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Abstract

In our effort to facilitate machine learning-assisted computational fluid dynamics (CFD), we introduce

the second iteration of JAX-Fluids. JAX-Fluids is a Python-based fully-differentiable CFD solver

designed for compressible single- and two-phase flows. In this work, the first version is extended to

incorporate high-performance computing (HPC) capabilities. We introduce a parallelization strategy

utilizing JAX primitive operations that scales efficiently on GPU (up to 512 NVIDIA A100 graphics

cards) and TPU (up to 1024 TPU v3 cores) HPC systems. We further demonstrate the stable parallel

computation of automatic differentiation gradients across extended integration trajectories. The new

code version offers enhanced two-phase flow modeling capabilities. In particular, a five-equation diffuse-

interface model is incorporated which complements the level-set sharp-interface model. Additional

algorithmic improvements include positivity-preserving limiters for increased robustness, support for

stretched Cartesian meshes, refactored I/O handling, comprehensive post-processing routines, and an

updated list of state-of-the-art high-order numerical discretization schemes. We verify newly added

numerical models by showcasing simulation results for single- and two-phase flows, including turbulent

boundary layer and channel flows, air-helium shock bubble interactions, and air-water shock drop

interactions. JAX-Fluids 2.0 is released under the GNU GPLv3 license and made available on GitHub

at https://github.com/tumaer/JAXFLUIDS.
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Licensing provisions: GPLv3

Programming language: Python, JAX

Supplementary material: Source code; Example scripts; Videos.

Journal reference of previous version:

• D. A. Bezgin, A. B. Buhendwa, N. A. Adams, JAX-Fluids: A fully-differentiable high-order computa-

tional fluid dynamics solver for compressible two-phase flows, Computer Physics Communications 282

(2022) 108527.

Does the new version supersede the previous version?: Yes

Reasons for the new version: New features and updates of the CFD solver

Summary of revisions:

• JAX primitives-based parallelization for GPU and TPU clusters

• Automatic differentiation through distributed simulations

• Diffuse-interface model for two-phase flows

• Positivity-preserving interpolation and flux limiters

• Support for stretched Cartesian meshes

• Extended list of numerical discretization schemes

• Performance improvements

• Revised I/O handling

Nature of problem: The compressible Navier-Stokes equations describe continuum-scale fluid flows which may

exhibit complex phenomena such as shock waves, material interfaces, and turbulence. The accurate numerical

solution of fluid flows is computationally expensive and, therefore, requires high performance computing (HPC)

architectures. To this end, machine learning (ML), in particular differentiable programming, is continuously

being explored as a tool to accelerate conventional computational fluid dynamics (CFD). With the second

iteration of JAX-Fluids, we provide a comprehensive differentiable CFD code that scales efficiently on HPC

systems and seamlessly integrates ML models. Furthermore, JAX-Fluids is capable of simulating highly com-

plex flow physics such as supersonic boundary layer flow or interactions of shock waves with material interfaces.

Solution method: JAX-Fluids is a finite-volume solver which uses low-dissipative high-order shock capturing

schemes in combination with approximate Riemann solvers. Two-phase flows can be simulated using the sharp-

interface level-set method or the diffuse-interface five-equation model. The code is written in Python and builds

on the JAX library. The JAX backend allows the computation of automatic differentiation gradients. We use a

homogenous domain decomposition ansatz to implement the parallelization. An object-oriented programming

style and a modular design philosophy allow exchanging numerical schemes and integrating custom subrou-

tines.

Additional comments including Restrictions and Unusual features: JAX-Fluids runs on CPUs, GPUs, and

TPUs in single- and multi-device settings. JAX-Fluids requires open-source third-party Python libraries which

are automatically installed. The solver has been tested on Linux and macOS operating systems.
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1. Introduction

The numerical solution of partial differential equations (PDEs) is key to simulating and under-

standing physical systems. The solution of high-dimensional complex PDEs requires vast computa-

tional resources provided by high-performance computing (HPC). Algorithms aimed at solving PDEs

on HPC systems have traditionally been written in low-level programming languages like Fortran or

C/C++. In recent years, machine learning (ML)-assisted numerical schemes have been developed for

the solution of PDEs. The field of fluid mechanics in particular benefits from ML-assisted modeling due

the nonlinearity and multiscale nature of the underlying physics as well as its data-rich character [1, 2].

As ML libraries are predominantly used in Python, however, the integration of ML into conventional

PDE solvers and the joint application on HPC systems requires novel simulation frameworks.

Differentiable solvers have gained increased attention in engineering and in the physical sciences

due to their promise of bridging the aforementioned gap between computational physics and machine

learning. In particular, differentiable solvers ensure automatic differentiation (AD) [3] of the entire

algorithmic representation of the chosen numerical approximation of the PDE evolution law. The

training of data-driven models with such gradients is referred to as end-to-end optimization. End-

to-end optimized models generally allow stable inference over long prediction horizons. The interest

in differentiable simulators has also been fueled by the development of powerful general purpose AD

libraries, such as TensorFlow [4], PyTorch [5], and JAX [6]. Recent applications of differentiable solvers

include computational fluid dynamics (e.g., for molecular dynamics simulations [7], incompressible

single-phase flows [8, 9], and Lattice Boltzmann methods [10]), structural mechanics (e.g., [11]), etc.

We reiterate some of the requirements we deem essential for next-generation physics solvers:

1. Rapid prototyping capability in high-level programming languages like Python,

2. algorithms which scale efficiently on modern HPC architectures (e.g., CPU, GPU, and TPU

clusters),

3. seamless integration of machine learning models into physics solver frameworks,

4. differentiable algorithms which allow end-to-end optimization of data-driven models.

In light of the aforementioned points, we have proposed JAX-Fluids [12] as a fully-differentiable

computational fluid dynamics (CFD) solver for compressible two-phase flows. JAX-Fluids is build

upon the JAX-based [6, 13] implementation of the popular NumPy package [14], making it easy and

intuitive to use. The JAX backend [6, 13] allows automatic differentiation through every subroutine

of our solver, and it provides capabilities to run on CPU, GPU, and TPU accelerators.

In this work, we introduce the second iteration of the JAX-Fluids CFD framework. While the

first release of JAX-Fluids was restricted to a single device, JAX-Fluids 2.0 has been developed for

use on distributed HPC architectures. A parallelization strategy using only JAX primitives allows

obtaining automatic differentiation gradients in distributed settings. In particular, JAX-Fluids 2.0
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supports single-host and multi-host settings. Additionally, the two-phase modeling capabilities have

been enhanced by a diffuse-interface module. For two-phase simulations, users can now choose be-

tween a level-set-based sharp-interface model [15, 16, 17] and a five-equation diffuse-interface model

[18, 19, 20, 21]. Single- and two-phase modules are enhanced by positivity-preserving techniques for

increased robustness. JAX-Fluids 2.0 is complemented by performance improvements throughout the

entire source code, support for stretched Cartesian meshes, an updated list of discretization schemes,

improved I/O-handling, and comprehensive post-processing routines. JAX-Fluids 2.0 is capable of

performing direct numerical simulations of compressible, wall-bounded turbulence and highly resolved

simulations of complex shock-interface interactions. The computation of gradients obtained by auto-

matic differentiation shows stable behavior through extended integration trajectories across multiple

devices.

Differentiable CFD solvers like JAX-Fluids may contribute to a plethora of data-driven applications

in the context of fluid mechanics. We highlight three fields which we deem especially relevant.

1. End-to-end Optimization of Surrogate Models: Up to now, many machine learning models

for CFD have been optimized offline, i.e., outside the CFD solver. Offline trained models may

become unstable during long rollout trajectories due to error accumulation (e.g., [22]). Online

training may alleviate this issue as models observe PDE dynamics during training and have to

account for their own prediction errors [23, 8, 24].

2. Inverse Problems: An important inverse problem in fluid mechanics is flow reconstruction from

incomplete information (e.g., sparse measurements). Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs)

have been used extensively in this context [25, 26, 27]. However, recently the optimization of a

discrete loss (ODIL) framework was introduced which utilizes differentiable solvers [28].

3. Uncertainty Quantification: Differentiable physics simulators can be used in probabilistic

frameworks to model and quantify uncertainty.

The manuscript is structured as follows. In section 2, we introduce the single-phase Navier-Stokes

equations, the level-set formalism, and the five-equation diffuse-interface model. Section 3 discusses

the numerical discretization of the aforementioned equations. We introduce the JAX-based paral-

lelization strategy of JAX-Fluids in Section 4. Verification of the numerical models and the automatic

differentiation gradients is presented in Sections 5 and 6, respectively. In Section 7, we analyze the

parallel performance of JAX-Fluids on GPU and TPU clusters. Section 8 provides a summary of the

achievements and gives concluding remarks.

2. Physical model

JAX-Fluids solves compressible single-phase and two-phase flows. In this section, we introduce the

underlying governing equations. Two-phase flows in JAX-Fluids can be solved by a level-set-based
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sharp-interface model or the five-equation diffuse-interface model. We detail both two-phase modeling

approaches.

The state of the fluid at any position x = [x, y, z]T = [x1, x2, x3]T in the flow field at time t can

be described either by the vector of primitive variables W or by the vector of conservative variables

U. Both representations of the fluid state are equivalent, i.e., W = LU→W(U), and U = LW→U(W).

The compressible Navier-Stokes equations in symbolic form for the vector of conservative variables are

∂U
∂t

+ ∂Fc(U)
∂x

+ ∂Gc(U)
∂y

+ ∂Hc(U)
∂z

= ∂Fd(U)
∂x

+ ∂Gd(U)
∂y

+ ∂Hd(U)
∂z

+
∑

i

Si(U). (1)

Fc,Gc, and Hc denote the convective fluxes in x-, y- and z-direction. Analogously, Fd,Gd, and Hd

denote the dissipative fluxes in the three spatial dimensions. The right-hand side is complemented by

the sum of all source terms
∑

i Si(U).

2.1. Single-phase model

For single-phase flows, the primitive variables are the fluid density ρ, the velocity components u,

v, and w (in x-,y-, and z-direction, respectively), and the pressure p. u = [u, v, w]T = [u1, u2, u3]T is

the velocity vector. E = ρe + 1
2ρu · u denotes the total energy of the fluid. The vectors of primitive

and conservative variables are given as

W =



ρ

u

v

w

p


, U =



ρ

ρu

ρv

ρw

E


, (2)

and the convective fluxes are

Fc(U) =



ρu

ρu2 + p

ρuv

ρuw

u(E + p)


, Gc(U) =



ρv

ρvu

ρv2 + p

ρvw

v(E + p)


, Hc(U) =



ρw

ρwu

ρwv

ρw2 + p

w(E + p)


. (3)
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The dissipative fluxes describe viscous effects and heat conduction.

Fd(U) =



0

τ11

τ12

τ13

∑
i uiτ

1i − q1


, Gd(U) =



0

τ21

τ22

τ23

∑
i uiτ

2i − q2


, Hd(U) =



0

τ31

τ32

τ33

∑
i uiτ

3i − q3


. (4)

The stresses τ ij are given by

τ ij = µ

(
∂ui

∂xj
+ ∂uj

∂xi

)
− 2

3µδij
∂uk

∂xk
, (5)

where µ is the dynamic viscosity. The energy flux vector q = [q1, q2, q3]T is expressed via Fourier’s

heat conduction law, q = −λ∇T , where λ is the heat conductivity.

2.2. Level-set model

The level-set model [15, 16] (LSM) is a sharp-interface method and uses a signed distance function

ϕ to track the interface. The interface location is implicitly given by its zero level-set. The two phases

are distinguished by its sign. The system of equations described in the previous subsection 3.5, i.e.,

Eqs. (2),(3), and (4) hold for both phases separately. In addition, the level-set function is evolved

according to
∂ϕ

∂t
= −uΓ · ∇ϕ = RLSA, (6)

where uΓ is the interface velocity.

