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Abstract

This work presents the windowed space-time least-squares Petrov—Galerkin method (WST-LSPG) for model
reduction of nonlinear parameterized dynamical systems. WST-LSPG is a generalization of the space-time
least-squares Petrov—Galerkin method (ST-LSPG). The main drawback of ST-LSPG is that it requires solving
a dense space—time system with a space—time basis that is calculated over the entire global time domain, which
can be unfeasible for large-scale applications. Instead of using a temporally-global space—time trial subspace
and minimizing the discrete-in-time full-order model (FOM) residual over an entire time domain, the proposed
WST-LSPG approach addresses this weakness by (1) dividing the time simulation into time windows, (2) devis-
ing a unique low-dimensional space—time trial subspace for each window, and (3) minimizing the discrete-in-time
space—time residual of the dynamical system over each window. This formulation yields a problem with cou-
pling confined within each window, but sequential across the windows. To enable high-fidelity trial subspaces
characterized by a relatively minimal number of basis vectors, this work proposes constructing space—time bases
using tensor decompositions for each window. WST-LSPG is equipped with hyper-reduction techniques to
further reduce the computational cost. Numerical experiments for the one-dimensional Burgers’ equation and
the two-dimensional compressible Navier—Stokes equations for flow over a NACA 0012 airfoil demonstrate that
WST-LSPG is superior to ST-LSPG in terms of accuracy and computational gain.

Keywords: reduced-order modeling, windowed space—time, proper orthogonal decomposition, affine subspace,
nonlinear dynamics, hyper-reduction

1. Introduction

Simulating large-scale nonlinear dynamical systems plays an essential role in numerous fields of science and
engineering. However, executing such simulations often comes at the price of prohibitively high computational
costs; this is the case when the dynamical system has a large state-space dimension. As a result, analysts often
rely on low-cost reduced-order models (ROMs) that generate approximate solutions to the high-fidelity FOM.
These ROMs can then be used more effectively, e.g., in many-query problems and time-critical applications,
examples of which include uncertainty quantification, optimization, error estimation, and mesh adaptation.

Projection-based ROMs in particular can efficiently generate accurate approximate solutions at a low com-
putational cost. These techniques are performed on a FOM, which can be either a nonlinear continuous-in-time
set of ordinary differential equations (ODE) or a discrete-in-time set of ordinary difference equations (OAE).
Generally speaking, projection-based ROMs operate by (1) restricting the state to live in a low-dimensional
trial subspace by performing proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) and (2) executing a projection or resid-
ual minimization process. This process yields a ROM whose dimension is much less than that of the FOM.
Projection-based ROMs have proven to be particularly effective for linear time-invariant (LTI) systems [1-5],
as methods that account for, e.g., observability and controllability, 2 optimality, non-affine parametric de-
pendence, and a posteriori error bounds have been developed. While the development of projection-based
ROMs for nonlinear dynamical systems has shown to be more challenging than that of LTI systems, signifi-
cant advancements have been made in recent years. In particular, the maturation of ROMs based on variable
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transformations and lifting approaches [6-8], residual minimization principles, space—time settings, and so-called
“hyper-reduction” techniques [9-11], has enabled the construction of efficient and accurate ROMs of complex
nonlinear dynamical systems. This work seeks to expand upon these developments by introducing a novel space—
time residual minimization approach that leverages the concept of windowing. To this end, this paper provides
a brief review of the state-of-the-art residual minimization method, a study of the space—time model reduction
approaches, and a discussion of the outstanding challenges.

Residual minimization approaches in reduced-order modeling operate by computing an approximate solu-
tion, which lies within a low-dimensional trial subspace that minimizes the residual of the FOM ODE or FOM
OAE [12-23]. For model reduction of dynamical systems, Refs. [12, 15] first formulated this residual minimiza-
tion problem by (1) restricting the state to live in a low-dimensional spatial trial subspace and (2) sequentially
minimizing the discrete-in-time residual (i.e., the residual arising after discretizing the FOM ODE in time) in a
weighted /?-norm at each time step. This formulation is now best known as the least-squares Petrov—-Galerkin
(LSPG) approach. LSPG has been demonstrated to be more robust than the classical Galerkin approach and
has been successfully used for model reduction of numerous nonlinear dynamical systems [17, 18, 24, 25]. How-
ever, LSPG has several drawbacks. In addition to displaying a complex dependence on the time-discretization
scheme [18, 21], LSPG only reduces the spatial (i.e., the state-space) dimension of a nonlinear dynamical system
(this is a limitation of spatial-reduction-only ROMs in general) and has a posteriori error bounds that grow
exponentially in time [18]. Thus, for a problem requiring a large number of temporal degrees of freedom (due to,
e.g., disparate time scales, long time horizons), LSPG projection fails to yield an accurate ROM of an adequately
small dimension.

Space-time ROMs aim to overcome these latter two limitations by (1) reducing the spatial and temporal
dimensions of the FOM, and (2) executing a space-time projection or residual minimization process. A variety of
space—time ROM formulations have been proposed in the literature, including approaches based on the reduced-
basis method [26-29], the POD-Galerkin method [30, 31], and residual minimization principles [32, 33]. The
space—time LSPG (ST-LSPG) approach by Choi and Carlberg [33] is of particular interest to this work. ST-LSPG
operates by (1) applying a time-discretization technique to the FOM ODE, (2) restricting the time-discrete space—
time state (e.g., the discrete state at every time instance) to live in low-dimensional space—time trial subspace, and
(3) executing a space—time residual minimization process. In the space-time residual minimization problem, the
goal is to obtain an approximate space-time state that minimizes the space-time residual in a weighted £2-norm.
ST-LSPG is preferable to LSPG due to its ability to (1) reduce both spatial and temporal degrees of freedom
and (2) have more favorable theoretical properties; for example, error bounds do not grow exponentially in
time and the space—time residual decreases monotonically with increasing basis dimension. Another appealing
aspect of ST-LSPG is that, by virtue of its fully discrete formulation, it does not require the FOM to be a
space—time model. Despite these advantages, ST-LSPG (and other space-time methods) suffers from several
practical limitations. First, the computational cost of solving the system of equations emerging from a space—
time discretization scales cubically with the number of space—time degrees of freedom; in contrast, the cost
of standard spatial-reduction-only ROMs scales linearly in the number of temporal degrees of freedom. Thus,
even though the temporally-global space-time dimension may be low, the computational cost associated with
ST-LSPG can be high. Similarly, another disadvantage of ST-LSPG is the memory overhead. The ST-LSPG
approach to solve the residual minimization problem requires computing the product between an NgN; x NsN;
sparse matrix and an Ny Ny X ng; dense matrix, where Ny, N; and ng; are the number of spatial degrees of freedom,
temporal degrees of freedom, and space—time bases, respectively. This matrix-matrix product is cumbersome to
compute and store for large high-fidelity problems. As a result, ST-LSPG is generally an impractical method
without applying hyper-reduction in both space and time.

Recently, the windowed least-squares (WLS) approach was developed to address several of these shortcomings.
In contrast to (1) LSPG projection, which minimizes the FOM OAE residual over each time step and (2)
ST-LSPG projection, which minimizes the FOM OAE residual over the entire time domain, WLS sequentially
minimizes the FOM ODE residual over arbitrarily defined time windows. By sequentially minimizing the residual
over arbitrarily defined time windows, WLS allows for fine-grained trade offs between computational cost and
error. In Ref. [21], WLS was formulated for two kinds of solution techniques (discretize then optimize and
optimize then discretize) and two types of space—time trial subspaces: S-reduction subspaces that associate with
spatial dimension reduction, and ST-reduction subspaces that associate with space-time dimension reduction.
Ref. [21] showed that the limiting cases of WLS recover existing model reduction approaches. For instance, WLS
with S-reduction subspaces recovers LSPG when a discretize-then-optimize solution approach is employed, and



the window size is set to be equivalent to the time step. Similarly, WLS with ST-reduction subspaces recovers
ST-LSPG when a discretize-then-optimize approach is employed, and the window size is set to be equivalent to
the time domain. In Ref.[21], theoretical analyses and numerical experiments were carried out using WLS with
S-reduction subspaces. Critically, it was found that sequentially minimizing the residual over larger window sizes
led to lower space-time residuals and more robust solutions, but not necessarily lower space-time ¢2-errors.

Although WLS was formulated for space-time trial subspaces (ST-reduction subspaces) in Ref. [21], the
focus of the analyses and experiments was on spatial reduction (S-reduction) subspaces and on the impact
of the window size over which the residual was minimized. A detailed investigation into the space—time model
reduction—theoretical analyses, numerical experiments, and practical methods for constructing windowed space—
time subspaces— was not performed. This work on WST-LSPG fills this gap by extending the ST-LSPG
approach to incorporate the concept of windows. The proposed WST-LSPG approach operates by minimizing
the discrete-in-time space—time residual over arbitrarily defined time windows within low-dimensional space-time
trial subspaces. WST-LSPG distinguishes itself from existing work in several ways. First, like WLS, WST-LSPG
operates by minimizing a residual over arbitrarily defined time windows. However, contrary to Ref. [21], the focus
of WST-LSPG revolves around space-time model reduction. Second, in WST-LSPG, a sequence of time-local
space—time bases are constructed within each window. These space—time trial subspaces are constructed by (1)
decomposing each window into sub-windows and (2) applying higher-order singular value decompositions [33]
to time-local training data over each sub-window to generate a sequence of time-local space-time bases. A
detailed study on the construction of these bases and the impact of the hyper-parameters that define them (e.g.,
window size, sub-window size) is conducted in this work. These time-local space-time bases enable WST-LSPG
to produce accurate solutions at a low cost.

WST-LSPG displays commonalities with several existing efforts in the literature. First, as previously dis-
cussed, WST-LSPG is equivalent to the previously unexplored WLS with ST-reduction subspaces and is an
extension of ST-LSPG. Second, the time-local space—time bases employed by ST-LSPG displays commonalities
with the local reduced-order bases developed in Ref. [34, 35]. In Refs. [34, 35], space-local reduced bases are
constructed by (1) executing an a priori clustering step on the training data, and (2) performing POD on each
cluster. The result of this process is a set of local trial subspaces. In the online stage, the state is restricted to
live in a specific trial subspace, e.g., by identifying the cluster center nearest to the current state. The present
work displays similarities to Refs. [34, 35] in that local bases are employed, but differs in that (1) each local basis
is a space—time basis representing the state over a space—time (sub)window and (2) the local bases are assigned,
a priori, to represent the solution over a specific space—time interval; Refs. [34, 35] employ a distance-based
algorithm to select the local basis at a given time instance. Lastly, the present work displays commonalities with
domain decomposition ROMs (DD-ROMs) [36-39]. In these DD-ROMs, the spatial domain is broken down into
subdomains and bases tailored specifically to each subdomain are then employed. Compatibility between the
various subdomains is then enforced via Lagrange multipliers. The present work displays commonalities to these
approaches in that the time-domain is broken down into various subdomains, and time-local space—time bases
are then employed over each subdomain. In the present case, however, solution algorithms are able to leverage
the cylindrical nature of the space-time domain to avoid compatibility constraints.

Specific contributions of this work include:

e Formulation of the WST-LSPG method for model reduction of dynamical systems

e A strategy for high-fidelity time-local space—time bases construction that incorporates both temporal
domain decomposition and tensor decomposition

e Techniques to perform space—time hyper-reduction for WST-LSPG to further decrease the computational
cost

e A priori error bounds demonstrating that errors in WST-LSPG grow exponentially in the number of
windows; in contrast, the Galerkin and LSPG methods are equipped with a priori bounds that grow
exponentially in the number of time steps.

e More favorable a posteriori error bounds for WST-LSPG when compared to that of LSPG

e Numerical experiments demonstrating the effectiveness of WST-LSPG when applied to the one-dimensional
Burgers’ equation and the two-dimensional compressible Navier—Stokes equations



This paper is presented in the following way. Section 2 describes the governing equations and the FOM. Section 3
describes spatial projection-based model reduction and LSPG projection. Section 4 introduces the foundations
of space—time projection-based model reduction. Section 5 then introduces the proposed WST-LSPG projection
and describes a method for constructing time-local bases over each window via tensor products. Section 6
provides a priori and a posteriori error analysis for WST-LSPG, and Section 7 provides numerical results.
Section 8 provides conclusions and discusses future work.

2. Full-order model

This section introduces the FOM, which corresponds to a parameterized nonlinear dynamical system. Such
a dynamical system can arise, for example, from the spatial discretization of a partial differential equation that
depends on both space and time. Lastly, linear multistep methods are introduced and used to discretize the
FOM in time.

2.1. Time-continuous representation

The time-continuous FOM is defined as a parameterized set of nonlinear ODEs,

du

T Em = Flutp) tp),  wOp)=u’(p), tel0T], (2.1)

where T' € R is the final time, u’ : D — RYs are the initial conditions, and p € D are the parameters that
belong to the input parameter domain, D C R™+. The number of parameters in the parameter domain is denoted
n,. as The time-dependent parameterized state is defined as w : [O, T] x D — RN+ and the velocity is defined
as f: RN x [O, T} x D — RN+, Lastly, in the remainder of this paper, the natural number domain is defined
for any non-negative integer, Y, such that N(Y) := {0, 1,..., Yfl}.

2.2. Time-discrete representation and linear multistep methods

Linear multistep methods are considered to numerically solve the FOM ODE (2.1) in time. Linear multistep
methods discretize the FOM ODE (2.1) in time such that the continuous-in-time state w(t; ) is approximated
at NV; time instances, t"*1 n € N(N;) by u(t”‘“; u) ~ u"!(u), where the discrete-in-time state is defined as
u"t! . D — RN n € N(V;). The time step is defined as At"t! = "+l " ¢ RY n € N(N;). In this work, a
fixed time step of constant At"*! is used.

Discretizing the FOM ODE (2.1) in time gives a set of OAEs for each instance n € N(N;) that satisty

n n n n+l—k(@ntt
() s () () ) = 0, (2.2)

where k(t") denotes the width of the linear multistep stencil at the n** time-instance. The discrete-in-time
residual is defined as

k(t™) k(t™)
r" (y"; Lyt ),u> = Y alyt T A By ) 23)
Jj=0 j=0 .

(RYs x o x RN x D — RN

The coefficients o}, 8} € R, j € N(k(t") + 1) define a particular linear multistep scheme where ag # 0 and
k(™)

> aj = 0 is necessary for ensure consistency.

=0

3. Spatial projection-based model reduction

The spatial projection-based model reduction approach seeks to generate approximate solutions to the FOM
OAE! by (1) restricting the state at each time instance to live in a low-dimensional spatial trial subspace and

11t is noted that projection-based model reduction approaches have been developed that seek to reduce the dimensionality of the
FOM ODE (2.1), as well as the FOM OAE (2.2). In this work, the discussion is restricted to methods that reduce the dimensionality
of the FOM OAE.



(2) performing a spatial projection or residual minimization process via a spatial test subspace. This overarching
method consists of two main phases: an offline phase and an online phase. First, this section describes the
offline phase, which consists of describing how the trial subspaces are constructed. Next, this section outlines
the standard LSPG projection and residual minimization problem, which is employed in the online phase.

