
Multilevel well modeling in aggregation-based nonlinear multigrid for
multiphase flow in porous media

Chak Shing Leea,∗, François P. Hamonb, Nicola Castellettoc, Panayot S. Vassilevskia,d, Joshua A. Whitec

aCenter for Applied Scientific Computing, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, CA 94550, USA
bTotalEnergies E&P Research and Technology, Houston, TX 77002, USA

cAtmospheric, Earth, and Energy Division, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, CA 94550, USA
dFariborz Maseeh Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Portland State University, Portland, OR 97201, USA

Abstract

A full approximation scheme (FAS) nonlinear multigrid solver for two-phase flow and transport problems driven by
wells with multiple perforations is developed. It is an extension to our previous work on FAS solvers for diffusion
and transport problems. The solver is applicable to discrete problems defined on unstructured grids as the coarsening
algorithm is aggregation-based and algebraic. To construct coarse basis that can better capture the radial flow near
wells, coarse grids in which perforated well cells are not near the coarse-element interface are desired. This is achieved
by an aggregation algorithm proposed in this paper that makes use of the location of well cells in the cell-connectivity
graph. Numerical examples in which the FAS solver is compared against Newton’s method on benchmark problems
are given. In particular, for a refined version of the SAIGUP model, the FAS solver is at least 35% faster than Newton’s
method for time steps with a CFL number greater than 10.

Keywords: nonlinear multigrid, full approximation scheme, algebraic multigrid, two-phase flow and transport, wells
with multiple perforations, unstructured meshes

1. Introduction

Numerical simulation is an essential tool to better understand and manage subsurface systems in a wide range
of applications including CO2 storage, geothermal energy production, and underground hydrogen storage. Solving
the partial differential equations (PDEs) governing these systems is challenging due to the nonlinearity of subsurface
transport processes and the high heterogeneity of geological porous media. To avoid unpractical time step size restric-
tions in the presence of large Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) numbers, the temporal discretization of choice is often
the unconditionally stable fully implicit method (FIM). This approach is computationally expensive as it requires solv-
ing large, non-symmetric, ill-conditioned linear systems at each nonlinear iteration. Fast nonlinear solvers exhibiting
robust convergence properties for large time steps are therefore desirable to reduce the computational burden of the
simulations.

Newton-Krylov methods are widely used to solve the nonlinear systems arising from the FIM. This approach
is often combined with linear multigrid [1] to accelerate the Krylov algorithm employed at each Newton iteration.
However, the performance of Newton’s method can be undermined by slow nonlinear convergence, especially for
large time steps and/or poor initial guesses. To address this limitation, significant efforts have been invested to enlarge
the Newton convergence radius using damping heuristics [2–5], smoother finite volume discretizations [6–9], and
reordering methods [10–13]. Nonlinear preconditioners based on additive and multiplicative Schwarz preconditioned
inexact Newton (A/MSPIN) [14–16] have also been proposed to accelerate nonlinear convergence of multiphase flow
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in porous media [17–20]. In this work, we focus on nonlinear multigrid based on a full approximation scheme (FAS)
[1]. Instead of using multigrid as a preconditioner for the linear systems, our approach leverages the multigrid concept
at the nonlinear level to design a scalable nonlinear solver with robust convergence properties for challenging porous
media flow applications [21–25].

The present article aims at extending the applicability of the nonlinear multigrid solver presented in previous work
[24, 25] to the presence of complex line source/sink boundary conditions representing multiperforation wells. We
consider here the widely used Peaceman well model [26] to approximate the difference between the wellbore pressure
and the pressure in the perforated reservoir cells. The accurate representation of multiperforation wells in reservoir
simulation is a prerequisite to handle real-field problems but remains a challenge in multilevel solution strategies.
These solvers rely on a coarse problem representation in which the complex radial flow dynamics taking place in the
near-well region may be poorly captured, resulting in crippled nonlinear convergence. This limitation, tackled here in
the nonlinear multigrid framework, was investigated in previous work for other classes of multilevel methods. In the
context of multiscale finite volume (MSFV), Wolfsteiner et al. [27] modified the definition of the basis functions in
the near-well region to better model radial flow at the coarse level. Multiple improvements have also been proposed to
accommodate the presence of wells in the multiscale mixed finite element method (MsMFEM) [28–31]. The findings
of Ligaarden [32] and Skaflestad and Krogstad [33] are particularly relevant to this work. They highlighted the impact
of the well location in the perforated coarse cells on the ability of the basis functions to faithfully approximate radial
flow near the well. Specifically, they showed that wells located close the boundaries of coarse cells were inaccurately
represented at the coarse level.

We leverage the latter findings in the construction of the FAS nonlinear multigrid solver presented in this work.
We extend the mixed fractional-flow velocity-pressure-saturation for two-phase flow considered in [25] to include
reservoir-well fluxes at the perforations and the well (rate or pressure) control equations. In the discrete systems,
the set of primary unknowns is enlarged to include well perforation total flux and well pressure—in addition to
the reservoir total flux, reservoir pressure, and reservoir saturation representing the reservoir state. The aggregation
algorithm is key to obtain basis functions able to represent near-well radial flow at the coarse levels and preserve a
robust nonlinear convergence in the presence of wells. Following the observations of Ligaarden [32], this is achieved
by modifying the coarsening algorithm of [25] to ensure that wells are away from the coarse cell boundaries. We also
improve the intergrid operators described in [25] to transfer both well and reservoir data between levels. Importantly,
the modified multigrid solution strategy remains algebraic and applicable to fully unstructured meshes. A solution
strategy for the reservoir-well linear systems is also designed. We consider three challenging numerical tests that
include several multiperforation wells to illustrate the behavior of the coarsening algorithm around wells. These
benchmark cases demonstrate the excellent nonlinear behavior of FAS nonlinear multigrid compared to Newton’s
method, especially for large time steps.

We review the governing equations of two-phase flow in porous media in Section 2. Section 3 describes the
finite-volume discretization and the Peaceman model for multiperforation wells. The treatment of the wells in FAS is
presented in Section 4 and nonlinear smoothing is discussed in Section 5. Challenging numerical examples illustrating
the robustness of the FAS nonlinear multigrid solver are in Section 6.

