̄(x) ·
∫ L

0
Im(s′) ×

∫ 2π

0
∇′G(x, x′)dϕ′ds′dS + Zs

∫
S

v̄ · JdS =
∫

S

v̄ · EIdS

(11)

for all v ∈ V, where ϕ is the azimuthal angle and Vm is an appropriate space containing vector fields that
are located on and tangent to the wire and vanish at s = 0 and s = L. We can write (11) more succinctly as

aE,E(J, v) + aE,M(Im, v) = bE
(
EI , v

)
, (12)

where the sesquilinear forms and inner product are defined by

aE,E(u, v) = − j

ωϵ

∫
S

∇ · v̄(x)
∫

S′
∇′ · u(x′)G(x, x′)dS′dS + jωµ

∫
S

v̄(x) ·
∫

S′
u(x′)G(x, x′)dS′dS

+ Zs

∫
S

v̄(x) · u(x)dS, (13)

aE,M(u, v) = − 1
4

∫ L

0
v̄(x) ·

[
n(x) × u(s)

]
ds + 1

4π

∫
S

v̄(x) ·
∫ L

0
u(s′) ×

∫ 2π

0
∇′G(x, x′)dϕ′ds′dS, (14)

bE(u, v) =
∫

S

v̄(x) · u(x)dS.

2.3. The Slot Model
The slot is modeled as a rectangular waveguide with an electrically small width [12]. The waveguide

supports transverse magnetic modes in the widthwise direction, such that F = 0 [2, Chap. 6]. As a result,
(1) and (2) reduce to

E = −
(

j

ωµϵ
∇(∇ · A) + jωA

)
, (15)

H = 1
µ

∇ × A. (16)
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In the absence of sources, E and H can be related through the Ampère–Maxwell equation

∇ × H = jωϵE. (17)

Inserting (15) and (16) into (17) yields the Helmholtz equation

∆A + k2A = 0. (18)

For notational convenience, we temporarily assume the rectangular waveguide is oriented such that the
width, depth, and length are aligned with the x-, y-, and z-axes. Because the widthwise dimension of the slot
is assumed to be much smaller than the other two dimensions, the magnetic field is modeled as transverse
magnetic to the widthwise direction. Therefore, the magnetic vector potential takes the form A = Aex [12],
such that (15) becomes

Ex = − j

ωµϵ

(
∂2

∂x2 + k2
)

A, Ey = − j

ωµϵ

∂2

∂x∂y
A, Ez = − j

ωµϵ

∂2

∂x∂z
A; (19)

(16) becomes

Hx = 0, Hy = 1
µ

∂

∂z
A, Hz = − 1

µ

∂

∂y
A; (20)

and (18) becomes

∆A + k2A = 0. (21)

Equation (21) is solved using separation of variables with A taking the form

A(x, y, z) = Ax(x)Ay(y)Az(z), (22)

where

Aα(α) = Cα cos(βαα) + Dα sin(βαα) (23)

for α ∈ {x, y, z}. βα is the propagation constant in the α-direction, and

k2 = β2
x + β2

y + β2
z . (24)

With the electrically small width, w Re(βx) ≪ 1, such that, for x ∈ [−w/2, w/2], | cos(βxx)| ≫ | sin(βxx)| in
Ax(x) [12], such that we can set Dx = 0 in (23). The conducting surface of the scatterer yields the surface
impedance boundary condition (3) for the medium.

2.3.1. Widthwise Dependency
For x = ±w/2, n = ∓ex, and, from (3), Ey = ±ZsHz and Ez = ∓ZsHy, such that, from (19) and (20),

these boundary conditions are satisfied by

d

dx
Ax(±w/2) = ∓jZsωϵAx(±w/2). (25)

Equation (25) is satisfied by

βx tan(βxw/2) = jZsωϵ. (26)

Noting the electrically small width, βx tan(βxw/2) ≈ wβ2
x/2, such that (26) can be approximated by [12]

β2
x ≈ 2jZsωϵ

w
. (27)

Ignoring the constant factor Cx in (23), we can approximate Ax and d2Ax/dx2 by [12]

Ax(x) = cos βxx ≈ 1,
d2Ax

dx2 = −β2
xAx(x) ≈ −β2

x. (28)
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2.3.2. Lengthwise Dependency
At z = {0, L}, the electrically small width permits the conducting surface to be approximated as a

perfect electric conductor, such that Hz = 0 [12]. From (20),

Az(0) = Az(L) = 0. (29)

Equation (29) is satisfied by modes proportional to

Azp
(z) = sin(βzp

z) (30)

where

βzp
= pπ

L
(31)

for p ∈ N1.

2.3.3. Depthwise Dependency
With (28) and (30), (22) becomes

A(y, z) =
∞∑

p=1
Ap(y, z), (32)

where

Ap(y, z) =
[
Cyp cos(βypy) + Dyp sin(βypy)

]
sin

(
pπz

L

)
. (33)

From [47], at the inlet and outlet of the slot, the filament line-source magnetic current flowing along the
wires in the lengthwise dimension is related to the voltage across the slot by

±I±
m(z) = 2V ±(z), (34)

where the superscript (−) denotes the inlet (y = −d/2), and the superscript (+) denotes the outlet (y = d/2).
The factor of 2 in (34) is due to the convention used in [12] and [47], where the magnetic current is doubled
due to reflection in an infinite conducting plane (cf. [2, Chap. 7]). The voltage across the slot is related to
the electric field across the slot by [12]

V ±(z) = wEx(±d/2, z). (35)

From (32)–(35) and (19),

±I±
m(z)/2 =

−jw
(
k2 − β2

x

)
ωµϵ

∞∑
p=1

[
Cyp

cos(βyp
d/2) ± Dyp

sin(βyp
d/2)

]
sin

(
pπz

L

)
. (36)