2.3. Diffuse-interface model

In the five-equation diffuse-interface model (DIM) [18, 19], the interface is artificially thickened

over a finite region. We solve a separate continuity equation for each phase (α1ρ1 and α2ρ2 denote

the phase masses for each fluid), a momentum equation, an energy equation, and a volume fraction
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equation for either one of the two fluids. The primitive and conservative variables are

W =



α1ρ1

α2ρ2

u

v

w

p

α1



, U =



α1ρ1

α2ρ2

ρu

ρv

ρw

E

α1



. (7)

The density of the mixture ρ = α1ρ1 + α2ρ2, and the volume fraction of the second fluid α2 = 1 − α1.

The convective fluxes in the three spatial dimensions are given as

Fc(U) =



α1ρ1u

α2ρ2u

ρu2 + p

ρuv

ρuw

u(E + p)

α1u



, Gc(U) =



α1ρ1v

α2ρ2v

ρvu

ρv2 + p

ρvw

v(E + p)

α1v



, Hc(U) =



α1ρ1w

α2ρ2w

ρwu

ρwv

ρw2 + p

w(E + p)

α1w



. (8)

Using the convective flux terms in Eq. (8), we recast the (non-conservative) volume fraction transport

equation,

∂α1

∂t
+ u · ∇α1 = 0,

into its equivalent conservative form,

∂α1

∂t
+ ∇ · (α1u) = α1∇ · u, (9)
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see [29, 20]. The resulting source term is accounted for on the right-hand side,

Sα =



0

0

0

0

0

0

α1∇ · u



. (10)

2.4. Equation of state

The system of equations (1) is closed by an equation of state (EOS). Throughout this work we

employ the stiffened gas equation of state [30].

p = (γ − 1) ρe− γp∞ (11)

c =

√
γ (p+ p∞)

ρ
(12)

The stiffened gas equation has two parameters: γ is the ratio of specific heats, and p∞ is the background

pressure. For vanishing background pressures (p∞ = 0) the stiffened gas EOS reduces to the ideal gas

law.

For the five-equation model, we consider the mixture of two fluids. Each fluid is governed by its

stiffened gas EOS, i.e., we have (γ1, p1,∞) and (γ2, p2,∞). The isobaric closure [18] gives an explicit

analytic expression for the EOS parameters of the mixture (γ, p∞).

1
γ − 1 = α1

γ1 − 1 + 1 − α1

γ2 − 1 (13)

γp∞

γ − 1 = α1γ1p1,∞

γ1 − 1 + (1 − α1) γ2p2,∞

γ2 − 1 (14)

2.5. Material properties

For viscous simulations, we require models for dynamic viscosity and thermal conductivity. In this

work, we use two different models for the dynamic viscosity µ. The first is a simple power law,

µ = µref

(
T

Tref

)0.7
, (15)
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where µref is the dynamic viscosity at the reference temperature Tref . The second is the well known

Sutherland’s law [31],

µ = µref

(
T

Tref

)1.5
Tref + C

T + C
, (16)

where C is Sutherland’s constant. In both cases, the thermal conductivity λ can be determined using

the assumption of a constant Prandtl number,

λ = Pr

µcp
. (17)

Here, cp denotes the specific heat capacity at constant pressure.

3. Numerical models

The aforementioned system of PDEs (1) is discretized on a Cartesian grid using the finite-volume

formulation. Cell-averaged quantities (denoted by an overbar) are updated using cell face fluxes which

are calculated from a high-order Godunov-type scheme [32].

3.1. Computational domain, grid, and boundary conditions

The computational domain is partitioned in Nx ×Ny ×Nz cuboid finite volumes. Figure 1 depicts

an exemplary computational domain including the nomenclature for the boundary locations at the

corresponding axis directions. The finite-volume cell indexed by (i, j, k) is associated with the volume

x, y, z ∈
[
xi− 1

2 ,j,k, xi+ 1
2 ,j,k

]
×

[
yi,j− 1

2 ,k, yi,j+ 1
2 ,k

]
×

[
zi,j,k− 1

2
, zi,j,k+ 1

2

]
, where i, j, and k are the indices

in x-,y-, and z-direction, respectively. The cell faces of cell (i, j, k) are located at xi± 1
2 ,j,k, yi,j± 1

2 ,k, and

zi,j,k± 1
2
, and the cell center position is given by

[
x

i− 1
2 ,j,k

+x
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

2 ,
y

i,j− 1
2 ,k

+y
i,j+ 1

2 ,k

2 ,
z

i,j,k− 1
2

+z
i,j,k+ 1

2
2

]
.

The cell sizes in the three spatial dimensions are ∆xi,j,k = xi+ 1
2 ,j,k − xi− 1

2 ,j,k, ∆yi,j,k = yi,j+ 1
2 ,k −

yi,j− 1
2 ,k, and ∆zi,j,k = zi,j,k+ 1

2
−zi,j,k− 1

2
, and the cell volume is calculated as ∆Vi,j,k = ∆xi,j,k∆yi,j,k∆zi,j,k.

JAX-Fluids supports arbitrary one-dimensional mesh-stretching such that the cell face positions (and,

therefore, the cell sizes) can be functions of the corresponding spatial index. Exemplary mesh stretch-

ings are given in Appendix B. If a homogenous grid spacing is used, we indicate cell sizes simply by

∆x, ∆y, and ∆z. For the isotropic case, we have ∆x = ∆y = ∆z.

To evaluate spatial stencils close to and at the outer faces of the computational domain, we make use

of halo cells. In practice, an arbitrary buffer therefore has the shape [Nx + 2Nh, Ny+ 2Nh, Nz + 2Nh].

The number of halo cells Nh depend on the structure of the utilized spatial stencils, which we will detail

in the following subsections. To enforce symmetry and periodicity at the boundaries, halo cells are

inferred from the internal cells in a straight-forward fashion. To impose Dirichlet boundary conditions,

we simply assign the cell center values of the halo cells to the desired values.
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Nx

Ny

Nz

x

y

z

west eas
t

south

north

top

bottom

Figure 1: Schematic of the computational domain. We denote the axis dircetions .

3.2. High-order Godunov-type finite-volume formulation

In this section, we detail the spatial discretization of the convective (inviscid) fluxes and the diffusive

(viscid) fluxes. The semi-discrete form of the governing equations (1) for the cell-averaged state Ūi,j,k

in cell (i, j, k) is given by

d
dtŪi,j,k = − 1

∆xi,j,k

[(
Fc

i+ 1
2 ,j,k − Fd

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

)
−

(
Fc

i− 1
2 ,j,k − Fd

i− 1
2 ,j,k

)]
− 1

∆yi,j,k

[(
Gc

i,j+ 1
2 ,k − Gd

i,j+ 1
2 ,k

)
−

(
Gc

i,j− 1
2 ,k − Gd

i,j− 1
2 ,k

)]
− 1

∆zi,j,k

[(
Hc

i,j,k+ 1
2

− Hd
i,j,k+ 1

2

)
−

(
Hc

i,j,k− 1
2

− Hd
i,j,k− 1

2

)]
+ S̄i,j,k = RNSE

(18)

The convective fluxes are calculated using a high-order shock-capturing scheme in combination with the

HLLC approximate Riemann solver. Figure 2 shows a schematic of reconstruction and flux calculation.

We summarize the procedure step-by-step exemplarily for the flux Fc
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
, i.e., the convective flux

in x-direction at the cell face xi+ 1
2 ,j,k. The procedure is applied dimension-by-dimension (method of

lines), and the calculation of Gc and Hc in y- and z-directions is analogous. To improve legibility, we

drop the indices j and k for y- and z-directions, respectively, for the remainder of this section. We

provide more details in Appendix C.

1. We approximate the matrix of right eigenvectors K of the Jacobian A (W) = (∂U/∂W)−1
∂Fc/∂W

at the cell face xi+ 1
2
, see Appendix C.1. The matrix of right eigenvectors is evaluated for the

frozen state Wi+ 1
2
, i.e., Ki+ 1

2
= Ki+ 1

2

(
Wi+ 1

2

)
. Typically, we use an arithmetic average of the

neighboring cell center values Wi and Wi+1 to compute Wi+ 1
2
. Roe averaging is also possible.

2. The matrix of left eigenvectors K−1
i+ 1

2
computed at the cell face xi+ 1

2
is then used to project the

primitive variables in a given reconstruction stencil (see next step) into characteristic space.

W̃i = K−1
i+ 1

2
Wi (19)
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(a)

i− 2 i− 1 i i+ 1 i+ 2 i+ 3

i+ 1
2

− +

S0

S1

S2

S3

(b)

i i+ 1
2

i+ 1

U−
i+ 1

2
= UL

U∗L U∗R

U+
i+ 1

2
= UR

x

t
SL S∗ SR

Figure 2: (a) Schematic of the spatial reconstruction and (b) schematic of the HLLC approximate solution to the

resulting Riemann problem. (a): The stencils Sk corresponding to the interpolants p−
k,i+ 1

2
for WENO5-Z and TENO6-

A reconstruction are shown. (b): The corresponding Riemann problem is solved by the HLLC Riemann solver. The

emanating wave structure (sL, s∗, sR) and the resulting intermediate start states U∗L and U∗R are visualized.

3. We then apply WENO and TENO shock-capturing schemes for cell face reconstruction in char-

acteristic space. In particular, the reconstruction procedure is applied independently for each

component of the vector of characteristic variables. Given the cell-averaged values v̄i of a func-

tion v(x) within a K-point global stencil SK =
⋃r−1

k=0 Sk, WENO/TENO schemes assemble the

reconstructed cell face value as a solution-adaptive convex combination of Harten-type interpola-

tion polynomials on candidate sub-stencils Sk. Figure 2 shows a schematic of the reconstruction

stencils for the cell face at xi+ 1
2
. The interpolated cell face values from the left and from the

right v∓
i+ 1

2
are obtained as

v∓
i+ 1

2
=

r−1∑
k=0

ω∓
k,i+ 1

2
p∓

k,i+ 1
2
, p∓

k,i+ 1
2

=
rk−1∑
l=0

c∓
k,lv̄i−k+l, (20)

where p∓
k,i+ 1

2
are the interpolation polynomials evaluated at xi+ 1

2
and ω∓

k,i+ 1
2

are the correspond-

ing nonlinear solution-adaptive weights. In this work, we use WENO5-Z [33] and TENO6-

A [34] schemes. For WENO5-Z S5 = {S0, S1, S2} and rk = {3, 3, 3}, and for TENO6-A

S6 = {S0, S1, S2, S3} and rk = {3, 3, 3, 4}, see Fig. 2. The coefficients c∓
k,l are grid-dependent,

and general expressions for calculating these are given in [35]. Relations for the interpolation

polynomials p∓
k,i+ 1

2
can be found in [36, 35, 33, 34], and definitions for the nonlinear weights

ω∓
k,i+ 1

2
for the WENO5-Z and TENO6-A schemes are given in [33] and [34], respectively.

4. The cell face reconstructed values are projected back into physical space by W∓
i+ 1

2
= Ki+ 1

2
W̃∓

i+ 1
2
,

and the corresponding conservative states are calculated U∓
i+ 1

2
= LW→U(W∓

i+ 1
2
).