2. Model problem

We consider a two-phase flow and transport problem involving two immiscible and incompressible phases—a
wetting phase, w, and a non-wetting phase, nw—flowing in an incompressible porous medium. Throughout the paper,
we use subscript w to indicate wetting-phase quantities, and use superscript w to indicate well-related quantities.
We focus on a mixed fractional-flow velocity-pressure-saturation formulation. Gravitational effects are ignored and
will be considered in a future publication. We also neglect capillary forces, a frequent assumption in many practical
engineering applications. Therefore, the pressure is the same for both phases, i.e. pw = pnw = p. In this work, using
the saturation constraint

∑
α={w,nw} sα = 1, we treat the wetting-phase saturation as primary unknown and denote it

from now on as s = sw.
For a simply-connected polyhedral domain Ω ∈ R3 and time interval T := (T0,T f ), with T0 and T f the initial

and final time, respectively, the strong form of the initial/boundary value problem (IBVP) consists in finding the total
Darcy velocity v : Ω × T → R3, the pressure p : Ω × T → R, and the wetting-phase saturation s : Ω × T → R such
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that [34]:

1
λ(s)

K−1 · v + ∇p = 0 in Ω × T (total Darcy velocity), (1a)

∇ · v = qw(p, s) in Ω × T (total volume conservation), (1b)

ϕ
∂s
∂t
+ ∇ · [ fw(s)v] = qw

w(p, s), in Ω × T (wetting-phase volume conservation), (1c)

where

• λ(s) =
∑
α={w,nw} λα(s) is the total mobility, with the corresponding phase-based quantities defined as the ratio

of relative permeability, kr,α, to viscosity, µα, i.e. λα(s) := kr,α(s)/µα. Various constitutive relationships for kr,α

will be considered in our numerical examples. Note that using standard assumptions on the phase mobilities,
the total mobility is bounded away from zero;

• K and ϕ are the medium absolute permeability tensor and porosity, respectively;

• qw(p, s) =
∑
α={w,nw} qw

α (p, s) is the total volumetric source/sink per unit volume, with qw
α (p, s) the corresponding

phased-based quantity, which are driven by wells and will be defined in more details below.

• fw(s) := λw(s)/λ(s) is the fractional flow function.

Without loss of generality, in our simulations the domain boundary, ∂Ω, is always subject to no-flow boundary condi-
tions. This represents a natural assumption when simulating closed-flow systems, such as depleted reservoirs in which
CO2 is injected for permanent storage. To ensure uniqueness of the pressure solution, we prescribe a datum value for
pressure internally in the domain through sink and/or source terms. The formulation is completed by appropriate
initial conditions for v, p, and s.

3. The discrete problem

The system of PDEs (1) is discretized by a cell-centered two-point flux approximation (TPFA) finite-volume
(FV) method [35] on a conforming triangulation of the domain, combined with the backward Euler (fully implicit)
time-stepping scheme.

3.1. Finite Volume discretization
First, we introduce some notation. Let T be the set of cells in the computational mesh such that Ω =

∑
τ∈T τ. For

a cell τK ∈ T , with K a global index, let |τK | denote the volume, ∂τK = τK \ τK the boundary, xK the barycenter,
and nK the outer unit normal vector associated with τK . Also, let Tw be the subset of T containing cells that are
perforated by some wells. Let E be the set of internal faces in the computational mesh included in Ω. An internal
face ε shared by cells τK and τL is denoted as εK,L = ∂τK ∩ ∂τL, with the indices K and L such that K < L. The area
of a face is |ε|. A unit vector nε is introduced to define a unique orientation for every face, and we set nε = nK . To
indicate the mean value of a quantity (·) over a face ε or a cell τK , we use the notation (·)| ε and (·)|K , respectively. Let
T0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tn = T f be a partition of the time domain T. The discrete (finite-difference) approximation to a
time-dependent quantity χ(tm) at time tm is denoted by χm. Also, we define the time step size ∆tm := tm − tm−1.

We consider a piecewise-constant approximation for both pressure and saturation. For each cell τK ∈ T , we
introduce one pressure, pK , and one saturation, sK , degree of freedom, respectively. We denote by σε the numerical
flux approximating the total Darcy flux through an internal face ε = εK,L, i.e. σε ≈

∫
εK,L

v · nεdΓ, such that: 1

λ(sK)ΥK,ε
+

1

λ(sL)ΥL,ε

σε − (pK − pL) = 0, (2)

where ΥK,ε(sK) and ΥL,ε(sL) are the constant (geometric) one-sided transmissibility coefficients, defined as [36]

Υi,ε = |εK,L|
ni ·K| i · (xε − xi)
||xε − xi||

2
2

, i = {K, L}, (3)
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with xε a collocation point introduced for every ε ∈ E to enforce point-wise pressure continuity across interfaces.
The approximation of the wetting-phase Darcy flux through ε = εK,L ∈ E in the discrete form of Eq. (1c) relies on
using single-point upstream weighting (SPU) according to the sign of σε, namely

f upw
w (sK , sL)σε ≈

∫
εK,L

fw(s)v · nεdΓ, f upw
w (sK , sL) =

 fw(sK), if σε > 0,
fw(sL), otherwise.

(4)

3.2. A standard well model with multiple perforations
Source and sink terms in Eqs. (1b)-(1c) are used to simulate the effect of injection and production wells. We

employ a conventional Peaceman well model [26], which relates well control parameters, such as bottomhole pressure
(BHP), to flow rates through the wellbore [26]. We assume each well segment to be vertical, with a single perforation
connected to the centroid of a reservoir cell. Also, without loss of generality, we restrict ourselves to rate-controlled
injection wells and BHP-controlled production wells. Consider a well with nper f perforations, see Figure 1 for an
example. The pressure values pw

i at the perforations i are the unknowns. We can write nper f equations for the well,
where the first nper f − 1 equations describe the pressure relation between two neighboring perforations. Specifically,
the expression can be written as

pw
i+1 − pw

i =
1
2

(ρw
i + ρ

w
i+1)g∆hi,i+1 i = 1, . . . , nper f − 1, (5)

where ρw
i stands for the density of the fluid mixture in the wellbore around perforation i, g denotes the gravity constant,

and ∆hi,i+1 is the height difference between perforations i and i+1. In the current paper, we ignore the effect of gravity
(i.e., g = 0), so (5) implies that the perforation pressures for the same well are the same. Hence, we have effectively
only one pressure unknown associated with a well w, and it is denoted by

pw := pw
1 = pw

2 = · · · = pw
nper f
.