Multiplying (36) by sin(qπz/L), integrating with respect to z, and noting that∫ L

0
sin

(
pπz

L

)
sin

(
qπz

L

)
dz = L

2 δpq, (37)

where δpq is the Kronecker delta, yields

±1
2

∫ L

0
I±

m(z) sin
(

pπz

L

)
dz =

−jwL
(
k2 − β2

x

)
2ωµϵ

[
Cyp

cos(βyp
d/2) ± Dyp

sin(βyp
d/2)

]
. (38)

Adding the positive version of (38) to the negative version of (38) yields

Cyp = jωµϵ

wL
(
k2 − β2

x

)
cos(βyp

d/2)

∫ L

0

1
2

[
I+

m(z) − I−
m(z)

]
sin

(
pπz

L

)
dz. (39)
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Subtracting the negative version of (38) from the positive version of (38) yields

Dyp
= jωµϵ

wL
(
k2 − β2

x

)
sin(βypd/2)

∫ L

0

1
2

[
I+

m(z) + I−
m(z)

]
sin

(
pπz

L

)
dz. (40)

With the expressions for βx (27) and βzp
(31), βyp

can be obtained from (24):

β2
yp

= k2 − β2
x − β2

zp
. (41)

From (39), (40), and (41), A (32) and, consequently, H are expressed in terms of Im.

2.3.4. The Slot Equation
To relate Im and J, we consider the magnetic field at the openings of the slot, where the sum of the

magnetic field due to J on the scatterer and the waveguide magnetic field is zero:

J± × n± − Hs(±d/2, s)s = 0. (42)

From (20) and (32),

Hs(±d/2, s) = − 1
µ

∂

∂y
A(±d/2, s)

= − jωϵ

2wL
(
k2 − β2

x

) ∞∑
p=1

βyp

∫ L

0
sin

(
pπs

L

)
sin

(
pπs′

L

)
×(

±
[
I−

m(s′) − I+
m(s′)

]
tan(βypd/2) +

[
I+

m(s′) + I−
m(s′)

]
cot(βypd/2)

)
ds′.

Additionally, Im(0) = Im(L) = 0.
We project (42) onto Vm to obtain the variational form of the slot equation: find Im = Im(s)s ∈ Vm and

J ∈ V, such that∫ L

0
v̄m · (J± × n±)ds + jωϵ

2wL
(
k2 − β2

x

) ∞∑
p=1

βyp

∫ L

0

(
v̄m(s) · s

)
sin

(
pπs

L

)
ds

∫ L

0
sin

(
pπs′

L

)
×(

±
[
I−

m(s′) − I+
m(s′)

]
tan(βyp

d/2) +
[
I+

m(s′) + I−
m(s′)

]
cot(βyp

d/2)
)
ds′ = 0 (43)

for all vm ∈ Vm. We can write (43) more succinctly as

aM,E(J, vm) + aM,M(Im, vm) = 0, (44)

where the sesquilinear forms are defined by

aM,E(u, v) =
∫ L

0
v̄(s) ·

[
u(x) × n(x)

]
ds,

a∼
M,M(u, v) = jωϵ

2wL
(
k2 − β2

x

) ∞∑
p=1

βyp
F p(v̄)F p(u)

(
− tan(βyp

d/2) + cot(βyp
d/2)

)
, (45)

a̸∼
M,M(u, v) = jωϵ

2wL
(
k2 − β2

x

) ∞∑
p=1

βyp
F p(v̄)F p(u)

(
+ tan(βyp

d/2) + cot(βyp
d/2)

)
, (46)

where

F p(u) =
∫ L

0
(u(s) · s) sin

(
pπs

L

)
ds.

For aM,M, the superscript (∼) indicates u and v are located at the same opening, whereas the superscript
( ̸∼) indicates opposite openings.
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3. Discretization

To solve (12) and (44), we discretize S with a mesh composed of triangular elements and approximate J
with Jh using the Rao–Wilton–Glisson (RWG) basis functions Λj(x) [51]:

Jh(x) =
nb∑

j=1
JjΛj(x), (47)

where nb is the number of RWG basis functions. The RWG basis functions are second-order accurate, and
the solution is considered most accurate at the edge midpoints [52, pp. 155–156]; therefore, we measure the
solution at the midpoints.

We similarly discretize each wire with one-dimensional bar elements and approximate Im with Ih using
a one-dimensional analog to the RWG basis functions Λm

j (s):

Ih(s) =
nm

b∑
j=1

IjΛm
j (s), (48)

where nm
b is the number of one-dimensional basis functions.

Defining Vh to be the span of RWG basis functions and Vm
h to be the span of the one-dimensional basis

functions, the Galerkin approximation of (12) and (44) is now: find Jh ∈ Vh and Ih ∈ Vm
h , such that

aE,E(Jh, Λi) + aE,M(Ih, Λi) = bE
(
EI , Λi

)
(49)

for i = 1, . . . , nb, and

aM,E(Jh, Λm
i ) + aM,M(Ih, Λm

i ) = 0 (50)

for i = 1, . . . , nm
b .

We evaluate (49)on the exterior (−) and interior (+) surfaces of the scatterer, such that there are
nb = n−

b + n+
b unknowns for Jh. Similarly, (50) is evaluated for the wires on the exterior and interior

surfaces. The thick slot model described in [44] models Im as equal and opposite at the corresponding
locations on the interior and exterior surface wires, reducing the number of unknowns for Ih to nm

b
− or nm

b
+.

