
AIP/123-QED
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In this work, we propose a novel selective discontinuity sensor approach for numerical simula-

tions of the compressible Navier-Stokes equations. Since transformation to characteristic space

is already a common approach to reduce high-frequency oscillations during interpolation to cell

interfaces, we exploit the characteristic wave structure of the Euler equations to selectively treat

the various waves that the equations comprise. The approach uses the Ducros shock sensing cri-

terion to detect and limit oscillations due to shocks while applying a different criterion to detect

and limit oscillations due to contact discontinuities. Furthermore, the method is general in the

sense that it can be applied to any method that employs characteristic transformation and shock

sensors. However, in the present work, we focus on the Gradient-Based Reconstruction family of

schemes. A series of inviscid and viscous test cases containing various types of discontinuities

are carried out. The proposed method is shown to markedly reduce high-frequency oscillations

that arise due to improper treatment of the various discontinuities; i.e., applying the Ducros shock

sensor in a flow where a strong contact discontinuity is present. Moreover, the proposed method

is shown to predict similar volume-averaged kinetic energy and enstrophy profiles for the Taylor-

Green vortex simulation compared to the base Ducros sensor, indicating that it does not introduce

unnecessary numerical dissipation when there are no contact discontinuities in the flow.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Compressible flows may exhibit various types of discontinuities. For example, whereas shock waves

occur when the local flow velocity exceeds the local speed of sound, contact discontinuities can form due

to flow streams with different velocities, causing a shear layer, or at material interfaces where two fluids of

different densities meet. Capturing these various discontinuities in the context of numerical simulations

is challenging since the properties of these discontinuities differ, and their numerical treatment is key to

their accurate representation. In addition, this challenge is exacerbated when turbulence is present, as

turbulence requires separate numerical treatment altogether.

The ability to numerically simulate discontinuities and turbulence beckons the use of discontinuity

detectors and/or filtering methods. This is necessary because accurately resolving turbulence requires

low numerical dissipation, and this lack of dissipation can cause oscillations and eventual blow-up of

the simulation in the presence of discontinuities. Thus, hybrid schemes are often employed for these

types of flows, utilizing a low-dissipation numerical scheme in smooth flow regions, sensing regions with

discontinuities via some given set of criteria, and applying a discontinuity-capturing scheme in these

regions. Consequently, the sensor used to switch between the schemes is very important.

Sensors for shocks have been used rather successfully in the past. One of the first was through the

Jameson scheme, wherein dissipation is introduced through the numerical flux for regions where a sensor

based on pressure fluctuations detects a shock. This method was coined the Jameson-Schmidt-Turkel

artificial flux on account of the authors of the original paper1. Ducros et al.2 extended the Jameson-

Schmidt-Turkel artificial flux by multiplying the pressure fluctuation-based sensor by a function of the

local dilatation and vorticity. This sensor has been widely employed in the literature3–5. Moreover,

various modifications have been made to improve its capabilities. Pirozzoli6 highlighted various shock-

detecting methods, including the Ducros shock sensor and further improved it by modifying one of the

terms to exclude the sensor in turbulent boundary layer regions. Hendrickson et al.7 improved the Ducros

sensor by mitigating its effect in regions of small dilatation.

The Ducros sensor can be implemented in various fashions. One option is to use a hybrid flux tech-

nique where the numerical flux is split into non-dissipative and dissipative sub-components. The dissipa-

tive sub-component is pre-multiplied by the Ducros sensor and effectively applies the dissipative flux in

regions where the sensor detects a shock. However, this method requires using a skew-symmetric form of

the numerical flux and is thus not generally applicable to various numerical methods. Another option is to

switch between a low-dissipation and shock-capturing scheme if the Ducros sensor value exceeds some

cutoff value. However, this option has the drawback of relying on a case-dependent parameter. Studies

2



have highlighted the effects of varying this cutoff value, such as in De Vanna et al.8 or van Noordt et

al.9. The reliance of the sensor on a parameter is undoubtedly a disadvantage. However, for now, it is

necessary when applying the Ducros sensor to existing methods that do not rely on alternate forms of the

numerical flux.

While the Ducros shock sensor is a well-established method for detecting shocks, other discontinu-

ities can arise in compressible flows that require separate numerical treatment. For example, contact

discontinuities arising in compressible flows require their own detection criteria, distinct from those of

shock-detection methods, because they form as a result of different physical phenomena to those of

shocks. Despite this, a contact discontinuity sensor that effectively treats the immediate regions contain-

ing contact discontinuities has received markedly less attention in the literature.

In this work, we propose a novel selective discontinuity sensor approach based on the characteristic

waves of the Euler equations. This approach exploits the Euler wave structure, which comprises acoustic

waves, an entropy wave, and shear/vorticity waves. By employing discontinuity sensors depending on

the characteristic wave type, one can overcome the inability of the Ducros sensor to detect discontinuities

other than shock waves.

There are a vast amount of numerical methods designed for capturing discontinuities10,11. Since

no sensor is perfect, the choice of discontinuity-capturing method is also very important since ex-

cessive dissipation in regions not containing discontinuities can severely affect the solution. On top

of that, discontinuity-capturing methods are generally more computationally intensive than smooth

flow schemes. Therefore, the choice of this scheme must be made with care. Of the vast amount of

discontinuity-detecting schemes, the weighted-essentially-non-oscillatory (WENO) scheme introduced

by Liu et al.12 is the most widely used. This scheme has received much attention since its inception

in 1994, with many modifications proposed to improve it’s efficacy. Some examples include the im-

provements made by Jiang and Shu13 and, more recently, the targeted-ENO (TENO) family of schemes

introduced by Fu et al.14. While WENO and TENO schemes have proven to be robust methods for

shock-capturing capable of application to various types of flows, they can be over-dissipative and com-

putationally expensive. Monotonicity-preserving (MP) methods such as the MP5 scheme of Suresh and

Hyunh15 have also been used for flows with discontinuities. MP schemes employ a limiter to limit

high-frequency oscillations caused by discontinuities. While they have proven to be robust and less

computationally demanding than the WENO family of schemes, improvements can still be made, as MP

limiters can become too sensitive and cause excessive dissipation. It should also be noted that WENO

schemes, specifically very high-order schemes, often use the MP approach to prevent oscillations16,17

and improve robustness. In a recent paper, Li et al.18 mentioned that the smoothness indicators used in
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the ENO-type schemes for shock-capturing are very expensive and proposed a regularization approach

based on the MP criterion. Another hybrid approach recently gaining more attention is the Boundary

Variation Diminishing (BVD) algorithm of Sun et al.19. The BVD algorithm combines a smooth flow

and shock-capturing scheme, switching between the two by comparing each scheme’s total boundary

variation (TBV) at cell interfaces. In this fashion, the BVD algorithm chooses the least oscillatory in-

terpolation and minimizes the amount of numerical dissipation at cell interfaces. This principle may

combine virtually any smooth flow and shock-capturing scheme. Recently, Chamarthi and Frankel20

introduced an adaptive central-upwind scheme, which employs a sixth-order linear-compact scheme and

the fifth-order MP scheme, using the BVD algorithm to switch between the two candidates. While the

method shows promise, the BVD algorithm may also lead to excessive dissipation for turbulent flow

simulations and is expensive as two different schemes must be used21.