5. When the five-equation diffuse-interface model is used, we combine the aforementioned shock-
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capturing methods with a THINC-type interface-capturing method [37, 38, 39]. THINC prevents

excessive smearing of the interface. THINC reconstruction is used only in interface cells, i.e.,

cells with ϵα ≤ α1,i ≤ 1 − ϵα and (α1,i+1 − α1,i)(α1,i − α1,i−1) > 0. We use ϵα = 10−4 in this

work. In cells away from the interface, we still resort to shock-capturing methods. For a given

cell (i), THINC assumes the volume fraction field to follow a locally fitted tangent hyperbolic

profile

αT HINC
1,i (x) = 1

2

[
1 + tanh

(
βi

(
x− xi− 1

2

∆xi
+ xc,i

))]
, x ∈

[
xi− 1

2
, xi+ 1

2

]
, (21)

where the parameter βi = β|nx,i| + 0.01 determines the interface thickness in the direction

of reconstruction (here x-direction) [38]. nx,i is the corresponding component of the interface

normal n, and xc,i = gives the location of the center of the interface. We choose β = 1.0. The

interpolated cell face values from the left and from the right are

αT HINC,−
1,i+ 1

2
= 1

2 [1 + tanh (βi (1 + xc,i))] , (22)

αT HINC,+
1,i+ 1

2
= 1

2 [1 + tanh (βi+1xc,i+1)] . (23)

The reconstructed phase densities (α1ρ1)∓
i+ 1

2
and (α2ρ2)∓

i+ 1
2

are adapted consistently, see [40]. In

the present implementation, velocities and pressure are not affected by the THINC routine and

are still reconstructed by shock-capturing schemes.

6. The local Riemann problem at the cell face xi+ 1
2

is approximately solved by the HLLC Riemann

solver [41, 42], Fc
i+ 1

2
= FHLLC

(
U−

i+ 1
2
,U+

i+ 1
2

)
, where the two-argument function FHLLC (

UL,UR
)

is the numerical flux associated with the HLLC solver. States and fluxes left and right of the cell

face are denoted by the superscript K = L,R. The HLLC flux is

FHLLC = 1 + sign (s∗)
2

(
FL + s− (

U∗L − UL
))

(24)

+ 1 − sign (s∗)
2

(
FR + s+ (

U∗R − UR
))
,
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where FK = Fc
(
UK

)
, and U∗K is the intermediate star state given by

U∗K =
(
sK − uK

sK − s∗

)



ρK

ρKs∗

ρKvK

ρKwK

EK + (s∗ − uK)
(
ρKs∗ + pK

sK −uK

)


(25)

for the single-phase Riemann problem and by

U∗K =
(
sK − uK

sK − s∗

)



(α1ρ1)K

(α2ρ2)K

ρKs∗

ρKvK

ρKwK

EK + (s∗ − uK)
(
ρKs∗ + pK

sK −uK

)
αK

1



(26)

for the two-phase diffuse-interface Riemann problem, respectively. The relations for the wave

speeds (s−, s+, sL, sK , s∗) are given in Appendix C.2. Following [29, 20], the normal component

of the velocity at the cell face is consistently upwinded according to

uHLLC
i+ 1

2
= 1 + sign (s∗)

2

[
uL + s−

(
sL − uL

sL − s∗ − 1
)]

(27)

+ 1 − sign (s∗)
2

[
uR + s+

(
sR − uR

sR − s∗ − 1
)]

,

The diffusive fluxes Fd
i± 1

2 ,j,k
, Gd

i,j± 1
2 ,k

, and Hd
i,j,k± 1

2
are calculated via central finite differences, see

Sec. 3.4 in [12] for more details regarding the implementation and Appendix A for an overview on

available finite-difference stencils.

3.3. Positivity-preserving scheme

Negative or zero values for density or internal energy are non-physical. Additionally, in the DIM,

negative phase densities are non-physical, and the volume fraction has to be bounded between zero
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and one. States which fulfill these requirements are said to be physically admissible. For the stiffened

gas EOS, positive internal energy corresponds to a positive squared speed of sound, see Eq. (12).

The squared speed of sound can conveniently be evaluated by the helper variable ρc2 = γ(p + p∞).

Therefore, we can say that a given flow state is physically admissible if

Single-phase & SIM:
{

W|ρ > 0, ρc2 > 0
}
, (28)

DIM:
{

W|0 ≤ α1 ≤ 1, α1ρ1 > 0, α2ρ2 > 0, ρc2 > 0
}
. (29)

In general, high-order shock-capturing schemes and corresponding high-order HLLC fluxes (see Sec.

3.2) are not positivity-preserving and may produce physically non-admissible states. To this end, we

use interpolation and flux limiters [43, 21] to ensure physically admissible states at all times during

the simulation. The positivity-preserving scheme consists of two successive limiters which we briefly

outline below. We refer to [43, 21] for more details.

1. Interpolation limiter (IL): First-order (FO) spatial reconstruction, i.e., U−,FO
i+ 1

2
= Ui and U+,FO

i+ 1
2

=

Ui+1, yields physically admissible reconstructed states given physically admissible cell center val-

ues Ui and Ui+1. Therefore, we can limit the high-order reconstruction, i.e., WENO/TENO

reconstruction (+ THINC for DIM), by locally switching to first-order reconstruction. For single-

phase and sharp-interface simulations, the interpolation limiting process consists of two inde-

pendent loops. Firstly, we check whether the reconstructed density violates positivity. If the

reconstructed density at a given cell face violates the user-specified tolerance, i.e., ρ−
i+ 1

2
< ϵρ, the

interpolation limiter is activated, δIL,−
i+ 1

2
= 1, and we locally switch from high-order to first-order

reconstruction. Otherwise, δIL,−
i+ 1

2
= 0.

U−
i+ 1

2
=

(
1 − δIL,−

i+ 1
2

)
U−

i+ 1
2

+ δIL,−
i+ 1

2
U−,FO

i+ 1
2

(30)

Secondly, this process is repeated for the squared speed of sound with the corresponding tolerance

ϵρc2 . In the DIM, the limiting process consists of three independent loops over partial densities

ρiαi (with ϵρ), volume fraction α1 (with ϵα), and squared speed of sound (with ϵρc2), respectively.

We obtain physically admissible reconstructed states U−
i+ 1

2
and W−

i+ 1
2
, respectively.

2. Flux limiter (FL): The first-order HLLC flux FHLLC, FO
i+ 1

2
= FHLLC (Ui,Ui+1) is positivity- and

boundedness-preserving (e.g., [21]). We use the high-order HLLC flux and perform pseudo-time

integration. Should the resulting state after integration in pseudo-time violate positivity (or

boundedness), we can limit the high-order HLLC flux by locally switching to the first-order HLLC

flux. Similarly to the interpolation limiter, for single-phase and sharp-interface simulations, the

flux limiting process consists of independent loops over density and squared speed of sound.

First, we conduct the flux limiting procedure for the density. Should the density after pseudo-
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time integration violate the positivity threshold ϵρ, we activate the flux limiter, δFL
i+ 1

2
= 1, and

we limit the flux. Otherwise, δFL
i+ 1

2
= 0.

FHLLC
i+ 1

2
=

(
1 − δFL

i+ 1
2

)
FHLLC

i+ 1
2

+ δFL
i+ 1

2
FHLLC,FO

i+ 1
2

(31)

Second, this process is repeated for the squared speed of sound with ϵρc2 . In the DIM, the flux

limiting process consists of independent loops over partial densities (with ϵρ), volume fraction

(with ϵα), and squared speed of sound (with ϵρc2). Here, the upwinded normal velocities uHLLC

are limited consistently. Finally, we obtain a positivity limited flux which we use for time

integration.

Contrary to [43, 21], we do not blend high-order and first-order interpolations/fluxes, but instead we

use a binary switch δIL/FL
i+ 1

2
. This simplifies implementation and, in our tests, does not influence solution

accuracy. If multistep Runge-Kutta time integration schemes are used, the limiting procedure is applied

at every sub-step. By default, we activate positivity-preserving limiters for all two-phase calculations.

For single-precision calculations, we set the tolerances as ϵρ = 10−10, ϵρc2 = 10−8, ϵα = 10−10, and we

choose ϵρ = 10−12, ϵρc2 = 10−10, ϵα = 10−12 for double-precision calculations.

3.4. Temporal integration

The semi-discrete system of equations is integrated in time according to

Un+1 = I (Un,RNSE(Un),∆tn) , (32)

where the operator I(·) denotes an explicit time-integration scheme. The time step and time step size

are denoted by the superscript n and by ∆t, respectively. A common choice is the third-order total

variation diminishing Runge-Kutta scheme IRK3 [44]

U(1) = Un + ∆tRNSE (Un) , (33)

U(2) = 3
4Un + 1

4U(1) + 1
4∆tRNSE

(
U(1)

)
, (34)

Un+1 = 1
3Un + 2

3U(2) + 2
3∆tRNSE

(
U(2)

)
. (35)

We compute the time step size ∆t according to a CFL criterion accounting for inviscid and viscous con-

tributions, as detailed in [17]. Table A.10 gives an overview on time integration schemes implemented

in JAX-Fluids.

3.5. Single-phase model (SPM)

The solution of the single-phase equations is straightforward. The steps outlined in the previous

Sec. 3.2 can be executed with the appropriate definitions of state and flux vectors given in Sec. 2.1.
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(i+ 1, j, k)(i− 1, j, k)
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Figure 3: Schematic finite-volume discretization for cut cell (i, j, k) on a Cartesian grid. The black dots represent the

cell centers. The blue line indicates the interface, and the red line depicts the linear approximation of the interface. The

figure illustrates a two-dimensional slice in the (x, y)-plane. (For interpretation of the references to color in this figure

legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

3.6. Level-set model (LSM)

In the level-set method [15, 16], two distinct phases are separated by a sharp interface. We track

the interface implicitly by a scalar function ϕ(x, t) that satisfies the signed distance property |∇ϕ| = 1.

The zero level-set describes the interface location

Γ(x, t) = {x | ϕ(x, t) = 0}. (36)

The distinction between the two phases p ∈ {1, 2} is given by the sign of the level-set. Figure 3 shows

a finite-volume cell (i, j, k) that contains an interface segment Γ. We refer to such cells as cut cells.

Cells that do not contain an interface segment are referred to as full cells. The gray region in the

figure indicates the volumetric portion αp
i,j,k of the cell that is occupied by phase p (not to be confused

with α1,i,j,k which is the volume fraction of fluid/phase 1 in the diffuse-interface method). We define

apertures Ap

i± 1
2 ,j,k

, Ap

i,j± 1
2 ,k

, and Ap

i,j,k± 1
2

as the cell face fractions that are covered by phase p.

In the LSM, we solve the Navier-Stokes equations (Eq. (18)) for both phases separately. For full
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cells, Eq. (18) remains unchanged. For cut cells, the following modification to the equation is made.

d
dtα

p
i,j,kŪp

i,j,k = − 1
∆x

[
Ap

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

(
Fc,p

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

− Fd,p

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

)
−Ap

i− 1
2 ,j,k

(
Fc,p

i− 1
2 ,j,k

− Fd,p

i− 1
2 ,j,k

)]
− 1

∆y

[
Ap

i,j+ 1
2 ,k

(
Gc,p

i,j+ 1
2 ,k

− Gd,p

i,j+ 1
2 ,k

)
−Ap

i,j− 1
2 ,k

(
Gc,p

i,j− 1
2 ,k

− Gd,p

i,j− 1
2 ,k

)]
− 1

∆z

[
Ap

i,j,k+ 1
2

(
Hc,p

i,j,k+ 1
2

− Hd,p

i,j,k+ 1
2

)
−Ap

i,j,k− 1
2

(
Hc,p

i,j,k− 1
2

− Hd,p

i,j,k− 1
2

)]
+ αi,j,kS̄i,j,k

− 1
∆x∆y∆z

[
Xc,p

i,j,k + Xd,p
i,j,k

]
= RNSE

(37)

Here, we weigh the cell-average state Ūp
i,j,k and cell face fluxes Fc,p

... ,Fd,p
... ,Gc,p

... ,Gd,p
... ,Hc,p

... ,Hd,p
... with

the volume fraction αp
i,j,k and the corresponding apertures Ap

..., respectively. The terms Xc,p and Xd,p

denote the convective and dissipative interface fluxes. They read

Xc,p =


0

pΓ∆Γp

pΓ∆Γp · uΓ


, Xd,p =


0

τT
Γ ∆Γp

(τT
Γ ∆Γp) · uΓ


. (38)

Here, pΓ and uΓ denote the interface pressure and interface velocity, respectively, and are obtained by

solving a two-material Riemann problem at the interface, as detailed in Appendix D.1. The projection

of the interface segment reads ∆Γp = ∆Γnp
Γ, where the interface normal is given by nΓ = n1

Γ =

∇ϕ/|∇ϕ|, and ∆Γ denotes the interface segment. Interface normals for phases 1 and 2 have opposite

directions n2
Γ = −n1

Γ. We compute the interface normal using fourth-order central finite-differences.