The phase volumetric rate qw
α,i through perforation i is calculated with the Peaceman model:

qw
α,i = λα(sα,K(i))WIi

(
pr

K(i) − pw
i

)
= WIi λα(sα,K(i))

(
pr

K(i) − pw
)

i = 1, . . . , nper f . (6)

Here, K(i) is the index of the reservoir cell in T where perforation i is located, WIi is the well index describing the
transmissibility between the wellbore and the perforated reservoir cell, and pr

K(i) is the pressure in the perforated cell.
A comprehensive presentation of well models and well index calculation can be found in [37]. The source/sink term
in (1) is then defined as

qw
α (p, s) :=

∑
w

nper f∑
i=1

qw
α,iδ(x − xK(i)) (7)

where δ(·) is the Dirac function and xK(i) is the barycenter of the perforated cell τK(i). We introduce a new unknown
σw

i for each well cell τK(i) ∈ Tw:

σw
i :=
∫
τK(i)

−qw(p, s) =
∫
τK(i)

∑
α={w,nw}

−qw
α (p, s) i = 1, . . . , nper f . (8)

Hence, by (6), (7), and (8)

1
λT (sK(i))WIi

σw
i =

1
λT (sK(i))WIi

(
−qw

w,i − qw
nw,i

)
=
(
pw − pr

K(i)

)
i = 1, . . . , nper f (9)

and

fw(sK(i))σw
i = qw

w,i i = 1, . . . , nper f . (10)

4



Perforation 1

Perforation 2

Perforation 3

△h1,2

△h2,3

(a) Location of perforations.

pw
1

pw
2

pw
3

qw
1

qw
2

qw
3

pr
K(1)

pr
K(2)

pr
K(3)

(b) Degrees-of-freedom associated with the well.

Figure 1: An example of a 3-perforation well.

3.3. Control equations

In addition to the n − 1 pressure relation equations (5), there is one more equation for each well, which is the
well constraint equation. This constraint equation reflects the physical control strategy on a well. The most common
constraint equations are phase rate control and wellbore pressure control. For a well with BHP control, the constraint
equation can be written as follows:

pw − pw,target = 0, (11)

where pw,target is the user-specified operating pressure. For a well with phase rate control, the constraint equation for
a well is:

nper f∑
i=1

qw
α,i − qw,target

α = 0, (12)

where qw,target
α is the specified injection rate of phase α.

3.4. Structure of the discrete problem

Let W be the set of wells. Introducing coefficient vectors σr = (σε)ε∈E, σw = (σw
K)τK∈Tw , pr = (pK)τK∈T ,

pw = (pw
w)w∈W and s = (sK)τK∈T that contain the unknown degrees of freedom at time t = tm (i.e. face fluxes,

perforation fluxes, cell pressures, well pressures, and cell saturations) the algebraic form associated with the IBVP (1)
can be stated as follows:

r(x) :=


rσr (x)
rσw (x)
rpr (x)
rpw (x)
rs(x)

 :=


Mr(s)σr − (Dr,r)T pr

Mw(s)σw − (Dr,w)T pr − (Dw,w)T pw − gw

Dr,rσr + Dr,wσw

Dw,wσw − fw

T (σr,σw, s) − (∆tm)−1Wsm−1

 = 0, where x :=


σr

σw

pr

pw

s

 , (13)

(Dr,r)T computes for the pressure difference between adjacent cells as in (2), [(Dr,w)T (Dw,w)T ] computes for the
pressure difference between wells and well cells as in (6), Mr(s) has the coefficients of σε in (2) on the diagonal,
Mw(s) has the inverse of the scaled well indices in (2) on the diagonal, T comes from the discretization of (1c) as in
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[25], gw contains the BHP, fw contains the injection rates, sm−1 is the coefficient vector of the saturation solution at the
previous time step , and

T (σr,σw, s) = (∆tm)−1Ws + Dr,rdiag (σr) U(σr) fw(s) + Dr,wdiag (σw) U(σw) fw(sw). (14)

Here, diag (σ) is the diagonal matrix created from the entries of the argument vector, and U(σr) is the upwind operator
selecting for each connection the appropriate upstream value from the input vector fw(s), which contains the fractional
flow function values evaluated in each cell, with sw the saturation value in the wells.

To illustrate the components in (13), we consider a simple well-driven flow example with the mesh and degrees-
of-freedom depicted in Fig. 2. The corresponding discrete operators and vectors in (13) for Fig. 2 are shown in Fig. 3.

τ1

τ2

τ3

τ4

τ5

τ6

n2

n1

n5

n4 n7

n3 n6

ε1 ε4 ε7

ε2

ε3

ε5

ε6

(a) Mesh

{p1,s1 } {p3,s3 } {p5,s5 }

{p2,s2 }
{p4,s4 }

{p6,s6 }

σ1 σ4 σ7

σ2 σ5

σ3 σ6

(b) Degrees of freedom (mesh)
BHP-controlled (pw,target

1 ) Rate-controlled (qw,target
2 )

w1 w2

(c) Locations of wells and perforations

σw
1 σw

5

σw
2 σw

6

pw
2

(d) Degrees of freedom (well)

Figure 2: Sketch of a well-driven flow using a mesh consisting of six cells. The domain boundary is subject to no-flow conditions
everywhere. The locations of the rate-controlled injection well (green) and the BHP-controlled production well (yellow) are shown
in (c). Note that the numbering of σw

i is based on the definition in (8).

4. Full approximation scheme

In this section, we propose a nonlinear multigrid solver for the discrete nonlinear system (13) based on the Full
Approximation Scheme (FAS) [1, 38]. We start by giving a high-level overview of FAS and its essential components.
First, we will need three intergrid transfer operators—namely, an interpolation operator Pℓ

ℓ+1, a restriction operator
Rℓ+1
ℓ

, and a projection operator Qℓ+1
ℓ

. In particular, Pℓ
ℓ+1 and Qℓ+1

ℓ
satisfy

Qℓ+1
ℓ Pℓℓ+1 = Iℓ+1, (15)

where Iℓ+1 is the identity operator on the level ℓ + 1.

Remark 1 (Abuse of terminology). Qℓ+1
ℓ

is not a projection according to the usual definition of projections. Nev-
ertheless, following the discussion in [24, Remark 6], Qℓ+1

ℓ
will be referred to as a projection with an abuse of

terminology.
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

1
λ(s1)Υ1,ε

+ 1
λ(s3)Υ3,ε

1
λ(s2)WI2

σ1 σ2 σ3 σ4 σ5 σ6 σ7 σ
w
1 σ

w
2 σ

w
5 σ

w
6

[rσr ]1
[rσr ]2
[rσr ]3
[rσr ]4
[rσr ]5
[rσr ]6
[rσr ]7

[rσw ]1
[rσw ]2
[rσw ]3
[rσw ]4

(a)
[
Mr(s)

Mw(s)

]
•

−(pw,target
1 )

[rσr ]1
[rσr ]2
[rσr ]3
[rσr ]4
[rσr ]5
[rσr ]6
[rσr ]7

[rσw ]1
[rσw ]2
[rσw ]3
[rσw ]4

(b)
[

0
gw

]

1

-1

1

-1

1

-1

1

-1

1

-1

1

-1

1

-1

1

1

1

-1

1

-1

[rpr ]1
[rpr ]2
[rpr ]3
[rpr ]4
[rpr ]5
[rpr ]6

[rpw ]1

σr
1 σ

r
2 σ

r
3 σ

r
4 σ

r
5 σ

r
6 σ

r
7 σ

w
1 σ

w
2 σ

w
5 σ

w
6

(c)
[
Dr,r Dr,w

Dw,w

]
•

qw,target
2

[rpr ]1
[rpr ]2
[rpr ]3
[rpr ]4
[rpr ]5
[rpr ]6

[rpw ]1

(d)
[

0
fw

]
Figure 3: Components of the discrete problem for Fig. 2. The terms in yellow are involved in the discrete pressure constraint for
well 1, while the terms in green correspond to the discrete rate constraint for well 2.