More recently, the Gradient-Based Reconstruction (GBR) approach, introduced by Chamarthi22, was

developed to address the niche of stable, high-accuracy numerical methods with excellent spectral proper-

ties for smooth and discontinuous flows. In general, this family of schemes employs the first two moments

of the Legendre basis to interpolate the numerical fluxes from the cell center to the cell interface. Since

both the first and second derivatives of a given flow variable are required for this interpolation, the scheme

has the added advantage of computing high-order gradients that can be re-used throughout the solver and

for post-processing. In other words, the computed gradients may be used for the inviscid fluxes, viscous

fluxes, discontinuity detector, and post-process quantities such as enstrophy or Q-criterion. The distinc-

tion from one GBR method to another can generally be attributed to the method that is used to evaluate

the first and second derivatives in the interpolation. For instance, if compact finite differences are used

for these derivatives, the scheme is designated an Implicit Gradient (IG) method. In contrast, if explicit

finite differences are used, the scheme is aptly named an Explicit Gradient (EG) method. This family of

schemes was extended to handle discontinuous flows by applying the MP limiter of Suresh and Hyunh15

to the numerical flux interpolation, which was found to be both robust and exhibit good spectral proper-

ties. The MP-limited GBR methods are designated MIG and MEG. While MIG and MEG were found to

perform well against other widely used schemes, in the context of turbulent flows, the MP limiter may

cause excessive dissipation. Thus, an improvement must be addressed.

As such, this work has two objectives. The first is to extend the GBR method to handle compressible

turbulent flows by employing the Ducros shock sensor to mitigate the cited excessive dissipation. The

second objective is to overcome the cited inability of the Ducros sensor to detect contact discontinuities

by proposing a selective discontinuity detector based on characteristic waves that can appropriately detect

and capture both shock waves and contact discontinuities.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, the governing equations are pre-

sented. After that, the numerical method is explained in detail, and the proposed characteristic wave

appropriate discontinuity detector is delineated. Following that, results from a set of test cases are shown

and discussed. Lastly, concluding remarks are made, and future work is set forth.

II. GOVERNING EQUATIONS

In this study, the three-dimensional compressible Navier-Stokes equations in conservative form are

solved in Cartesian coordinates:

∂U
∂ t

+
∂Fc

∂x
+

∂Gc

∂y
+

∂Hc

∂ z
+

∂Fv

∂x
+

∂Gv

∂y
+

∂Hv

∂ z
= 0, (1)

where t is time and (x,y,z) are the Cartesian coordinates. U is the conserved variable vector, and Fc, Gc,

and Hc are the convective flux vectors defined as:

U =



ρ

ρu

ρv

ρw

ρE


, Fc =



ρu

ρuu+ p

ρuv+ p

ρuw+ p

ρuH


, Gc =



ρv

ρvu+ p

ρvv+ p

ρvw+ p

ρvH


, Hc =



ρw

ρwu+ p

ρwv+ p

ρww+ p

ρwH


, (2a–2d)

where ρ is density, u, v, and w are the velocities in the x, y, and z directions, respectively, p is the pressure,

E = e+
(
u2 + v2 +w2)/2 is the specific total energy, and H = E + p/ρ is the specific total enthalpy. The

equation of state is for a calorically perfect gas so that e = p/ [ρ(γ−1)]−1 is the internal energy, where

γ = cp/cv is the ratio of specific heats, with cp as the isobaric specific heat and cv as the isochoric specific
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heat. Fv, Gv, and Hv are the viscous flux vectors defined as:

Fv =−



0

τxx

τxy

τxz

τxxu+ τxyv+ τxzw−qx


, Gv =−



0

τyx

τyy

τyz

τyxu+ τyyv+ τyzw−qy


, (3a–3b)

Hv =−



0

τzx

τzy

τzz

τzxu+ τzyv+ τzzw−qz


, (3c)

where the normal stresses are:

τxx = 2µ̂
∂u
∂x

+ λ̂

(
∂u
∂x

+
∂v
∂y

+
∂w
∂ z

)
, τyy = 2µ̂

∂v
∂y

+ λ̂

(
∂u
∂x

+
∂v
∂y

+
∂w
∂ z

)
, (4a–4b)

τzz = 2µ̂
∂w
∂ z

+ λ̂

(
∂u
∂x

+
∂v
∂y

+
∂w
∂ z

)
, (4c)

where µ̂ = µ/Re is the scaled dynamic viscosity as a result of non-dimensionalization and Stokes’ hy-

pothesis is assumed so that λ̂ =−2
3 µ̂ . The dynamic viscosity is a function of temperature by Sutherland’s

law:

µ(T ) = T 3/2 1+S/Tre f

T +S/Tre f
, (5)

where Tre f is the reference temperature and S = 110.4K is Sutherland’s constant. Re = ρ∞u∞Lre f /µ∞ is

the Reynolds number where the (·)∞ subscript denotes a freestream value. The shear stresses are defined

as:

τxy = τyx = µ̂

(
∂u
∂y

+
∂v
∂x

)
, τyz = τzy = µ̂

(
∂v
∂ z

+
∂w
∂y

)
, τxz = τzx = µ̂

(
∂u
∂ z

+
∂w
∂x

)
, (6a–6c)
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and the heat fluxes are:

qx =−κ̂
∂T
∂x

, qy =−κ̂
∂T
∂y

, qz =−κ̂
∂T
∂ z

, (7a–7c)

where κ̂ = µ
(
Ma2Re(γ−1)Pr

)−1 is the scaled thermal conductivity, Ma = u∞ (γRgasT )
−1/2 is the Mach

number, Pr is the Prandtl number, T is the temperature, and Rgas is the universal gas constant. The

equations are non-dimensionalized using the freestream density ρ∞, the freestream velocity u∞, refer-

ence length Lre f , the freestream temperature T∞, and the freestream dynamic viscosity µ∞ such that the

temperature is related to pressure and density via p = ρT
(
γMa2)−1.