3.1. Spatial trial subspaces for model reduction (offline phase)

To reduce the dimensions of the FOM, spatial projection-based model reduction techniques seek to restrict
the state solutions at each time instance to live in a low-dimensional affine trial subspace. This affine trial
subspace is denoted as V5 and is given by

Vy = uref(u) + ’VSO S RNS, (3.1)

where ‘VSO is referred to as the invariant non-affine trial subspace or column space, and U : D — RYs is the
spatial reference state, which describes the distance between the the column space and the affine trial subspace.?
The column space is taken to be spanned by a set of ng orthonormal basis vectors,

Vs, :=range(®), D=[do - ¢n,_1] € Vy, (RNS) )

where @ is the spatial basis matrix and V,,_ (R"+) refers to the Stiefel manifold (i.e., {& € RN=x"= = I}).
In this work, the spatial basis is obtained by performing POD [40, 41]. The dimension of the affine trial subspace
and the column space must be fewer than the total number of spatial degrees of freedom associated with the
FOM, i.e., dim(¥s) = dim(¥%s,) = ns < N, where ideally, n, < N,. The spatial reference state is set to the
initial conditions of the FOM, uer(pt) = u®(u). One of the benefits of employing this reference state is that the
initial conditions are ensured to live within the affine trial subspace and thus can be exactly enforced.

Spatial projection-based model reduction methods restrict the state to belong to the affine trial subspace (3.1)
and approximate the discrete-in-time state at each time instances t"*1, n € N(Vy) as

u" () ~ T () = et (p) + BE" () € V4, (3.2)

where &' : D — R™ n € N(V;), are the discrete-in-time spatial reduced states and 't D o v,

n € N(IV;) are the approximate full states. Next, Section 3.2 describes the test subspace and the spatial residual
minimization problem used to solve for the spatial reduced states.

3.2. Spatial test subspace for spatial model reduction (online phase)

In order to describe spatial-projection-only reduced order models, the approximation of the state (3.2) is first
substituted into the discrete-in-time residual of the OAE (2.2) giving

pt (uref(u) F A () T (), TR () ,u) —0.

The above OAE system comprises an over-determined system for the ns reduced states. To find a set of equations
where a unique reduced state at each time instance is guaranteed, the OAE residual is restricted to be AT A
orthogonal to a test subspace. In this work, A € R**Ns n < z(< N,) is a spatial weighting matrix and is used
primarily to enable hyper-reduction to further decrease the computational cost of model reduction techniques.
Next, the test subspace, W, , is defined as

Wy, = range(Y), T € RN:xns (3.3)

where T is referred to as the test space basis matrix. Restricting the OAE residual to be orthogonal to the test
subspace leads to the system,

rTAT Art! (urefm) + " () u (), 7T () ,u) = 0. (3.4)

2In projection-based model reduction, there is some freedom to choose which trial subspace to use, whether it be the column
space, ‘Vso or the affine subspace, Vs, which is dependent on the chosen value for u,ef. Employing V5 = 'VSO (i-e., setting uper = 0)
as the trial subspace is a popular choice in model order reduction; however, employing an affine subspace with uyf # 0 has its
benefits. For example, setting u,cr(p) = u®(u) guarantees that the initial conditions are contained in the trial subspace.



The model reduction ideology described above is the foundation of various reduced-order modeling methods.
Arguably, the two most popular model reduction approaches are the Galerkin method and the LSPG method.
In the Galerkin approach, the test subspace is set to be equivalent to the column space, Ws, = Vs,. However,
although the Galerkin method yields accurate approximate solutions for symmetric systems [24, 25|, the approach
is known to lack robustness for non-symmetric and non-coercive systems. The LSPG method offers a more robust
alternative and is now described.

3.2.1. Least-squares Petrov—Galerkin method

LSPG projection [12-18] differs from Galerkin projection in that the test subspace is no longer set to be
equivalent to the column space. Instead, for n € N (N;), LSPG employs the test basis,

yrtl Ornt! teer () + BF (1) T (1) ﬁn+l—k(t”)( ) &
lspg " 8yn+1 ref ([ H)s ) M) :

LSPG projection is thus defined by

Ispg

T n
Tis] AT AR () + 8 ()30 () T () ) = 0. (35)

Critically, LSPG projection can alternatively be expressed as a discrete residual minimization problem arising
at each time instance,

ﬁ7n+1(

LA N n+1 A ~n ~n+1—k(t™) 2
p) = argminy € R™ || Ar (uref(u)—l—sﬁy;u (B),....a (“)’“)Hz’ neNON,).  (3.6)

The solution to the system (3.6) is equivalent to that of (3.5). As a result, LSPG is optimal in the sense that
at each time step, it computes the solution that minimizes the residual of the FOM OAE at n + 1 time step in
the weighted ¢2-norm induced by the weighting matrix, A.

LSPG projection has been shown to yield accurate approximate solutions to complex nonlinear dynamical
systems arising from, for example, turbulent fluid dynamics and structural mechanics. However, LSPG is limited
in that (1) it only reduces the spatial dimension of the FOM and (2) it is equipped with a priori error bounds
that grow exponentially in the number of time steps. Thus, for problems requiring many temporal degrees of
freedom, LSPG can fail to yield accurate solutions with a sufficiently low computational cost. Space—time model
reduction techniques attempt to address these shortcomings.

4. Space—time projection-based model reduction

While spatial-only model reduction techniques have been shown to reduce the computational cost of approx-
imating the FOM, they do not reduce the temporal dimension of the problem®. To decrease the computational
cost further, space-time model reduction approaches seek to reduce the number of spatial and temporal degrees
of freedom. Space—time model reduction approaches operate by (1) seeking a space—time reduced state solution
in a space—time subspace and (2) executing a space—time projection process. This section outlines space—time
model reduction.

4.1. Space-time vector formulation

To outline the space—time model reduction, a space—time formulation of the FOM OAE is first provided.
The discretization of the FOM ODE (2.1) satisfies the vectorized space-time system defined as

P (T (n)in) =0, (4.1)

31t should be noted that, as compared to the FOM, spatial projection ROMs can often employ much larger stable time steps [42],
thus in this sense spatial projection ROMs implicitly reduce the temporal dimension of the FOM.



T "
where the corresponding space-time state vector is given as o : p — |ul(p)” - uNe(p) } ,d:D —

RYsNt and the space-time residual is given as

T
?3(7§H)’_>[F1(V1§UO(H),N)T I,Nt(VNt;VNt—17'”’VNt—k(th)7u>T] ’

(RNNe e D RN:N

T
where V = [[vl] o [th]] . This space—time vector formulation is used throughout this paper to describe

the space—time model reduction technique.

4.2. Space—time trial subspace for model reduction (offline)

Space—time projection-based ROMs generate approximate solutions to the space—time system (4.1) by re-
stricting the state to a low-dimensional space—time trial subspace. Analogous to spatial-only model reduction,
space—time ROMs restrict the states to an affine space—time trial subspace. The space—time approaches con-

=
sidered in this work generate approximate solutions, u (u) (% ﬁ(u)) € Vg1, where the affine space-time trial

%
subspace Vgt is defined as
— — NN
rVST = ﬁrCfST (ﬂ) + rVSTO C R™s, (42)

%
The space-time column space is denoted as Vs, , and the space-time reference state is denoted as ﬁrefST : D —

T
RN+Nt The space-time reference state is set to be U ety = [[uo(p)]T e [uo(u)]T} . The space-time column

space is described as
%
Vsr, = range(IT) ¢ RNt IT = [?0 ?”st—l} € RN:Nyxng,

where IT € RNsNtXnst i the basis matrix for the space-time column space, Vsr,, and is constructed using
space—time POD; the construction of space—time subspaces is discussed later in the manuscript. The dimension
of the space-time affine trial subspace and space-time column space must be fewer than the total number of

— —
space—time degrees of freedom, i.e., dim(’VST) and dim(‘VSTO) = ng < NgN;. The approximate space-time
state can thus be expressed in vector form as
= ~ -
U (p) ~ U (p) = Wrersr (1) + T h(p) € Vs, (4.3)
4.8. Space—time test subspace for space—time least-squares Petrov—Galerkin method (online phase)

Substituting the approximation (4.3) into Eqn. (4.1) gives the following modified space-time residuals,
T (Wretsr (1) + () ; ) = 0. (4.4)

Eqn. (4.4) comprises an overdetermined space-time system. To find a set of space—time equations where the
space—time reduced state is guaranteed, the space—time OAE residual (4.4) is restricted to be AgTAST orthogonal
to a space—time test space, where Agy € R#*NsNt is a space-time weighting matrix (e.g., that enables hyper-
reduction) and ng < Z(< NgN;). Analogous to LSPG, ST-LSPG defines the test subspace as,

Wsr, = range(Tsispe) » (4.5)
where X 15pg is the full rank space-time test space basis matrix. The space-time test basis is given as
87 ~ NgNixn
T stispe ::ﬁ(ﬁrefST (n)+ Hu(p); u) IT € Rt Xt (4.6)

where g% is the space—time Jacobian, whose sparsity pattern depends on the type of linear multistep scheme
employed for time discretization. Restricting the space-time residual (4.4) to be AL Agt orthogonal to the test
space (4.5) yields the system,

T AL Ast ¥ (roter (1) + (1) 5 ) = 0. (4.7)

stlspg
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Figure 1: Window problem setup for the entire time simulation for nyi, where Nf refers to the number of times steps, T} is the
time interval in window k, and t;, refers to the start (end) time of the kt* (k — 15¢t) window.

This setup is referred to as the ST-LSPG method. ST-LSPG can equivalently be written as a minimization
problem in a weighted ¢?>-norm as

u(p) = arg min |AsTT (W retsr (1) + I o) H; : (4.8)
yernor

In practice, the space—time reduced states can be obtained, for example, via the Gauss—Newton method. It is
emphasized that different choices of the weighting matrix Agt can enable different hyper-reduction techniques,
e.g., collocation, Gauss—Newton with approximated tensors.

4.4. Outstanding challenges

ST-LSPG offers distinct advantages over LSPG in that it (1) allows for both spatial and temporal dimension
reduction and (2) is equipped with more favorable a priori and a posteriori error bounds [33]. In practice,
however, ST-LSPG faces several significant issues. First, if hyper-reduction is not employed, ST-LSPG requires
solving a temporally-global residual minimization problem whose residual vector is of size NsNy; storing the
associated Jacobian and residual vectors for this residual minimization problem is not practical for real-world
problems. Second, even if hyper-reduction is employed, the cost of solving the global minimization problem scales
cubically with the number of space-time reduced-states. Thus, even though the global space—time dimension
may be low, the computational cost associated with ST-LSPG can be high. Lastly, ST-LSPG employs a single
space—time trial subspace that has support over all space and time. For complex systems that explore numerous
regions in state-space, the dimensionality of the space—time trial subspace required for accurate solutions may be
prohibitively large. The following section introduces the WST-LSPG approach to address these shortcomings.

5. Windowed space—time projection based model reduction

This section presents the proposed WST-LSPG approach. WST-LSPG first operates by partitioning the
space—time domain into a series of non-overlapping temporal windows.. Over each window, a space-time state
is then computed within a time-local low-dimensional space—time trial subspace that minimizes the space—time
residual over each window. WST-LSPG offers two immediate advantages over ST-LSPG. First, by replacing the
time-global residual minimization statement in ST-LSPG with a sequence of time-local residual minimization
problems defined over each window, WST-LSPG overcomes the high-storage and computational complexity
requirements associated with ST-LSPG. Second, by enabling the use of a piecewise linear space-time bases,
WST-LSPG is equipped with subspaces that can more accurately represent the solution with fewer degrees of
freedom. Lastly, it is emphasized that, in addition to being viewed as an extension of ST-LSPG, WST-LSPG
can alternatively be derived from the WLS framework by using a “discretize-then-optimize” solution approach
and “ST-reduction” trial subspaces [21]. The remainder of this section outlines the WST-LSPG approach.

5.1. Windowed problem setup

First, WST-LSPG partitions the discrete time domain {t°, ... #V*} into ny, windows of length % = NFAt,
k € N (nyin). Here, NF denotes the number of time steps contained in the & window. WST-LSPG proceeds
by (1) constructing low-dimensional space—time trial subspaces over each window and (2) sequentially solving
a space-time residual minimization problem over each window. This decomposition of the time domain into



windows is depicted in Figure 1. Additionally, for notational purposes, a function that maps a window index to
a time step index at the start of the window—excluding the initial conditions—is defined as

k—1 .
SN/ +1 0<k < nyin

©: k— j=0 . (5.1)
1 k=0

5.2. Windowed space—time trial subspace

WST-LSPG employs piecewise linear space—time trial subspaces defined over each window. The time-global
space—time subspace is thus defined as a direct sum of non-overlapping space—time trial subspaces defined for

each window,
Nwin—1

— —
k
rVST: @ rVSTa
k=0

— .
where erkT C RN:NY is the space-time subspace for the k** window, k¥ € N (nyi,). The k' windowed space-time

subspace is defined as N .
Ve = Uhey, (1) + Vér, € RN (5.2)

I‘CfST

k

K er () € RN N{ is the windowed space—

_>
where ‘VS’“T(J is the space-time column space on the £ window, and o
time reference state that is unique for each k" window. The space-time column space for the k" window,

k € N (nyin), is defined as the range of the k' space-time basis matrix,

% c
‘VSkTO = range(ﬂk> C RNsNtk, Ik = [?IS SR N 71} € RN=NExng,

Mgt
where IT* comprise nk, < NyNF basis vectors. Over the k" window, k € N (nyi,), WST-LSPG thus approxi-
mates the state as R -
/\k
W (p) ~ wk(p) = Wl (p) + T0" (p) € Vi, (5.3)

refgr

where @i" : D — R"¢ denotes the space-time reduced states associated with the k" window. Analogously to
ST-LSPG, the space—time trial subspace for the temporal domain allows time dependence of the approximated
solution to be moved from the space—time reduced states to the space-time bases.

5.3. Construction of windowed space—time trial subspaces

Various techniques exist for constructing the windowed space—time trial subspaces. The most straightforward
approach for generating these subspaces is to apply space-time POD directly to the full space—time trajectories
contained within the training data. However, as noted in [33], this approach is limited in that (1) only a single
space—time basis vector can be extracted from each training simulation, and (2) the space—time basis requires
NgNing storage, which can be prohibitive for practical problems. An alternative approach proposed in [33]
is to construct space—time basis vectors via tensor products, in which each space-time basis vector is defined
by a tensor product between a spatial basis vector and a temporal basis vector. While this approach enables
extracting more basis vectors per training simulation and reduces the storage requirements, it is limited in that
a single, global trial subspace is constructed. For problems whose dynamics trace through various regions in
phase-space, as is often the case for parameterized nonlinear dynamical systems, the use of time-local subspaces
can yield much accurate trial subspaces of a lower dimension [34].

This work develops time-local tailored windowed space-time trial subspaces via higher-order singular value
decompositions (referred to here as tailored WST-HOSVD subspaces) to address these issues. Specifically, the
techniques developed in Ref. [33] are extended by applying tensor-decomposition techniques to time-local training
data to construct a piecewise-linear global space—time trial subspace.

In what follows, it is helpful to view the windowed space-time state as a rank-2 tensor, opposed to a rank-1
vector. To this end, an “unrolling” function that reshapes a rank-1 vector into a rank-2 tensor is defined as

g:7»—> [VO VNQ—l],

. RNlNQ —>RN1XN2, (54)
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Figure 2: Sub-window problem setup for the entire time simulation for n.i,, where Ntk refers to the number of times steps in
window k, and ¢} refers to the time index at the start of the m!? sub-window of the kth window.

T
for arbitrary Ny, Ny and where vV = [[vl]T [VN2]T} . The approximate space-time state over each
window can be described in tensor form as
= = -
it (1) = g (" (w)) € Vi
. . . - . . . %
In tensor notation, the space—time affine trial subspace ‘VS’fT is given as the unrolling of ‘VS’fT,

AN
k NsxNE
{V refST( ) + rI/S‘T() g R x ¢ i

with urefST (n) = g( refST(“)) and ‘VST = span{ﬂ'k}n” el RN:*NS | where 7k = g(#®¥). This rank-2

tensor formulation will be employed when describing the tailored WST-HOSVD subspaces in the next section.