On the other hand, in this work, we model the slot as having an arbitrary depth, such that the two wires
are modeled with separate unknowns but with the same number of unknowns per wire; consequently, there
are nm

b = nm
b

− + nm
b

+ unknowns for Ih, and nm
b

− = nm
b

+.
The discretized system of equations can be written in matrix–vector form as

ZJ h = V. (51)

The impedance matrix Z is given by

Z =


A− 0 B− 0
0 A+ 0 B+

C− 0 D−
∼ D−

̸∼
0 C+ D+

̸∼ D+
∼

 ∈ C(nb+nm
b )×(nb+nm

b ),

where

Ai,j = aE,E(Λj , Λi ), A− ∈ Cn−
b

×n−
b , A+ ∈ Cn+

b
×n+

b ,

Bi,j = aE,M(Λm
j , Λi ), B− ∈ Cn−

b
×nm

b
−

, B+ ∈ Cn+
b

×nm
b

+
,

Ci,j = aM,E(Λj , Λm
i ), C− ∈ Rnm

b
− ×n−

b , C+ ∈ Rnm
b

+ ×n+
b ,

D∼i,j = a∼
M,M(Λm

j , Λm
i ), D−

∼ ∈ Cnm
b

− ×nm
b

−
, D+

∼ ∈ Cnm
b

+ ×nm
b

+
,

D ̸∼i,j = a̸∼
M,M(Λm

j , Λm
i ), D+

̸∼ ∈ Cnm
b

+ ×nm
b

−
, D−

̸∼ ∈ Cnm
b

− ×nm
b

+
.

8



Z can be written more compactly as

Z =
[
A B
C D

]
, (52)

where

A =
[
A− 0
0 A+

]
∈ Cnb ×nb , B =

[
B− 0
0 B+

]
∈ Cnb ×nm

b ,

C =
[
C− 0
0 C+

]
∈ Rnm

b ×nb , D =
[
D−

∼ D−
̸∼

D+
̸∼ D+

∼

]
∈ Cnm

b ×nm
b .

The solution vector J h, which contains the coefficients used to construct Jh (47) and Ih (48), is given by

J h =


Jh−

Jh+

Ih−

Ih+

 ∈ Cnb+nm
b ,

where

Jh
j = Jj , Jh− ∈ Cn−

b , Jh+ ∈ Cn+
b ,

Ih
j = Ij , Ih− ∈ Cnm

b
−

, Ih+ ∈ Cnm
b

+
.

J h can be written more compactly as

J h =
{

Jh

Ih

}
,

where

Jh =
{

Jh−

Jh+

}
∈ Cnb , Ih =

{
Ih−

Ih+

}
∈ Cnm

b .

Finally, the excitation vector V is given by

V =

VE −

VE +

0

 ∈ Cnb+nm
b ,

where

V E
i = bE

(
EI , Λi

)
, VE − ∈ Cn−

b , VE + ∈ Cn+
b .

V can be written more compactly as

V =
{

VE

0

}
,

where

VE =
{

VE −

VE +

}
∈ Cnb .
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4. Manufactured Solutions

The residual functionals for the surfaces and wires are

rEi
(u, v) = aE,E(u, Λi ) + aE,M(v, Λi ) − bE

(
EI , Λi

)
, (53)

rMi
(u, v) = aM,E(u, Λm

i ) + aM,M(v, Λm
i ). (54)

Using (53) and (54), the variational forms of (12) and (44) are

rEi(J, Im) = aE,E(J, Λi ) + aE,M(Im, Λi ) − bE
(
EI , Λi

)
= 0, (55)

rMi(J, Im) = aM,E(J, Λm
i ) + aM,M(Im, Λm

i ) = 0. (56)

Similarly, in terms of (53) and (54), the discretized problems in (49) and (50) are

rEi
(Jh, Ih) = aE,E(Jh, Λi ) + aE,M(Ih, Λi ) − bE

(
EI , Λi

)
= 0, (57)

rMi
(Jh, Ih) = aM,E(Jh, Λm

i ) + aM,M(Ih, Λm
i ) = 0. (58)

The method of manufactured solutions modifies (57) and (58) to be

rEi(Jh, Ih) = rEi(JMS, IMS), (59)
rMi(Jh, Ih) = rMi(JMS, IMS), (60)

where JMS and IMS are the manufactured solutions, and rE(JMS, IMS) and rM(JMS, IMS) are computed
exactly.

4.1. The Electric-Field Integral Equation
Instead of solving (59), we can equivalently solve (49) by setting

EI(x) = j

ϵω

∫
S′

[
k2JMS(x′)G(x, x′) + ∇′ · JMS(x′)∇G(x, x′)

]
dS′

− 1
4

(
n(x) × IMS(x)

)
δslot(x) + 1

4π

∫ L

0
IMS(s′) ×

∫ 2π

0
∇′G(x, x′)dϕ′ds′ + ZsJMS(x), (61)

where δslot is defined such that

bE
(
(n × IMS)δslot, Λi

)
=

∫
S

Λi · (n × IMS)δslotdS =
∫ L

0
Λi · (n × IMS)ds. (62)

Therefore, the manufactured source term for the EFIE is incorporated through the incident electric field,
precluding the need for a dedicated manufactured source term.

4.1.1. Manufactured Green’s Function
As is done in [42, 44, 45], we manufacture the Green’s function, using the form

GMS(x, x′) = Gq(x, x′) = G0

(
1 − R2

R2
m

)q

, (63)

where G0 = 1 m−1, q ∈ N, and Rm = maxx,x′∈S R is the maximum possible distance between two points on
the domain. This form permits integrals of the Green’s function and its derivatives to be computed exactly,
avoiding contamination from numerical-integration error in convergence studies.