III. NUMERICAL METHODS

In this work, we extend the GBR method of Chamarthi22 by employing the Ducros shock sensor to

more sensitively detect and limit oscillations arising from shocks. Furthermore, we propose a selec-

tive discontinuity detector to effectively capture both shock waves and contact discontinuities. In what

follows, we will delineate the details of this method. After, we will briefly present the viscous flux

discretization and the time integration method.

A. Convective Flux Spatial Discretization Scheme

Using a conservative numerical method, the governing equations cast in semi-discrete form for a

Cartesian cell Ii, j,k =
[
xi− 1

2
,xi+ 1

2

]
×
[
yi− 1

2
,yi+ 1

2

]
×
[
zi− 1

2
,zi+ 1

2

]
can be expressed via the following ordi-

nary differential equation:

d
dt

Ǔi, j,k = Resi, j,k =−
dF̌c

dx

∣∣∣∣
i, j,k
− dǦc

dy

∣∣∣∣∣
i, j,k

− dȞc

dz

∣∣∣∣
i, j,k

+
dF̌v

dx

∣∣∣∣
i, j,k

+
dǦv

dy

∣∣∣∣∣
i, j,k

+
dȞv

dz

∣∣∣∣
i, j,k

,

(8)

where the check accent, ˇ(·), indicates a numerical approximation of a physical quantity, Resi, j,k is the

residual function, and the remaining terms are cell center numerical flux derivatives of the physical fluxes

in Equation (1). For brevity, we continue with only the x-direction, however, the following may be
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extended to all three dimensions straightforwardly. Moreover, we drop the j and k indices in the interest

of clarity. The cell center numerical convective flux derivative is expressed as:

dF̌c

dx

∣∣∣∣
i
=

1
∆x

(
F̌c

i+ 1
2
− F̌c

i− 1
2

)
, (9)

where i± 1
2 indicates right and left cell interface values, respectively. Using a GBR method, F̌c

i± 1
2

are

computed using an approximate Riemann solver, since a Riemann problem exists at each cell interface.

The interface numerical convective fluxes are computed from:

F̌c
i± 1

2
=

1
2

[
F̌c
(

ǓL
i± 1

2

)
+ F̌c

(
ǓR

i± 1
2

)]
− 1

2

∣∣∣Ai± 1
2

∣∣∣(ǓR
i± 1

2
− ǓL

i± 1
2

)
, (10)

where the L and R superscripts denote the left- and right-biased states, respectively, and
∣∣∣Ai± 1

2

∣∣∣ denotes

the convective flux Jacobian. In this work, the Hartex-Lax-van Leer-Contact (HLLC)23 approximate

Riemann solver is used unless otherwise explicitly stated. The objective is to obtain the left- and right-

biased states. These are computed with the GBR method, which will be explained in the following

subsection.

1. Gradient-Based Reconstruction Method: Linear Scheme

GBR methods employ the first two moments of the Legendre polynomial evaluated on xi− 1
2
≤ x≤ xi+ 1

2

for interpolation. This may be written as:

U(x) = Ui +
U′i
∆x

(x− xi)+
3U′′i
2∆x2

i
K

[
(x− xi)

2− ∆x2
i

12

]
, (11)

where U′i and U′′i respectively represent the first and second derivatives of the conservative variables U.

If x = xi +∆x/2 and K= 1/3, the following equations for the left- and right-biased states are obtained:

UL
i+ 1

2
= Ui +

1
2

U′i +
1

12
U′′i , UR

i+ 1
2
= Ui+1−

1
2

Ui′i+1 +
1

12
U′′i+1. (12a–12b)

Since in this work the IG scheme is used, U′i is computed using compact finite differences:

5
14

U′i−1 +U′i +
5

14
U′i+1 =

1
28∆x

(Ui+2−Ui−2)+
11

14∆x
(Ui+1−Ui−1) , (13)
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where the coefficients correspond to an optimized fourth-order scheme. U′′i is computed from22:

U′′i =
2

∆x2 (Ui+1−2Ui +Ui−1)−
1

2∆x

(
U′i+1−U′i−1

)
. (14)

2. Gradient-Based Reconstruction Method: Non-Linear Scheme

Eqns. 12 are linear interpolations. Therefore, they may be susceptible to oscillations in the presence

of discontinuities. So, MP limiting is employed as in Chamarthi22. The following delineates the MP

limiting procedure for the left-biased state, however, the procedure is the same for the right-biased state.

The MP limiting criterion is:

UL
i+ 1

2
=


UL,Linear

i+ 1
2

if
(

UL,Linear
i+ 1

2
−Ui

)(
UL,Linear

i+ 1
2
−UL,MP

i+ 1
2

)
≤ 10−20,

UL,Non−Linear
i+ 1

2
otherwise,

(15)

where UL,Linear
i+ 1

2
corresponds to Equation (12a), and the remaining terms are:

UL,Non−Linear
i+ 1

2
= UL,Linear

i+ 1
2

+minmod
(

UL,MIN
i+ 1

2
−UL,Linear

i+ 1
2

,UL,MAX
i+ 1

2
−UL,Linear

i+ 1
2

)
, (16a)

UL,MP
i+ 1

2
= UL,Linear

i+ 1
2

+minmod [Ui+1−Ui,A(Ui−Ui−1)] , (16b)

UL,MIN
i+ 1

2
= max

[
min

(
Ui,Ui+1,UL,MD

i+ 1
2

)
,min

(
Ui,UL,UL

i+ 1
2
,UL,LC

i+ 1
2

)]
, (16c)

UL,MAX
i+ 1

2
= min

[
max

(
Ui,Ui+1,UL,MD

i+ 1
2

)
,max

(
Ui,UL,UL

i+ 1
2
,UL,LC

i+ 1
2

)]
, (16d)

UL,MD
i+ 1

2
=

1
2
(Ui +Ui+1)−

1
2

dL,M
i+ 1

2
, (16e)

UL,UL
i+ 1

2
= Ui +4(Ui−Ui−1) , (16f)

UL,LC
i+ 1

2
=

1
2
(3Ui−Ui−1)+

4
3

dL,M
i− 1

2
, (16g)

dL,M
i+ 1

2
= minmod(di,di+1) , (16h)

di = 2(Ui+1−2Ui +Ui−1)−
∆x
2
(
U′i+1−U′i−1

)
, (16i)

where A = 4 and minmod(a,b) = 1
2 [sgn(a)+ sgn(b)]min(|a| , |b|). For the remainder of this work, the
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non-linear scheme based on the MP limiter will be referred to as MIG (Monotonicity-preserving Implicit

Gradient22) and the linear scheme will be denoted as IG4H, similar to that of21,22.