Assuming a linear approximation of the level-set inside a cut cell, we analytically compute the apertures

Ap, volume fraction αp, and interface segment ∆Γ, as described in Appendix D.2.

The level-set function is evolved by solving the level-set advection equation (6). We use high-order-

upstream-central schemes [45] for the spatial discretization. The temporal integration is performed

with the same scheme as used for the integration of the Navier-Stokes equations (NSE). In practice,

we evolve the level-set function in a narrowband that extends over a small number of cells around

the interface. It is important to note that, in the current JAX-Fluids version, the level-set algorithm

requires cut cells and the narrowband to be located in a homogenous region of the computational grid,

i.e., ∆x = ∆y = ∆z.

The solution of the level-set advection equation (Eq. (6)) may violate the signed-distance property

of the level-set. To recover the signed-distance property, we solve the reinitialization equation

∂ϕ

∂τ
= −sgn(ϕ0)(|∇ϕ| − 1) = Rreinit (39)
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iteratively in pseudo-time τ using a fixed time step size ∆τ = 0.25∆x for a fixed amount of 10

steps. Here, ϕ0 denotes the level-set prior to reinitialization, and sgn(·) denotes the sign function.

We discretize the spatial operators by means of third-order WENO-HJ [46] scheme. The temporal

evolution is performed by the second-order Runge-Kutta scheme (see Sec. 3.4). In practice, we only

reinitialize cells where the residual of Eq. (39) is above the threshold 5 × 10−2.

The evaluation of stencils close to the interface requires reasonable cell values of the considered

phase on both sides of the interface. We refer to cells that lie on the opposite side of the interface

as ghost cells [47]. The ghost cells of one phase overlap with the real cells of the other phase. We

perform a constant extrapolation in interface normal direction to populate the ghost cells with values

from the real cells. The extrapolation procedure is performed on the primitive variables W, and the

extrapolation equation (EE) reads

∂Wp

∂τ
= np

Γ · ∇W = Rext,W. (40)

We solve this equation iteratively in pseudo-time τ using a fixed time step size ∆τ = 0.25∆x and

a fixed amount of 10 steps. The right-hand side is discretized using a first-order upwind scheme.

Temporal integration is performed with a single-step Euler scheme.

Quantities QΓ that are only known at the interface, i.e., the interface velocity uΓ and interface

pressure pΓ, require extrapolation into the narrowband. We perform a two-way constant extrapolation

in interface normal direction according to

∂QΓ

∂τ
= −sgn(ϕ)nΓ · ∇QΓ = Rext,QΓ . (41)

We use a fixed time step size ∆τ = 0.25∆x and a fixed amount of 20 steps to iteratively solve this

equation. Again, first-order upwind spatial discretization and single-step Euler integration are used.

The time step size that is computed using the CFL criterion (see Sec. 3.4) based on full cells may

be too large for cut cells with small volume fractions α and therefore lead to unstable integration.

Furthermore, as the interface crosses cell faces, cells are vanishing and new cells are created. This

process must be accounted for to prevent numerical instability. We employ a conservative mixing

procedure [48, 49] that treats both of these issues (see Appendix D.3).

We detail the implementation of the algorithm in Figure 6. For further insight on the presented

level-set method, the reader is referred to the implementation of Hoppe et al. [17].
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Notation Description Details

I Explicit time-integration Section 3.4

L Transformation between primitive and conservative variables Section 2

RNSE Right-hand side computation of the NSE Section 3.2

RLSA Right-hand side computation of the LSA Section 3.6

Rext,W Right-hand side computation of the EE for primitives Section 3.6

Rext,QΓ Right-hand side computation of the EE for interface quantities Section 3.6

HF,HE,HV Face, edge, and vertex halo updates, respectively Section 4.3

M Mixing procedure Appendix D.3

QΓ Interface quantity computation Appendix D.1

Table 1: Notation and description of relevant operators/functions that are executed within a single Runge-Kutta stage

of JAX-Fluids.

3.7. Diffuse-interface model (DIM)

For the five-equation diffuse-interface model, Eq. (18) is solved with the state and flux vectors

defined in Sec. 2.3. Following [29], the source term in the advection equation (see Eq. (9)),

∂α1

∂t
+ ∇ · (α1u) = α1∇ · u,

is discretized consistently with the convective flux calculation

(α1∇ · u)i,j,k = α1i,j,k

[
uHLLC

i+1/2,j,k − uHLLC
i−1/2,j,k

∆xi,j,k
+
vHLLC

i,j+1/2,k − vHLLC
i,j−1/2,k

∆yi,j,k
+
wHLLC

i,j,k+1/2 − wHLLC
i,j,k−1/2

∆zi,j,k

]
,

(42)

where the velocities used are the ones upwinded by the Riemann solver, see Sec. 3.2.

The THINC reconstruction procedure requires the calculation of the interface normal ni,j,k, see

Sec. 3.2. The interface normal ni,j,k is computed from a smoothed volume fraction field ψ,

ψi,j,k =
α0.1

1,i,j,k

α0.1
1,i,j,k + (1 − α1,i,j,k)0.1 , (43)

according to

ni,j,k =
(∇ψ)i,j,k

| (∇ψ)i,j,k |
, (44)

where we use second-order central differences to evaluate the spatial derivatives.
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Notation Description

U Conservative variables

W Primitive variables

ϕ Level-set

QΓ Interface quantities

Table 2: Notation and description of relevant buffers.

4. Parallelization strategy

4.1. JAX-specific aspects

Requirements for the parallelization of the JAX-Fluids CFD code are high-performance and dif-

ferentiability. Although there are third-party packages to parallelize JAX code, e.g., mpi4jax [50],

we use JAX inherent tools to implement our parallelization strategy. This ensures that differentia-

bility is maintained while optimal performance is achieved. In particular, we use jax.pmap, which

expresses single-program multiple-data code, to transform the compute-intensive functions. Similarly

to jax.jit, jax.pmap will compile the function with the XLA (Accelerated Linear Algebra) (e.g., [13])

compiler and subsequently execute the function in parallel on the specified devices. Furthermore, we use

jax.lax.ppermute to perform collective permutations of data between devices. jax.lax.ppermute

requires each device to send data to and receive data from exactly one other device.

4.2. Homogeneous domain decomposition

For single device simulations, the computational domain in JAX-Fluids has the shape [Nx +

2Nh, Ny +2Nh, Nz +2Nh], where Ni, i ∈ x, y, z represents the number of cells in the spatial directions.

Nh is the number of halo cells. We decompose the computational domain into a Sx × Sy × Sz grid of

equally sized blocks. Here, Si, i ∈ x, y, z represents the number of blocks in the spatial directions. A

single block has the shape [Nx/Sx + 2Nh, Ny/Sy + 2Nh, Nz/Sy + 2Nh]. For multi-device simulations,

the shape of the entore computational domain becomes [ST , Nx/Sx +2Nh, Ny/Sy +2Nh, Nz/Sy +2Nh],

where the leading array axis has length ST = SxSySz. Figure 4 shows an exemplary domain decom-

position with four blocks arranged in a 2 × 2 × 1 grid (halo cells are not shown). The transformation

jax.pmap maps a function over the leading array axis ST , generating a replication of the function on

each XLA device, and subsequently executing it in parallel. By XLA device one generally refers to any

computational device that can be targeted by the XLA compiler. In this work, we use the term XLA

device synonymously with GPUs and TPUs.

4.3. Halo update algorithm

Neighboring blocks in the decomposed domain must communicate data to update their halo cells.

Figure 5 illustrates a schematic of two neighboring blocks in x-direction, namely block 1 and block 2.
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Figure 4: Exemplary domain decomposition with four blocks arranged in a 2× 2× 1 grid.

We generally distinguish between internal cells and halo cells. Furthermore, we define three halo cell

regions, i.e., face, edge, and vertex halo cells. In Fig. 5, we schematically show the halo update of

block 1, i.e., block 1 is receiving and block 2 is sending data. For the sake of clarity, we only show halo

cells that are located at the east side of block 1. The corresponding cells in block 2, that are required

for the halo update, are highlighted accordingly. The figure shows that

• face halo cells of the receiving block correspond to internal cells of the sending block.

• edge halos cells of the receiving block correspond to face halo cells of the sending block.

• vertex halo cells of the receiving block correspond to edge halo cells of the sending block.

This means that we must first update face, then edge, and lastly vertex halos. During each of these

updates, we iterate over (a subset of) the axis directions ∈ {east, west, north, south, top, bottom}. The

axis direction indicates the location of the halo cells that shall be updated. We perform a collective

permutation with jax.lax.ppermute in the opposite direction of the indicated axis direction to receive

the required data from neighboring blocks. In particular, we do the following:

1. Face halo update: We iterate over all axis directions and update the face halo cells located at

the present side of the block.

2. Edge halo update: We iterate over the axis directions ∈ {east, west, north, south}. During the

east and west iterations, we update all edge halo cells at the present side of the block. During

the north and south directions, the remaining edge halo cells are updated, preventing duplicate

updates.

3. Vertex halo update: We iterate over the axis directions ∈ {east, west} and update the vertex

halo cells located at the present side of the block.

During each of the aforementioned halo updates, we make the following distinction:

• Inner halo cells: These are halo cells, that are located at the interface of neighboring blocks.

They require communication of data.
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• Outer halo cells: These are halo cells, that are located at the outer faces of the computational

domain. Here, each device updates its halos independently in accordance with the specified

boundary condition. Periodic boundary conditions pose an exception. In this case, if the domain

is split into multiple blocks in the periodic axis direction, nominally outer halo cells are treated

like inner halo cells.

The spatial stencil structure of the utilized numerical methods dictates if halo cell regions are

accessed, i.e., not all buffers require a halo update for all halo cell regions. Figure 6 illustrates the

algorithm of a single Runge-Kutta stage highlighting the positions and types of halo updates. We show

the algorithm for the single-phase/diffuse-interface model 1 and the level-set model 2. Table 1 and Table

2 depict the corresponding function and buffer notations. Algorithm 1 starts with given conservative

and primitive variables U and W. We evaluate the right-hand side RNSE and subsequently perform

a stage integration. The primitive variables are then computed from the integrated conservative

variables. The stage ends with an edge halo update of U and W, as the spatial stencils that are used

for the evaluation of RNSE do not access the vertex halo cells. In addition to U and W, algorithm

2 starts with given interface quantities QΓ and level-set ϕ. We evaluate the right-hand sides RNSE

and RLSA and perform a stage integration. In terms of halo updates, the key difference here are the

extrapolation and reinitialization procedures. These constitute to a large overhead in multi-device

simulations, as they require a face halo update in each iteration.

x

y

z

Internal cells

Face halo cells

Edge halo cells

Vertex halo cells

west
permutation

Block 1 Block 2Block 1 Block 2

Figure 5: Schematic illustration of two adjacent blocks in x-direction within the homogeneous domain decomposition

during a halo update. Depicted are the face (blue), edge (green), and vertex (red) halo cells of block 1 at the east side

of the block. We highlight the corresponding cells in block 2 that are required for the halo update accordingly. This

update entails a west permutation, i.e., a permutation of data from block 2 to block 1.
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Algorithm 1: Single-phase and diffuse-
interface model.