4.2. The Slot Equation
Inserting (56) and (58) into (60) yields

aM,E(Jh, Λm
i ) + aM,M(Ih, Λm

i ) = aM,E(JMS, Λm
i ) + aM,M(IMS, Λm

i ). (64)

As an alternative to solving (64), we can solve (50) by choosing IMS, such that, for a given JMS,

aM,E(JMS, Λm
i ) + aM,M(IMS, Λm

i ) = 0. (65)

As a result, the slot equation does not require a manufactured source term.
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4.2.1. Solution for Magnetic Current from a Known Electric Current
For a known J, as is the case with JMS, Im(s) = Im(s)s can be computing by solving (42). Projecting (42)

at the inlet and outlet of the slot onto s yields

r−(s) = −J−
s (s) + jωϵ

2wL
(
k2 − β2

x

) ∞∑
p=1

βyp

∫ L

0
sin

(
pπs

L

)
sin

(
pπs′

L

)
×([

I+
m(s′) − I−

m(s′)
]

tan(βypd/2) +
[
I+

m(s′) + I−
m(s′)

]
cot(βypd/2)

)
ds′ = 0, (66)

r+(s) = J+
s (s) + jωϵ

2wL
(
k2 − β2

x

) ∞∑
p=1

βyp

∫ L

0
sin

(
pπs

L

)
sin

(
pπs′

L

)
×([

I−
m(s′) − I+

m(s′)
]

tan(βyp
d/2) +

[
I+

m(s′) + I−
m(s′)

]
cot(βyp

d/2)
)
ds′ = 0, (67)

where Js = (J × n) · s. Adding (66) and (67) yields

J+
s (s) − J−

s (s) + jωϵ

wL
(
k2 − β2

x

) ∞∑
p=1

βyp

∫ L

0
sin

(
pπs

L

)
sin

(
pπs′

L

)[
I+

m(s′) + I−
m(s′)

]
cot(βypd/2)ds′ = 0.

(68)

Subtracting (66) from (67) yields

J−
s (s) + J+

s (s) + jωϵ

wL
(
k2 − β2

x

) ∞∑
p=1

βyp

∫ L

0
sin

(
pπs

L

)
sin

(
pπs′

L

)[
I−

m(s′) − I+
m(s′)

]
tan(βyp

d/2)ds′ = 0.

(69)

We express Js and Im as Fourier sine series

Js(s) =
∞∑

q=1
Jsq

sin
(

qπs

L

)
, Im(s) =

∞∑
q=1

Imq
sin

(
qπs

L

)
, (70)

where

Jsq
= 2

L

∫ L

0
Js(s) sin

(
qπs

L

)
ds. (71)

To obtain the coefficients for Im (70), we insert (70) into (68) and (69) and account for orthogonality (37):

I−
mq

=
jw

(
k2 − β2

x

)
βyq

ωϵ

([
J+

sq
− J−

sq

]
tan(βyq d/2) +

[
J−

sq
+ J+

sq

]
cot(βyq d/2)

)
, (72)

I+
mq

=
jw

(
k2 − β2

x

)
βyq

ωϵ

([
J+

sq
− J−

sq

]
tan(βyq

d/2) −
[
J−

sq
+ J+

sq

]
cot(βyq

d/2)
)
. (73)

With (72) and (73), (70) provides the expression for Im(s).

4.3. Solution-Discretization Error
In the absence of numerical-integration error, the only contribution to the discretization error is the

solution-discretization error. Solving for Jh and Ih enables us to compute the discretization errors

eJ = Jh − Jn, (74)
eI = Ih − Is , (75)

where Jnj denotes the component of JMS flowing from T +
j to T −

j and Isj denotes the component of IMS flowing
along s at position sj . The norms of (74) and (75) have the properties ∥eJ∥ ≤ CJhpJ and ∥eI∥ ≤ CIh

pI ,
where CJ and CI are functions of the solution derivatives, h is representative of the mesh size, and pJ and pI
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are the orders of accuracy. By performing a mesh-convergence study of the norms of the discretization errors,
we can assess whether the expected orders of accuracy are obtained. For Λj(x) and Λm

j (s), the expectation
is second-order accuracy (pJ = pI = 2).

The first term in aE,M(u, v) (14) introduces a discontinuity on the surface where the wire is located,
which is characterized by δslot, as described in (62). For the manufactured solutions, this implication is
additionally present in EI (61). This discontinuity will contaminate the convergence studies used to assess
the correctness of the implementation of the numerical methods, reducing the convergence rate from O(h2)
to O(h) [53, 54].

To mitigate the effects of the discontinuity on the convergence studies, we consider two complementary
approaches: (1) removing the discontinuity and (2) decoupling the discretization errors eJ (74) and eI (75).

4.3.1. Discontinuity Removal
To remove the discontinuity, we first separate the two terms in aE,M(u, v):

aE,M(u, v) = aE,M1(u, v) + aE,M2(u, v),

where

aE,M1(u, v) = − 1
4

∫ L

0
v̄ · (n × u)ds,

aE,M2(u, v) = 1
4π

∫
S

v̄(x) ·
∫ L

0
u(s′) ×

∫ 2π

0
∇′G(x, x′)dϕ′ds′dS,

and aE,M1(u, v) is the term that introduces the discontinuity. We can write Z (52) as

Z =
[
A (B1 + B2)
C D

]
, (76)

where B1i,j = aE,M1(Λm
j , Λi) ∈ R and B2i,j = aE,M2(Λm

j , Λi) ∈ C. Because aE,M1(u, v) = − 1
4 aM,E(v̄, ū)

and B1 = − 1
4 CT , (76) can be written as

Z =
[
A

(
− 1

4 CT + B2
)

C D

]
.

Taking the transpose of C, dividing it by four, and adding it to B, we can solve a modified problem, where
Z is modified to be

Z =
[
A B2
C D

]
, (77)

and EI (61) is modified to be

EI(x) = j

ϵω

∫
S′

[
k2JMS(x′)G(x, x′) + ∇′ · JMS(x′)∇G(x, x′)

]
dS′

+ 1
4π

∫ L

0
IMS(s′) ×

∫ 2π

0
∇′G(x, x′)dϕ′ds′ + ZsJMS(x). (78)

With the modifications in (77) and (78), the discontinuity is removed. The correctness of the implementation
of B1 is assessed by its successful removal using C, and the correctness of the implementation of C is assessed
through the aforementioned mesh-convergence study.