3. Ducros Shock Sensor

While MP limiting effectively mitigates oscillations arising from discontinuities, the detection algo-

rithm in Equation (15) can become too sensitive and cause excessive dissipation. To remedy this issue,

the Ducros shock sensor, which is designed specifically to sense shocks, can be used4:

Ωi = θi
(∇ ·u)2

(∇ ·u)2 + |∇×u|2
, (17)

where,

θi =
|−pi−2 +16pi+1−30pi +16pi+1− pi+2|
|pi−2 +16pi+1 +30pi +16pi+1 + pi+2|

, (18)

and u is the velocity vector. We modify Ωi by using it’s maximum value in a three cell neighborhood:

Ωi = max(Ωi+m) , for m =−1,0,1. (19)

Using Ωi, Equation (15) is modified to:

UL
i+ 1

2
=


UL,Linear

i+ 1
2

if Ωi ≤ 0.01,

UL,Non−Linear
i+ 1

2
otherwise.

(20)

For the remainder of this work, the nonlinear shock-capturing scheme that uses the standard Ducros

sensor for detecting the discontinuities is denoted MIG-D (D for Ducros). With this method, shocks are

detected well and the non-linear scheme effectively limits oscillations. However, since Equation (20) only

applies the non-linear scheme in regions near shocks, oscillations arising from contact discontinuities can

still arise.

4. Wave Appropriate Discontinuity Sensor

In this work, we propose a novel selective discontinuity sensor approach involving characteristic vari-

ables of the Euler equations. For coupled hyperbolic equations like the Euler equations, shock-capturing

should be carried out using characteristic variables for cleanest results24. The algorithm takes advantage
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of the transformation from physical to characteristic space. The novel algorithm is explained below:

1. Compute Roe-averaged variables following Blazek25 (Equation 4.89) to construct the left, Ln, and

right, Rn, eigenvectors of the normal convective flux Jacobian.

2. Since in this work we use the conservative variables, transform Ǔi, Ǔ′i, and Ǔ′′i to characteristic

space by multiplying them by Ln:

Či+m,b = Ln,i+ 1
2
Ǔi+m, Č′i+m,b = Ln,i+ 1

2
Ǔ′i+m, (21a–21b)

Č′′i+m,b = Ln,i+ 1
2
Ǔ′′i+m, (21c)

for m =−2,−1,0,1,2,3 and b = 1,2,3,4,5, representing the vector of characteristic variables. For

Či+m,b, in matrix-vector form, this is equivalent to:



Či+m,1

Či+m,2

Či+m,3

Či+m,4

Či+m,5


=



Kq2

4c2 +
qn

2c
−
(

K
2c2 u+

nx

2c

)
−
(

K
2c2 v+

ny

2c

)
−
(

K
2c2 w+

nz

2c

)
K

2c2

1− Kq2

2c2
Ku
c2

Kv
c2

Kw
c2 −K

c2

−ql lx ly lz 0

−qm mx my mz 0

Kq2

4c2 −
qn

2c
−
(

K
2c2 u− nx

2c

)
−
(

K
2c2 v− ny

2c

)
−
(

K
2c2 w− nz

2c

)
K

2c2





Ǔi+m,1

Ǔi+m,2

Ǔi+m,3

Ǔi+m,4

Ǔi+m,5


(22)

where K = γ − 1, c =
√

γ p/ρ is the local speed of sound, q2 = u2 + v2 +w2, and qn = unx +

vny +wnz. In the x-direction, nx = 1, whereas ny = nz = 0. The y- and z-directions are analo-

gous. l = [lx, ly, lz]
T, m = [mx,my,mz]

T, and n = [nx,ny,nz]
T are mutually orthogonal unit vectors

where T denotes transpose; and ql = ulx + vly +wlz, qm = umx + vmy +wmz. For more details, see

Masatsuka26.

The second characteristic variable, Či+m,2, corresponds to what is known in one-dimension as

the entropy wave. It is this wave that requires limiting in the presence of contact discontinuities,

which significantly improves solution quality in a manner corresponding to the actual physical
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characteristic of them.

3. Using Equations (12), obtain the unlimited interpolation to cell interfaces in characteristic space

via:

ČL
i+ 1

2 ,b
= Či,b +

1
2

Č′i,b +
1

12
Č′′i,b, ČR

i+ 1
2 ,b

= Či+1,b−
1
2

Č′i+1,b +
1

12
Č′′i+1,b. (23a–23b)

The left biased interpolation is then treated by the following algorithm:

ČL
i+ 1

2 ,b
=



ČL,Non−Linear
i+ 1

2 ,b
if b = 2 and 2ξ/(1+ξ )2 ≥ 0.01, where ξ =

∣∣Či,2
∣∣/(ρi +ρi+1) ,

ČL,Non−Linear
i+ 1

2 ,b
if b 6= 2 and Ωi > 0.01,

ČL,Linear
i+ 1

2 ,b
otherwise.

(24)

The criterion used for b = 2 is that of Frahan et al.27. It can detect contact discontinuities as it

depends on the density. The important idea here is that the contact discontinuity sensor of Frahan

et al.27 can detect contact discontinuities but is over-dissipative if used as a sensor for other flow

features. On the other hand, the Ducros sensor can detect shocks and performs well for turbulent

flow simulations but cannot detect contact discontinuities. However, one can reasonably overcome

each sensor’s deficiencies by selectively choosing the sensors according to the Euler equations’

wave structure.

Remark III.1 It is also possible to use the MP criterion given by the Equation (15) to detect the

contact discontinuities instead of Frahan’s detector as in28. It has been observed that the MP

criterion is slightly more dissipative than that of Frahan. The proposed selective detector is not

limited to the MIG scheme (and MP-type limiting approach) but can also be used along with the

ENO-type schemes. Results using the WENO-Z scheme29,30 in lieu of the present non-linear scheme

are shown in Appendix A of this manuscript.