5.4. Construction of tailored WST-HOSVD subspaces

First the tailored WST-HOSVD technique consists of decomposing the k*" window into n b Sub-windows
of length ¢5™ = NF™At, k € N(nyw), m € N (nf,); N}/"™ < NF is the number of time indices in the mt™
sub-window of the k" window. For simplicity, this work considers constant sub-window lengths. Figure 2 depicts
this partitioning. Analogously to Eqn. (5.1), a function that maps between a sub-window index and window
index to the global time step index at the start of that sub-window is defined as

m—1
NEm NE
Cilkm) o o (k) + 4 2 smes A (5.5)

0 m=0

Next, the windowed space-time trial subspace over each time window is set to be the direct sum of non-
overlapping space—time trial subspaces defined over each sub-window,

Nsub—1 _\

(VST_ @ (VST7

m=0

where ‘Vslfr’rm is the affine space-time subspace for the m*™ sub-window of the k*" window. Within each sub-
window, the sub-windowed space—time affine subspace is defined as

,Vk m.,_ Ak m ( ) + ,Vk "~ RNSXN:“””, (5.6)

refST
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— k,m
—k,m N5><Nk’m k.m L —k.m Ngi NSXNk’m . oY
where u ;. (1) € R ¢+ and ’VSTO = span{wi }i:1 CR ¢+ are the sub-windowed space-time
reference states and the column space over the m*™ sub-window of the k" window. The discrete-in-time approx-

imation for the state over the m' sub-window on the A*" window is thus given as

k,m
ng —1
fk: —k, —k,mnk, N, NEm
uhm(p) =l (w)+ Y memE " () C RV (5.7)
i=0
where #"™ : D — R™" are the space—time reduced states over the m'™ sub-window of the £*" window.

5.4.1. Tensor-product trial subspaces

Building on the methods developed in [33], the space-time bases over each sub-window, ?f’m, are obtained
via tensor products. Specifically, each basis tensor is given as a tensor product between a spatial basis vector
and a temporal basis vector. These spatial and temporal basis vectors are obtained via higher-order singular
value decompositions (HOSVD). To perform this process, first a training data set is required. Here, the training
data comprise a collection of trajectories that are obtained by solving the FOM OAE for a set of parameter
instances Diyain = {pd i, - - .,ug“;;‘f—l} C D. The set of parameter instances is chosen by, e.g., uniform
sampling, Latin-hypercube sampling, greedy sampling. Thus, the training data comprise the solution snapshots
a" i (pl ) € RN i € N (Ngrain), n € N (V).

Nwin—1
Next, to construct bases over each sub-window, the training data are collected into a set of > nk | tensors,
k=0
defined here by Z.%™. Each of these three-way tensors contain training data shifted by the initial state over
each window, i.e., the a,b, ¢ entry of the k*® tensor on the m sub-window is given by

[%‘k,m

uw }abc = H(Cl(kym)er (p’grain) - ug(k’m)71 (I‘L‘Srain) ? ac N (NG) ? b € N (Nthm) y € € N (ntrain) ? (58)

where 18 (u¢ ;) € R is used to denote the a'! entry of u® evaluated at parameter instance pl,;, .

Next, spatial and temporal basis vectors are found by applying HOSVDs to the three-way space-time snapshot
tensor defined in Eqn (5.8). Ref. [33] proposes three variations based on HOSVDs to calculate the (global)
space—time basis. In each technique, the space—time basis is formed via the tensor product between a spatial
and temporal basis. All techniques compute the spatial basis using POD [9], but differ in terms of how the
temporal basis is computed. The three approaches proposed in Ref. [33] for computing the temporal bases
are: (1) fixed temporal subspace via Temporal-higher-order singular value decomposition (T-HOSVD), which
performs POD directly on the mode-2 unfolding of the snapshot tensor, (2) fixed temporal subspace via space—
time higher-order singular value decomposition (ST-HOSVD), which performs POD on a mode-2 tensor that is
obtained by performing a tensor-matrix multiplication between the snapshot tensor and the basis matrix, and
(3) tailored temporal subspace via space-time higher-order singular value decomposition (tailored ST-HOSVD),
which performs POD on mode-2 tensors that are obtained by performing a tensor-matrix multiplication between
the snapshot tensor and each spatial basiis vector. This work considers only the tailored ST-HOSVD method, and
the following sections will detail their application for the construction of the tailored WST-HOSVD subspaces.

5.4.2. Spatial basis

As noted previously, each space—time basis comprises a tensor product between a spatial basis and a temporal
basis. Here, the spatial basis vectors are obtained via the standard POD approach. Also known as principle
component analysis or the Karhunen-Loéve decomposition, POD computes a set of orthonormal basis vectors
that enable optimal reconstruction of the training data in the least-squares sense. In the present context, POD
is performed by applying the singular value decomposition (SVD) to the mode-1 unfolding of the three way
snapshot tensor (5.8) in each sub-window. First, the mode-1 unfolding of the three way tensor (5.8) yields

" = | Xy 13 sm train — s k,m rain
Xu(rfl) [ 5m( grain) . XZ (H:Lrain 1>] c RN XN ’
‘-Kk. : = j — j ) k,m . _ )
here u/m(ugrain) [uc(k,m) (l’l’irain) - u((k,m) 1(HZrain) t uC(k,m)+Nt (Nirain) — quk’m) 1(l'l’€rain):| are

the state snapshots over the m'" sub-window of the k*" window. Performing thin SVD on Xﬁgb) gives
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k T kom,
X mo_ Uf,mzl;:,m [‘/Sk,m] c RNSXNt ntmm’

w(1)
¢ = coli(UF™), i€ N(nk™), (5.9)
Spk’m = |: g,m Ce ng”:n_l} c RNSXTLI:’"17

where %™ is the spatial basis for window k and sub-window m. To determine the number of spatial bases
required to represent the training data to a given error tolerance, one can look at the decay of the singular
values, o™ = [=5m] -, in the following way:

n’;,"’”fl ) (Ntkﬂnfl)ntrain 2
e= [Uf’m} / Z [Ufﬂn] ’
i=0 =0

where e refers to the fraction of statistical energy retained in the truncated basis. In practice, for a desired e*,
each column of U™ is added to the bases and then the statistical energy fraction, e is calculated and compared
to the desired e*. This process is continued until the following becomes true: e > e*. Note that this fraction of
statistical energy criterion is additionally used to calculate the number of temporal bases to use as well in the
next sections.

5.4.3. Temporal bases via tailored higher-order singular value decomposition

After obtaining the spatial bases for the m'™ sub-window, a corresponding temporal basis is required for
each sub-window. Here the tailored temporal subspace via tailored ST-HOSVD. These approaches rely on
mode-p tensor-matrix products and mode-p tensor-vector products. The mode-p tensor-matrix product of a
matrix P € REX7 and tensor & € RIVCXIpxxIn g denoted by & x, P € RIVC X poaxIxXlppaxcxln,
Additionally, it is noted that the mode-p unfolding of & (P) can be written as X, (P) = PT X ;). Similarly,

the mode-p tensor-vector product of a vector p € RI» and tensor & € Rt xIpx*In i5 denoted by Z x,p €
Rt XX Ip—1XIpyp1 X XIn

The tailored ST-HOSVD approach for sub-window m creates a temporal snapshot matrix that is calculated
for each spatial basis in sub-window m. The mode-1 tensor-vector product of Z,*™ and qbf’m for tailored

ST-HOSVD is defined as " (¢)™) = ZE™ x1 ¢F™, i € N(nF™) such that the mode-1 unfolding of
L (pF™) is defined as
k,m kymy m1 T m .m T ,m Ntrain — N{C’mntrain
Xu(l)(¢l )_ |:[¢k, ] Xﬁ (u’?rain) [¢k } Xﬁ (/’l’train 1):| e R™ :

? K2

Then the mode-2 unfolding of Z,F™ (¢]"™), i € N (nf™) is defined as,

Xuy) (@5™) = [[Xﬁvm(ugrain)fgbfvm X ()] ¢§vﬂ € RN Xmuwan(5.10)

The temporal bases are then obtained via the singular value decomposition of Xﬁg)(d)fm), i € N (nk™), which
gives

m m m m m T komog
XU (1™ = Un(@1™) Zo(@hm) Vi(@h™) € RN e,

WP = coly (Ui (¢1™)), i €N (nk™), jeN (nphm), (5.11)
¢i,k,m — [ (i],k,m L. ’l»l’:zk;cn}nil} e RNtXni’k’m’

where n;km are the number of temporal basis vectors for the i*" spatial basis vector on the m™ sub-window of
the k" window. This approach generates a tailored temporal subspace for each spatial basis vector. Additionally,
assuming Ntk’m < nF™ng e, the cost of computing the n*™ SVDs in (5.11) is significantly less than the cost
incurred by ST-HOSVD. This reduction in cost results from the O(min(an,an)) complexity of the SVD,
where m and n are the number of rows and columns, respectively. However, the maximum dimension of each

temporal basis is limited to the number of training parameter instances, i.e., ni’k’m < Ntrain, ¢ € N(ng). This

ng®m—1

temporal subspace requires Y ni’k’me M= g N storage for each sub-window. Note that for each
i=0
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, o
window k, the number of space-time bases is defined as nk, = nsiilnszilni’k’m. Thus, for the tailored
ST-HOSVD, each space—time basis is defined as mer

?fm = qbf’m @ Pphhm e RVNET o R (5.12)
The space-time basis matrix over each window is then given as IT*™ = [Vec(?g’m) VCC(?:{n,l)] ,
where vec : [v! .- vM2] [[[Ul]T . [UNZ]T]T is a vectorization function (i.e., the inverse of g).

5.4.4. Selection of reference states and windowed basis

In LSPG and ST-LSPG, the reference state is set to be the (parameterized) initial condition. This is made
to be more challenging in WST-LSPG, as the initial condition into each window is not known a priori when
executing the ROM for a novel parameter instance. Here, with the exception of the first sub-window in the first
window, the space—time reference state for each sub-window is set to be the solution from the previous time

window,
—k,m

un (p) = ﬁC(k,m)*l(

"") ® ]-NZC-,m 9

where 1yk,, € {l}Ntlc ™. This choice for the space-time reference state ensures continuity between the trial
subspaces of each sub-window. In the first sub-window of the first window, the reference state is set to be the
initial conditions, u?é?ST (n)=u’(p)®1 NOO- The solution over each window is then expressed with the correct
reference states as

Hk:,O r ) 1
"% ()
ﬁkyo Hk’l ﬁk,l(u)
W) | = wWH N @1y | F|TT %) |- (5.13)
Ak,n:ub—l
T T e | L ]
i T~ ~ - - " (p)
k
wh (1) g

Setting the space-time reference state to be the solution from the previous sub-window leads to a modified basis
matrix, IT k¥ that is block lower triangular over a window as seen in Eqn. (5.13) where

—k,m

II _ k,m T k,m o RNankim
= |:rOW<(k7m)+(Ntk,mil)7Ns(H7 )} [rowc(hm)JrNtxc,nLl(H’ ﬂ S s

comprise the space—time basis for the state at the last time step of each sub-window. It is important to note
that due to this choice of an affine offset, the space—time basis for each window, IT* is not orthogonal. It is
additionally noted that the number of bases contained within each window, n¥,, is potentially higher for £, < £,,
than when ¢, = ¢,,, making the problem more accurate at the expense of computational cost. This setup is

explored in the numerical experiments.

5.5. Windowed space-time least-squares Petrov—Galerkin method

Now that the trial subspaces have been defined for space—time model reduction, the proposed WST-LSPG ap-
proach proceeds by sequentially solving a system of algebraic equations defined by a Petrov—Galerkin projection
on each window. To begin, the FOM OAE solution satisfies*

(" ()07 (), 1) = 0, (5.14)

4For simplicity, it is assumed that the size of the time stencil size at the start of each window is one, i.e., lc(t“"(k>) =1.
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Figure 3: An example setup for a constant sub-window length, a varied window length ¢,,, and a set of Jacobians that are divided

into nwin space-time residual minimizations.

sparse compared to the full space—time Jacobian.
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As nyin increases, the windowed space-time Jacobian becomes more decoupled or



over the k"™ window, k € N (nyin), where the corresponding residual is defined as

T (7k§ v’ N) — [r“’(k) (vhivopm) - rPR+NE (va; yNE=L | NE—kr ) “ﬂ
. (5.15)
LRV RN x D o RVNE
7
with VF = {[vl]T [VNZ“} } . Substituting Eqn. (5.3) into Eqn. (5.14) yields the following overdeter-
mined space-time system of algebraic equations over the k** window, k € N (nyin),
k(=3k kesk (N o(k)—1 _
? ( refgr (IJ’) + II*u (#‘) ’ utp (#’) al"’) =0. (516)

To create a system where the reduced solution is unique, the residual over the k" window (5.16) is restricted
to be A@VSTTA{“,VST orthogonal to a space-time test space, where Ak oy € R="*NeNE with nk, < zF < N NF
is a windowed space-time weighting matrix that enables hyper-reduction; the construction of such weighting
matrices is outlined in Section 5.6.

For this work, analogously to the spatial only model reduction technique, the space—time test subspace is
defined as

W, = range (T ) (5.17)
where Tffvstlspg is the full rank space-time test space basis matrix. The space-time test basis is defined analogously
to the LSPG test basis as

8?k ~k ~p(k)— n
Tt = g (Wt () + TG () ;0707 (), ) TF € RN, (5.18)

where g%; is the space—time Jacobian whose non zero matrix structure is dependent on the linear multistep

scheme that is used at all time steps. Restricting the windowed space-time residual (5.16) to be A{“,VSTTA@VST
orthogonal to the space-time test space (5.17) yields the system of algebraic equations on the k'" window,
ke N (nwin),

1 )T Ay Alyer TH(The, + TG () 707 (1), ) = 0. (5.19)

wstlspg refgT

Thus, WST-LSPG operates by sequentially solving the system (5.19) over each window, k € N (nyin). It is noted
that the algebraic system defined by (5.19) can be equivalently written as a minimization problem in a weighted
£?-norm as )
~k . A~ ~p(k)—
i (u) = arg min HA’vas;T?’“(ﬁfefST (1) + 93570 (1), o) H2 (5.20)
YER st

Figure 3 shows how the Jacobian is divided up for each window given a BDF2 temporal discretization and
a constant sub-window length. The components of the Jacobian for window k takes up a subset of the full
space—time Jacobian for the original ST-LSPG. Figure 3e refers to the space—time Jacobian setup for ST-LSPG
where the black outlined boxes refer to the Jacobian of the states found within the designated sub-window
length—adding sub-windows do not alter the structure of the space-time Jacobian. Figure 3a shows what part
of the ST-LSPG Jacobian is used when WST-LSPG is implemented for ¢,, = ¢5. Figure 3b shows that the
when £, = 2¢,, more of the ST-LSPG Jacobian in used and less information is loss between each time window.
Figure 3c and 3d show larger portions of the ST-LSPG Jacobian used for each window. Note that when ¢,, < T,
the space—time Jacobian becomes more decoupled or sparse compared to the full ST-LSPG case. Finally, the
procedure for WST-LSPG is presented in Algorithm 1.

Remark 5.1. (WST-LSPG recovers ST-LSPG) WST-LSPG recovers ST-LSPG when nyin = 1 and ngy, = 1,
which is equivalent to b, =T and £, =T.