We use the convention that level ℓ = 0 refers to the finest level (i.e., the original problem), and a larger value of

ℓ means a coarser level. Moreover, a hierarchy of nonlinear operators
{
rℓ(xℓ)

}L−1

ℓ=0
approximating r(x) will need to

be constructed. Lastly, the approximated solution is updated at each level based on some smoothing step, denoted
“NonlinearSmoothing.” A typical step at level ℓ in the full approximation scheme multigrid is stated in Algorithm 1,
where nℓs is the number of smoothing steps at level ℓ. The backtracking procedure is described in [24, Algorithm 1].

At time step m, the multigrid solver for (13) starts with an initial guess, x0 := xm−1, chosen to be the converged
state at the previous time step m − 1. Then, the solver performs a sequence of nonlinear iterations denoted by the
superscript k, as follows:

xk = NonlinearMG(0, xk−1, 0), ∀ k ≥ 1, (16)

until a certain stopping criterion is satisfied. In the rest of this section, the details of all multigrid cycle components
will be discussed.

4.1. Intergrid transfer operators

The interpolation operator Pℓ
ℓ+1 and the projection operator Qℓ+1

ℓ
are block-diagonal, composed of the correspond-

ing operators for the flux at faces, the perforation flux, the cell-center pressure, the well pressure, and the saturation
unknowns:

Pℓℓ+1 =


Pσr

Pσw

Ppr

Ppw

Ps

 . (17)
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Algorithm 1 Nonlinear step at level ℓ in the Full Approximation Scheme

1: function NonlinearMG(ℓ, xℓ, bℓ)
2: if ℓ is the coarsest level then
3: xℓ ← NonlinearSmoothing(ℓ, xℓ, bℓ, nℓs)
4: else
5: xℓ ← NonlinearSmoothing(ℓ, xℓ, bℓ, nℓs)
6: xℓ+1 ← Qℓ+1

ℓ
xℓ

7: bℓ+1 ← rℓ+1(xℓ+1) − Rℓ+1
ℓ

(rℓ(xℓ) − bℓ)
8: yℓ+1 ← NonlinearMG(ℓ + 1, xℓ+1, bℓ+1)
9: xℓ ← Backtracking(xℓ, Pℓ

ℓ+1(yℓ+1 − xℓ+1), θ)
10: xℓ ← NonlinearSmoothing(ℓ, xℓ, bℓ, nℓs)
11: end if
12: return xℓ
13: end function

The restriction operator Rℓ+1
ℓ

and injection operator Qℓ+1
ℓ

have a similar structure and notation. The restriction operator
Rℓ+1
ℓ

is taken as the transpose of the interpolation operator Pℓ
ℓ+1:

Rℓ+1
ℓ := Pℓℓ+1

T
.

To define our interpolation operators, we first form a nested hierarchy of grids {T ℓ}L−1
ℓ=0 by aggregating fine grid

cells in T 0 := T . Starting with ℓ = 0, we consider the cell-connectivity graph of T ℓ, where each cell (respectively
face) in T ℓ is a vertex (respectively edge) of the graph. Based on the cell-connectivity graph, we add wells as
additional vertices, and well perforations (connections between a well and a reservoir cell) as additional edges to
the graph, and we call this the cell-well-connectivity graph. Based on the cell-well-connectivity graph, contiguous
aggregates of cells are formed by using a graph partitioner (e.g., METIS [39]). Since the wells require a specific
treatment, we do not aggregate them with the other cells. To this end, we identify them in the cell-well-connectivity
and make each well an individual aggregate by itself. These aggregates are the “cells” (which have irregular shapes)
in the coarser-level grid T ℓ+1. A coarser-level face is also naturally formed by collecting the fine faces sharing a pair
of adjacent aggregates. The set of faces on level ℓ is denoted by Eℓ. This process is repeated until the coarsest grid
TL−1 is formed.

For the construction of the components of Pℓ
ℓ+1 and Qℓ+1

ℓ
, we use the lowest order graph-based multilevel coars-

ening method in [40] applied to the cell-well-connectivity graph (see also [25]).

4.2. The nonlinear problem on each level
On the fine level ℓ = 0, let r0(x0) := r(x0). With the interpolation operator Pℓ

ℓ+1 and restriction operator Rℓ+1
ℓ

, the
nonlinear operators on coarse levels are defined recursively as

rℓ+1(xℓ+1) := Rℓ+1
ℓ rℓ

(
Pℓℓ+1xℓ+1

)
(18)

where

T ℓ+1(σr,ℓ+1,σw,ℓ+1, sℓ+1) :=
(
Rs
)ℓ+1
ℓ T ℓ

((
Pσr
)ℓ
ℓ+1σ

r,ℓ+1,
(
Pσw
)ℓ
ℓ+1σ

w,ℓ+1,
(
Ps
)ℓ
ℓ+1sℓ+1

)
, (19)

The nonlinear problem on level ℓ is

rℓ(xℓ) − bℓ = 0ℓ (20)

where bℓ is defined recursively as in Algorithm 1 with b0 = 00, a vector of all zero on the finest level. Note that
(18) is a conceptual definition of the coarse operators. In practice, due to scalability concerns, we do not want the
evaluation of rℓ+1(xℓ+1) during the multigrid cycle to involve computations on the finer level ℓ. To achieve this, we
have to construct and store some coarse operators and vectors during the setup phase of the multigrid solver. For
Dℓ+1, gℓ+1, fℓ+1, and hℓ+1, the construction is straightforward. The main issue is in the evaluation of the nonlinear
components Mℓ+1

(
sℓ+1
)

and T ℓ+1(σr,ℓ+1,σw,ℓ+1, sℓ+1), where the details are discussed in [25].
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Algorithm 2 Well-location informed partition