Remark III.2 The proposed approach is also different from that of Johnsen et al.31. Johnsen et

12



al.31 flagged the regions using a separate sensor for the contact discontinuities, shock waves, and

turbulence and then applied their limiter approach. In the current work, shocks and turbulence are

detected by the Ducros sensor itself.

4. After obtaining ČL,R
i+ 1

2 ,b
, the reconstructed states are then recovered by projecting the characteristic

variables back to physical fields:

ǓL,R
i+ 1

2
= Rn,i+ 1

2
ČL,R

i+ 1
2
. (25)

For the remainder of this work, the nonlinear shock-capturing scheme that uses the selective sensor

(Equation (24)) is denoted MIG-S (S for selective). A summary of the presented methods along

with the discontinuity detection criterion are shown in Table I.

TABLE I. Discontinuity detection criterion of various schemes considered in this paper.

Scheme Criterion

MIG Equation (15)

MIG-D Equation (20)

MIG-S Equation (24)

B. Viscous Flux Spatial Discretization Scheme

In this subsection, we describe the spatial discretization of the numerical viscous fluxes. We use

the fourth-order α-damping scheme of Chamarthi22, which is based on the α-damping approach of

Nishikawa32. Chamarthi et al.33 has shown that the α-damping approach prevents odd-even decou-

pling and also plays an important role in turbulent flow simulations34. For simplicity and without loss of

generality, we consider a one-dimensional scenario. The cell center numerical viscous flux derivative is:

dF̌v

dx

∣∣∣∣
i
=

1
∆x

(
F̌v

i+ 1
2
− F̌v

i− 1
2

)
, (26)

The cell interface numerical viscous flux is:

F̌v
i+ 1

2
=


0

−τi+ 1
2

−τi+ 1
2
ui+ 1

2
+qi+ 1

2

 , (27)
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where,

τi+ 1
2
=

4
3

µ̂i+ 1
2

∂u
∂x

∣∣∣∣
i+ 1

2

, qi+ 1
2
=−κ̂i+ 1

2

∂T
∂x

∣∣∣∣
i+ 1

2

. (28a–28b)

For an arbitrary variable φ , the α-damping approach computes cell interface gradients as:

∂φ

∂x

∣∣∣∣
i+ 1

2

=
1
2

(
∂φ

∂x

∣∣∣∣
i
+

∂φ

∂x

∣∣∣∣
i+1

)
+

α

2∆x
(φR−φL) , (29)

where α = 4 and,

φL = φi +
∂φ

∂x

∣∣∣∣
i

∆x
2
, φR = φi+1−

∂φ

∂x

∣∣∣∣
i+1

∆x
2
, (30a–30b)

The gradients at cell centers are the same ones computed in Equation (13). Since the conservative vari-

ables are used for inviscid flux interpolation, the necessary velocity gradients for the viscous fluxes are

calculated from the following relations:

∂u
∂x

=
1

ρ2

(
ρ

∂ρu
∂x
−ρu

∂ρ

∂x

)
,

∂v
∂x

=
1

ρ2

(
ρ

∂ρv
∂x
−ρv

∂ρ

∂x

)
. (31a–31b)

Fig. 1 summarizes the various subroutines where gradients are re-used. Once computed, the gradients

are used for the inviscid fluxes (Equation (11)), for the viscous fluxes (Equation (28a–28b)), for the

shock detector (Equation (17)), to improve the MP limiter characteristics (Equation (16i)) as discussed

in Chamarthi22, and for post-processing quantities such as enstrophy or Q-criterion.
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FIG. 1. Locations where gradients are re-used in the GBR method.

C. Time Integration

The explicit third-order total-variation-diminishing Runge-Kutta (RK3TVD)35 method was used for

time integration. The timestep, ∆t, was computed from the CFL condition. We used both a convective

and viscous analogue of the CFL condition. For all simulations, CFL = 0.2. The convective ∆t was

computed from:

∆tc = min
(

∆x
|u|+ c

,
∆y
|v|+ c

,
∆z
|w|+ c

)
. (32)

The viscous ∆t was computed from:

∆tv =
1
α

min
(

∆x2

ν̂
,
∆y2

ν̂
,
∆z2

ν̂

)
, (33)

where α = 4 corresponds to that employed in the viscous spatial discretization method and ν̂ = µ̂/ρ is

the local, scaled kinematic viscosity21,22,33,36. Finally, the timestep was computed from:

∆t = CFL×min(∆tc,∆tv) . (34)
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IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this work, comparisons of the proposed method are made with the fifth-order TENO scheme30.

Only multi-dimensional flow simulations were carried out as the Ducros sensor is only valid for multi-

dimensional flows. The example test cases are organized so that the proposed approach’s benefits are

clearly highlighted in a step-by-step manner.

Example IV.1 Riemann Problem

For the first example, we considered the two-dimensional Riemann problem of configuration 330,37.

The initial conditions for the configuration are:

(ρ,u,v, p) =



(1.5,0,0,1.5) if x > 0.5,y > 0.5,

(0.5323,1.206,0,0.3) if x < 0.5,y > 0.5,

(0.138,1.206,1.206,0.029) if x < 0.5,y < 0.5,

(0.5323,0,1.206,0.3) if x > 0.5,y < 0.5.

(35)
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FIG. 2. Density contours of Example IV.1 for the considered schemes. The figures are drawn with 42 contours. (a)

TENO. (b) MIG-D. (c) MIG. (d) MIG-S.

The above initial conditions produce four shocks at the interfaces of the four quadrants. The Kelvin-

Helmholtz instability along the slip lines form small-scale structures, which commonly serve as a bench-

mark for the numerical dissipation of a given scheme. The computational domain for this test case was

[x,y] = [0,1]× [0,1] and simulations were carried out using a uniform grid of 1024× 1024 until a final

time, t f = 0.3. Non-reflective boundary conditions were used at all domain boundaries.

The density contours obtained by the considered schemes are presented in Figs 2. The small-scale

vortices produced by the TENO scheme (Fig. 2(a)), are the most dissipated of all presented results,
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which is consistent with results shown in21,22. Furthermore, the vortices resolved by the MIG-D scheme

are more pronounced than the MIG and MIG-S schemes. For this qualitative assessment, the number

of vortices resolved and their resolution is indicative of a scheme’s low-dissipative characteristics. The

discontinuity detection criterion used for shock detection is the only difference between the MIG-D,

MIG-S, and MIG schemes. These results indicate that the MP limiting criterion, given by Equation (15),

was activated far too frequently and dissipated the small-scale structures in comparison with the Ducros

sensor, given by Equation (20).