4.3.2. Discretization Error Decoupling
To decouple the discretization errors eJ (74) and eI (75), we reconsider the system of equations (51):[

A B
C D

] {
Jh

Ih

}
=

{
VE

0

}
. (79)
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We can decouple the interaction of the discretization errors eJ and eI by modifying (79) to be[
A 0
0 D

] {
Jh

Ih

}
=

{
VE − BIs

−CJn

}
, (80)

where Jn (74) and Is (75) are the exact solutions. In (80), eJ and eI are independent of each other (eJ ↮ eI),
but still depend on both JMS and IMS. By decoupling eJ and eI, we expect their convergence rates to be
O(h) and O(h2). Next, instead of fully decoupling the discretization errors, we can remove the influence of
eI on eJ while preserving the influence of eJ on eI (eJ ! eI). The modification to (79) is[

A 0
C D

] {
Jh

Ih

}
=

{
VE − BIs

0

}
. (81)

Finally, we can remove the influence of eJ on eI while preserving the influence of eI on eJ (eJ  eI). The
modification to (79) is [

A B
0 D

] {
Jh

Ih

}
=

{
VE

−CJn

}
. (82)

Assuming A and D are sufficiently conditioned, these approaches enable us to measure the discretization
errors with various degrees of decoupling.

4.4. Numerical-Integration Error
The integrals in (49) and (50) are evaluated numerically by integrating over each triangular or bar element

using quadrature. Because these evaluations are generally approximations, it is important to measure the
numerical-integration error without contamination from the solution-discretization error.

In [45], approaches are presented to isolate the numerical-integration error by canceling or eliminating
the solution-discretization error. In this paper, we cancel the solution-discretization error and measure the
numerical-integration error from

ea = J H( Zq − Z )J , (83)
eb = J H(Vq − V), (84)

where

J =
{

Jn

Is

}
.

Additionally, |ea| ≤ Cahpa and |eb| ≤ Cbhpb , where Ca and Cb are functions of the integrand derivatives,
and pa and pb depend on the quadrature accuracy. Unlike the solution-discretization error, the numerical-
integration error is not contaminated by the discontinuity. Therefore, we use Z (52) and EI (61) without
applying the modifications presented in Section 4.3.

5. Numerical Examples

In this section, we demonstrate the approaches described in Section 4 by isolating and measuring the
solution-discretization error (Section 4.3) and the numerical-integration error (Section 4.4).

5.1. Domain and Coordinate Systems
In general, MMS allows considerable freedom for selecting the solution, geometry, parameters, and bound-

ary conditions for the manufactured problem. However, sufficiently smooth solutions are required to permit
detection of the correct convergence rates, and the interior and exterior surfaces of the scatterer are required
to be polyhedra in order to be exactly represented by planar elements. The presence of the slot places addi-
tional constraints on the behavior of the solution in the vicinity of the slot. Furthermore, while geometries
and solutions of arbitrary complexity may be used with MMS, additional complexity will generally incur ad-
ditional computational expense. Therefore, we seek geometries and solutions that are simple, yet nontrivial.
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For this work, we consider the scatterer geometry shown in Figure 2. The exterior surface is a cube, and
the surface bounding the interior cavity is a triangular prism. The interior and exterior field domains are
connected by a rectangularly prismatic slot. The slot is modeled by two wires, one at each opening. The
dimensions of the scatterer are shown in Figure 3, where Lext = 1 m, and

Lint = 2
3Lext, L = Lext

3 , w = Lext

50 , aint = Lext

6 , cint = Lext

6 , aslot = Lext

3 , z0 = Lext

2 .

When undertaking code-verification activities, it is beneficial to consider a suite of similar cases with slightly
different parameters, which aids in bug detection while minimizing the number of domains that must be
meshed. For this problem, we consider two manufactured Green’s functions (63): G1 and G2, as well as
three depths: d1 = Lext/5, d2 = Lext/10, and d3 = Lext/20. For each of the three depths, an example
discretization is shown in Figure 2 with nt = 2240 total triangles for the exterior and interior surfaces and
four bar elements for each of the two wires. For the medium that surrounds the exterior of the scatterer and
occupies the cavity interior, we set the permeability and permittivity of the surrounding medium to those of
free space: µ = µ0 and ϵ = ϵ0, assuming zero electrical conductivity (σ = 0), and we set the wavenumber to
k = 2π m−1. We set the electrical conductivity of the scatterer to that of aluminum. For the medium that
occupies the slot interior, we set µ = µ0, ϵ′ = ϵ0, and σ = 5 S/m. For the series in (45) and (46), we retain
the first 150 terms.

To manufacture the surface current, we employ coordinate systems that wrap around the lateral surfaces
of the exterior and interior domains [44]. We use ξθ, for the cube and triangular prism. For this coordinate
system, η = y and ξ is perpendicular to y, wrapping counterclockwise (per the right-hand rule) around y
along the surfaces for which n · ey = 0. For the cube, η ∈ [0, 1]Lext, and ξ ∈ [0, 4]Lext, beginning at x = 0
and z = Lext. For the triangular prism, η ∈ [aint, bint], and ξ ∈ ξ0 + [0, 3]Lint, where ξ0 = 3(Lext − Lint)/2,
beginning at x = x0 and z = z0. For both the cube and the triangular prism, the wires are aligned with
ξw = 3Lext/2 for η ∈ [aslot, bslot]. For the cube, we additionally use ξϕ, for which η = x and ξ is perpendicular
to x, wrapping counterclockwise around x along the surfaces for which n·ex = 0. Additionally, η ∈ [0, 1]Lext,
and ξ ∈ [0, 4]Lext, beginning at y = Lext and z = 0.