1: Input: cell-connectivity graph (conn), well cell indices (well cells)
2: Output: cell partitioning array (part)
3: Parameters: number of layers (n lay), edge weight multiplier (scale)

4: cell layers← Π
n lay
i=1 conn ▷ find out cells that are n lay (cell) layers away from well cells

5: well cell neighbors← cells connected to well cells in cell layers

6: for cell-cell connection in conn (an edge in the sparse matrix graph) do
7: if both cells of the connection are in well cell neighbors then
8: edge weight← edge weight * scale ▷Modify edge weights of conn near well
9: end if

10: end for
11: part 0←METIS(modified conn) ▷ Produce a partitioning array by calling METIS
12: part← merge aggregates in part 0 that are connected to some well cells of the same well
13: return part

4.3. Aggregation around wells

It is known that the location of the wells in the coarse elements can greatly affect the quality of the multiscale
basis functions associated with the wells. For example, when a well is located at a corner or a boundary face of
a coarse element, the subgrid feature of the multiscale basis function caused by the well cannot be extended to the
neighboring coarse elements, leading to a mismatch with the global solution [32]. To tackle this issue, we assign
heavier weights for edges corresponding to faces nearby the well (a few layers around the well cells) in the cell-
connectivity graph, and then feed the modified weighted graph to METIS. After the initial aggregation is formed,
we merge the aggregates that are connected to some well cells of the same well. This second step ensures that well
cells are not in contact with the boundary of the aggregate (unless some face of the well cell is originally on the
boundary of the computational domain). The overall aggregation algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 2. Figure 4
illustrates the location of edges whose weights are modified in a small graph example when n lay (number of layers)
is 2 in Algorithm 2. In our numerical experiments, we set the parameters “number of layers” to 4 and “edge weight
multiplier” to 106 in Algorithm 2. With this approach, we observe that well cells stay away from aggregate-to-
aggregate interface in the resulting partition. See Figure 5 for an example of the resulting aggregate containing the
well cells.

5. Nonlinear smoothing

In our FAS scheme, the nonlinear smoothing step on level ℓ in Algorithm 1 consists of applying a Newton iteration
to solve (20). The number of Newton iterations is a user-specified parameter. As shown in [25], the coarse-level
problem has the same structure as the original fine-level problem (13). Therefore, the Jacobian on any level has the
form: 

Aσrσr Aσrσw Aσr pr Aσr s

Aσwσr Aσwσw Aσw pr Aσw pw Aσw s

Aprσr Aprσw

Apwσw

Asσr Asσw Ass



∆σr

∆σw

∆pr

∆pw

∆s

 = −

rσr

rσw

rpr

rpw

rs

 , (21)

We solve (21) differently depending on which level is being solved.
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: Mesh

: cell-connectivity graph

: well cell

: edges with heavy weights

Figure 4: Location of edges with modified weights in an example cell-connectivity graph if n lay = 2 in Algorithm 2.

5.1. Reduction of fine-level Jacobian

On the fine level, because the sub-matrix of the first 2× 2 blocks of (21) is diagonal, (21) can easily be reduced to
a system involving only ∆pr, ∆pw and ∆s (the primal formulation) by eliminating ∆σr and ∆σw.0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 Ass

 −
Aprσr Aprσw

0 Apwσw

Asσr Asσw


[
Aσrσr Aσrσw

Aσwσr Aσwσw

]−1 [Aσr pr 0 Aσr s

Aσw pr Aσw pw Aσw s

]
(22)

5.2. Reduction of coarse-level Jacobian

On coarse levels, the sub-matrix of the first 2 × 2 blocks of (21) is not diagonal. Therefore, instead of doing a
direct inversion, we apply the idea of algebraic hybridization [41, 42] to eliminate the fluxes in (21). More precisely,
for each flux associated with an interior face in the computational grid, we introduce two one-sided fluxes, one for
each of the grid cells sharing the face. Both of the one-sided fluxes approximate the original flux on the face, and
their continuity is enforced weakly by a Lagrange multiplier λε (also known as the face pressure in the context of
subsurface flow). We replace the two-point flux approximation (2) by 1

λ(sK)ΥK,ε
σ̂ε,K

 − (pK − λε) = 0, 1

λ(sL)ΥL,ε
σ̂ε,L

 − (λε − pL) = 0,

σ̂ε,K − σ̂ε,L = 0.

(23)

Note that the splitting of the weights for σ̂ε,K and σ̂ε,L naturally follows from the two-point flux approximation (2).
For flux equation (9) associated with each well perforation, we want to use a similar idea so that our final system has a
consistent structure. However, unlike (2), the weight for σw

i is not the sum of the respective weights from two adjacent

10



(a) view from top (b) view from bottom

Figure 5: An example aggregate containing a well using Algorithm 2 for the refined Egg model. The fine-level reservoir cells
perforated by the well are colored in red.

cells. Therefore, we artificially create an algebraic splitting of the weight, and replace (9) by:

α

λ(sK(i))WIi
σ̂w

i,w −
(
pw − λw

i

)
= 0

1 − α
λ(sK(i))WIi

σ̂w
i,K(i) −

(
λw

i − pr
K(i)

)
= 0

σ̂w
iw − σ̂

w
i,K(i) = 0,

(24)

where α ∈ (0, 1) is a user constant, σ̂w
i,w and σ̂w

i,K(i) are artificial fluxes replacing σw
i , and λw

i is the associated Lagrange
multiplier. In our numerical examples, we took α = 1/2. It is straight forward to see that (23) is equivalent to (2), and
(24) is equivalent to (9) The discrete problem with one-sided fluxes is

Âσrσr Âσrσw Âσr pr Aσrλr Âσr s

Âσwσr Âσwσw Âσw pr Âσw pw Aσwλw Âσw s

Âprσr Âprσw

Âpwσw

Aλrσr

Aλwσw

Âsσr Âsσw Ass





∆σ̂r

∆σ̂w

∆pr

∆pw

∆λr

∆λw

∆s


= −



rσr

rσw

rpr

rpw

rλr

rλw

rs


, (25)

In view of (23) and (24), the first 4 × 4 blocks of (25) can be rearranged into a block-diagonal matrix with invertible
small blocks, each associated with either a grid cell or a well. Hence, (25) can be efficiently reduced to a system for
∆λr, ∆λw and ∆s:

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 Ass

 −

Aλrσr 0 0 0

0 Aλwσw 0 0
Âsσr Âsσw 0 0



Âσrσr Âσrσw Âσr pr

Âσwσr Âσwσw Âσw pr Âσw pw

Âprσr Âprσw

Âpwσw


−1 

Aσrλr 0 Âσr s

0 Aσwλw Âσw s

0 0 0
0 0 0

 (26)

Remark 2. The physical meaning of the artificially created Lagrange multiplier is the pressure value at some convex
combination of the well perforation and the cell center of the perforated cell.