It is important to note that this test case does not involve any contact discontinuities; therefore, the

Ducros sensor performed without any difficulties. The selective discontinuity criterion used for the MIG-

S scheme, given by Equations (24), did get activated in certain additional regions. As such, it produced

slightly more dissipative results than the MIG-D scheme.

Example IV.2 Double Mach Reflection

In the second example, the Double Mach Reflection (DMR) case of Woodward and Collela38 was

considered. A Mach 10 unsteady planar shock wave impinges on a 30◦ inclined surface and produces

complex flow features. The computational domain for this test case was [x,y] = [0,3]× [0,1] and the

simulations were carried out on a uniform grid of 768×256 with the following initial conditions:

(ρ,u,v, p) =

(1.4,0,0,1) if y < 1.732(x−0.1667) ,

(8,7.145,−4.125,116.8333) otherwise.
(36)
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FIG. 3. Density contours of the zoomed in Mach stem region of Example IV.2 for the considered schemes. The

figures are drawn with 38 contours. (a) TENO. (b) MIG-D. (c) MIG. (d) MIG-S.

For this test case, the shock stable HLLC approximate Riemann solver of Fleischmann et al.39 was used,

as it is well-known that the standard HLLC scheme leads to the carbuncle phenomenon. The simulations

were carried out until a final time, t f = 0.3. The bottom boundary was treated with reflecting wall

conditions for 0.1667 < x≤ 4.0 and post-shock conditions for 0.0≤ x≤ 0.1667. The top boundary was

set with the exact solution of the time-dependent oblique shock. The left and right boundary conditions

may be found in the original reference.

The density contours obtained by all the considered schemes are shown in Figs. 3. The TENO scheme

was the most dissipative of all considered methods as evidenced by it’s smearing of small-scale vortices

near the Mach stems. In the results obtained by the MIG family of schemes, the vortices and near wall jets

were better-captured by the MIG-D and MIG-S schemes than the standard MIG scheme. One can draw

similar conclusions as in Example IV.1: the MP detection criterion was detecting small flow features as

discontinuities and was limiting them, whereas the Ducros sensor identified shock waves appropriately

and therefore, the overall scheme displayed low dissipation in other regions of the flow.
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In the first two examples, the test cases did not feature a contact discontinuity. Therefore, the Ducros

sensor performed without introducing oscillations. In the following test cases, we consider examples

with a contact discontinuity which will show the Ducros sensor’s deficiencies and also highlight the

advantages of the proposed selective sensor.

Example IV.3 Rayleigh-Taylor instability

For the third example we considered the Rayleigh-Taylor instability. The Rayleigh-Taylor instability

(RTI) is a hydrodynamic instability that occurs when a dense fluid is placed above a less dense fluid in

a gravitational field. The instability arises due to an unstable density gradient, which causes the denser

fluid to accelerate downwards and the lighter fluid to accelerate upwards, leading to complex mixing

patterns between the two fluids. The objective of this test case is to show that the Ducros sensor leads

to oscillations, which can be overcome by the selective sensor. The initial conditions of Rayleigh-Taylor

instability were as follows40:

(ρ,u,v, p) =

(2.0,0,−0.025
√

5pcos(8πx)/(3ρ),2y+1), if 0≤ y < 0.5,

(1.0,0,−0.025
√

5pcos(8πx)/(3ρ),y+1.5), if 0.5≤ y≤ 1.
(37)
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FIG. 4. Density contours of Example IV.3 for the considered schemes. The figures are drawn with 20 contours. (a)

TENO. (b) MIG-D. (c) MIG. (d) MIG-S.

The computational domain for this test case was [x,y] = [0,1/4]× [0,1] with γ = 1.4. Simulations

were carried out on a uniform mesh of 128× 512 until t f = 1.95. The flow conditions were set to

(ρ,u,v, p) = (1,0,0,2.5) on the top boundary and (ρ,u,v, p) = (2,0,0,1) on the bottom boundary. The

respective source terms S = (0,0,ρ,ρv) were added to the right-hand-side of the Euler equations. Figs.

4 display the density iso-contours of the considered schemes. It can be seen that the MIG-D scheme

showed significant oscillations since the Ducros sensor cannot detect contact discontinuities. Conversely,

the MIG-S scheme with the selective discontinuity sensor was free of oscillations. Furthermore, the

MIG-S scheme significantly improved the resolution of the contact discontinuity and the small-scale

finger-like features compared to the MIG and TENO schemes, which qualitatively portrays it’s superior-

ity over them.

Example IV.4 Richtmyer–Meshkov instability

For the fourth example, the two-dimensional single-mode Richtmyer-Meshkov instability (RMI)

problem22,41 with the following initial conditions was considered:
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(ρ,u,v, p) =


(5.04,0,0,1), if x < 2.9−0.1sin [2π (y+0.25)] ,

(1,0,0,1), if x < 3.2,

(1.4112,−665/1556,0,1.628), otherwise.

(38)

The RMI is a type of hydrodynamic instability that arises when a shock wave interacts with a perturbed

interface between two fluids of different densities. The instability leads to the formation of complex flow

features including spikes, bubbles, and mixing layers that can significantly enhance the mixing between

the two fluids. The computational domain for this test case was [x,y] = [0,4]× [0,1] and the simulation

was conducted until t f = 9, on a uniform mesh of 320× 80. The boundary conditions can be found in

Chamarthi22.
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FIG. 5. Density contours of Example IV.4 for the considered schemes. The figures are drawn with 20 contours. (a)

TENO. (b) MIG-D. (c) MIG. (d) MIG-S.

The density iso-contours computed using the considered schemes are shown in Fig. 5. Observing

Fig. 5(d), there is less numerical dissipation and better resolved small-scale roll-up vortices compared

to the other schemes. Moreover, the material interface is thinner than in the TENO results. Sidharth

and Candler42 found that in flows with RMI, the Ducros sensor generates spurious small scales (possibly

oscillations) and breaks symmetry. The same phenomenon was observed in the MIG-D simulation, as

seen in Fig. 5(b). It is evident that the Ducros sensor cannot detect contact discontinuities and therefore
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leads to oscillations. On the other hand, the MIG-S approach does not show any oscillations as the

selective detector approach can detect contact discontinuities appropriately. It is important to note that

the MIG-D scheme failed to complete due to numerical oscillations until the prescribed final time of

t f = 9. As such, the results obtained at t = 7 are shown in Fig. 5(b).