5.5.1. Initial guess for Gauss—Newton Solver in WST-LSPG

Employing the Gauss—Newton algorithm to solve the nonlinear least-squares problem requires the specifi-
cation of an initial guess to the solution. In LSPG, the initial guess at a given time instance t" can be set

to the solution from the previous time instance, i.e., ﬁn(o)(u) = ﬁnil(u). This choice typically leads to rapid
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Algorithm 1 Online: Gauss—Newton procedure for the WST-LSPG method

Input: for all time windows k: space—time basis, IT* € RN=Ntxns

initial guess for the reduced space—time states, ﬁo(u)
initial conditions, Urerqy (1)
Output: for all time windows k: space-time reduced states,u(u)
total number of required Gauss—Newton iterations for p, Non (@)
optional: rank-2 residual snapshot matrix for u, X,
1: Set the tolerance for convergence, €
2: for k =0; k < nywin; k** do

3: Set the Gauss—Newton iteration counter, i = 0
4: Set || p||2 =0 &> Initialize the descent direction such that its £2 norm is 0
5: Set converged= 0
6: do N )
7: u () = ﬁfefST (n) + Hkﬁ(l)’k(u) > Calculate the approximate full space-time state
8: Compute the space-time 7 (3(”(;1); u) € R*

FO(TD ()
9: Compute the space-time J*) = or a(ultﬂ(;(f)t)’“) (g(i)(ﬂﬁ H)) IT* ¢ R#> st
10: Calculate 7(%) = H [J(i)]T 7 (@ ,
11: if ?(i)/F(O) <eor () <eand ||p|, <€) then
12: converged=1
13: else
14: JO =QWRM Q) ¢ R#xnst  R() g RNt Xt > Compute thin qr decomposition
15: RUOp = — [Q(i)]T 7@ > Solve the linear least-squares problem
16: Perform line search to find o or set o) =1
17: AR ) = a9 () + ap > Update the guess to the space-time reduced states
18: 141+ 1 > Update the total number of Gauss—Newton iteration
19: end if
20: while converged == > Continue with Gauss-Newton method until convergence criteria is met
21: Set the total number of Gauss—Newton iterations, Non(p) =i+ 1
22: Optional: Construct _r\esidual snapshots, N
23: X, () = [ﬁo)(ﬁ(O)(u);u> ?<NGN(M>—1)(ﬁ(NGN(m—l)(N);N)] € RV-xNeNan ()
24: end for

convergence due to the fact that the state undergoes limited variation between time instances, particularly for
small time steps At"*1,

This work employs a similar approach to that proposed in Ref. [33] and uses least-squares regression for the
initial guess for the residual minimization problem over each window. However, the choice of space—time reference
state detailed in Section 5.4.4 results in several complications. First, unlike the ST-LSPG, the space-time basis
is not necessarily orthogonal, such that IT™ # ITT. Taking the pseudo inverse of a large windowed-space time
basis can be expensive for large systems. The second issue is that, due to the choice of affine offset, the windowed
space—time basis depends on the ROM solution throughout the window. As a result, the projection onto the
trial subspace depends on the ROM solution. Thus, for the purpose of finding an initial guess for WST-LSPG,
the training data are approximately projected onto the trial space by employing the approximate space-time

—~k
basis over each window I = blockdiag(ﬂ k) where blockdiag(ﬂ k) is a function that returns only the block

diagonal entries of IT ¥ Thus, the training data for the initial guess is given by

[ﬁk () - " (u?ﬁ;?&“fl)] - [ﬁkr [Xq’i(g)r (5.21)

where Xﬁ(g) denotes the mode-3 unfolding of the three-way tensor over the ™" window (5.8) (with one sub-
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window, i.e., Xﬁ(g)) contain all the training data over the k*" window). In the online phase, the initial guess

ﬁk(o)(u) is then computed via least-squares regression. This approximation was found to produce adequate
initial guesses for the Gauss—Newton solver.

5.6. Hyper-reduction for WST-LSPG

When the space-time weighting matrix is set to be the identity matrix, A{“,VST = I, the model reduction
process, for example, the Gauss—Newton solver, requires that all NgN; elements of the space—time residual and
space-time Jacobian be computed. Although A%,qr = I may produce the most accurate solution, implementing
this for high-fidelity nonlinear problems will lead to high computational costs. In order to fully realize the
benefits of model reduction for space—time, it is best to look at hyper-reduction techniques that offer alternative
definitions for the weighting matrix, A@VST. In this work, the Gauss—Newton with Approximated Tensors
(GNAT) method [17] is employed for hyper-reduction in each window k. GNAT operates by sampling the
space-time residual at a subset of the N, N;* elements (this subset is commonly referred to as the space-time
sample mesh, Z*, [24]) and performing a least-squares reconstruction of the space-time residual via a space-time
residual basis and the Gappy POD method [9]. The hyper-reduction approach employed here for WST-LSPG
using GNAT (WST-GNAT) involves the following steps: (1) compute a snapshot matrix of the residuals for each
sub-window, (2) construct a basis for the residual over each sub-window by applying the tailored WST-HOSVD
approach to the residual snapshot matrix, (3) compute the sample mesh Z* via the greedy sampling of temporal
then spatial indices method [17]. These ingredients are now described.

5.6.1. Construction of the windowed space-time residual basis

The GNAT method requires the calculation of a space—time residual basis for the least-squares reconstruction
of the space—time residual. This calculation is done similarly to the way the spatial and temporal state bases are
calculated. For the space-time residual basis, the tailored WST-HOSVD method used previously to calculate
the space—time basis for the states is used.

The space—time residual basis for window k and sub-window m, IT ,’f’m, is found by collecting the Gauss—
Newton space-time residuals for n{,,;, parameters in the parameter design space to create the space-time residual
snapshots. The parameter design space for the residual snapshots, uj,,;, can be the same design parameter space
used for the state snapshots, p{ ., = M- 10 find the residual snapshots, Algorithm 1 is executed for all
nl ... parameters. Applying Algorithm 1 to each ¢! parameter where ¢ € N(nl . ), outputs the number of
Gauss—Newton iterations required to solve for the reduced space-time states at py2. . denoted as Non(pod )

and the corresponding space—time residual snapshots over each sub-window, Xf’m(u:;zm).

After acquiring the space—time residual snapshots, Xf’m(u:;gin), at every training parameter, the residual

. . . k,m
snapshots can be written as a three-way residual tensor over each sub-window, 2™ € RNsXNe™" Xnres ' ywhere
the final number of total Gauss—Newton iterations required for convergence, for all parameter instances, is

T
train

denoted as nyes = >, Non(pii,). Next, the POD of the mode-1 unfolding of ZFm gives the spatial residual

q=1
. k,m k,m . . .
basis, ™ = [¢r,o 9 nk,m71:| , where n¥™ are the number of spatial residual basis vectors over the m'®
yTbs r ?

sub-window of the k" window. To find the temporal residual basis, the tailored ST-HOSVD method is used
again, which acts upon the mode-2 of 2™, Xf(g; (ci)kzn) fori e N (n’;;") Performing POD on X,’f(g; (4)’“.’”)

T, T

gives

(2) T T, T

k,m k,m km,  km kmy  km kym o kom ko
XT (¢ ) = Unt (¢ )Er,t <¢r,i )‘/nt (¢ )T c RNt Xn

ikm __ k.m . . i,k,m
Wi = ol (US (¢ra)) G €N (npm)), (5.22)
ikom ik,m ik,m NE™ ik
v = . . t t,r
1/%,] [¢r,o whn:,k,mil} eR
where ny ™ are the number of temporal basis vectors retained for the i'" spatial vector over the m** sub-window

of the k" window. The space-time residual basis is then calculated by first performing

ik,m

—k,m k,m ik, NyNF™ ',
S DS
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Next the vectorization of the components of the space—time residual basis is found to be

k —k, k,m k,m k,m
?T’im:vec(r ’m), e = [77",0 ?T k:,m71:| € RN:Nexnsin,

Ty Mst,r
Next, the orthonormal space-time residual basis, IT ’f’m, is found by taking the QR factorization of ITF™,
k™ — k™ = ™ R¥™. Finally, the full space-time residual basis for the entire window k is defined as

k
Ngup —1

Ik = blockdiag(ﬂf’o, ce Hf’"s“b_l) € Vo (]RNSNtk), where nk, = > n%™. The space time residual
st,r ) =0

st,r

basis, IT f is used to calculate the sample mesh and perform hyper-reduction for each window.

5.6.2. Sample mesh

Hyper-reduction techniques such as GNAT operate by computing the space—time residual at a subset of
the N,N¥ elements for each window; this subset of elements is commonly referred to as the sample mesh.
Mathematically, the sample mesh can be described by the sampling matrix, Z* € {0, 1}Z><N-*Ntk, with z < N,NF.
In this work, the sequential greedy sampling of temporal then spatial indices (SGSTSI) algorithm is used to
construct space-time sampling matrices defined over each window; SGSTSI is one of three methods proposed by
Choi et. al [33] for space—time hyper-reduction. SGSTSI computes the space—time sample mesh as a Cartesian
product of spatial indices and temporal indices, both of which are obtained in a greedy manner. The result of
this process is a space-time sampling matrix defined over each window, Z*, k € N (nyin).

5.6.3. Windowed space—time Gauss—Newton with Approximated Tensors

GNAT is a hyper-reduction approach that operates by (1) sampling space—time elements of the residual on
the sample mesh and (2) performing a least-squares reconstruction of the full space—time residual over the entire
window & via Gappy POD [9, 10, 43]. WST-GNAT approximates the space-time residual over the £ window

as
7’“(3’“(/@ ; 'ﬁ“’(k)*l,u) ~ ?’“(ﬁk(u) ; 'ﬁ"’(k)*l,u) = IT'7h e RNN

where ?]; € R™er are the space-time reduced states associated with the gappy reconstruction over the k*™®

window. The reduced states are given by the solution to the minimization problem
2 +
5 = argmin szﬂfy— Z’f?k(ﬁk(u);ﬁ“’““‘l,u)H - (z’fn’:) Zk?k(ﬁk(u) ;ﬁ*"(“‘l,u), (5.23)
SI\GRnI‘:t,T 2
where Z* € {0, l}ZkXNSNf, with 2% < N N, is the sampling matrix with one non-zero element per column
that selects z* rows of the residual. Thus, GNAT solves the minimization problem (5.20) with the space-time

+
weighting matrix A@VST = (Z kT ]f,) Z*. This space-time weighting matrix is calculated offline and forces the

least squares problem in the Gauss—Newton procedure to be the same size as the number of space-time residual
bases.

6. Analysis

This section presents numerical analyses for the proposed WST-LSPG method. First, a posteriori bounds
are derived, where it is shown that WST-LSPG is equipped with a more favorable a posteriori error bound than
LSPG. Second, a priori error bounds are derived. Critically, it is shown that the error in WST-LSPG grows
exponentially in the number of windows; this is in direct contrast to the traditional Galerkin and LSPG methods,
in where the a priori error bounds grow exponentially in the number of time steps [18]. For simplicity, analyses
are presented for the case where there is no hyper-reduction, i.e., A@VST = I; it is noted that the following results
can be extended to include hyper-reduction. For subsequent exposition, several definitions are made. First, the
space-time velocity over the k™" window is defined as

FE(PEp) o [[f(vl,t“’“);u)f [f(VNfat“’(kHNfl%#)]T]T

k k
(RNNE D 5 RNV

(6.1)
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T
T
where V' = [71]T {71\/5} ] . Next, the time-discrete space-time residual over the k™" window can

be expressed as
R (Vk; Vo,u) — EFVE — AtFk?k (7’“, u) + EbvO — AtFlgf(VO,t“’(k)_l; p,) , (6.2)

where EF, F* € RN:N{XNaN{ o € N (nyin) are matrices that contain the linear multistep coefficients pertaining
to the unknowns over the window, and E’g, F’g e RNs NthN*7 k € N (nwin) contain the linear multistep coefficients
pertaining to the input state v°. Lastly, the initial states into the k*" window will be denoted as uf (= u‘P(k)_l)

and @¥ (= @?™~1) for the FOM and the WST-LSPG ROM, respectively.

Following Ref. [33], the following assumptions are employed in the analysis:

e Al. The velocity is assumed to be Lipshitz continuous, i.e., there exists a constant xy > 0 such that

||f(V,t;u) - f(W,t;u)||2 < Ky HV— WH2 Vv, w e RY:.

e A2. The time step is sufficiently small such that omin (E*) —omax (F¥) Atks > 0, where omin(+) and omin(-)
denote the minimum and maximum singular values, respectively.®

For the remainder of this section, the dependence of functions on parameters is suppressed when possible.

6.1. A posteriori error bounds

A posteriori error bounds are first derived. These bounds enable the error in the WST-LSPG approximate
solution to be bounded by the FOM residual evaluated about the WST-LSPG solution.

Lemma 6.1. Under assumption A1, the space—time velocity is Lipshitz continuous with the Lipshitz constant
k
Kf, i.e., there exists a constant k¢ such that, V77 W e RV:M: ,

|75(72m) - Fr @), < e [V = WL, (63

T ak

where V' = [[Vl]T e [VN,’,‘} } and W = {[wl]T . [WNt"} } .
Proof. The result follows trivially from expanding the definition of the norm and applying assumption A1, which

yields ) NE_1
|75 (Fim) - Fr@w) |, <63 X vt - w5,
1=0

Noting that the norm on the right-hand side is the square of the ¢2-norm of V- W, and taking the square root
yields the desired result. O

Theorem 6.2. (Local bound between two trajectories) Under assumptions A1 and A2, the difference in two
space—time trajectories 7’“, Wk ¢ RNsNY —associating with starting points vk wk € RNs —over the k' window

is bounded by 1 Ck
9= T, < e P4 v — PR ), + S v - whl. 64
1 1

where CF = (omin (Ek) — Omax (Fk) Amf) and C’§ = Omax (E’g) + Atk fOmax (F’g) .

5While this bound is additionally employed in a similar analysis for ST-LSPG [33], it is noted here that, for linear multistep
schemes, omin (Ek) decreases as the number of steps in the window grows. Thus, for large window sizes, this assumption becomes
strong, and the resulting bounds may become less sharp.
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Proof. The difference between the windowed space-time residual evaluated at trajectories V* and W* can be
written as

TPV - THRY wh) = BN (P - W) - Am (PRI - FHEY) +
[ B 5

E§ (vl — w§) — AtF} (f(vg,t“’(k)*l;/o - f(wg,t“"(k)*l;u)) .
—_———
K 0

Rearranging terms, taking the ¢2-norm of each side, and applying the triangle inequality yields
1811, = ller+ =+ 6ll, — 18l < lledl, + [l + [ =0l -

Subtracting H’y“2 on both sides gives HBHQ — H’yH2 < HO&HQ + Hn - 0”2. Bounding HﬁHQ from below and H’yH2
from above yields

Omin (BF) || 9% = W], — omae () At | F(37%) = F5(@%)|, < o, + [In 6]l
Applying Assumption Al (Lipshitz continuity of the velocity) results in

(Tmin (BY) = oma (F*) Atrcy) [V = W, < [lal, + [|n = 0],

can be bounded as

7 =0l < [omax (BG) + At jomax (FG)] ||V — will, (6.5)
Inserting the inequality (6.5) into the inequality (6.1) yields

(Tmin (") = s (F") Atriy) [V = W], < [lall, + [oma (BE) + Aty omax (FE)] |6 = wi],-

Dividing through by (O’min (Ek) — Omax (Fk) Atk f) and employing assumption A2 gives the desired result. [
Corollary 6.2.1. (Local a posteriori error bounds) The error between the WST-LSPG solution and the FOM

solution over the k" window is bounded by

o1 g 7@ G e oo

I, < I

=
where €% = uk — d* and?’g:uofulg

Proof. The proof follows directly from evaluating Theorem 6.2 for the trajectories 3’“, 7’“, starting from ﬁ’g
and uf, and noting that Tk (ﬁ)k; ulg) =0. O

Theorem 6.2.1 demonstrates that, if using the same initial condition into the k** window, the solution
obtained via WST-LSPG is equipped with a lower a posteriori bound than the solution obtained via LSPG;
WST-LSPG guarantees the solution over the window with a minimum residual. Next, global error bounds are
presented.