Remark 3. Note that (22) and (26) have similar structures, so we solve them using the same linear solver. For (22),
we consider ∆pr, ∆pw as one pressure block. Similarly, we group ∆λr, ∆λw as one “face pressure” block for (26).
Then, we solve systems (22) and (26) by GMRES preconditioned by the CPR-type preconditioner in Section 3.4.3 of
[25].
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6. Numerical examples

In this section, we present three challenging numerical examples to demonstrate that the proposed methods can
efficiently handle complex reservoir flow problems coupled with multi-perforation wells. In Section 6.1, we use a
synthetic three-layer test case with 25 wells to illustrate the applicability of FAS to cases with a large number of
perforated cells. Then, in Sections 6.2 and 6.3, we include multi-perforation wells in the test cases first used in [25] to
assess the robustness of the well treatment in FAS on realistic test cases with sharp saturation fronts and high geometric
complexity. The simulation parameters are summarized in Table 1 and the problem sizes are given in Table 2.

In the three cases presented below, coarse cell aggregates are generated using METIS [39] without using infor-
mation on the intrinsic structure of the mesh. The coarsening procedure applied to the near-well regions is detailed
in Section 4.3. The coarsening factor β is computed using the average aggregate size on each level. We use a time
stepping strategy in which the time step size is multiplied by a factor ν > 1 at every step:

∆tm = ν∆tm−1, m ≥ 1. (27)

This aggressive time stepping scheme is chosen to increase the problem difficulty and test the robustness of the
nonlinear solvers. For each time step, we report the largest Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) number [43] observed in
the mesh. We use a tolerance of 10−6 on the numerical residual to check the convergence of the nonlinear solvers.
The maximum number of nonlinear iterations is set to 10 on the coarsest level, and to 1 on all other levels. We
use a standard local saturation chopping strategy [44] to improve nonlinear convergence. Specifically, we force the
saturations to remain in [0,1] after each fine-level FAS update and after each single-level Newton update. After the
coarse-level FAS updates, we do not use local saturation chopping and instead we extend the mobility functions with
constant values outside [0,1].

The discrete problems are generated using our own implementation based on MFEM [45] of the finite-volume
scheme described in Section 3.1. The multilevel spectral coarsening is performed with smoothG [46], and the visual-
ization is generated with ParaView.

All the experiments were performed on a single node (Intel Xeon E5-2695 v4 @ 2.10 GHz) of the cluster PASCAL
at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, which has 18 cores and 256 GB of memory.

Table 1: Parameter values used for the numerical examples. For the three test cases, the times are reported in total pore volume
injected (PVI), which is the ratio of the injected wetting-phase volume over the total pore volume of the reservoir.

Symbol Parameter Units
Synthetic
lognormal Egg SAIGUP

s0 Initial wetting-phase saturation [-] 0 0 0
µw Wetting-phase viscosity [Pa·s] 10−3 10−3 10−3

µnw Non-wetting phase viscosity [Pa·s] 5.0 × 10−3 5.0 × 10−3 5.0 × 10−3

γ Relative permeability exponent [-] 2 2, 3, or 4 2
λα Phase mobility (α ∈ {w, nw}) [Pa−1·s−1] sγα/µα sγα/µα sγα/µα

nI Number of injectors [-] 13 8 5
nP Number of producers [-] 12 4 5
qI

w Wetting-phase injection rate [m3·s−1] 3 × 10−5 1.3 × 10−4 5 × 10−2

pbh Bottomhole pressure [Pa] 106 106 106

∆t0 Initial time step [PVI] 3.0 × 10−5 9.3 × 10−5 1.0 × 10−4

ν Time step increase factor [-] 2 2 2
T f Final time [PVI] 6.6 × 10−2 4.7 × 10−2 5.3 × 10−2

6.1. Synthetic example

We first consider a synthetic example with a large number of wells and a large number of perforated cells to
demonstrate the robustness and efficiency of the proposed FAS algorithm in this configuration. We consider a three-
dimensional domain of size 307.848 × 307.848 × 9.144 m3 discretized with a 101×101×30 Cartesian mesh consisting
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Table 2: Problem sizes in the numerical examples.

Synthetic
lognormal

Egg
(refined)

SAIGUP
(refined)

|T | 306,030 148,424 629,760
|E| 934,351 431,092 1,912,471
Number of unknowns 1240,381 579,516 2,542,231

of 306,030 cells (each has size 3.048 × 3.048 × 0.3048 m3). The domain consists of three horizontal layers illustrated
in Fig. 6a. On each layer, permeability follows a log-normal distribution provided by MRST [36]. Specifically, the
permeability is generated by first calling the MRST function logNormalLayers([1010, 1010, 30], [7 1 5],

’indices’, [1 11 21 31]), and then it is rescaled to range between 2.6×10−16 and 2.6×10−13. The permeability
of the middle layer is approximately three orders of magnitude smaller than that of the top and bottom layers. We
place 25 wells with a spacing of 200 m in each direction as indicated in Fig. 6a. Each well perforates a column of
30 cells from the top to the bottom of the reservoir (nper f = 30), for a total of 750 cells perforated by a well in the
reservoir. The Peaceman indices WI of equation (6) are computed using the standard formula given in [26]. The fluid
properties, well controls, and timestepping strategy are documented in Table 1. The wetting-phase saturation map at
the end of the simulation is shown in Fig. 6b.

Figure 7a compares the number of nonlinear iterations performed by FAS and single-level Newton during the
simulation. We make a distinction between two regimes based on the CFL number. For the time steps corresponding
to small CFL numbers (smaller than four), the nonlinear behavior of the two solution strategies is stable. During
this phase, FAS converges slightly faster than single-level Newton. For the time steps corresponding to larger CFL
numbers (larger than four), the number of nonlinear iterations required by single-level Newton rapidly deteriorates
while that of FAS remains almost constant. For the last time step of the simulation, single-level Newton takes 15
iterations to converge, compared to just four with FAS. This example confirms that the algorithm proposed in this
article can achieve the excellent nonlinear behavior observed previously in [25] but now in the presence of multi-
perforation wells.

In terms of step solution time, Fig. 7b shows that the mild reduction in nonlinear iterations obtained with FAS
during the first time steps is not sufficient to reduce the solution time. However, as the CFL number increases and
the convergence of single-level Newton starts deteriorating, the reduction in solution time obtained by FAS becomes
more significant. The largest reduction is obtained for the last time step and is equal to 31%.