Example IV.5 Kelvin Helmholtz instability

For the fifth example, we considered the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability (KHI). The KHI is another type

of hydrodynamic instability that occurs when there is a velocity gradient between two fluids of different

densities. The instability arises due to the unstable velocity gradient at the interface between the two

fluids, leading to vortices and complex mixing patterns. It plays an important role in the evolution of the

mixing layer and the transition to turbulence in three-dimensional turbulent cases. The test case has the

following initial conditions:

ρ(x,y) =

2, if 0.25 < y≤ 0.75,

1, otherwise,

u(x,y) =

0.5, if 0.25 < y≤ 0.75,

−0.5, otherwise,

v(x,y) = 0.1sin(4πx)
{

exp
[
−(y−0.75)2

2σ2

]
+ exp

[
−(y−0.25)2

2σ2

]}
, where σ = 0.05/

√
2

p(x,y) = 2.5

(39)

The periodic computational domain of [x,y] = [0,1]× [0,1] was discretized with 512×512 cells. The

simulation was run until a final time of t f = 0.8. The computed density iso-contours are shown in Fig.

6. All schemes captured complex small-scale vortices. However, the MIG-D scheme showed significant

oscillations. In contrast, the MIG-S scheme was not only free of oscillations but also resolved the contact

discontinuity significantly better (i.e., is thinner) than the MIG and TENO scheme.
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FIG. 6. Density contours of Example IV.5 for the considered schemes. The figures are drawn with 30 contours. (a)

TENO. (b) MIG-D. (c) MIG. (d) MIG-S.

Example IV.6 Shock-Bubble interaction

For the sixth example, we considered the shock-bubble (SB) interaction, in which a Mach 6 shock

wave impacts a helium bubble43. For simplicity, both air (the fluid of the shock wave) and helium

were treated as ideal gases. The helium bubble was placed at (x,y) = (0.25,0) within a domain of size

[x,y] = [0,1]× [−0.5,0.5]. The initial radius of the bubble was 0.15. The shock front was initially placed

at x = 0.05. A uniform grid size of 800× 800 was used. Inflow and outflow conditions were applied at

the left and right boundaries. Neumann boundary conditions with zero gradients for all variables were

set at the top and bottom boundaries. The simulations were carried out with the shock-stable HLLC
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Riemann solver39 to prevent the carbuncle phenomenon. The initial conditions computed using exact

Rankine-Hugoniot conditions were:

(ρ,u,v, p) =


(1,−3,0,1), pre-shocked air,

(216/41,(1645/286)−3,0,251/6), post-shocked air,

(0.138,−3,0,1), helium bubble.

(40)
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FIG. 7. Density contours of Example IV.6 for the considered schemes. The contour of MIG-D is not included as it

crashed. (a) TENO. (b) MIG. (c) MIG-S.
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Observing Fig. 7, the MIG-S scheme resolved more small-scale vortices than the TENO and MIG

schemes. The MIG-D scheme failed within a few time steps for this test case and as a result, the contour

was not included. The proposed method resolved the contact discontinuities and fine-scale structures and

was also more computationally efficient than the MIG and TENO schemes as shown in Table II. It is clear

from Table II that MIG-D is computationally cheaper than the other schemes since the limiter is activated

less often. However, it produced oscillatory results or crashed for some of the test cases as a result of it’s

inherent inability to detect contact discontinuities. On the other hand, MIG-S did not produce oscillatory

results and was consistently computationally less expensive than MIG. Further, it was less expensive than

the TENO scheme for some cases and produced superior resolution.

TABLE II. Computational times of the considered schemes for the above examples.

Test case MIG-D (s) MIG (s) MIG-S (s) TENO (s)

Riemann 6696 8882 7207 6751

DMR 2222 2939 2382 2103

RTI 1380 (oscillatory) 1448 1389 1510

RMI Crashed 373 351 316

KHI 1429 (oscillatory) 1740 1650 1620

SB Crashed 2247 1966 2210

It should also be noted that the TENO scheme does not have the advantage of sharing gradients

between inviscid and viscous fluxes. Therefore, it is significantly more expensive than the MIG and MIG-

S schemes for viscous flow simulations. Readers can refer to Chamarthi22 for the detailed comparison of

the MIG and TENO schemes with various viscous flux discretizations, which was shown to be important

for a wide variety of flows33,34.

Example IV.7 Viscous Shock tube

Moving into viscous simulations, the Daru and Tenaud44 viscous shock-tube problem was used to

demonstrate the advantage of MIG-S for the Navier-Stokes equations. The problem involves the propa-

gation of a Mach 2.37 shock wave and contact discontinuity, which forms a thin boundary layer at the

bottom wall. The shock wave interacts with this boundary layer, resulting in a complex vortex system,

separation region, and a lambda-shaped shock pattern. This scenario makes it an ideal test case for

evaluating high-resolution schemes. The case was run until a final time t f = 1. The initial conditions are:
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(ρ,u,v, p) =

(120,0,0,120/γ), if 0 < x < 0.5,

(1.2,0,0,1.2/γ), if 0.5≤ x < 1.
(41)

The Reynolds number for this case was Re = 2500. The computational domain was [x,y] = [0,1]×
[0,0.5] and was uniformly discretized on a grid of 2000× 1000. It is important to note that Kundu et

al.45 considered this case using a grid of 109 million cells. Even so, the present results obtained by both

MIG and MIG-S are very close to their results despite using a grid 55 times smaller. Unfortunately, the

TENO and MIG-D schemes failed for this test case, so the results are not presented (likewise in21). The

superior performance of the proposed schemes compared to the TENO scheme highlights the importance

of choosing appropriate numerical methods for simulating such flows. Additionally, the implicit gradient

method has the advantage of sharing the gradients between inviscid and viscous fluxes (computed by

Equation (31a–31b)), which would not be possible with the TENO scheme. Further, from Figure 9, it is

evident that MIG-S better matches the reference wall density data of Kundu et al.45 compared with the

MIG scheme. Additionally, MIG-S was approximately 25% computationally cheaper than MIG for this

case.
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FIG. 8. Density gradient contours of Example IV.7 for the considered schemes. The contours of MIG-D and TENO

are not included as they crashed. (a) MIG. (b) MIG-S.

27



0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
x

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

D
e
n

si
ty

MIG

MIG-S

Ref

FIG. 9. Wall density comparison of MIG and MIG-S compared with the reference data of Kundu et al.45.