Data: U, W, ∆t

RNSE = RNSE(U, W);
U = I(U, RNSE, ∆t);

RLSA = RLSA(ϕ, QΓ);
ϕ = I(ϕ, RLSA, ∆t);

ϕ = HV(ϕ);
if last RK stage then

for reinitialization steps do
Rreinit = Rreinit(ϕ) ;
ϕ = I(ϕ, Rreinit, ∆t);
ϕ = HF(ϕ) ;

end
ϕ = HV(ϕ);

end

U = HV(U);
U =M(U);

W = LU→W(U);

W = HF(W);
for extrapolation steps do

Rext,W = Rext,W(W) ;
W = I(W, Rext,W, ∆t);
W = HF(W) ;

end
U←W;

U, W = HE(U, W);

QΓ = QΓ(W, ϕ);
for extrapolation steps do

Rext,QΓ = Rext,QΓ (QΓ) ;
QΓ = I(QΓ, Rext,QΓ , ∆t);
QΓ = HF(QΓ) ;

end

Algorithm 2: Level-set model.

Data: U, W, ϕ, QΓ, ∆t

RNSE = RNSE(U, W, ϕ, QΓ);
U = I(U, RNSE, ∆t);

RLSA = RLSA(ϕ, QΓ);
ϕ = I(ϕ, RLSA, ∆t);

ϕ = HV(ϕ);
if last RK stage then

for reinitialization steps do
Rreinit = Rreinit(ϕ) ;
ϕ = I(ϕ, Rreinit, ∆t);
ϕ = HF(ϕ) ;

end
ϕ = HV(ϕ);

end

U = HV(U);
U =M(U);

W = LU→W(U);

W = HF(W);
for extrapolation steps do

Rext,W = Rext,W(W) ;
W = I(W, Rext,W, ∆t);
W = HF(W) ;

end
U = LW→U(W);

U, W = HE(U, W);

QΓ = QΓ(W, ϕ);
for extrapolation steps do

Rext,QΓ = Rext,QΓ (QΓ) ;
QΓ = I(QΓ, Rext,QΓ , ∆t);
QΓ = HF(QΓ) ;

end

Figure 6: Schematic algorithms for a single Runge-Kutta stage illustrating the halo updates. We compare the single-

phase and diffuse-interface model (left) with the level-set model (right). The color blue highlights parts of the algorithm,

which are purely level-set related. Notation and description of functions and buffers are given in Table 1 and Table 2,

respectively.

5. Verification of numerical models

In this section, we present verification of the numerical models implemented in JAX-Fluids. All

simulations presented in this section were performed on GPUs (either NVIDIA A6000 or NVIDIA

A100) and TPUs (v3). Computations on GPUs were done exclusively with double-precision (float64),

while computations on TPUs were done with single-precision (float32).
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5.1. Convergence test

We perform convergence tests for the inviscid advection of a one-dimensional density profile with

uniform velocity u = 1 and pressure p = 1. The material is an ideal gas with γ = 1.4. The initial

density consists of two Gaussians,

ρ (x, t = 0) = 1 + 5 exp
(
−200(x− 0.5)2)

+ 5 exp
(
−200(x− 1.5)2)

. (45)

We initialize cell-averaged values, i.e., for cell i the cell-averaged density reads

ρ̄0i
= 1

∆xi

∫ xi+1/2

xi−1/2

ρ(x, t = 0) dx (46)

= 1 − 5
√
π

2
√

200∆xi

([
erf

(√
200(0.5 − x)

)
|xi+1/2
xi−1/2 + erf

(√
200(1.5 − x)

)
|xi+1/2
xi−1/2

])
(47)

The computational domain is x ∈ [0, 2] with periodic boundary conditions on either side. The den-

sity profile is advected for one flow through time which corresponds to the final time t = 2.0. For

the single-phase model (SPM) and level-set model (LSM), we test convergence for WENO5-Z and

TENO6-A stencils. For the diffuse-interface model (DIM), we only test WENO5-Z, as the TENO6-A

reconstruction occasionally introduces over- and undershoots in the volume fraction field which activate

the positivity-preserving algorithm and, therefore, diminish order of convergence. We use TVD-RK3

time integration with a fixed time step size ∆t = 10−5 for all tests. The time step size is chosen small

enough to ensure that the error due to numerical time integration does not influence the solution. In

Fig. 7, we visualize the L2-error for successively higher spatial resolutions (from N = 64 to N = 4096

grid points). The nominal convergence order is achieved for all models.
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Figure 7: Error convergence for the advection of two Gaussians. For single-phase and level-set simulations WENO5-Z

( ) and TENO6-A ( ) reconstruction schemes were tested. For diffuse-interface simulations, WENO5-Z was tested.

The solid ( ) and dashed ( ) black lines denote nominal convergence of O(∆x5) and O(∆x6), respectively.

24



5.2. Single-phase simulations

For single-phase simulations, we use a TENO6-A cell face reconstruction combined with an HLLC

Riemann solver. The TENO6-A reconstruction is complemented by an interpolation limiter. In this

work, we do not use flux limiters for single-phase simulations as the single-phase cases under inves-

tigation do not feature strong shock discontinuities. Diffusive fluxes are discretized using 6th-order

central finite-difference approximations. Temporal evolution is performed with a TVD-RK3 scheme

with CFL = 0.9.

5.2.1. Laminar boundary layer

The compressible Blasius boundary layer [51] describes the steady state two-dimensional flow over a

flat plate under zero pressure gradient. We use this test case to verify the implementation of the viscous

fluxes. We use an ideal gas with γ = 1.4. The computational domain (x, y) ∈ [1.0, 1.5] × [0.0, 0.4] is

discretized using 300×200 cells with a uniform grid in x-direction and a stretched mesh in y direction.

The stretching parameter is β = 2.2 (see Appendix B). The boundary conditions are a no-slip adiabatic

wall at the south boundary and zero-gradient extrapolation at north and east boundaries. At the inlet

(west), we impose the self-similar solution, which is computed by solving the compressible Blasius

similarity equations. For the given Mach number Mae = 2.25 and Prandtl number Pr = 0.72, we get

normalized velocity u/ue and temperature T/Te over the self-similar variable

η = ue√
2ρeµeuex

∫ y

0
ρ dy. (48)

Here, the index e denotes free-stream conditions. To impose the Blasius solution at the inlet boundary

of the domain, we numerically solve Eq. (48) for y and, subsequently, linearly interpolate the values

on the grid at the boundary. The free stream unit Reynolds number is Re = ueρe/µe = 10000. The

temperature dependent dynamic viscosity is computed using the Sutherland law (see Eq. (16)) with

C = 0, Tref = Te, and µref = µe. We evaluate the JAX-Fluids solution at the outlet boundary

x = 1.5 and present a comparison to the self-similar Blasius solution. Figure 8 depicts normalized

velocity u/ue and temperature T/Te over the self-similar variable η. We achieve good agreement with

the Blasius solution.

5.2.2. Turbulent channel flow

Bi-periodic turbulent channel flows serve as canonical configurations to study wall-bounded turbu-

lence. Here, we perform direct numerical simulations (DNS) of the turbulent supersonic isothermal-

wall channel flow of Coleman et al. [52, 53]. The computational domain is (x, y, z) ∈ [0, 4πh] ×

[−h, h] × [0, 2πh]. A constant mass flow rate is imposed via a uniform body force in streamwise (x)

direction. The bulk density is calculated as ρb = 1
2h

∫ h

−h
⟨ρ⟩ dy, and the bulk velocity is calculated

as Ub = 1
2h

∫ h

−h
⟨ρu⟩ dy. The Mach number based on bulk velocity and speed of sound at the wall
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Figure 8: Compressible laminar boundary layer. Normalized velocity u/ue and normalized temperature T/Te profiles

over the self-similar variable η. The solid lines ( ) and markers () indicate the JAX-Fluids and Blasius solution,

respectively.
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Figure 9: Statistical evaluation of the supersonic turbulent channel flow at Mab = 1.5 and Reb = 3000. (a) Normalized

mean profiles of density ρ/ρb, temperature T/Tw, and streamwise velocity u1/Ub. (b) Normalized Reynolds normal

stresses ⟨u′
iu

′
i⟩/U2

b . (c) Normalized Reynolds shear stress ⟨u′
1u′

2⟩/U2
b . Reference data is taken from Coleman et al. [52].

We illustrate the JAX-Fluids solution with solid lines ( ). The reference by Coleman et al. [52] is depicted with solid

markers ().

Mab = Ub/cw = 1.5. The Reynolds number based on bulk density, bulk velocity, channel half-width,

and wall viscosity Reb = ρbUbh/µw = 3000. At the channel walls isothermal, no-slip boundary condi-

tions are imposed such that T = 1 and u = 0 at y = ±h. Periodic boundary conditions are applied in

streamwise and spanwise direction. The fluid is assumed to be an ideal gas with constant Prandtl num-

ber Pr = 0.7 and constant ratio of specific heats γ = 1.4. The dynamic viscosity follows a temperature

dependent power law, see Eq. (15). The computational domain is discretized by 256 × 128 × 128 cells.

The (DNS) grid is uniform in x- and z-direction (streamwise and spanwise direction, respectively), and

a hyperbolic-tangent stretching with stretching factor β = 1.8 is applied in wall normal direction (see

Appendix B for details). The first grid point is located at y+
1 ≈ 0.34, and the tenth point is located

at y+
10 ≈ 8.28. The cell sizes in streamwise and spanwise direction are ∆x+ = ∆z+ = 10.71, and
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the minimum and maximum cell sizes in wall normal direction are ∆y+
min = 0.69 and ∆y+

max = 6.48,

respectively.

We run a precursor simulation of the channel flow on a coarser computational grid until a statis-

tically steady state is reached. The simulation is initialized with a streamwise velocity that follows

a laminar profile superimposed with noise along with constant pressure and density. Once a statisti-

cally steady state is obtained, we interpolate the flow field onto the aforementioned DNS grid. The

DNS is run on two Nvidia A100 GPUs. Similarly to [53], we wait for 15 characteristic problem times

h/uτ ≈ 18.38 to let initial transients pass. We then collect 300 snapshots of the instantaneous flow

field over a period of approximately 41h/uτ to compute flow statistics.

Figure 9 compares flow statistics to the DNS data of Coleman et al. [52]. We observe excellent

quantitative agreement for mean flow profiles and Reynolds stresses with the cited reference. Similarly,

root-mean-square fluctuations of density and temperature (not shown) are in good agreement with the

reference data.

5.2.3. Turbulent boundary layer

We consider the compressible turbulent boundary layer case by Pirozzoli et al. [54]. Here, a

compressible laminar boundary layer enters the domain, and transition to turbulence happens by

means of blowing and suction within a small region close to the inlet boundary.

The computational domain (x, y, z) ∈ [4.0, 22.0] × [0.0, 0.5] × [−0.0875, 0.0875] is discretized using

2500 × 80 × 380 cells. The simulation is run on 2 Nvidia A100 GPUs. Unless mentioned otherwise, the

spatial coordinates are nondimensional, with lref = 0.00254 m being the reference length. We impose

an adiabatic no-slip wall at the south boundary and zero gradient at the outlet (east) and spanwise

(top, bottom) boundaries. At the inlet (east) boundary, a self-similar Blasius solution is specified.