Corollary 6.2.2. (Global a posteriori error bounds) The error in the WST-LSPG solution over the k' window

s bounded by
\—>k|\2<2( []cs J/ H ck J) H?(u )|,
=0 Jj=0

where, for notational simplicity, II denotes the product that is non-inclusive in its upper limit.6

(6.7)

4
SFor example, [[ j=1x2x 3.
j=1
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Proof. First, note that H?SHQ < Hgk—l — ﬁk—lHQ, k € N(nwin). Applying the local error bound (6.4) to the
last term on the right hand side of (6.4) gives

120, < g [ (@), G [

[ ) G L

Ckl Ckl

Applying the same process recursively yields the desired result. O

The global error bound (6.7) shows how the error in WST-LPSG can be bounded by a sum of weighted
residuals over each window. As WST-LPSG yields a lower residual ¢2 norm over a window than LSPG, WST-
LSPG is likely equipped with a more favorable a posteriori error bound than LSPG. Analogously, as ST-LSPG
guarantees the lowest total space-time residual, ST-LSPG is likely equipped with a more favorable a posteriori
error bound than WST-LSPG.

6.2. A priori bounds

A priori error bounds are now derived. These bounds enable the error in the WST-LSPG solution to be
bounded, a priori by the FOM solution and demonstrate how errors are accumulated in WST-LSPG.

Theorem 6.3. (Local a priori error bounds) The error between the WST-LSPG solution and the FOM solution
onto the trial subspace over the k" window can be bounded, a priori, by

20
1€, < & HW( b )|, + 52 w1l

where ﬁéﬁz denotes the (2-orthogonal projection of the FOM solution onto the trial space, i.e.,

ﬁé“z = arg mln ||7k

v efl/skT

v,

Analogously, u?z o corresponds to the (2 -orthogonal projection of the FOM initial conditions for the k" window
onto the trial subspace.

Proof. Using the bound (6.6) and leveraging the residual minimization property of WST-LSPG

14l < g [, + G 1€t

=

Expanding the definition of the space—time residual
1 Ck
k ~k ~k _ 2 k
40, = g vt — s ot + s - vt o0 |+ 51,
1
Adding and subtracting Ef ufz 0 Atli‘lgf(u’g2 0 t#())=1. 1), and gathering terms,
1 ~k ~k _
5, e[ (s )8 () — A8 [ (3, 07094 ) - (10015 4) ]|+ L 2,
1

Using the triangle inequality gives

1 ~k
H?’“HQ > Ck H?k( 02 “e2 O)H ck HES(HO - “?2,0) H2+
Cr
1 k ~k 1p(k)—1 o(k)— Céc ?k
o A [ (6,070 s0) = £ (o) |+ G 12

1 1

Employing assumption Al (Lipshitz continuity of the velocity),

1 1 K C}
=k k k .ok k(~k k ! k ~k k 2 k
[el, < cF H7 (7427 ue?,o)H2 +eF HEo (Uo - "eZ,o)H2 tor |AatEg, Huo - u£2,0H2 ton Iekll,

Collecting terms and noting that Hﬁg — ufz OH < Hﬁ]g — u’gH gives the desired result. O
Pll2 2
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Corollary 6.3.1. (Global a priori error bounds) The error in the WST-LSPG solution over the k" window is
bounded, a priori, by

k[ k—i k—it1
1@, <> [ TT2cs / T1 b | |7 (e uin) |, (6.8)
=0 7=0 7=0 2
Proof. The proof follows that that provided for Theorem 6.2.2. O

Corollary 6.3.2. (Simplified global a priori error bounds) In the case that the window sizes are equivalent,
and the time schemes are equivalent on each window such that EF = E, F* = F, Ef = E,, and F§ = F,,
k € N (nwin), the error in the WST-LSPG solution over the k" window is bounded, a priori, by

Omax (Fg) Omax (F)

k g (E ) k Atﬁf(o'maux(E ) + ‘Tmm(E))
R [ ()l o0
1= & (Fomn® ) o\ Dy ) iy [ (e (69)

where C¥ = Cy, k € N (nyin)-

Proof. Employing the identity [18]

O—max(Eg) —+ AtﬂfO’max(Fg) " _ Umax(Eg) " 14+ Atl{
Omin (E") — Omax (F7) Atk s Omin (E™)

((omax(FD) | omax® )\ "
Uqu(En) Tmin (E™)

max(F )
1 — Atryoeeiem

3

along with (1 4+ )" < exp(nz), the bound (6.8) becomes
At/ﬁ:f(amaX(FO) + O'max(F)

Omax( ki . Tmax(By) | Omin(B) )
< 3 () o (00 R o )
Omin(E)

Umln

s min

Noting that 20max(Eq) > omin(E), and employing assumption A2, the desired result is obtained by using
k—i k
i i . Tmax(Eo) omax (Ep)
[ (i), = e, [0 (e, )], (228 < (22

JEN(k+1)
and, for all x > 0, exp((k — i)z) < exp(kz), i € N (k). O

Due to the repeated use of inequalities, the bound (6.9) is less sharp than the bound (6.8). However, the
bound (6.9) highlights that WST-LSPG is equipped with a global a priori error bound that grows exponentially
in the number of windows. In contrast, LSPG and Galerkin are equipped with a priori error bounds that grow
exponentially in the number of time steps. In the case where only one window is employed (i.e., ST-LSPG),
there is no exponential growth in the error.

7. Numerical experiments

This section analyzes the performance of the WST-LSPG/WST-GNAT method via numerical experiments.
In this work, only predictive model reduction simulations are performed due to the way the space—time bases are
created. The following parameters will be examined: dimension of the space—time trial subspace, time window
length (¢,,) or number of time windows (nwin), sub-window length (£;) or number of sub-windows (ns,p), and
hyper-reduction parameters such as the number of spatial and temporal nodes in the sample mesh. For this
work, only the case where ng,, = 1 will be considered when constructing the space—time residual basis for
GNAT. This numerical experiment will focus on the following methods:

e Full-order model (FOM): satisfies the governing equations (OAE) set by Eqn. 2.2, which is characterized
by a set of design parameters.

e Space—time least-squares Petrov—Galerkin ROM (ST-LSPG): Unweighted space-time model reduction
technique that solves the residual minimization problem with Agt = I.
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e Space-time least-squares Petrov—Galerkin GNAT (ST-GNAT): Weighted space-time model reduction
technique that solves the residual minimization problem by setting the space-time weighted matrix to
Agr =(ZII,)" Z.

e Windowed space—time least-squares Petrov—Galerkin ROM (WST-LSPG): Unweighted windowed space—
time model reduction technique that solves the residual minimization problem for each time window, k,
with A@VST =1

e Windowed space—time least-squares Petrov—Galerkin GNAT (ST-GNAT): Weighted windowed space—

+
time model reduction technique that uses a space—time weighted matrix set to A’{,VST = (Z kT ’: ) Z* for

each window, k.

One metric of interest used to assess the performance of the ROMs is the relative mean squared error (MSE),
which is defined as

Ny Ny
mean squared error = Z Hﬁ"(u) - u"(,uJ)Hz/ Z Hu"(,u)H; (7.1)
n=1 n=1

Another measure of accuracy used to determine the performance of these methods is the residual 2 norm of the
ROM. For each problem introduced in this section, other output errors of interest will be introduced to assess
the performance of the windowed space—time model reduction methods.

7.1. Parameterized Burgers’ equation

The first prototypical problem to consider for WST-LSPG is the parameterized Burgers’ equation, which is
defined as
Ou(w,typ) 1 0(u(z,t; p)?)
= = 0.02e"?* V. 0,100], Vvtel0,T
ot 2 oz e Ve € (0,100}, vt € (0,T],
u(z,0) = 1.0, Vzx € [0,100],

(7.2)

where the spatial domain is defined to be z € [0,100], and the temporal domain is defined to be ¢ € [0,T]. The
trajectory is defined as a conserved quantity, w : [0,100] x [0,7] x D — R. The parameter design set is chosen
to be p = (p1,p2) € D = [2,4.1] x [0.013,0.02], where Apy = 0.105 for N, = 20 indices and Apus = 0.0035
for Ny, = 5 indices. Overall, the number of training data sets is n¢ain = 100. The test parameters used for
the predictive model reduction model are set to fitest,1 = 4.0714 and fiest,2 = 0.0185. For the creation of the
space—time residual bases, the parameter design set is chosen to be the same as the parameter design set for the
states; however, the number of indices for p,1 changes to N, , = 10, resulting in Apu,.; = 0.21.

The parameterized Burgers’ equation is implemented in the pymortestbed python code, which uses the
finite volume method to solve the governing equation and the NumPy library for numerical linear algebra [44].
Godunov’s method is used to spatially discretize the spatial domain into Ny = 200 control volumes. This leads
to a spatial step of Az = 0.5. For temporal integration, the linear multistep method also known as the backward
differentiation formulae (BDF) is used. For this problem, first order BDF1 (also known as backward Euler) is
chosen as the time discretization scheme for the FOM and all model reduction simulations. The final time is set
to T = 25.6 with Ny = 256 time steps, such that the time step is At = 0.1. For each ROM and corresponding
FOM case, the online simulations were executed five times each to find the average relative wall times. All
timings for the Burgers’ equation are obtained by performing serial calculations on an Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU
E5-2680 0 @ 2.70GHz 128 GB RAM.

7.1.1. Model Predictions

This section presents and compares the performances of the WST-LSPG method over varying window lengths
4., and varying sub-window lengths ¢,. The results for this comparison additionally include results for the ST-
LSPG method, which corresponds to when the window lengths and the sub-window lengths are both equal to
the full time simulation length, £, = 5, =T.
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Figure 4: Burgers’ equation. WST-LSPG MSE and residual ¢2 norms for basis set es = 0.99,e; = 0.99, es = 0.99,e; = 0.999,
es = 0.999,e; = 0.99, and es = 0.999,e: = 0.999. The results are presented as a function of the window length, £,,, for various
sub-window lengths, £5. The MSE and the residual £2 norm exhibit opposite behavior with increasing time window lengths.

Figure 4 shows the MSE, integrated mean squared error (IMSE), and the residual £ norm as a function of
the window length, ¢,, and the sub-window length, ¢5. The IMSE is found by calculating the relative difference
between the definite integral of the ROM and the FOM over the entire time domain. The goal of this study is to
gain an understanding on how introducing windows and sub-windows affects the performances of the resulting
ROM as measured by the different error metrics. Note, that the solution for /5 = 256 At in these figures refers
to the the case where the WST-LSPG method is equivalent to the ST-LSPG method.

For each set of temporal window lengths and each set of temporal sub-window lengths, Figure 4 shows the
MSE, IMSE, and the residual ¢2 norm for four different sets of space-time bases. The four different sets of
space—time bases are based on two different spatial energy basis parameter values, e; = 0.99 and es; = 0.999,
and two different temporal energy basis parameter values, e; = 0.99 and e; = 0.999. The window length
for this study is set to be £, = {1,2,4,8,16,32,64, 128,256} and the sub-window length is set to be £5 =
{1,2,4,8,16, 32,64, 128,256}. To study how the error metrics —MSE, IMSE, residual ¢? norm— are affected by
the WST-LSPG parameters, the experiments consist of running different ROMs with different combinations of
window lengths and sub-window lengths. In this experimental setup, £; < £, is a requirement.

Figures 4a, 4b, 4c, 4d show how the MSEs behave with different window and sub-window lengths. It is
observed that when the window length increases, the MSE generally first decreases, but then increases to create
a minimum in the MSE at approximately ¢, € [0.4,0.8]. However, when £, = At, as the window length
increases, the MSE continues to decrease. The lowest MSE can be seen when f,, = At, which shows great
improvement when compared to the {5 = 256At, which corresponds to ST-LSPG. It can already be seen that,
even with only one window, introducing sub-windows in the construction of the space—time bases leads to a more
accurate space-time ROM as compared to that of the ST-LSPG. It can be seen that larger sub-window lengths
lead to higher MSEs. Figures 4a, 4b, 4c, 4d additionally show that increasing es; and e; decreases the MSE.

Next, Figures 4e, 4f, 4g, 4h show how the residual ¢? norms behave with different window and sub-window
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lengths. It can be seen that as the window length increases, the residual /2 norms decrease for all values of
sub-window length. The highest residual #2 norms are found for the case where ¢, = 256At, which corresponds
to the ST-LSPG technique. These results show that introducing sub-windows can greatly lower the residual ¢2
norms by an order of magnitude across the four different set of space—time bases. However, the MSE results
behave contrary to the way the residual £2 norm results behave, especially at larger time window lengths. This
behavior is consistent with what was observed in [21]. Some possible explanations for this behavior include
the following. In model reduction, the accuracy of the ROM is dependent on the trial subspace data and its
corresponding subspace, hence, it is expected that the MSE will improve with increased fidelity of the bases.
However, residual ¢2 norms measure how well a solution, whether it be a ROM or FOM satisfies the governing
equations. Since the goal of projection-based model reduction is to minimize the residual £ norms given the
trial tensor data obtained offline, it can be deduced that without a physical constraint on the original PDE
problem, the residual ¢? norms can increase with decreased time windowing length. An additional study was
conducted to assess if the type of problem and/or the fidelity of the basis chosen is responsible for the opposing
behaviors of the MSE and the residual £2 norms at longer window lengths. To see if the phase error contributes
to this opposing behavior, the IMSE is plotted in Appendix A; it was found to be a non-contributing factor.

Overall, Figure 4 shows that there is some set of parameters (time window length, £, and sub-window length
l,) that gives the best MSE, IMSE and residual ¢? norm, a solution that minimizes the error relative to the
space—time subspace while still following the physics of the problem as much as possible. In the next section,
another experiment is made in order to study the effect of windowing and hyper-reduction on the MSE and the
residual /2 norm.

7.1.2. Windowed parameter study with hyper-reduction

This section compares the performances of the following space-time model reduction methods with varying
method parameters: ST-LSPG, WST-LSPG, ST-GNAT, and WST-GNAT for the Burgers’ equation. The goal
of these comparisons is to gain insight and understanding on how using windows and sub-windows for the space—
time bases affects the accuracy of the space—time ROMs. This goal is achieved by creating a study that collects
space-time model reduction results over varying ROM parameters (i.e., window size, sub-window size, trial
basis dimension, residual basis dimension) and constructing Pareto plots from these results. These Pareto plots
highlight the performances of the ROM given the error output of interest and the relative wall time. For the
Burgers’ equation, two sets of Pareto plots are presented corresponding to two different error output of interest:
(1) MSE and (2) residual ¢2 norm. For each window size /,, and sub-window size £, smaller localized Pareto plots
are presented. An overall Pareto plot and its corresponding Pareto front for each error output of interest and
windowed space-time parameter of interest are presented as well. The Pareto fronts for a given error output and
given windowed space—time parameter of interest are characterized by the given set of parameters that minimize
the competing relative error and relative wall time. For the Burgers’ equation, the number of windows and
sub-windows is varied such that nyin = {17 2,4,8,16,32,64,128, 256} and ngup = {1, 2,4,8,16,32,64, 128, 256}.
The relative wall time is calculated by dividing the time it takes to execute the method of interest (e.g. WST-
LSPG) by the time it takes to complete the FOM. The number of spatial elements in the sample mesh for
hyper-reduction is defined as z5 = [107 20,30 ... 200]7 and the number of temporal indices in the space—time
simulation for each window k is defined as z, = [2 ... NfJ.