5.2. Manufactured Surface Current
We manufacture surface current densities for the cube and triangular prism using the aforementioned

coordinate systems. For the cube,

JMS(x) = Jξθ
(ξθ)eξθ

+ Jξϕ
(ξϕ)eξϕ

. (85)

For the triangular prism,

JMS(x) = Jξθ
(ξθ)eξθ

. (86)

In (85) and (86), eξθ
= (∂x/∂ξ)θ and eξϕ

= (∂x/∂ξ)ϕ in the x-coordinate system. Additionally,

Jξθ
(ξ) = J0fξθ

(ξ)gηθ
(η), (87)

Jξϕ
(ξ) = J0fξϕ

(ξ)gηϕ
(η), (88)

where J0 = 1 A/m.
For fξ(ξ) and gη(η), we opt for nontrivial functions that are at least of class C2 with minimal oscillations,

such that finer meshes are not required for mesh-convergence studies. For fξ(ξ), we use periodic functions
with a single period over the domain:

fξθ
(ξ) = sin(γ(ξ − ξ̄1)),

fξϕ
(ξ) = sin(γ(ξ − ξ̄2)).

For the cube, γ = π/(2Lext), ξ̄1 = 0, and ξ̄2 = Lext/2; for the triangular prism, γ = 2π/(3Lint) and
ξ̄1 = 5Lext/4. For gηϕ

(η), the choice of

gηϕ
(η) = sin3

(
πη

Lext

)
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Figure 2: Meshed domain with nt = 2240 for 3 depths.
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Figure 3: Dimensions of the domain.
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Figure 4: Manufactured surface current density JMS: Jξθ
(87) for the cube (top) and triangular prism
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(88) for the cube (bottom).
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results in gηϕ
(η) and its first and second derivatives being zero at η = {0, Lext}, such that it is of class C2

and is therefore suitable. Similarly, gηθ
(η) is of class C2 if gηθ

(η) and its first and second derivatives are
zero at η = {0, Lext} = {aext, bext} for the cube and η = {aint, bint} for the triangular prism. Additionally,
from (70), gηθ

(η) must be zero at s = {0, L} (η = {aslot, bslot}). Therefore, we choose

gηθ
(η) =

3∑
q=1

Cq sin
(

q′π
η − a

b − a

)
, (89)

where q′ = 2q − 1, to minimize oscillations. In (89), for the cube, a = aext = 0 and b = bext = Lext; for the
triangular prism, a = aint and b = bint. For the geometry described in Section 5.1, Cext = {1/4, −1/2, 1/4}
and C int = {1/2, −3/8, 1/8}. In Figures 4 and 5, (87) is plotted for the cube and triangular prism, and (88)
is plotted for the cube.

5.3. Magnetic Current
Next, instead of arbitrarily manufacturing IMS, we choose IMS(s) = Im(s)s to satisfy (65), given our

choice of JMS. Im(s) takes the form of (70), where, in (72) and (73), Js(s) in (71) is
Js(s) = J0fξθ

(ξw)gηθ
(η), (90)

where s = η − aslot. However, it is necessary to approximate Im by truncating the infinite series. We note
that, for the geometry and choices of Js we consider, Jsq

in (70) is zero for even values of q; therefore, our
approximation for Im (70) takes the form

ImQ
(s) =

Q∑
q=1

Imq′ sin
(

q′πs

L

)
, (91)

where q′ = 2q − 1.
For d ∈ {d1, d2, d3}, Figure 6 shows the real and imaginary components of ImQ

, normalized by I0 =
fξθ

(ξw)Lext/d V for Q = 66 in (91). To determine how well (91) satisfies (66) and (67), we insert (91)
into (66) and (67), which yields

r−
Q(s) = −J−

s (s) + jωϵ

4w
(
k2 − β2

x

) Q∑
q=1

βyq′ sin
(

q′πs

L

)([
I+

mq′ − I−
mq′

]
tan(βyq′ d/2) +

[
I+

mq′ + I−
mq′

]
cot(βyq′ d/2)

)
= −J−

s (s) + J−
sQ

(s)
= e−

JQ
(s), (92)

r+
Q(s) = J+

s (s) + jωϵ

4w
(
k2 − β2

x

) Q∑
q=1

βyq′ sin
(

q′πs

L

)([
I−

mq′ − I+
mq′

]
tan(βyq′ d/2) +

[
I+

mq′ + I−
mq′

]
cot(βyq′ d/2)

)
= J+

s (s) − J+
sQ

(s)
= −e+

JQ
(s), (93)

where

JsQ
(s) =

Q∑
q=1

Jsq′ sin
(

q′πs

L

)
and

eJQ
(s) = JsQ

(s) − Js(s).
Figure 7 shows the convergence of the coefficients Jsq′ and Imq′ with respect to q, which are O(q−3) and
O(q−4), respectively, as derived in Appendix A.1 and Appendix A.2. Figure 8 shows the convergence of (92)
and (93) with respect to Q by measuring∥∥eJQ

(s)
∥∥

∞ = max
s∈[0, L]

∣∣eJQ
(s)

∣∣, (94)

which, as derived in Appendix A.1, is O(Q−2).
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Figure 6: Real and imaginary components of ImQ
= Imr + jImi for 3 depths for Q = 66 in (91).
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Figure 7: Sine series coefficient convergence.
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Figure 9: Solution-discretization error: ε = ∥e∥∞ with the discontinuity present.
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Figure 10: Solution-discretization error: ε = ∥e∥∞ with the discontinuity removed.

5.4. Solution-Discretization Error

To isolate and measure the solution-discretization error, we proceed with the assessments described in
Section 4.3, and we compute the integrals on both sides of (49) and (50) exactly.