(a) Permeability (b) Saturation at final time

Figure 6: A 25-well synthetic example. Location of injectors (respectively producers) are indicated by green (respectively red)
bars. For better visualization, the cells are rescaled to have the same length in all dimensions.
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Figure 7: Number of nonlinear iterations per time step as a function of CFL number [-] for the unfavorable end-point mobility ratio
in the synthetic test case (MRST lognormal perm and 25 wells). FAS has 4 levels, with coarsening factor = 64.

6.2. Refined Egg model

In this section, we consider a refined version of the Egg model with a mesh consisting of 148,424 active cells,
which is a 2 × 2 × 2 regular refinement of the original mesh used in the published benchmark [47]. We make the
model highly heterogeneous by rescaling the permeability field and imposing a ratio of 2 × 105 between the largest
and the smallest permeability in each direction. As in the published benchmark, we use homogeneous porosity with
Φ = 0.2. This example aims at demonstrating that FAS can preserve a robust nonlinear behavior in the presence of
wells perforating the full model thickness with a channelized permeability field. We follow the procedure employed in
[25] and assess the robustness of FAS when the strength of the nonlinearity increases. This is done by increasing the
relative permeability exponent from 2 to 4 in the mobility function definition. The twelve wells (eight injectors and
four producers) are placed using the x − y coordinates provided in the published benchmark. At these locations, each
well perforates a column of 14 cells, and the number of perforation per well is 14 (nper f = 14). In total, 168 reservoir
cells are perforated by a well in this test case. The Peaceman indices WI of equation (6) for each well perforation are
computed using GEOS [48]. The timestepping is the same as in the previous test case with ν = 2. Figure 8b shows
the final wetting-phase saturation map.

We use a 3-level FAS with a coarsening factor β = 32. Figure 5 shows the shape of a cell aggregate in contact with
a well to illustrate the aggregation strategy around wells described in Section 4.3. The nonlinear behavior of FAS and
single-level Newton with damping is presented in Fig. 9 for the three relative permeability exponents (γ = 2, 3, 4). The
three cases confirm the robustness of FAS with respect to time step size and nonlinearity of the relative permeability
function. At the beginning of the simulation, for CFL numbers smaller than 10, FAS achieves a mild reduction in the
number of nonlinear iterations (between 2 and 4 nonlinear iterations saved per time step) compared to single-level
Newton. As the time step increases, the FAS nonlinear convergence remains robust, while that of single-level Newton
deteriorates significantly. For the last time step of the simulation, which has a CFL number above 100 in the three
cases, FAS only requires 7 (γ = 2), 10 (γ = 3), and 13 (γ = 4) nonlinear iterations, compared to 35 (γ = 2), 26
(γ = 3), and 28 (γ = 4) with single-level Newton.

Figure 10 summarizes the impact of the nonlinear behavior of the two solution strategies on the step solution time.
The mild reduction in the number of nonlinear iterations obtained with FAS for small CFL numbers is not sufficient to
reduce the step solution time. However, for large CFL numbers, the more significant reduction in nonlinear iterations
allows FAS to achieve a large reduction in solution time for γ = 2 and γ = 3 compared to single-level Newton.
Specifically, for the last time step, FAS reduces the solution time by 58% and 17% for γ = 2 and γ = 3, respectively.
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For γ = 4, the solution time of FAS and single-level Newton remains comparable until the end of the simulation due
to the large number of iterations required by the linear solver in the coarse FAS solves.

(a) Permeability in x-direction. (b) Saturation at final time

Figure 8: A refined version of the Egg model. Location of injectors (respectively producers) are indicated by green (respectively
red) bars.
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Figure 9: Number of nonlinear iterations for the refined Egg model.
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Figure 10: Solve time for the refined Egg model.
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6.3. Refined SAIGUP

This test case is derived from the SAIGUP model [49]. It is based on a regularly refined version of the original
mesh and consists of 629,760 cells. We use the permeability and porosity fields of the original model. This example
aims at demonstrating the robustness of FAS on a complex corner-point mesh with ten wells (five injectors and
five producers) perforating the full domain thickness. The wells are placed in the locations specified in the original
problem. Each well perforates 20 cells and the corresponding Peaceman indices are computed using MRST [36]. In
total, 200 cells are perforated by a well. We refer the reader to Table 1 for additional details on the problem setup.
The final wetting-phase saturation maps are shown in Fig. 11d.

The nonlinear behavior of four-level FAS and single-level Newton is documented in Fig. 12a. The coarsening
factor from level 0 (fine level) to level 1 is 32, while that for the subsequent coarsening is 8. The results are in
agreement with the observations made on the Egg model in Section 6.2. The nonlinear behavior of FAS remains very
stable throughout the simulation, including at the end of the simulation when CFL numbers reach large values. In
fact, for this test case, FAS can always converge in fewer than six nonlinear iterations. The nonlinear behavior of
single-level Newton deteriorates quickly as the CFL number grows, and for the last time step, 23 Newton iterations
are needed to achieve convergence. The step solution time of the two schemes is shown in Fig. 12b. For the time steps
corresponding to CFL numbers smaller than 10, the convergence acceleration obtained with FAS is too limited to
result in a reduction in solution time compared to single-level Newton. For the last three time steps of the simulation,
FAS reduces the step solution time by 43%, 39%, and 36%.

To conclude this section, we evaluate the impact of the number of FAS levels on the total solution time in Table 3.
This is done by running the refined SAIGUP problem described above with two, three, and four levels.

(a) Permeability in x-direction (b) Permeability in y-direction

(c) Permeability in z-direction (d) Saturation at final time

Figure 11: Permeability and saturation at final time of the refined version of the SAIGUP model. Location of injectors (respectively
producers) are indicated by green (respectively red) bars.
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Figure 12: Solve time for the refined SAIGUP model.

Number of levels 1 2 3 4
Total solving time 1553s 1422s 1222s 1236s

Table 3: Comparison of total solve time (in seconds) when using FAS with different number of levels to solve the refined SAIGUP
problem. Note that the 1-level FAS is the standard Newton’s method.