Example IV.8 Inviscid Taylor-Green Vortex

For the final example, we investigated the performance of the considered schemes for solving the

three-dimensional inviscid Taylor-Green vortex problem; a classical benchmark problem in computa-

tional fluid dynamics. The case features the unsteady decay of a vortex. It is often used to assess the

dissipation characteristics of numerical methods that solve the Euler equations: if kinetic energy loss is

low and enstrophy generation is large, the method, in part, shows good dissipative properties. The initial

conditions for the simulation were:



ρ

u

v

w

p


=



1

sinxcosycosz

−cosxsinycosz

0

100+
[cos(2z)+2] [cos(2x)+ cos(2y)]−2

16


. (42)

The case was run in a periodic domain of size x,y,z ∈ [0,2π) until t f = 10 on a grid size of 643,

with a specific heat ratio of γ = 5/3. The case is considered incompressible since the mean pressure

is significantly large. The study aimed to evaluate the ability of different schemes to preserve volume-

averaged kinetic energy and enstrophy over time. Enstrophy, defined as the integral of the square of the

vorticity, was used as a measure of the scheme’s ability to preserve as many vortex structures as possible.

The linear IG4H scheme21,22, along with the nonlinear MIG, MIG-D, MIG-S, and TENO schemes, was

also considered in this study. The reason IG4-H was chosen was because it is a linear scheme with no

discontinuity-detecting algorithm. As such, it should preserve the kinetic energy and enstrophy best.
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The kinetic energy evolution of all the numerical schemes is presented in Fig. 10(a). As expected,

IG4H preserves both kinetic energy and enstrophy better than the other considered schemes for the rea-

sons cited above. The results indicate that the MIG scheme better preserved kinetic energy than the

TENO scheme. Furthermore, the MIG-D and MIG-S schemes preserved the kinetic energy significantly

better than the MIG scheme due to the Ducros sensor. This indicates that the MP limiting criterion is

met far too often in the base MIG scheme compared with the MIG-D and MIG-S schemes, exhibiting

the reason it may become too dissipative. There is little-to-no difference between the MIG-S and MIG-D

schemes, as this test case has no contact discontinuity. Furthermore, since the velocity gradients required

to compute the enstrophy were already available, the proposed GBR method has an additional advantage.

The MIG schemes (MIG, MIG-S, and MIG-D) performed the best in enstrophy preservation, as shown

in Fig. 10(b). The resolved vortical structures from different schemes are shown in Fig. 11. The MIG-S

scheme captured significantly more small-scale flow features than the MIG and TENO schemes.

One may argue that very high-order TENO schemes46–49 may perform better, but it should also be

noted that very-high-order TENO schemes are prone to oscillations and require a TVD or MP-like filter,

as in17. Li et al.18 mentioned that the smoothness indicators (which are a sum of gradients and are not

re-used anywhere else) used in the ENO-type schemes for shock-capturing are very expensive and have

proposed a regularization approach based on the MP criterion18.
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FIG. 10. Normalized, volume-averaged kinetic energy and enstrophy of Example IV.8 for the considered schemes.

Solid line with circles: exact solution; solid black line: MIG; solid green line: TENO; solid blue line: IG4H; dashed

red line: MIG-D; dashed dotted magenta line: MIG-S. (a) Kinetic energy. (b) Enstrophy.
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(a) TENO (b) MIG

(c) MIG-S

FIG. 11. Resolved Q = 2 Q-criterion iso-surfaces of Example IV.8 for the considered schemes. (a) TENO. (b)

MIG. (c) MIG-S.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we proposed a novel selective discontinuity sensor approach that exploits the characteris-

tic transformation that is commonly done for shock-capturing schemes. Since characteristic transforma-

tion already differentiates the characteristic waves in compressible flow systems, this can be used to ap-

propriately treat various discontinuities. The novel sensor was applied to the MIG scheme of Chamarthi22
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and compared with the TENO scheme of Fu30. We also considered the standard Ducros sensor applied

to the MIG scheme. A suite of test cases was presented showing the efficacy of the proposed method in

appropriately resolving shock waves and contact discontinuities while preserving important flow features

as a result of it’s low dissipation. Since the MIG family of schemes uses Gradient-Based Reconstruction,

gradients can be re-used throughout the solver, resulting in increased computational efficiency. For test

cases that did not include contact discontinuities, the results showed that the proposed sensor did not

have an advantage over the standard Ducros sensor, which was expected. However, for cases with con-

tact discontinuities, significantly better results were achieved. In some cases, the standard Ducros sensor

produced oscillatory results and even crashed, whereas the proposed sensor showed no oscillations and

successfully completed simulations with high resolution. The proposed sensor can also be used with

other shock-capturing schemes, such as WENO, which already perform characteristic transformation.

As such, it can readily be implemented into existing methods to significantly improve solution quality.
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APPENDIX A

We present the results obtained using the fifth-order WENO-Z scheme using the selective discontinuity

detector approach. The WENO-Z scheme was implemented using conservative variables. The results for

Examples IV.4 and IV.3 are shown in Figs. 12 and 13. It can be seen that the simulation carried out with

the Ducros sensor alone, WENO-Z-D (Fig. 12(b)), gave oscillatory results whereas the results obtained

with the selective sensor approach, WENO-Z-S (Fig. 12(c)), is free of oscillations. The WENO-Z-S

approach resolved the small-scale features better than the standard WENO-Z approach.
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FIG. 12. Density contours of Example IV.4 with the WENO-Z scheme, WENO-Z scheme with Ducros sensor, and

the WENO-Z scheme with the selective sensor approach. (a) WENO-Z. (b) WENO-Z-D. (c) WENO-Z-S.
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Similar observations can be made for Example IV.3. It can be seen that the simulation carried out with

the Ducros sensor alone, WENO-Z-D (Fig. 13(b)), gave oscillatory results whereas the results obtained

with the selective sensor approach, WENO-Z-S (Fig. 13(c)), is free of oscillations and better resolved

the flow features in comparison with the standard WENO-Z scheme. These results indicate that the

proposed selective discontinuity detector approach can also be used in conjunction with other methods,

improving their solution quality significantly. Another important note is that the velocity gradients used

in computing the Ducros sensor can also be re-used in the viscous flux discretization, thus making the

approach efficient for viscous flow simulations.
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FIG. 13. Density contours of Example IV.4 with the WENO-Z scheme, WENO-Z scheme with Ducros sensor, and

the WENO-Z scheme with the selective sensor approach. (a) WENO-Z. (b) WENO-Z-D. (c) WENO-Z-S.
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