The solution-discretization error arises from the basis-function approximation to the solution (47) and (48),
as well as the truncation (91) of the sine series representation of Im (70). The convergence rate of the basis
functions is expected to be O(h2). From Appendix A.2, the convergence rate of ∥eIQ

(s)∥∞ (A.6) is expected
to be O(Q−3). Therefore, to measure the convergence of the solution-discretization error, it is sufficient to
refine the mesh and series at the same rate. Specifically, we set nt = 140Q2/9.

Additionally, the linear system is solved using a matrix-ready generalized minimum residual (GMRES)
method [55]. Although Krylov-subspace methods are less frequently employed for dense matrices, GMRES
is used here to allow parallelism to be extracted through distributed matrix–vector products. 200 basis
vectors are used for all cases, which results in the ratio of the L2-norm of the residual to the L2-norm of
the right-hand side being at most 10−13. Since the condition numbers of the matrices are estimated to be
O(107), this tolerance is expected to yield a relative error of no more than O(10−6) in the solution of the
linear system. Therefore, we expect negligible contamination from iteration error.
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Figure 11: Solution-discretization error: ε = ∥e∥∞ with the discontinuity present for different discretization
error interactions.
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Maximum Number of Number of Convergence
integrand degree triangle points bar points rate

1 1 1 O(h2)
2 3 — O(h4)
3 4 2 O(h4)
4 6 — O(h6)
5 7 3 O(h6)

Table 1: Polynomial quadrature rule properties.

In this subsection, we show the L∞-norm of the discretization errors (74) and (75): ∥eJ∥∞ and ∥eI∥∞,
which arise from only the solution-discretization error. The error norms are shown for GMS ∈ {G1, G2} (63)
and d ∈ {d1, d2, d3}.

Figure 9 shows the convergence rates when the discontinuity described in Section 4.3 is present. The
convergence rate for ∥eI∥∞ is O(h2), whereas the convergence rate for ∥eJ∥∞ is O(h), each as expected.

Figure 10 shows the convergence rates when the discontinuity is removed, as described in Section 4.3.1.
Using this approach, the convergence rates for ∥eJ∥∞ and ∥eI∥∞ are both O(h2), as expected.

Figure 11 shows the convergence rates using different approaches to decouple the discretization errors,
as described in Section 4.3.2. Figures 11a and 11b show that, by decoupling eJ and eI (eJ ↮ eI), ∥eJ∥∞ is
O(h) in Figure 11a and ∥eI∥∞ is O(h2) in Figure 11b, both as expected. Figures 11c and 11d show that,
by removing the influence of eI on eJ but preserving the influence of eJ on eI (eJ ! eI), ∥eJ∥∞ is O(h)
in Figure 11c and ∥eI∥∞ is O(h) in Figure 11d. Finally, Figures 11e and 11f show that, by removing the
influence of eJ on eI but preserving the influence of eI on eJ (eJ  eI), ∥eJ∥∞ is O(h) in Figure 11e and
∥eI∥∞ is O(h2) in Figure 11f.

5.5. Numerical-Integration Error

The numerical integration in (49) and (50) is performed using two-dimensional polynomial quadrature
rules for triangles and one-dimensional polynomial quadrature rules for bars. Table 1 lists the maximum
polynomial degree of the integrand that can be integrated exactly by optimal rules for various amounts of
quadrature points in two dimensions [56, 57] and one dimension [58, Chap. 5], as well as the convergence
rates of the errors for inexact integrations of nonsingular integrands.

When integrating the left-hand sides of (49) and (50), we note that, for G1, four quadrature points
integrate exactly for triangular elements and one point integrates exactly for bar elements. For G2, seven
quadrature points integrate exactly for triangular elements and two points integrate exactly for bar elements.

When integrating the right-hand side of (49), we note that the terms in bE
(
EI , Λi

)
, excluding bE(ZsJMS, Λi)

(61) and bE
(
(n × IMS)δslot, Λi

)
, can be integrated exactly for triangular elements using four points for G1

and seven points for G2. The contributions to bE
(
EI , Λi

)
from bE(ZsJMS, Λi) (61) and bE

(
(n×IMS)δslot, Λi

)
are computed analytically.

To isolate and measure the numerical-integration error, we perform the assessments described in Sec-
tion 4.4. As explained in Appendix A.3, the integral of the truncation error associated with ImQ

is O(Q−4).
Therefore, if Q ∼ 1/h, where 1/h ∼ √

nt, as in Section 5.4, the convergence rate will be limited to O(h4).
Figures 12 and 13 show the numerical-integration errors ea (83) and eb (84) for G2 and d1. We consider

different amounts of triangle quadrature points for each simulation. The simulation entries in the legends take
the form nt

q ×ns
q, where nt

q and ns
q respectively denote the amounts of quadrature points used to evaluate the

test and source integrals. The numerical-integration error is nondimensionalized by the constant ε0 = 1 A·V.
The number of bar quadrature points is chosen to match the convergence rates of the triangle quadrature
points. The entries in the left column of the legends are for reference convergence rates. The simulation
entries in a given row are expected to have the same convergence rates as the reference rate, as listed in
Table 1.

For these assessments, we consider Q = 1 in Figures 12a and 13a and Q =
√

nt/140 in Figures 12b
and 13b. In Figures 12a, 12b and 13a, the quadrature points converge at the expected rates, whereas,
in Figure 13b the convergence rates are limited to O(h4), as expected, due to integral of the truncation
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Figure 12: Numerical-integration error: ε = |ea| (83) for G2 and d1 with different amounts of quadrature
points.
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Figure 13: Numerical-integration error: ε = |eb| (84) for G2 and d1 with different amounts of quadrature
points.

error associated with ImQ
. For the finest meshes and largest numbers of quadrature points considered, the

round-off error arising from the double-precision calculations exceeds the numerical-integration error.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we presented code-verification approaches to isolate and measure the solution-discretization
error and numerical-integration error for an arbitrary-depth slot model that was coupled with the electric-
field integral equation. We manufactured the surface current density, which yielded a source term that we
incorporated as a manufactured incident field for the EFIE. Given the manufactured surface current, we
obtained a sine series expression for the magnetic current that did not require a source term in the slot
equation.