The first set of Pareto plots can be seen in Figure 5, which shows nine different Pareto plots for MSE vs.
relative wall time for varying values of ¢,,. Each Pareto plot shows the WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT results
for all four different sets of space-time bases. Note that the data points that refer to ¢, = ¢s = 256At is
equivalent to the ST-LSPG and ST-GNAT method. Figure 5 shows that incorporating hyper-reduction into
WST-LSPG (i.e., WST-GNAT) decreases the relative wall time compared to its non-hyper-reduction counter
part (i.e., WST-LSPG). For each window length ¢,,, the MSE decreases as the sub-window lengths decrease for
both WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT. The MSE is the lowest when £, = At and ¢,, = At; however, these cases are
associated with longer relative wall times. To obtain the lowest relative wall time, fewer number of windows and
longer sub-window lengths are needed as exhibited in the limiting case of ST-LSPG. However, this reduction
in relative wall time is at the expense of a higher MSE. Figure 5j combines the results from Figure 5a-5i and
shows the Pareto front for all the MSE vs. relative wall time results. From this overall Pareto plot, the worst
performing methods correspond to larger sub-window lengths and the ST-GNAT methods, while the optimally
performing methods on the Pareto front refer to WST-LSPG methods with smaller sub-window lengths.

The next set of Pareto plots presents the same data as shown in Figure 5, but highlights how the MSE and
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Figure 5: Burgers’ equation. Pareto plots showing the MSE vs. relative wall time for varying sub-window lengths. These Pareto
plots highlight how the sub-window length £, affect the mean squared error for each time window length [, for WST-LSPG (ST-
LSPG when 4, = £s) and WST-GNAT (ST-GNAT when ¢, = {s). Each hyper-reduction point refers to a unique set of spatial
sample nodes and temporal sample nodes. The last Pareto plot combines all the results and shows the Pareto front.

relative wall time are affected by varying the window length for a constant sub-window length. The results for
this study can be seen in Figure 6. Figure 6a shows results for only the ST-LSPG and the ST-GNAT method
(when the sub-window length and the time window length are both equal to the length of the entire time
simulation). Next, in Figures 6b-6f is is seen that, for a given sub-window length, the lowest MSE and relative
wall time occurs when the the window length is equal to the sub-window length. Figures 6g-6i, however, show
different behaviors: For smaller sub-window lengths, the lowest MSE is associated with larger window lengths,
by > Ls. Figure 6j combines the results from Figures 6a-6i and shows the same Pareto front as seen in Figure 5j.
The difference between Figure 6j and Figure 5j is that Figure 5j highlights how the MSE decreases with smaller
sub-window length, and Figure 6j highlights how the MSE decreases with smaller window length.

The parameters for MSE that lie on the Pareto front, labeled as cases 1 — 18 in Figures 5j and 6j, are listed in
Table 1. Cases 1-8 refer to the original ST-GNAT method with hyper-reduction (i.e., £, = {s = T). Case 1 refers
to when only two temporal nodes are used out of the possible 256 temporal nodes in temporal hyper-reduction.
Case 1 additionally refers to the use of the (spatial) sample mesh where 130 spatial nodes out of the possible
200 spatial nodes are used. Cases 9-13 refer to WST-GNAT, where windowing and hyper-reduction is used to
achieve low MSE and low relative times. The number of windows range from 32 to 256 where the associated
time window lengths range from 0.1 to 0.8. Additionally, the sub-window length ranges from 0.1 to 0.8. The
sample mesh for these Pareto front cases includes as little as 20 spatial nodes to as many as 70 spatial nodes,
much is less than half of the total number spatial nodes. Cases 14-18 refer to the WST-LSPG method without
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Figure 6: Burgers’ equation. Pareto plots showing the MSE vs. relative wall time for varying window lengths. These Pareto plots
highlight how the window length ¢, affect the mean squared error for each sub-window length s for WST-LSPG (ST-LSPG when
Ly = £s) and WST-GNAT (ST-GNAT when £, = £s). Each hyper-reduction point refers to a unique set of spatial sample nodes
and temporal sample nodes. The last Pareto plot combines all the results and shows the Pareto front (same as Figure 5j).

Table 1: Burgers’ equation. Method and parameter values for labeled data points in Figures 5 and 6 that yield Pareto-optimal
performance for MSE. Highlighted rows refer to test cases that additionally exist on the optimal Pareto Front for the residuals.

case method Lo 0, tZZ?l tfgl €s e er, er, % 2 MSE X’Lil;cl" tr;rllztwe rela?i‘r':ewau
1 ST-GNAT 25.6 25.6 98 148  0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 2 130 0.533224345  12.45653562  0.015386589
2 ST-GNAT 25.6  25.6 22 76 0.99 0.99 0.999 0.999 18 20 0.109034729  3.786097827  0.062465228
3 ST-GNAT 25.6  25.6 22 76 0.99 0.99 0.999 0.999 18 30 0.110290589  3.857666540  0.121033087
4 ST-GNAT 25.6  25.6 22 76 0.99 0.99 0.999 0.999 34 20 0.112667597  3.852059257  0.142223121
5 ST-GNAT 25.6 25.6 22 76 0.99 0.99 0.999 0.999 18 40 0.102668917  3.846951908 0.154143598
6 ST-GNAT 25.6 25.6 68 190 0.999 0.99 0.999 0.999 18 50 0.089993176  9.092380722  0.181795453
7 ST-GNAT 25.6  25.6 68 190 0.999 0.99 0.999 0.999 18 60 0.077490715  8.935311415  0.233166894
8 ST-GNAT 25.6  25.6 68 190  0.999 0.99 0.999 0.999 18 70 0.076497668  9.036366568  0.265945585

9  WST-GNAT 08 08 360 1563 0.99 099 0.999 0999 5 40 0.040785017  1.313484544  0.279190563
10  WST-GNAT 0.1 0.1 1730 4010 0.99 099 0999 0.999 2 20 0.024680093  0.894093204  0.292897573
11 WST-GNAT 0.1 0.1 1730 4010 0.99 0.999 0999 0.999 2 30 0.022005269  0.904674125  0.328264012
12 WST-GNAT 0.2 0.1 2490 4186 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 50 0.019193423  1.383185815  0.601325305
13 WST-GNAT 0.8 0.2 1496 5247 0999 099 0.9999 09999 9 70 0.015893315  2.003705125  1.152805599

14  WST-LSPG 1.6 0.2 1496 0.999  0.99 — — 0.012777172  2.829880654
15 WST-LSPG 32 0.2 2205 0.999  0.999 0.010414663  5.411230826
16 ~ WST-LSPG 64 0.1 2490 — 0999 0.999 — — — — 0.009168400  14.06306610 —
17 WST-LSPG 128 0.1 2490 — 0999 0.999 — — — — 0.008247672  47.71383365 —
18  WST-LSPG 256 0.1 2490 — 0999 0.99 — — — — 0.006083036  157.3006332 —

27



102E s 3 4 3 G i : ]

8
°
10-'E (]
1072 1(;’l l(ll“ u')' 11I>-’ 1(;" 1(‘1“ 1(‘)‘ lt‘J“ u‘ﬂ I(IJ“ 1(1)‘ 11‘)“
relative wall time relative wall time relative wall time relative wall time relative wall time
(a) nwin = 1,4, = 256At (b) Nwin = 2,4y = 128At  (¢) nwin = 4,y = 64A¢  (d) Nwin = 8, Ly = 32At  (€) Nwin = 16, €, = 16AtL

102 b E E a — = At
— = 2At
— (= 4At
—_— L = 8AL
— L = 16At
05 = 32At
s '« - . @ £y = 64At
T « et £, = 128At

3 (] — (, = 256At

=
T
T
T
T

100

residual 2 norm

1071 E E E

. . . .

10° 10° 10° 10°
relative wall time relative wall time relative wall time relative wall time

(£) Twin = 32, £y, = 8AL () Mwin = 64,8y = 4At  (h) Nyin = 128,y = 2A¢ (i) Nywin = 256, £, = Al

10°E . it s o i
. . : ST . o S e O Pareto front

101

100k

residual ¢ norm

. . .
102 107! 100 10" 102
relative wall time

(j) Combined Pareto Plot with Pareto Front

Figure 7: Burgers’ equation. Pareto plots showing the residual £2 norm vs. relative wall time at varying sub-window lengths. These
Pareto plots highlight how the sub-window length £5 affect the residual ¢2 norm for each time window length l,, for WST-LSPCG
(ST-LSPG when £, = £5) and WST-GNAT (ST-GNAT when ¢, = £;). Each hyper-reduction point refers to a unique set of spatial
sample nodes and temporal sample nodes. The last Pareto plot combines all the results and shows the Pareto front.

hyper-reduction. As expected, the results produced by the WST-LSPG method give the lowest MSE results, but
require longer relative wall times. Overall, these MSE results show that WST-GNAT can decrease the relative
wall time by two to three orders of magnitude. Lastly, longer window lengths lead to higher computational costs,
and shorter window lengths lead to shorter relative wall times without substantially affecting the MSE. The
next set of Pareto plots can be seen in Figure 7, which shows nine different Pareto plots for residual 2 norms
vs. relative wall time for varying values of £,. These residual 2 norm calculations come from the same set of
data shown in Figures 5 and 6. Like the MSE results in Figure 5, the hyper-reduction results show that the
WST-GNAT simulations result in relative wall times that are orders of magnitude less than those of WST-LSPG.
However, for the residual ¢? norms, the lower relative wall times are only obtained up to a certain sub-window
length for each window length. For example, in Figure 7b, when the window length and sub-window length is
the same £, = {5, WST-GNAT reveals that for the same amount of accuracy, the relative wall time decreases.
This is true for when the sub-window length is further halved. However, past this point, the residual ¢? norms
do not follow this downward trend and increase with decreasing sub-window length as seen when ¢, = 16At
and ¢, = 8At. Thus, the optimal ¢/, values give low relative wall times and low residual ¢? norms. Figure 7j
combines the results from Figure 7a-7i to create a Pareto front showing the optimal set of parameters that give
lower residual £2 norms vs relative wall time.

The next set of Pareto plots presents the same data as shown in Figure 7, but highlights how the residual ¢2
norm and relative wall time are affected by varying window lengths for a constant sub-window length. The results
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Figure 8: Burgers’ equation. Pareto plots for residual £2 norm vs. relative wall time for varying sub-window lengths. These Pareto
plots highlight how the window length, £,,, affect the residual £2 norm for each sub-window length £5 for WST-LSPG/ST-LSPCG
and WST-GNAT/ST-GNAT. Each hyper-reduction case refers to a unique set of spatial sample nodes and temporal sample nodes.
The last Pareto plot combines all the results for the residual £2 norm and shows the Pareto front (same as Figure 5j).

Table 2: Burgers’ equation. Method and parameter values for labeled data points in Figures 5 and 6 that yield Pareto-optimal
performance for the general Windowed model reduction method in terms of the residual £2 norm. Highlighted rows refer to test
cases that additionally exist on the optimal Pareto Front for MSE.

case method ¢ . es total toyt.al e e e e 2 2 residual x-LSPG r'clativc Rclatfvc wall
w ¢ Tst n’, S g Ts Tt g s ¢2 norm wall time time
1 ST-GNAT 25.6 25.6 98 148  0.999 0999 0999 0999 2 130 33.68670968  12.45653562  0.015386589
2 ST-GNAT 25.6 25.6 22 76 0.99 0.99 0999 0.999 18 20 4.655537161  3.786097827  0.062465228
3 WST-GNAT 128 128 39 148  0.99 0.99 0999 0999 10 20 5.253386860  2.950033721  0.077836879
4 WST-GNAT 128 12.8 39 148 0.99 0.99 0999 0999 10 40 4.104538792 2.932780389 0.104491508
5 WST-GNAT 128 128 39 148  0.99 0.99 0999 0999 10 50 3.921332144  2.927011265 0.112900133
6 ST-GNAT 25.6  25.6 68 190 0999 0.99 0999 0999 18 50 2.694921068  9.092380722  0.181795453
7 ST-GNAT 25.6 25.6 68 190 0.999 0.99 0.999 0999 18 60 2.687869219  8.935311415  0.233166894
8 ST-GNAT 25.6  25.6 68 190 0999 099 0999 0999 18 70 2.685009426  9.036366568  0.265945585
9 WST-GNAT 0.1 0.1 1730 4010 0.99 0.99 0999 0999 2 30 1.316808304  0.895191869  0.326798440
10 WST-GNAT 0.2 0.1 2490 4186 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 50 0.672582791  1.383185815  0.601325305
11 WST-GNAT 0.2 0.1 2490 4186 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 60  0.660878763 1.383908211 0.653675049
12 WST-GNAT 0.2 0.1 2490 4186 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 70 0.664936770  1.403074748  0.729775602
13 WST-LSPG 0.4 0.1 2490 — 0.999 0.999 — — — — 0.361554579 — 1.661458611
14 WST-LSPG 0.8 0.1 2490 —  0.999 0.999 — — — — 0.229856161 — 2.234523461
15 WST-LSPG 1.6 0.1 2490 — 0.999 0.999 — — — — 0.170444365 — 3.121685483
16 WST-LSPG 3.2 0.1 2490 — 0999 0.99 — — — —  0.122859453 — 5.551955888
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for this can be seen in Figure 8. Figures 8b-8e show that with hyper-reduction, WST-GNAT does decrease the
relative wall time without increasing the residual /2 norm for many of the test cases. However, as the sub-window
length decreases, the WST-GNAT results begin to deviate from the initial trend. It is apparent in Figure 8¢ that
at a certain value of sub-window length, adding hyper-reduction increases the residual 2> norms regardless of
the set of bases used or the number of temporal and spatial nodes used. This shows that in order to achieve low
MSE and low residual #2 norms, the sub-window length for this experiment need to be set such that £, > 16At.
If the sub-window length is too small, the ROM will produce larger residual £? norms. Figure 8 compiles the
results from Figure 8a-8i to create a Pareto front showing the optimal set of parameters that gives the lowest
residual ¢? norms vs. relative wall time. This Pareto front is the same one shown in Figure 7j, but highlights
how the residual ¢2 norms and relative wall time change with different window lengths. The parameters for
residual ¢2 norm that lie on the Pareto front can be seen in Table 2. Cases 1-2 and cases 6-8, refer to the
original ST-LSPG method with hyper-reduction (i.e., ST-GNAT). These ST-GNAT data points correspond to
low relative wall time, but high residual norms. Cases 3-5 and 9-12 refer to the WST-LSPG method with hyper-
reduction. These cases, especially cases 9-12, exhibit results that have a combination of both lower residual ¢2
norms and lower relative wall times. Cases 13-16 refer to the WST-LSPG method without hyper-reduction and
are characterized by lower residual ¢2 norms, but longer relative wall times.

Lastly, Table 1 and Table 2 have certain rows highlighted. The highlighted rows refer to a specific set of
parameters that refer to the Pareto optimal parameters for both the MSE and residual ¢2 norm; these test
cases exist in both Pareto front. These highlighted test cases are adequate starting points to find a windowed
space-time ROM solution that optimizes both the MSE and residual ¢? norm.