In streamwise (x) direction, the domain is partitioned into three zones. The first zone is bound by

x ∈ [4, 7] and contains the blowing and suction region (xa = 4.5 and xb = 5.0). It serves as the

transition region, consisting of 700 cells. The second zone is that of interest containing fully developed

turbulence. It is bound by x ∈ [7, 9] and consists of 1700 cells. Within the third zone x ∈ [9, 22] the

grid is progressively coarsened using 100 cells. This serves as a buffer region minimizing disturbances

due to reflections at the outlet boundary. The grid is uniform in z-direction and a tangent stretching

is applied in y-direction with β = 3.5 (see Sec. 3.1). Within the well-resolved region, the smallest grid

sizes in streamwise, spanwise, and wall-normal direction are ∆x+ ≈ 14.2, ∆z+ ≈ 5.5, and ∆y+ ≈ 1.0,

respectively.

The laminar-turbulent transition is enforced by blowing and suction within a small region (xa ≤

x ≤ xb) close to the inlet. Here, the wall-normal component of the velocity at the wall is computed as

v(x, z, t) = Auef(x)g(z)h(t), xa ≤ x ≤ xb, (49)
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Figure 10: Statistical evaluation of the turbulent boundary layer flow at Reθ = 4000. (a) Normalized van Driest

transformed velocity ⟨u⟩vD/uτ in inner scaling. (b) Normalized mean flow states ⟨T ⟩/Te, ⟨u⟩/ue and ⟨ρ⟩⟨u⟩/ρeue in

outer scaling. (c) Normalized Reynolds normal stresses ⟨u′
iu

′
i⟩/u2

τ ⟨ρ⟩/⟨ρ⟩w in inner scaling. We illustrate the JAX-Fluids

solution with solid lines ( ). The reference by Pirozzoli et al. [54] is depicted with markers ().

where A = 0.04 denotes the amplitude of the disturbance, ue is the free stream velocity, and

f(x) = 4 sin θ(1 − cos θ)
√

27,

θ = 2π x− xa

xb − xa
,

g(z) =
lmax∑
l=1

Zl sin(2πl(z/Lz + ξl)),

Zl = 1.25Zl+1,

lmax∑
l=1

Zl = 1,

h(t) =
mmax∑
m=1

Tm sin(2πm(βt+ ξm)),

Tm = 1.25Tm+1,

mmax∑
m=1

Tm = 1.

Here, xa, xb, and Lz denote the start and end locations of the blowing and suction region and the

spanwise domain size, respectively. We use a frequency of β = 75000 Hz for the disturbance, with

mmax = 5 and lmax = 10 and ξl and ξm being random numbers between 0 and 1.

The free stream Mach number, temperature, and pressure are Mae = 2.25, Te = 169.44 K, and

pe = 100000 Pa, respectively. The Prandtl number and free stream unit Reynolds number are Pr =

0.72 and Re/lref = ρeue/µe = 650000. We use an ideal gas with γ = 1.4. The temperature dependent

dynamic viscosity is computed using the Sutherland law (see Eq. (16)) with C = 0, Tref = Te, and

µref = µe.

We evaluate the mean flow field at the momentum thickness Reynolds number Reθ = ρeueθ/µe =

4000, where θ is the momentum thickness. To compute averages, we collect around 732 time snapshots
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over a time period of approximately 1400δ∗/ue, where δ∗ denotes the displacement thickness. In the

following, we denote mean quantities by ⟨·⟩, and the index w describes a quantity at the wall. Figure

10 (a) shows the wall normal profiles of the van-Driest transformed mean velocity

⟨u⟩vD(y) =
∫ y

0

√
⟨ρ⟩(y′)
⟨ρ⟩w

d⟨u⟩(y′)
dy′ dy′ (50)

normalized by the friction velocity

uτ =

√
⟨µ⟩
⟨ρ⟩

d⟨u⟩
dy

∣∣∣∣∣
w

. (51)

Figure 10 (b) illustrates the normalized temperature ⟨T ⟩/Te, streamwise velocity ⟨u⟩/ue, and stream-

wise momentum ⟨ρ⟩⟨u⟩/ρeue. In Fig. 10 (c) we depict the normalized Reynolds stresses ⟨u′
iu

′
i⟩/u2

τ ⟨ρ⟩/⟨ρ⟩w

in stream (u1), wall normal (u2), and spanwise direction (u3). We observe good agreement with the ref-

erence DNS [54]. Figure 11 (a) depicts a three-dimensional snapshot of the JAX-Fluids DNS solution.

In Fig. 11 (b), we display the skin friction coefficient

Cf = 2τw/ρeu
2
e, (52)

τw = ⟨µ⟩w
d⟨u⟩
dy

∣∣∣∣
w

, (53)

along the streamwise Reynolds number Rex = ρeuex/µe. We observe good agreement with the ref-

erence [54] in terms of transition point. A distinct jump of Cf at Rex/lref = 4.55 × 106 can be

seen. This is the intersection point between the first and second zone, where the streamwise grid

size is significantly refined. Therefore, this jump is expected. Within the fully developed region
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Figure 11: (a) Visualization of the instantaneous flow field showing the transition region. The figure shows contours of

the numerical schlieren (ln (∥∇ρ∥)) and isosurfaces of the Q criterion colored by the normalized density ρ/ρe. (b) Skin

friction coefficient Cf as a function of the streamwise Reynolds number Rex. We illustrate the JAX-Fluids solution with

solid lines ( ). The reference by Pirozzoli et al. [54] is depicted with markers ().
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Material x [m] ρ
[
kg/m3

]
u [m/s] p [Pa] γ [−] p∞ [Pa]

Air x ≤ 0.5 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.4 0.0

Helium x > 0.5 0.125 0.0 0.1 1.67 0.0

Table 3: Initial conditions and material parameters for the air-helium shock tube.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0

0.5

1

x

ρ

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0

0.5

1

x

u

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0

0.5

1

x

p

Figure 12: Air-helium shock tube problem visualized at t = 0.15. From left to right: density, velocity, and pressure. The

exact solution ( ) is compared with the level-set result ( ) and the diffuse-interface result ( ).

Rex/lref ∈ [4.55 × 106, 5.85 × 106], we again have a good match with the reference DNS [54].

5.3. Two-phase simulations

We perform two-phase simulations with the diffuse-interface model (DIM) and the level-set model

(LSM). The computation of the cell face fluxes is done with a WENO5-Z reconstruction combined

with an HLLC Riemann solver. We use interpolation and flux limiters to ensure physically admissible

states. Time integration happens by means of a TVD-RK3 scheme with CFL = 0.5. In all DIM

simulations, the volume fraction field α1 is initialized with 1 − 10−8 in phase 1 and with 10−8 in phase

2.

5.3.1. Air-helium shock tube problem

We consider a two-phase gas-gas shock tube problem. The computational domain x ∈ [0, 1] and

is discretized by 200 cells. We use zero gradient boundary conditions at both boundaries. An initial

discontinuity at x = 0.5 separates air on the left from helium on the right. Initial conditions and

material parameters are given in Table 3. Figure 12 shows the solutions at time t = 0.15. The

reference solution is obtained from an exact Riemann solver [55]. The DIM and LSM results are in

very good agreement with the exact solution.

5.3.2. Air-water shock tube problem

We consider a two-phase gas-liquid shock tube problem similarly to [56, 57, 9]. The high density

ratio between the two fluids poses more stringent requirements on the numerical scheme. The com-

putational domain x ∈ [0.0, 1.5] is discretized by 200 cells. We use zero gradient boundary conditions
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Material x [m] ρ
[
kg/m3

]
u [m/s] p [Pa] γ [−] p∞ [Pa]

Water x ≤ 0.8 1000.0 0.0 109 6.12 3.43× 108

Air x > 0.8 20.0 0.0 105 1.4 0.0

Table 4: Initial conditions and material parameters for the air-water shock tube.
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Figure 13: Air-water shock tube problem visualized at t = 0.15. From left to right: density, velocity, and pressure. The

exact solution ( ) is compared with the level-set result ( ) and the diffuse-interface result ( ).

Case lchannel hchannel dshock dbubble D0,bubble Nx ×Ny ×Nz

Helium SBI 2D 356 89 60 90 50 4096× 1024× 1

Helium SBI 3D 356 89 60 90 45 3072× 768× 768

Water SDI 2D 111 74 20 40 22 3072× 2048× 1

Water SDI 3D 111 74 20 40 22 1536× 1024× 1024

Table 5: Overview on shock bubble interaction simulations. All length scales are in mm.

at both boundaries. An initial discontinuity at x = 0.8 separates highly compressed water on the left

from air on the right. Initial conditions and material parameters are given in Table 4. Figure 13 shows

the solutions at time t = 0.15. The reference solution is obtained from an exact Riemann solver [55].

The DIM and LSM results are in very good agreement with the exact solution.

5.3.3. Air-helium shock bubble interaction

The interaction of a shock with a helium bubble immersed in air is a well-documented test case

for two-phase flows. Experimental data [58] and numerical reference simulations [59, 17] are available

in literature. We perform two- and three-dimensional simulations of the aforementioned shock bubble

interaction (SBI) and compare results of the level-set (LSM) and the diffuse-interface (DIM) model

with experimental data from Haas et al. [58] and simulation results from Terashima et al. [59]. The

setup of the computational domain is detailed in Figure 14 and Table 5. The initial conditions and

the material properties are listed in Table 6.

We begin with the two-dimensional test case. The resolution of the two-dimensional simulations
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Figure 14: Schematic of the computational domain and the initial configuration for the shock bubble interaction and

shock drop interaction simulations.

Case Incident shock wave Material ρ
[
kg/m3

]
u [m/s] p [Pa] γ [−] p∞ [Pa]

Helium SBI 2D
MaS = 1.22 Helium 0.1660 0.0 101325.0 1.67 0.0

uS = 418.746 Pre-shock air 1.2041 0.0 101325.0
1.4 0.0

tS = 11.940× 10−6 Post-shock air 1.6573 114.5 159056.0

Helium SBI 3D
MaS = 1.25 Helium 0.1660 0.0 101325.0 1.67 0.0

uS = 429.043 Pre-shock air 1.2041 0.0 101325.0
1.4 0.0

tS = 17.481× 10−6 Post-shock air 1.7201 128.7 167819.5

Water SDI 2D/3D
MaS = 2.40 Water 1000.0 0.0 101000.0 6.12 3.43× 108

uS = 834.340 Pre-shock air 1.17 0.0 101000.0
1.4 0.0

tS = 10.787× 10−6 Post-shock air 3.7579 574.574 661886.67

Table 6: Initial conditions and material parameters for shock bubble/shock drop interaction simulations.

are 4096 × 1024, resulting in approximately D0/∆x ≈ 575, where D0 is the initial bubble diameter.

Simulations were performed in parallel on 4 Nvidia A6000 GPUs. Figure 15 compares snapshots of the

flow field between the numerical simulations and the experiments by Haas et al. [58]. The numerical

schlieren from the LSM and DIM simulations are in very good agreement with the experimental

schlieren images. Both schemes accurately predict the propagation of the incident shock wave and the

reflected waves. The macroscopic bubble shape is in good agreement between the LSM and the DIM.

The LSM produces a smoother interface topology while the DIM generates small scale instabilities at

the material interface. The smoother interface in the level-set case is attributed to the mixing procedure

and first-order reconstruction at the interface. Inspection of the volume fraction fields reveals that
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THINC is able to maintain a constant interface thickness over the duration of the simulation as long

as interface features are resolved on the given grid. At later times, once finer and finer structures

appear, we observe some mixture regions. The LSM conserves a sharp interface. Underresolved

structures are eliminated by the reinitialization procedure. Figure 16 compares the temporal evolution

of characteristic interface points. Again, both numerical schemes agree very well with the experimental

data from [58].

We also compare the three-dimensional SBI with the experimental data of Haas et al. [58]. The

resolutions of the three-dimensional simulations are 3072 × 768 × 768. The corresponding resolution of

the initial bubble diameter is D0/∆x ≈ 388. The three-dimensional simulations were done on a TPU

v3 256 pod slice. Figure 17 compares snapshots of the flow field. The numerical schlieren for both

interface models are in good agreement with the experimental data. Similarly to the 2D results, we

observe pronounced interfacial instabilities in the DIM while the LSM maintains a smoother interface.