We isolated and measured the solution-discretization error by integrating exactly over the domain using
a manufactured Green’s function. To avoid contamination from the sine series truncation and the iterative
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solver, we refined the sine series truncation with the mesh and we kept the error due to the iterative
solver sufficiently low. On each surface, the interaction between the wire and the surface introduced a
line discontinuity, which can contaminate convergence studies. We mitigated this problem by removing the
discontinuity using other entries from the matrix that undergo code verification. We alternatively kept the
discontinuity and varied the interaction between the discretization errors to demonstrate the implications.
To isolate the numerical-integration error, we removed the solution-discretization error and demonstrated
the implications of the sine series truncation error on convergence. For both approaches, we performed
convergence studies for a variety of configurations for which we achieved the expected orders of accuracy.
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Appendix A. Sine Series Convergence

A.1. Js(s)
For our manufactured Js(s) (90), Jsq′ (71) is

J−
sq′ = δ1q′

2 − 108
√

3q′

π
(
81q′4 − 234q′2 + 25

) , J+
sq′ = − 48

√
2(4q′3 − 17q′)

π
(
64q′6 − 560q′4 + 1036q′2 − 225

) , (A.1)

where q′ = 2q − 1. Letting

eJQ
(s) = JsQ

(s) − Js(s) = −
∞∑

q=Q+1
Jsq′ sin

(
q′πs

L

)
and ∥∥eJQ

(s)
∥∥

∞ = max
s∈[0, L]

∣∣eJQ
(s)

∣∣, (A.2)

we note that | sin(q′πs/L)| ≤ 1, such that, in (A.2),

∣∣eJQ
(s)

∣∣ ≤
∞∑

q=Q+1

∣∣Jsq′

∣∣. (A.3)

From (A.1), for sufficiently large q′, ∣∣Jsq′

∣∣ ≤ CJq′ q
′−3

. (A.4)

Therefore, |Jsq′

∣∣ is O(q−3), which is shown in Figure 7a. In (A.3),

∞∑
q=Q+1

∣∣Jsq′

∣∣ ≤ CJ∞

∞∑
q=Q+1

q′−3 ≈ CJ∞

∫ ∞

Q+1
q′−3

dq′ = CJ∞

2 (Q + 1)−2,

where CJ∞ is an upper bound for CJq′ . Consequently, ∥eJQ
(s)∥∞ is O(Q−2), which is shown in Figure 8.
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A.2. Im(s)
As shown in (72) and (73), Imq′ is related to q′ through a linear combination of [J+

sq′ −J−
sq′ ] tan(βyq′ d/2)/βyq′

and [J−
sq′ + J+

sq′ ] cot(βyq′ d/2)/βyq′ . Noting that, from (41) and (31), for large values of q′,

βyq′ ≈ j
q′π

L
,

and
tan(βyq′ d/2)

βyq′

≈ L tanh(q′πd/(2L))
q′π

≈ L

q′π
,

cot(βyq′ d/2)
βyq′

≈ −L coth(q′πd/(2L))
q′π

≈ − L

q′π
.

such that both are O(q−1). From (A.4), [J+
sq′ − J−

sq′ ] tan(βyq′ d/2)/βyq′ and [J−
sq′ + J+

sq′ ] cot(βyq′ d/2)/βyq′ are
O(q−4). Consequently, Imq′ is O(q−4): ∣∣Imq′

∣∣ ≤ CIq′ q
′−4

,

which is shown in Figure 7b. Let

eIQ
(s) = ImQ

(s) − Im(s) = −
∞∑

q=Q+1
Imq′ sin

(
q′πs

L

)
(A.5)

and ∥∥eIQ
(s)

∥∥
∞ = max

s∈[0, L]

∣∣eIQ
(s)

∣∣. (A.6)

In (A.6),

∣∣eIQ
(s)

∣∣ ≤
∞∑

q=Q+1

∣∣Imq′

∣∣, (A.7)

and, in (A.7),
∞∑

q=Q+1

∣∣Imq′

∣∣ ≤ CI∞

∞∑
q=Q+1

q′−4 ≈ CI∞

∫ ∞

Q+1
q′−4

dq′ = CI∞

3 (Q + 1)−3,

where CI∞ is an upper bound for CIq′ . Therefore, ∥eIQ
(s)∥∞ is O(Q−3).

A.3. Integration of Im(s)
When integrating ImQ

over different meshes and increasing Q with nt, eIQ
(s) (A.5) introduces an error.

To derive the convergence rate of this error, we begin by considering the integral of the error:∫ L

0
eIQ

(s)ds = −
∞∑

q=Q+1
Imq′

∫ L

0
sin

(
q′πs

L

)
ds = −2L

π

∞∑
q=Q+1

Imq′

q′ ,

which can be bounded by∣∣∣∣∫ L

0
eIQ

(s)ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2L

π

∞∑
q=Q+1

|Imq′ |
q′ ≤ 2L

π

∞∑
q=Q+1

CIq′ q
′−5 ≈ CI∞

∫ ∞

Q+1
q′−5

dq′ = CI∞

4 (Q + 1)−4.

Therefore, |
∫ L

0 eIQ
(s)ds| is O(Q−4). When assessing the convergence rate of the numerical integration, if

Q ∼ 1/h, where 1/h ∼ √
nt, and the integration error convergence is faster than O(h4), the convergence rate

will be limited to O(h4), as shown in Figure 13b. While Q can be increased faster than h, Q can instead be
made constant to avoid this issue, as shown in Figure 13a.
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