7.1.8. Summary of results

WST-LSPG was performed on the one-dimensional Burgers’ equation. To assess this proposed method, the
MSE, IMSE, and the residual £? norms were calculated over two different window parameters, ¢, and ;. First,
the results for this study were shown in Figure 4. Figure 4 showed that the MSE and the residual /2 norms
exhibited opposite behaviors as the time window length increased. The IMSE was plotted as well in Appendix A
in order to discount the influence of phase error on MSE. Next, the WST-LSPG results were shown in Pareto
plots for the MSE in Figure 5 and Figure 6 and for the residual ¢? norm in Figure 7 and Figure 8. The optimal
cases were plotted on Pareto fronts. These fronts showed that the cases that gave the lowest MSE and residual
£? norms were characterized by a larger number of windows and sub-windows. Finally, with hyper-reduction,
WST-GNAT was able to reduce the computational cost while achieving a MSE as low as 0.015893315 and low
residual ¢? norms as low as 0.664936770. Note that without hyper-reduction, the WST-LSPG achieved MSEs
as low as 0.006083036 and residual /2 norms as low as 0.122859453, highlighting that hyper-reduction did not
achieve the lowest MSE and residual ¢? norms.

7.2. Parameterized compressible Navier—Stokes equations

This section presents results for WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT applied to the two-dimensional compressible
Naiver—Stokes equations. The compressible Navier—Stokes equations describe the motion of a viscous fluid and
is made up of the conservation of mass, conservation of momentum, and the conservation of energy equations.
Together, the equations are defined as

%1‘ +V-F=V-Q, Vzec[-100,100], y € [-100,100], V¢ e [0,T], (7.3)

where u is the state vector, F is the convective flux, and @ is the diffusive flux. The state and fluxes are defined
as

P puL pUs 0 0
2
puUL puy +pl| = puity | 11 = T12 =
u = , F = T + R = 1 + 5
pu2 pusug pui+pl? Q 12 T2 J
pE pur H puz H UITIL + UaTi2 + @1 UIT12 + UaT22 + @2

where i and 3 refer to the spatial dimension, p is the density, uy, us are the components of the velocities, F is
the specific total energy per unit mass, and H is the specific total enthalpy per unit mass. The heat transfer
term and the viscous shear and normal stresses for a Newtonian fluid are defined as

¢i = k0T, T35 = pns(0iu; + 0ju;) + 0ij AOm U,

30



=
S
Y

3
=

5\; -’
e

KX

=

Figure 9: NACA 0012 geometry and its unstructured mesh

where ping is the dynamic viscosity, A is the bulk viscosity, d;; is the Kronecker delta function, and x7 thermal
conductivity. These quantities are defined as

T \"° (Tyes + T, 2 TR
= le D - = . 7.4
p=a f(Tref) ( T+T. ) 3t T TP (7.4)

Important properties for this problem include the specific heat ratio v = 1.4, Reynolds number Re = 5000,
Prandtl number Pr = 0.71, and the gas constant R = 287.05 J/(kg- K). The free-stream state is initialized

T
to ups = [p pur  pus pE]T = [1 cos(a) sin(a) W + %] , and the parameter space is defined as

p=(a,M)eD=[8,9]x[0.6,0.7]), where « is the angle of attack and M = /vp/p is the Mach number. The set
of design parameters for a and M were found by uniformly sampling such that Apu, = 0.025, and Apys = 0.025.
This leads to V,, = 5 and N,,, = 5. Overall, the number of training data sets is nain = 25. The test
parameters used in the predictive model reduction simulations are set to fitest,o = 8.37 and pigest,mr = 0.67. The
design parameter space for the space—time residual basis is set to be the same as the one used for the states. This
example considers four different quantities of interest to evaluate the accuracy and behavior of the WST-LSPG
ROMs: MSE, residual #? norm, relative drag error, and relative lift error. The FOM wall time was found by
taking the average of 100 simulation wall times. For each ROM case, the online simulation was executed five
times to find the average relative wall times.

The geometry chosen for this work is the two-dimensional NACA 0012 airfoil. The boundary conditions are
full-state on the far-field and adiabatic no-slip wall on the airfoil. The final time is set to 7' = 12.8. The state is
initialized to free-stream quantities and advanced forward in time using BDF2 time marching with a constant
time step of At = 0.1 for a total of 128 time steps. The far-field is approximately 100 chord lengths away from
the airfoil. To discretize in space, the discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method is used. The basis used in the DG
method are Tri-Lagrange polynomial basis functions defined by p + 1 order. For this work, the interpolation
order is set to p = 1 for a second order accurate state solution.

The mesh used for the NACA 0012 airfoil is an unstructured mesh that can be seen in Figure 9. The
unstructured mesh was created by performing steady mesh refinement via output-based error estimation on a
coarse mesh [45]. Five iterations of mesh adaptation were performed based on the output-based adjoint error to
find a mesh that was fine enough at locations such as the wake of the flow. The outputs for mesh adaption were
set to be the drag and lift. The final unstructured mesh used in these simulations contain 32,424 spatial nodes
and 10808 triangular elements. The compressible two-dimensional Navier—Stokes equations are implemented in
the xflow program, a high-order discontinuous Galerkin finite element solver in ANSI C [46]. All model reduction
routines for the two-dimensional model reduction are implemented in the ykflow program in ANSI C, which is a
library of functions that performs model reduction routines using the PETSc and SLEPc numerical linear algebra
libraries. All timings are obtained by performing serial calculations on an Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E5-2695 v4 @
2.10GHz, 128 GB RAM.

7.2.1. Model predictions

This section presents and compares the performance of the WST-LSPG method over varying window lengths
and varying sub-window lengths for the two-dimensional Navier—Stokes equations. Figure 10 shows the MSE,
residual ¢2 norm, relative drag error, and relative lift error as a function of the window length, ¢,, and the
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Figure 10: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. MSE, residual £2 norms, relative drag error, and relative lift error for WST-LSPG
for the following set of bases: es = 0.99,e; = 0.99 es = 0.99,e; = 0.999, es = 0.999,e; = 0.99, es = 0.999, e; = 0.999. All results are
shown for various time window size, £,,, and various sub-window size, £.
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sub-window length, ¢;,. The number of time windows is set to be nyin = {1,2,4,8, 16, 32, 64, 128}, and the
number of sub-windows is set to be ng,, = {1, 2,4,8,16, 32,64, 128}.

First, Figures 10a, 10b, 10c, 10d show the MSE vs. window length, ¢,, for varying sub-window lengths. These
results show that the MSE decreases initially and then increases as the time window length increases, except
when, ¢, = At. Overall larger sub-window and window lengths lead to higher MSE. It is interesting to note
that the ST-LSPG test case (£, = 128At,¢; = 128At) does not give the lowest MSE when compared to the
test cases where /, = {8At, 16At, 32At, 64At}. Lastly, it can be seen that higher number of bases for space and
time lead to overall lower MSE, especially for lower sub-window lengths, /.

Second, Figures 10e, 10f, 10g, 10h show the residual £? norms vs. window length, £, for varying sub-window
lengths. These figures show that as the window lengths increase for all sets of space-time bases, the residual ¢2
norm decreases for all sub-window lengths, contrary to the results shown for MSE. This is consistent with the
results found for the Burgers’ equation in Figure 4. Note that unlike the MSE results, the ST-LSPG case has
the largest residual £2 norm for all set of space-time bases, showing that introducing windows and sub-windows
improves the residual ¢2 norm, especially for larger time-window lengths.

Next, Figures 10i, 10j, 10k, 101 show the relative drag error vs. window length, ¢,, for varying sub-window
lengths. Unlike the results for the residual #2 norm, the relative drag error error increases with the time window
length, ¢,, except for when ¢, = At and es; = 0.999. Again, the ST-LSPG case has the largest relative drag
error for all set of space-time bases, which shows that windowing can increase the accuracy of the ROM when
it comes to the drag. For a larger number of spatial and temporal bases, the relative drag error does decrease
with increasing time window length when ¢, = At. Of the four different types of output errors, relative drag
error is the largest in this study.

Lastly, Figures 10m, 10n, 100, 10p show the relative lift error vs. window length for varying sub-window
lengths. The relative lift error behaves similarly to the MSE. For e; = 0.99,¢; = 0.99 and e; = 0.99, ¢; = 0.999,
the relative lift error decreases when £5 = At. For ¢; > At, the relative lift error is an order of magnitude greater
than when ¢, = At, and increases slowly as the time window length increases. Note that the ST-LSPG case does
not give the lowest relative lift error—true for MSE as well. It can be seen that when £, > 2At, the WST-LSPG
relative lift error can be greater than the relative lift error for ST-LSPG. However, when e; = 0.999,e; = 0.99
and e; = 0.999, e; = 0.999, the relative lift error improves, showing that more spatial bases are needed in order
to achieve lower relative lift errors.

7.8. Windowed parameter study with hyper-reduction

In this section, the performances of WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT are compared with ST-LSPG and ST-
GNAT across different window lengths and sub-window lengths. First, Figure 11 shows the Mach number
contour plots for the compressible Navier—Stokes equations for four different methods: FOM, ST-LSPG, WST-
LSPG, and WST-GNAT.

Figure 11a shows the Mach contour plots for the FOM at different time steps. With a Reynolds number of
Re = 5000, the flow tends to exhibit more pseudo-chaotic behaviors as time increases. Figure 11b shows the
Mach contour plots for the original ST-LSPG method at the same time steps as shown for the FOM. This test
case refers to a ROM produced with nyi, = 1 and ngy, = 1 where e, = 0.999 and e; = 0.999. At Re = 5000,
ST-LSPG is unable to pick up the intricacies involved in the wake of the NACA 0012 airfoil.

Figure 11c shows the Mach contour plots for the proposed WST-LSPG method at the same time steps
as shown for the FOM and ST-LSPG. This test case refers to a ROM produced with nyi, = 4, neup, = 32,
es = 0.999, and e; = 0.999. This test case was chosen, because this set of WST-LSPG parameters produced
the lowest residual #2 norms. It can be seen that introducing windows and sub-windows improves the accuracy
of the Mach number profiles. Figure 11c shows a transonic shock wave developing, accompanied by high Mach
numbers, which ST-LSPG failed to qualify. Note that by ¢ = 6.4, the development of the transonic shock wave
is hindered by the development of shedding vortices. Figure 11c at ¢t = 6.4 and ¢t = 12.8 shows that WST-LSPG
is able to resolve the wake better than ST-LSPG.

Figure 11d show the Mach contour plots for the WST-GNAT method at the same time steps as shown for
WST-LSPG. This test case refers to a ROM produced with nyiy, = 16, ngy, = 8, es = 0.999, e, = 0.999,
er, = 0.999, e,, = 0.999, z, = 3242 (30% of the total number of elements in the spatial sample mesh), and
z: = 3. These plots show that WST-GNAT is able to resolve the wake, but at a lower reduced computational
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(d) Windowed space—time Petrov—Galerkin method + Gauss—Newton with approximated tensors

Figure 11: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. NACA 0012 airfoil Mach number plots for FOM, ST-LSPG, WST-LSPG, and
WST-GNAT for ¢t = {0.4,1.6,6.4,12.8}
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Figure 12: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Sample mesh obtained by performing a space—time greedy algorithm for a time
instance, t of the k** window used for the WST-GNAT case in Figure 11.

cost compared to WST-LSPG. A subset of the sample mesh used in Figure 11d can be seen in Figure 12.

Next, a more thorough comparison is made for the performances of WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT. Like the
Burgers’ equation experiment, the results of these methods over varying windowed parameters are presented in
Pareto plots. There are three sets of Pareto plots for the compressible Navier—Stokes equations in this paper,
one for each output error of interest: MSE, relative drag error, and relative lift error. Additionally, residual ¢2
norm results were calculated and can be found in Appendix B, which showed similar residual ¢? norm results for
Navier—Stokes equations as the residual £2 norm results for Burgers’ equation. For each output error of interest,
this paper presents two Pareto plots, one for varying sub-window lengths, ¢; and one for varying window lengths,
£,,. Note that not all possible combinations of window lengths and sub-window lengths for WST-GNAT were
able to be performed due to three reasons: (1) when the window sizes are large (i.e., large space—time residual
vectors) and many sub-windows are employed (i.e., high-fidelity basis), the Gauss—Newton method requires more
memory than was available on the node used to perform the computations, (2) not all parameter combinations
led to solutions that converged, and (3) for ¢,, € [At, 2At], e.g., Figures 13g, 13h, 15g, 15h, 17g, 17h, performing
hyper-reduction in time is limited, and performing hyper-reduction in space over a small time window yields
unstable solutions due to lack of a priori bounds [18].

Similarly to Figure 5, Figure 13 shows how the MSE vs. relative wall time behaves with varying sub-
window lengths for each time window length. Overall, hyper-reduction reduces the relative wall time for each £,
considered. At the same time, the MSE improved with decreasing sub-window length. Figure 13i combines the
results for the MSE for varying sub-window length and shows the resulting Pareto front for MSE. It is seen that
introducing hyper-reduction to WST-LSPG decreases the relative wall time by up to three orders of magnitude.

Figure 14 shows how the MSE vs. relative time wall time behaves with varying window lengths. These Pareto
plots show the same data points as shown in Figure 13, but highlight how the MSE changes with varying window
length for each sub-window length. It can be seen that decreasing the time window length leads to higher mean
squared error. This means that an optimal set of window lengths and sub-window lengths exist for MSE: larger
time window lengths, but shorter sub-window lengths. Figure 14i combines the results and shows the Pareto
front, which is the same as the Pareto front in Figure 13i. Table 3 shows the parameters of the cases that lie on
the Pareto front for MSE shown in both Figures 13i and 14i. Case 1 refers to the ST-GNAT technique, which
has the lowest relative wall time. Cases 2-5 refer to the WST-GNAT technique, which exhibited higher relative
wall times compared to Case 1, but, overall, exhibited lower MSEs. The highlighted rows refer to a specific set
of parameters that lie on the Pareto front for MSE, residual #? norms, relative drag error, and relative lift error.

Next, Figure 15 shows how the relative drag error vs. relative wall time behaves with varying sub-window
lengths for each time window length. It is seen that, as the sub-window length increases, the relative drag
error for WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT increases as well. With hyper-reduction, the relative wall time decreases
approximately up to two orders of magnitude without affecting the relative drag error. Again, none of the
WST-GNAT cases converged for £,, = 2At and ¢,, = At, due to the fact that stability guarantee decreases as
the window length decreases. Figure 151 combines the data for the relative drag error and shows the Pareto
front. Along the Pareto front, it can be seen that the lowest relative wall time are obtained when ¢4 = 128At¢,
but that these parameter settings lead to high relative drag errors. Decreasing the sub-window length along the
Pareto front leads to WST-GNAT cases where the relative drag error decreases up to three orders of magnitude
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Figure 13: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Pareto plots for mean squared error vs. relative wall time for varying sub-window
lengths. These Pareto plots highlight how the sub-window length, £, affect the residual £2 norm for each window length, £, for
WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT. Each hyper-reduction case refers to a unique set of spatial sample nodes and temporal sample nodes.
The last Pareto plot combines all the results for MSE and shows the Pareto front.

with less than an order of magnitude in change for the relative wall time. These results show that, to obtain
low relative drag error with low computational cost, using the smallest possible sub-window length is ideal for
this problem.