5.3.4. Air-water shock drop interaction

As a second, more challenging test case for the two-phase schemes, we consider the interaction of a

Mach 2.4 shock with a water cylinder (in 2D) and a water drop (in 3D). The high density ratio of the

fluids involved poses stringent requirements on the positivity-preserving routine. Experimental data

are taken from the work of Sembian et al. [60]. Details on the setup of the computational domain are

shown in Figure 14 and Table 5. The initial conditions and material properties are listed in Table 6

We begin with the two-dimensional test case which was run on 4 Nvidia A6000 GPUs. The res-

olution of the initial bubble diameter is D0/∆x ≈ 608. Figure 18 shows a comparison between the

experimental schlieren images and our simulations. The numerical results for the level-set method

(LSM) and the diffuse-interface method (DIM) are in excellent qualitative agreement with the experi-

mental reference data. Especially, both interface models capture very well the propagation of incident,

reflected, and transmitted waves. For later stages, we observe fluid being sheared of the rim of the

cylinder in the diffuse-interface simulation. Figure 19 shows the numerical schlieren images for the

corresponding 3D simulations (D0/∆x ≈ 304). The three-dimensional simulations were done on a

TPU v3 256 pod slice. Again, we observe good agreement between SIM and DIM.

6. Automatic-differentiation gradients

In this section, we showcase the computation of automatic differentiation gradients in the JAX-

Fluids framework. In particular, we provide verification for settings in which gradients are calculated

across multiple devices.

Figure 20 illustrates two generic scenarios for AD-based gradient calculation in JAX-Fluids. In

the first scenario, we are interested in calculating gradients of our quantity of interest with respect to
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Figure 15: Time series of the two-dimensional air-helium shock bubble interaction. From top to bottom: Numerical

schlieren (ln (∥∇ρ∥)) from the level-set and diffuse-interface model, volume fraction field from level-set and diffuse-

interface model. In the volume fraction fields, red and blue colors represent helium and air, respectively. The snapshots

are taken at times t ∈ {72, 102, 245, 427, 674} µs after the incident shock wave has impacted the helium cylinder. (For

interpretation of the references to color in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

Note: In the arXiv version, experimental images from [58] are not shown due to limited copyrights.

a parameterized initial condition, see Fig. 20a. The function fun() consists of three steps: calcula-

tion of initial conditions based on the given parameters, forward pass through the JAX-Fluids solver,

and calculation of the quantity of interest. If each of these steps is differentiable, we can call the

JAX primitive jax.value_and_grad to obtain a transformed function which computes the quantity of

interest and its derivative with respect to the input parameters ic_params. Gradients are backprop-

agated through compute_qoi(), through the entire feedforward() routine which comprises multiple

integration steps, and, finally, through the compute_initial_condtion() routine.

The scenario depicted in Fig. 20b is prototypical of training neural network parameters within

the JAX-Fluids framework. Here, nn_params should represent weights and biases of a neural network

model which is repeatedly being used during forward integration. Similarly to the aforementioned

case, gradients of the quantity of interest (e.g., a user-specified loss function) with respect to the
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Figure 16: Space-time diagram of three characteristic interface points for the level-set method (left) and the diffuse-

interface method (right). Positions of the upstream point (left-most point of the interface, ( )), the jet (left-most point

of the interface on the center-line, ( )), and the downstream point (right-most point of the interface, ( )), are depicted

as solid lines. Reference values are taken from Terashima et al. [59] and are depicted as markers (). (For interpretation

of the references to color in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

parameters nn_params are obtained by using the function transformation jax.value_and_grad. In

[12], we showcase the training of neural networks within JAX-Fluids.

We use checkpointing [61] (jax.checkpoint) to overcome memory bottlenecks related to the length

of the trajectory that is unrolled during the forward pass feedforward(). Here, we specify distinct

locations (checkpoints) in the computational graph where the state is stored during the forward pass,

instead of storing all intermediate results. During the backward pass, we recompute the required

intermediate results starting from stored checkpoints. Checkpointing is a trade-off between memory

consumption and computation time. Furthermore, we prevent JAX from unrolling the entire trajectory

during compilation of feedforward() using jax.lax.scan, reducing the compilation time significantly.

6.1. Automatic differentiation gradients for a quasi one-dimensional moving shock

To verify automatic-differentiation (AD) gradients for parallel simulations, we investigate the con-

vergence of finite-difference (FD) gradients towards AD gradients. We consider a two-dimensional

domain (x, y) ∈ [−0.5, 0.5] × [−0.5, 0.5] discretized with 512 × 512 cells and decomposed using two

blocks that are oriented in a 1 × 2 grid. The flow field is initialized with a discontinuity positioned

at x = 0.0 describing a quasi one-dimensional moving shock with shock Mach number MaS . The

pre (index l) and post (index r) conditions depend on MaS and are related by the Rankine-Hugoniot

conditions [32]. Fixing the post shock state to pr = ρr = 1.0 and ur = vr = 0.0, the initial condition is

parameterized solely by MaS . For the diffuse-interface (DIM) and level-set (LSM) model, we consider

two phases with the interface placed on the shock discontinuity. The specific heat capacity ratio for
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Figure 17: Time series of the three-dimensional air-helium shock bubble interaction. The first two rows show numerical

schlieren (ln (∥∇ρ∥)) of the level-set (row 1) and diffuse-interface (row 2) model, respectively. The next four rows display

the interface contour colored by the absolute velocity. We illustrate the solution of the level-set (row 3 & 4) and the

diffuse-interface (row 5 & 6) model, respectively. The snapshots are taken at times t ∈ {20, 82, 145, 223, 350}µs after

the incident shock wave has impacted the helium cylinder. (For interpretation of the references to color in this figure

legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.) Note: In the arXiv version, experimental images from

[58] are not shown due to limited copyrights.
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Figure 18: Time series of the two-dimensional air-water shock drop interaction. From top to bottom: Numerical schlieren

(ln (∥∇ρ∥)) from level-set and the diffuse-interface model. The snapshots are taken at times t ∈ {4, 17, 35, 40, 67} µs after

the incident shock wave has impacted the water cylinder. Note: In the arXiv version, experimental images from [60] are

not shown due to limited copyrights.

Figure 19: Time series of the three-dimensional air-water shock drop interaction. From top to bottom: Numer-

ical schlieren (ln (∥∇ρ∥)) from level-set and the diffuse-interface model. The snapshots are taken at times t ∈

{4, 17, 35, 40, 67}µs after the incident shock wave has impacted the water cylinder.

both phases is γ = 1.4. As the shock propagates into the quiescent domain, the total energy

E(t,MaS) =
∫

x,y

(
ρe+ 1

2ρu · u
)
dxdy (54)
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1 import jax
2 from jaxfluids import SimulationManager
3
4 simulation_manager = SimulationManager(
5 "case_setup.json", "numerical_setup.json")
6
7 def fun(ic_params):
8 y0 = compute_initial_condition(ic_params)
9 yn = simulation_manager.feedforward(y0, n_steps)

10 qoi = compute_qoi(yn)
11 return qoi
12
13 fun = jax.value_and_grad(fun)

(a)

1 import jax
2 from jaxfluids import SimulationManager
3
4 simulation_manager = SimulationManager(
5 "case_setup.json", "numerical_setup.json")
6
7 def fun(nn_params):
8 y0 = compute_initial_condition()
9 yn = simulation_manager.feedforward(y0, n_steps, nn_params)

10 qoi = compute_qoi(yn)
11 return qoi
12
13 fun = jax.value_and_grad(fun)

(b)

Figure 20: Code snippets illustrating how to obtain automatic differentiation gradients through a simulation with JAX-

Fluids. With simulation_manager.feedforward(), the forward simulation through the JAX-Fluids solver is called, and

the initial condition is integrated for n_steps.
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Figure 21: Convergence of finite-difference gradients towards automatic differentiation gradients. The black ( ), blue

( ), and red ( ) lines indicate the single-phase, diffuse-interface and level-set model, respectively. The black, dashed

line ( ) depicts second-order convergence O
(

ϵ2
F D

)
.

increases. We are interested in the gradient g of the total energy increase ∆En(MaS) = E(tn,MaS)−

E(t0,MaS) with respect to MaS after a fixed amount of time steps n.

g = ∂∆En(MaS)
∂MaS

(55)

We compute this derivative using AD, denoted by gAD, and second-order central FD

gF D = ∆En(MaS + ϵF D) − ∆En(MaS − ϵF D)
2ϵF D

, (56)

where ϵF D indicates a small number. The computation of gAD requires the differentiation through the

entire (parallel) JAX-Fluids algorithm for multiple time steps. The calculation of gF D requires two

independent forward simulations.

We choose MaS = 2.0, n = 40, and a fixed time step size of ∆t = 10−4. The numerical setup

for all models uses a WENO5-Z spatial reconstruction in combination with an HLLC Riemann solver

(Sec. 3.2). The integration is performed using the TVD-RK3 scheme (Sec. 3.4). Figure 21 shows
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the convergence of the absolute error |gAD − gF D| with respect to ϵF D. As expected, we observe

second-order convergence for all models. Beyond ϵF D ≈ 10−4, the convergence order starts to reduce

due to floating point errors.

6.2. Sensitivities of a helium-air shock bubble interaction

In a second test, we showcase the capability of JAX-Fluids to compute automatic differentiation

gradients through extended simulations run in parallel on multi GPU devices. In particular, we are

interested in sensitivities of initial conditions on quantities of interest in helium-air shock bubble

interaction simulations, see Sec. 5.3.4.

Figure 20a gives a schematic for the computation of sensitivities. We consider an incident shock

wave that interacts with a helium-cylinder which is initially at rest. In experimental settings, initial

conditions may pose one of the main sources of uncertainty. For example, in the case at hand, there

may be uncertainty about the strength of the incident shock or the shape of the initial helium bubble.

We want to understand how variations in these parameters may affect quantities of interest. We

parameterize the strength of the incident shock by the shock Mach number MaS . Additionally, we

parameterize the shape of the initial helium bubble by its eccentricity eb. We require that the mass

of the helium bubble is invariant with respect to eb, i.e., that the area of the bubble at t = 0 is

constant for varying eb. Therefore, we define the semi-major axis abubble = R0,bubble/
(
1 − e2

b

)0.25 and

the semi-minor axis bbubble = R0,bubble

(
1 − e2

b

)0.25. Here, R0,bubble is the radius of the circle (eb = 0)

with equivalent surface area. abubble is along the x-direction for positive eb and along the y-direction

for negative eb. As quantity of interest (QoI), we choose the center of mass drift of the helium bubble

∆xn
com in x-direction. Simulations are done with the diffuse-interface model (see Secs. 2.3 and 3.7).

The center of mass drift of the helium bubble (fluid 1) is calculated as

xcom(t) =
∫

Ω α1ρ1x dxdy∫
Ω α1ρ1 dxdy

, (57)

∆xn
com = xcom(tn) − xcom(t = 0). (58)

Hence, we are interested in specifying the following sensitivities:

g = [g1, g2]T =
[
∂∆xn

com

∂MaS
,

∂∆xn
com

∂eb

]T

. (59)

Except for shock strength and bubble shape, the computational domain and the initial configuration

are the same as in the air-helium SBI case discussed in Sec. 5.3.3. In particular, R0bubble = 2.5 × 10−2,

and the pre-shocked state for air and helium is given in Table 3. The domain is discretized by

512 × 128 uniform cells. We choose a constant time step ∆t = 10−7 and use TVD-RK3 integration.