7. Concluding remarks

In the current paper, we extend our previous work on the full approximation scheme nonlinear multigrid solver
for two-phase flow and transport problems developed in [25], with a focus on the treatment of wells. In particular, we
consider a standard well model with multiple perforations. The multigrid hierarchy is constructed using a multilevel
coarsening algorithm for graph Laplacians, where the graph Laplacian is extracted from the discretization of the
elliptic component of the model problem. The coarsening algorithm is aggregation-based and algebraic, which allows
the coarse grid to be flexible and adjustable. To take advantage of this flexibility, a partitioning strategy exploiting the
location of well cells is proposed to produce aggregations such that well cells are not in the vicinity of the aggregate
interface. As noted in the literature, such coarse grids are favourable because coarse basis functions have a much
better representation of the radial flow near wells. When solving the Jacobian system on coarse levels, we use a
hybridization technique to transform the original discrete problem to one that involves only wetting-phase saturations
and Lagrange multipliers. For local problems involving a well perforation, an algebraic splitting is proposed so that
the structure of all the local problems is consistent. The final discrete system is aware of the unknowns associated
with the wells, and those associated with the reservoir. This piece of information can be further used to construct more
efficient linear solvers by treating well unknowns separately, which is a subject of our ongoing research. Also, while
the discussion in this paper is based on a TPFA finite volume discretization, the proposed solver can be constructed
in a similar manner if the underlying discretization is the mimetic finite difference method or the mixed finite element
method.

In our numerical experiments, the proposed FAS solver is compared against the standard Newton method on one
synthetic and two modified benchmark reservoir models. We observe that the FAS solver in general outperforms
Newton’s method when the CFL number is larger than 10, while the two solvers have similar performance when the
CFL number is smaller than 10. For the refined SAIGUP model, which is unstructured and more realistic, FAS is
36%-43% faster than Newton’s method in terms of solving time for the time steps with a large CFL number. These
nonlinear convergence improvements for large time steps make it easier for reservoir simulation practitioners to focus
solely on accuracy considerations when selecting a time step size, without being limited by the nonlinear solver
capabilities.
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[19] Ø. S. Klemetsdal, A. Moncorgé, O. Møyner, K.-A. Lie, Additive Schwarz preconditioned exact newton method as a nonlinear preconditioner

for multiphase porous media flow, in: Proceedings of ECMOR XVII, Vol. 2020, European Association of Geoscientists and Engineers, 2020,
pp. 1–20. doi:10.3997/2214-4609.202035050.

[20] M. N’diaye, F. P. Hamon, H. A. Tchelepi, Comparison of nonlinear field-split preconditioners for two-phase flow in heterogeneous porous
media, Comput. Geosci. (2023) 1–17doi:10.1007/s10596-023-10200-x.

[21] M. l. C. Christensen, K. L. Eskildsen, A. P. Engsig-Karup, M. A. Wakefield, Nonlinear multigrid for reservoir simulation, SPE J. 21 (3)
(2016) 888–898. doi:10.2118/178428-PA.

[22] M. l. C. Christensen, P. S. Vassilevski, U. Villa, Nonlinear multigrid solvers exploiting AMGe coarse spaces with approximation properties,
J. Comput. Appl. Math. 340 (2018) 691–708. doi:10.1016/j.cam.2017.10.029.

[23] R. Toft, K.-A. Lie, O. Møyner, Full approximation scheme for reservoir simulation, in: Proceedings - Norsk Informatikkonferanse, Oslo,
Norway, 2018.

[24] C. S. Lee, F. P. Hamon, N. Castelletto, P. S. Vassilevski, J. A. White, Nonlinear multigrid based on local spectral coarsening for heterogeneous
diffusion problems, Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg. 372 (2020) 113432. doi:10.1016/j.cma.2020.113432.

[25] C. S. Lee, F. P. Hamon, N. Castelletto, P. S. Vassilevski, J. A. White, An aggregation-based nonlinear multigrid solver for two-phase flow and
transport in porous media, Comput. Math. with Appl. 113 (2022) 282–299. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.camwa.2022.03.026.

[26] D. W. Peaceman, Interpretation of well-block pressures in numerical reservoir simulation, SPE J. 18 (3) (1978) 183–194. doi:10.2118/

6893-PA.
[27] C. Wolfsteiner, S. H. Lee, H. A. Tchelepi, Well modeling in the multiscale finite volume method for subsurface flow simulation, Multiscale

Model. Simul. 5 (3) (2006) 900–917. doi:https://doi.org/10.1137/050640771.
[28] T. Arbogast, S. L. Bryant, A two-scale numerical subgrid technique for waterflood simulations, SPE J. 7 (04) (2002) 446–457. doi:

10.2118/81909-PA.

18

https://doi.org/10.2307/2006422
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2009.06.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2013.06.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2015.04.057
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10596-017-9660-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.advwatres.2015.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2016.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10596-019-09835-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2021.114288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2007.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2008.08.024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10596-016-9569-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10596-019-09844-5
https://doi.org/10.1137/S106482750037620X
https://doi.org/10.1137/S106482750037620X
https://doi.org/10.1137/140970379
https://doi.org/10.1137/140970379
https://doi.org/10.1137/15M102887X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2012.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10596-019-09844-5
https://doi.org/10.3997/2214-4609.202035050
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10596-023-10200-x
https://doi.org/10.2118/178428-PA
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cam.2017.10.029
https://ojs.bibsys.no/index.php/NIK/article/view/503
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2020.113432
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.camwa.2022.03.026
https://doi.org/10.2118/6893-PA
https://doi.org/10.2118/6893-PA
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1137/050640771
https://doi.org/10.2118/81909-PA
https://doi.org/10.2118/81909-PA


[29] Z. Chen, X. Yue, Numerical homogenization of well singularities in the flow transport through heterogeneous porous media, Multiscale
Model. Simul. 1 (2) (2003) 260–303. doi:10.1137/S1540345902413322.

[30] J. E. Aarnes, On the use of a mixed multiscale finite element method for greater flexibility and increased speed or improved accuracy in
reservoir simulation, Multiscale Model. Simul. 2 (3) (2004) 421–439. doi:10.1137/030600655.

[31] J. E. Aarnes, S. Krogstad, K.-A. Lie, A hierarchical multiscale method for two-phase flow based upon mixed finite elements and nonuniform
coarse grids, Multiscale Model. Simul. 5 (2) (2006) 337–363. doi:10.1137/050634566.

[32] S. Ligaarden, Well models for mimetic finite difference methods and improved representation of wells in multiscale methods, Master’s thesis,
University of Oslo (2008).

[33] B. Skaflestad, S. Krogstad, Multiscale/mimetic pressure solvers with near-well grid adaptation, in: ECMOR XI-11th European Conference
on the Mathematics of Oil Recovery, European Association of Geoscientists & Engineers, 2008, pp. cp–62. doi:10.3997/2214-4609.

20146387.
[34] K. Aziz, A. Settari, Petroleum Reservoir Simulation, Elsevier Applied Science Publishers, London, UK, 1979.
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