Figure 16 shows how the relative drag error vs. relative wall time behaves with varying window lengths for
each sub-window length. The data shown in these plots are the same data shown in Figure 15. It can be seen
that the relative drag error tends to increase with decreasing window lengths. This behavior can be seen more
apparently for ¢, = 64At¢ and ¢; = 32At. Figure 16i combines the data for relative drag error and shows the
Pareto front, which is the same Pareto front shown in Figure 15i. The WST-GNAT cases that lie on the Pareto
front show that decreasing the time window length can lead to less relative drag error and relatively low relative
wall times when compared to the WST-LSPG cases. Table 4 lists the parameters used in these cases that lie
on the Pareto front for relative drag error shown in both Figures 151 and 16i. Case 1 refers to a ST-GNAT
case, which exhibits the lowest relative wall time, but is accompanied by high relative drag error. Cases 2—6
show parameters for WST-GNAT methods that yield optimal relative drag error and relative wall time. Case 6
shows the most optimal data point that gives the lowest optimal relative drag error with less than an order of
magnitude increase in the relative wall time. This particular case was executed with nyi, = 16 and ngy, = 8.
The highlighted rows again refer to the most optimal cases on the Pareto front that are best for MSE, residual
£? norm, relative drag error, and relative lift error.
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Figure 14: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Pareto plots for MSE vs. relative wall time for varying window lengths. These
Pareto plots highlight how the window length, ¢,,, affect the MSE for WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT. The last Pareto plot combines
the results for the MSE and shows the Pareto front (same as Figure 5j).

Table 3: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Method and parameter values for labeled data points in Figures 13 and 14 that
yield Pareto-optimal performance for MSE. Highlighted rows refer to test cases that additionally exist on the Pareto Front for the
residual £2 norms.

case method Lo Ly t::jl tzzijl es e er, er, 2 Zs MSE X’Lizl? trif:f“’e remtli‘;:cwau
1 ST-GNAT 12.8 12.8 20 16 0999 0.99 0999 0999 9 1080 0.082234972  0.839231102 0.008468197
2 WST-GNAT 12.8 6.4 35 10 0.999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 1080 0.057827486  0.842380016  0.009793139
3 WST-GNAT 128 3.2 71 6 0.999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 1080 0.048843402 1.306378678  0.012390053
4 WST-GNAT 6.4 0.8 245 13 0999 0.99 0999 0999 5 1080 0.029223707  2.261437990  0.016439454
5 WST-GNAT 1.6 0.2 725 145 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 1080 0.017791989 1.717868245 0.025160652
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Figure 15: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Pareto plots for relative drag error vs. relative wall time for varying sub-window
lengths. These Pareto plots highlight how the sub-window length, ¢, affect the relative drag error for WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT.
Each hyper-reduction case refers to a unique set of spatial sample nodes and temporal sample nodes. The last Pareto plot combines
all the results for the relative drag error and shows the Pareto front.

Figure 17 shows how the relative lift error vs. relative wall time behaves with varying sub-window length.
The relative lift error behaves similarly as the other output errors; for a certain window length, the relative
lift improves as the sub-window length decreases. Additionally, introducing hyper-reduction to WST-LSPG
resulted in increased accuracy of the relative lift. As before, the WST-GNAT cases for ¢,, = 2At and ¢,, = At
did not converge due to lack of enough stability guarantee over the smaller windows. Figure 17i shows the
combined results for relative lift vs. relative wall time. It can be seen that introducing windowing to ST-LSPG
leads to lower relative lift errors and lower relative time. These results additionally confirm that increasing the
sub-window length leads to higher relative lift and lower relative wall times.

Figure 18 shows how the relative lift error vs. relative wall time behaves with varying window lengths. All
data in this figure is the same as those found in Figure 17. When {; = {128At, 64At,32At}, the relative lift
error decreases with decreasing window length. The opposite seems to be true for £, = 16 At and 8At, where the
relative lift error decreases with increasing window length. Figure 18i combines the results and shows the Pareto
front, which is the same Pareto front shown in Figure 17i. It is seen that longer window lengths result in higher
relative lift along the Pareto front. Overall, including hyper-reduction reduces the wall time by approximately
two orders of magnitudes. Table 5 details the parameters for the cases that lie on the Pareto front for the relative
lift error shown in both Figure 17i and Figure 18i. Case 1 refers to the ST-GNAT method and is associated
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lengths. These Pareto plots highlight how the window length, £,,, affect the relative drag error for WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT.
The last Pareto plot combines all the results for the relative drag error and shows the Pareto front.

relative wall time

L
10°

Pareto plots for relative drag error vs.

(i) Combined Pareto plot with Pareto front for relative drag error

relative wall time for varying window

Table 4: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Method and parameter values for labeled data points in Figures 15 and 16 that

yield Pareto-optimal performance for the relative drag error.

optimal Pareto Front for MSE, residual ¢2 norm, and relative lift error.

Highlighted rows refer to test cases that additionally exist on the

total

total

relative drag

x-LSPG relative

relative wall

case method lw & Nst nt, oS €t Ers Er t Zs error wall time time
1 ST-GNAT 12.8 128 20 16 0999 099 0999 0999 9 1080 7.168969146  0.839231102  0.008468197
2 WST-GNAT 128 6.4 35 10 0999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 1080 3.210113397  0.842380016  0.009793139
3 WST-GNAT 12.8 3.2 71 6 0.999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 1080 0.461654353 1.306378678  0.012390053
4 WST-GNAT 6.4 0.8 245 13 0999 099 0.999 0.999 4 1080 0.147403667  2.261437990  0.016439454
5 WST-GNAT 1.6 0.2 725 145 0999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 1080 0.091927101 1.717868245  0.025160652
6 WST-GNAT 0.8 0.1 774277 0999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 1080 0.020251278 1.006124284  0.030765692
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Figure 17: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Pareto plots for relative lift error vs. relative wall time for varying sub-window
lengths. These Pareto plots highlight how the sub-window length, £5, affect the relative lift error for WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT.
Each hyper-reduction case refers to a unique set of spatial sample nodes and temporal sample nodes. The last Pareto plot combines
all the results for the relative lift error and shows the Pareto front.

with higher relative lift errors but lower relative wall times. Cases 2-5 refer to the WST-GNAT method, which
is associated with lower relative lift errors but higher relative wall times; however, the relative wall times are
reduced by less than an order of magnitude. The highlighted rows again refer to the most optimal cases on the
Pareto front that is best for MSE, residual ¢? norm, relative drag error, and relative lift error.

7.8.1. Summary of results

The WST-LSPG method was implemented on the two-dimensional compressible Navier—Stokes equation.
To additionally evaluate the behavior of WST-LSPG, the MSE, the residual ¢? norm, the relative drag error,
and the relative lift error were calculated over two different window hyper-parameters: window length, £, and
sub-window length, ¢;. Applied to the two-dimensional problem, WST-LSPG was shown to produce ROMs
with lower MSE and lower residual ¢2 norms. This is due to higher time-local fidelity bases over windows that
were able to better resolve complexities in the flow, especially at the wake of the NACA 0012 airfoil. As seen
in the results for the Burgers’ equation, the results for the two-dimensional Navier—Stokes problem additionally
produced MSE that first decreases in window lengths and then increases in window lengths. The results for the
residual #2 norm showed different behaviors compared to the results of the MSE, where the residual £2 norm
decreased consistently as the window length increased over varied values of sub-window length. Note that unlike
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Figure 18: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Pareto plots for relative lift error vs. relative wall time for varying window
lengths. These Pareto plots highlight how the window length, ¢,,, affect the relative lift error for WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT.
The last Pareto plot combines all the results for the relative lift error and shows the Pareto front.

Table 5: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Method and parameter values for labeled data points in Figures 17 and 18 that
yield Pareto-optimal performance for the relative lift error. Highlighted rows refer to test cases that additionally exist on the optimal
Pareto Front for MSE, residual £2 error, and the relative drag error.

case method ¢ /. total  total . es e e 2 2. relative lift x-LSPG relative relat%ve wall
w $ TNt nt, s Ts Tt $ error wall time time
1 ST-GNAT 12.8 12.8 20 16 0999 099 0999 0.999 9 1080 0.201771432  0.839231102  0.008468197
2 WST-GNAT 128 6.4 35 10 0999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 1080 0.123280751  0.842380016  0.009793139
3 WST-GNAT 6.4 0.8 245 13 0999 099 0999 0.999 5 1080 0.038892137  2.261437990  0.016439454
4 WST-GNAT 1.6 02 725 145 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 1080 0.026915803  1.717868245  0.025160652
5 WST-GNAT 0.8 0.1 774 277 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 1080 0.024986254  1.006124284  0.030765692

41



the Burgers’ equation results, inclusion of hyper-reduction in the space-time model reduction process yielded the
lowest MSE of 0.017791989 and yielded approximately the same residual ¢? norms. The results for the relative
drag error and relative lift error showed similar behaviors as the results for the MSE. Finally, it was shown that
the addition of hyper-reduction for the windowed model reduction technique yielded orders of magnitude lower
relative wall times without affecting the output errors of interest. Overall, applying the WST-LSPG technique
on the two-dimensional compressible Navier-Stokes equation produced lower MSEs, residual ¢2 norms, relative
drag errors, and relative lift errors, when compared to the ST-LSPG technique.

8. Conclusions

This work introduced the WST-LSPG method for the space—time model reduction of parameterized nonlinear
dynamical systems. WST-LSPG, which builds upon the space—time least-squares Petrov—Galerkin method,
divides the time simulation into ni, windows and sequentially minimizes the discrete-in-time residual within
its own unique low dimensional space-time subspace in a weighted ¢?-norm. Additionally, this work proposes
a temporal domain decomposition technique to construct space—time trial subspaces via tensor decompositions
by further dividing the nyi, into ng,, sub-windows. Advantages of WST-LSPG include:

e Ability to limit the exponential growth of the computational cost to windows instead of time steps, de-
creasing the overall cost of finding the reduced space-time states

e Providing more efficient functionality for implementation of ROMs in high-fidelity codes by reducing the
cost associated with calculating the product of the space-time Jacobian and the space—time bases

e Ability to decrease the output error of interests when introducing windows and sub-windows to the space—
time affine trial subspaces

e Production of ROMs with lower relative wall times and better output errors when using smaller time
window lengths and smaller sub-window lengths as shown in the numerical experiments for the Burgers’
equation and the compressible Navier—Stokes equations

e Overall reduction of the computational cost of creating the space-time ROM by using hyper-reduction via
the Gauss—Newton with Approximated Tensors (GNAT) method

Future work for WST-LSPG consists of (1) developing a more intelligent way to determine where a window shall
begin and end depending on the physical attributes of the problem in the time domain, (2) creating a general
windowed space—time method for nonlinear manifolds using deep convolutions autoencoders, (3) integrating
conservation techniques to improve the residual ¢? norms of more complicated problems such as compressible
turbulent flows, and (4) formulating ways to better resolve complex events that happen in flows such as shocks
with windowed space-time methods.
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Appendix A. Burgers’ equation. Integrated mean squared error

An additional study was conducted to see if the type of problem and/or the fidelity of the basis chosen is
responsible for the opposing behaviors of MSE and residual £? norm at longer time window lengths. The ROM
found by performing WST-LSPG on the Burgers’ problem exhibits phase error over a longer period of time,
which could possibly contribute to the MSE increasing with increased time window length. In order to remove
any phase error that may exist and that may contribute to the MSE, the integrated MSE was calculated and is
shown in Figures A.19a, A.19b, A.19¢c, A.19d. These figures show that the overall integrated MSE is an order
of magnitude less than the MSE, showing that for the Burgers’ equation, phase error is a non inconsequential
error in this particular setup. The IMSE exhibits a minimum like seen in Figures 4a, 4b, 4c, 4d and increases
with larger time window length. This behavior again is different than the way the residual ¢2 norm behaves with
increasing time window length.
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Figure A.19: Burgers’ equation. WST-LSPG integrated MSE for basis set es = 0.99,ex = 0.99, es = 0.99,ex = 0.999, es =
0.999,e; = 0.99, and es = 0.999,e; = 0.999. The results are presented as a function of the window length, ¢,,, for various
sub-window lengths, 5.

Appendix B. Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Residual ¢£2 norms

Next, Figure B.20 shows how the residual 2 norm vs. relative wall time behaves with varying sub-window
lengths for each time window length. Each different Pareto plots refers to results for different time window
lengths ¢,,. Collectively, these Pareto plots show that the residual £? norm increases with increasing sub-window
length, which is contrary to the behavior of the MSE. With hyper-reduction, the relative wall time for the
different sub-window lengths decreased by one to two orders of magnitude. Again for ¢,, = 2At and ¢, = At,
no set of WST-GNAT parameters converged due to memory limitations. Figure B.20i combines the results for
residual #2 norms and shows the Pareto front; this plot shows that with hyper-reduction, WST-GNAT was able
to decrease the relative wall time by at most two orders of magnitude. Additionally, Figure B.20i shows that
the residual ¢2 norm decreases with decreasing sub-window lengths; this is consistent with the results for the
one-dimensional Burger’s equation.

Figure B.21 shows how the residual £2 norm vs. relative wall time behaves with varying window lengths for
each sub-window length. These Pareto plots show the same exact data points as shown in Figure B.20, but
highlight how the residual ¢? norm changes with varying window length for each sub-window length. It can
be seen that decreasing the time window length for each sub-window length leads to higher residual ¢? norms.
Figure B.21i combines the results for the residual £2 norms and shows the Pareto front, which is the same as the
one shown in Figure B.20i. Overall, it can be seen that larger time windows lead to lower relative wall times
for WST-GNAT, but that setting the time window length such that ¢, > 8At leads to lower residual ¢2 norms,
but slightly longer relative wall times. Table B.6 shows the parameters of the cases that lie on the Pareto front
found in both Figure B.20i and Figure B.21i. Cases 1-3 and 5 refer to ST-GNAT and exhibit lower relative wall
times. Cases 4 and 6-7 refer to WST-GNAT and exhibit lower residual £2 norms. The highlighted rows again
refer to cases that give optimal results for MSE, residual ¢2 norms, relative drag error, and relative lift error.
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Figure B.20: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Pareto plots for residual £2 norm vs. relative wall time for varying sub-window
lengths. These Pareto plots highlight how the sub-window length, £5, affect the residual £2 norm for WST-LSPG and WST-GNAT.
Each hyper-reduction case refers to a unique set of spatial sample nodes and temporal sample nodes. The last Pareto plot combines
all the results for the residual £2 norm and shows the Pareto front.
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The last Pareto plot combines all the results for the residual 2 norm and shows the Pareto front.

Table B.6: Compressible Navier—Stokes equations. Method and parameter values for labeled data points in Figures B.20 and B.21
that yield Pareto-optimal performance for for the residual ¢2 norm.

case method ¢ ¢ total  total e es e e 2 2 residual x-LSPG relative relative wall
w s Mst nyy s Ts Tt s £2 norm wall time time
1 ST-GNAT 12.8 128 20 16 0999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 1080 5.832617684  0.839231102  0.008468197
2 ST-GNAT 12.8 128 20 16 0999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 2161 7.122158120  0.842223198  0.012274356
3 ST-GNAT 12.8 128 20 16 0999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 3242 5.372841392  0.844611717  0.015412119
4 WST-GNAT 6.4 08 245 13 0999 099 0.999 0.999 5 1080 4.951202075  2.261437990  0.016439454
5 ST-GNAT 128 128 20 16 0999 0.99 0999 0.999 9 4323 4.876390151  0.851598851  0.018766640
6 WST-GNAT 1.6 0.2 725 145 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 1080 1.109987192  1.717868245 0.025160652
7 WST-GNAT 0.8 0.1 774 277 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 3 1080 0.515574079 1.006124284 0.030765692
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