The center of mass drift is evaluated at tn = 10−4 and tn = 2.5 × 10−4. This corresponds to a

total of n = 1000 and n = 2500 integration steps, respectively, across which gradients have to be
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Figure 22: (a) Temporal evolution of the center of mass and (b) interface location at final time tn = 2.5×10−4 for various

incident shock Mach numbers MaS and initial bubble eccentricities eb. The shock Mach numbers MaS ∈ {1.1, 1.3, 1.5}

are depicted as black ( ), blue ( ), and red ( ) lines. The bubble eccentricities eb ∈ {−0.5, 0.0, 0.5} are depicted as

dotted ( ), solid ( ), and dashed ( ) lines, respectively. The gray lines ( ) in (b) visualize the bubble interfaces in

the initial configuration (t = 0). Spatial coordinates are nondimensionalized with the initial bubble diameter D0bubble =

5× 10−2. Time is nondimensionalized with the timescale D0bubble/uref where the reference velocity set to uref = 100.

(For interpretation of the references to color in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

backpropagated. We use checkpoints after every full integration step such that we do not need to

keep intermediate values of the Runge-Kutta stages in memory. Each computation is done in parallel

on 4 NVIDIA A6000 GPUs. The gradients are evaluated with automatic differentiation and finite

differences. Here, we use ϵF D = 10−2 for the FD gradients. Gradients are computed for MaS × eb ∈

[1.1, 1.5] × [−0.5, 0.5] which is discretized uniformly with 21 × 21 points. We highlight two important

aspects with respect to the computation of the gradients: (i) In order to compute gradients with central

finite differences, we need to run two simulations per point of the MaS − eb grid per component of

the gradient. For automatic differentiation gradients, however, a single forward run with subsequent

backward pass is sufficient for each (MaS , eb). (ii) The computational effort associated with the AD

gradients only increases slightly for each additional sensitivity that we want to compute. This is

because the computational graphs for the forward simulation (feedforward()) and the computation

of the quantity of interest (compute_qoi()) remain unchanged, and only the backpropagation through

compute_initial_condition() has to account for additional sensitivities.

Figure 22 visualizes the nondimensional center of mass drift (a) and the shape of the interface

(α1 = 0.5 contour) at tn = 2.5 × 10−4 (b) for different bubble eccentricities and different incident

shock Mach numbers. The strength of the incident shock strongly influences the drift of the helium

bubble. The variation in the initial bubble geometry is propagated through the simulation. Figures

23 and 24 show the gradients g1 = ∂∆xn
com

∂MaS
and g2 = ∂∆xn

com

∂eb
obtained by AD and relative errors with

respect to the corresponding FD gradients for tn = 10−4 and tn = 2.5 × 10−4, respectively. At both

time instances, AD gradients are in very good agreement with their FD counterparts. We conclude that
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Figure 23: Automatic differentiation gradients of the center of mass drift ∆xn
com at tn = 10−4 with respect to incident

shock Mach number MaS and initial bubble eccentricity eb. (a): g1,AD =
(

∂∆xn
com

∂MaS

)
AD

, (b): g2,AD =
(

∂∆xn
com

∂eb

)
AD

,

(c): |g1,AD − g1,F D|/|g1,F D|∞, (d): |g2,AD − g2,F D|/|g2,F D|∞.

JAX-Fluids allows the parallel evaluation of AD gradients through extended integration trajectories.

7. Parallel performance on GPU and TPU systems

We evaluate the parallel efficiency of JAX-Fluids by performing weak scaling tests of the single-

phase (SPM), diffuse-interface (DIM), and level-set model (LSM). The numerical setup consists of the

WENO5-Z spatial reconstruction scheme combined with an HLLC approximate Riemann solver (Sec.

3.2). The time integration is performed with the TVD-RK3 scheme (Sec. 3.4).

Within the homogeneous domain decomposition (Sec. 4.2), each XLA device allocates and processes

a single block. For the scaling runs, we define a block as a cube of size 1.0 × 1.0 × 1.0 discretized with

N × N × N cells. We initialize a homogeneous flow field in each block, where the pressure and

density are unity and the velocity is zero. For the DIM and the LSM, we consider two phases that are

separated by a spherical interface with radius 0.25. The sphere is placed at the center of the block.

Periodic boundary conditions are imposed. We perform M = 200 integration steps and measure the
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Figure 24: Automatic differentiation gradients of the center of mass drift ∆xn
com at tn = 2.5 × 10−4 with respect

to incident shock Mach number MaS and initial bubble eccentricity eb. (a): g1,AD =
(

∂∆xn
com

∂MaS

)
AD

, (b): g2,AD =(
∂∆xn

com
∂eb

)
AD

, (c): |g1,AD − g1,F D|/|g1,F D|∞, (d): |g2,AD − g2,F D|/|g2,F D|∞.

performance using the mean wall clock time

∆T = 1
M

M∑
n=1

∆Tn. (60)

Here, ∆Tn denotes the wall clock time of time step n.

The weak scaling tests are performed on a Google TPU v3 pod and on the JUWELS Booster

module at Juelich Supercomputing Centre (JSC). A single node of a TPU v3 consists of 8 TPU v3

cores, each having access to 16GB of RAM. A JUWELS Booster node entails 4 NVIDIA A100 graphics

cards with 40GB of RAM each. This means that a single node of the TPU and GPU system has 8 and

4 XLA devices, respectively. It is important to note that the computations on the GPU are performed

using double precision, whereas on the TPU, we use single precision. This is because the TPU v3

hardware does not have native support for double precision operations. TPU v3 systems emulate

double precision arithmetic in a very costly fashion, reducing the overall performance significantly.
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During the weak scaling runs, we successively increase the number of XLA devices (blocks) from

8 up to 1024 on the TPU cluster and from 8 up to 512 on the GPU cluster. We start with 8 XLA

devices to ensure that communication occurs in each spatial direction from the get-go, i.e., we start

with a domain decomposition of 2×2×2. Therefore, we begin the scaling with two nodes for the GPU

system and with a single node for the TPU system. Table 7 illustrates an overview of the domain

decomposition in accordance with the number of nodes. As the table shows, we did not perform a run

on a TPU v3 pod slice with 16 cores, as this specific number of cores is not provided by the Google

TPU Cloud. Table 8 depicts the resolution of a single block depending on the model and the system.

Here, we aim to allocate as much memory as possible on each device, as this ensures that the devices

work at their peak efficiency.

We measure the mean wall clock time per time step ∆TSXLA
for each number of XLA devices

SXLA. The weak scaling represents the normalized mean wall clock time ω = ∆TSXLA
/∆T 8 over

the amount of XLA devices (nodes). Figure 25 depicts the weak scaling for both the TPU and GPU

system. We observe a very good scaling of ω > 0.95 up to 128 nodes for all models on either system.

The largest simulation (SPM, 128 nodes, GPU system) has 16B cells. In terms of scaling efficiency,

the TPU v3 pod is slightly better than the NVIDIA A100 GPU system. We depict the reference

performance ∆T 8 in Table 9. The NVIDIA A100 system clearly outperforms the TPU v3. This is

expected, as JAX-Fluids kernels generally operate in the memory bound regime [12], and the NVIDIA

A100 has roughly twice as much memory bandwidth compared to the TPU v3.

8. Conclusion

In this work, we have presented the second version of the open-source JAX-Fluids computational

fluid dynamics (CFD) solver. Designed as a differentiable solver for compressible single- and two-phase

TPU v3 NVIDIA A100 GPU

Nodes XLA devices Decomposition XLA devices Decomposition

1 8 2 × 2 × 2 - -

2 - - 8 2 × 2 × 2

4 32 4 × 4 × 2 16 4 × 2 × 2

8 64 4 × 4 × 4 32 4 × 4 × 2

16 128 8 × 4 × 4 64 4 × 4 × 4

32 256 8 × 8 × 4 128 8 × 4 × 4

64 512 8 × 8 × 8 256 8 × 8 × 4

128 1024 16 × 8 × 8 512 8 × 8 × 8

Table 7: Domain decomposition for weak scaling runs. (The Google TPU Cloud did not support a TPU v3 pod slice at

the time of the scaling runs.)
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XLA Device SPM DIM LSM

NVIDIA A100 GPU 3203 2883 2323

TPU v3 2403 1843 1523

Table 8: Number of cells N3 per XLA device.
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Figure 25: Weak scaling. The black ( ), blue ( ), and red ( ) lines indicate the single-phase, diffuse-interface, and

level-set model, respectively.

flows, JAX-Fluids facilitates research at the intersection of conventional CFD and machine learning.

Potential research directions for utilizing JAX-Fluids may include data-driven surrogate modeling,

data assimilation, uncertainty quantification, and flow control.

With the release of JAX-Fluids 2.0, we propel differentiable CFD towards high performance com-

puting (HPC). The main achievements of our work are summarized as follows.

1. JAX Primitives-based Parallelization: We decompose the computational domain into mul-

tiple homogenous blocks and subsequently distribute them across available XLA devices using

jax.pmap. Data is communicated by collective permutations jax.lax.ppermute. The paral-

lelization strategy is validated on GPU and TPU clusters. In particular, we have performed

weak scaling runs on up to 512 NVIDIA A100 GPUs and up to 1024 TPU v3 cores. We achieve

an excellent weak scaling of > 0.95 for all numerical models.

2. Automatic Differentiation (AD) through Parallel Simulations: The above-mentioned

parallelization strategy allows for seamless gradient calculation in distributed computations.

Gradients from automatic differentiation are validated against finite-difference gradients, and

XLA Device SPM DIM LSM

NVIDIA A100 GPU 58.01 124.59 332.45

TPU v3 152.73 304.56 1777.99

Table 9: Mean wall clock time per cell ∆T 8/N3 for 8 XLA devices in ns.
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we showcase stable AD through trajectories composed of several thousand integration steps.

3. Diffuse-Interface Two-phase Model: A five-equation diffuse-interface model for two-phase

flows was added. The diffuse-interface model complements the existing level-set based sharp-

interface model and allows users to choose between two popular modeling approaches for two-

phase flows.

Furthermore, the updated JAX-Fluids package incorporates positivity-preserving limiters, support

for stretched Cartesian meshes, refactored I/O routines for increased flexibility and ease of use, per-

formance optimizations, and an updated list of numerical discretization schemes. Newly introduced

features to JAX-Fluids have been thoroughly verified by canonical single- and two-phase test cases.

In particular, we have shown results for turbulent boundary layer and channel flows, air-helium shock

bubble interactions, and air-water shock drop interactions. Good agreement with reference data from

literature was achieved.

JAX-Fluids is subject of continuous development, and we highlight two of many areas which we

actively pursue.

1. Multi-Physics Framework: JAX-Fluids is evolving towards a comprehensive multi-physics

framework. This includes, amongst others, the extension to reactive multi-component flows,

particle laden flows, phase change phenomena, and fluid-structure interaction.

2. Adaptive Multiresolution: The current version of JAX-Fluids employs uniform and stretched

Cartesian meshes. Adaptive multiresolution allocates computational resources in regions of in-

terest thereby increasing computational efficiency [62, 63]. The implementation of adaptive

multiresolution in differentiable and just-in-time compiled domain-specific languages like JAX is

subject of ongoing research.

Acknowledgements

We thank Steffen J. Schmidt, Spencer H. Bryngelson, Qing Wang, and Yi-fan Chen for fruitful

discussions throughout this work. TPU computing resources granted by Google’s TRC program are

gratefully acknowledged. We also acknowledge GPU computing resources at Juelich Supercomputing

Centre (JSC).

Appendix A. Overview Numerical Models

Table A.10 gives an overview on numerical methods implemented in the JAX-Fluids library.

Appendix B. Mesh stretching

JAX-Fluids employs a Cartesian mesh which supports arbitrary one-dimensional mesh stretching.

Cell face positions and resulting cell sizes can be strictly monotonous functions of the corresponding
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Time Integration Euler

TVD-RK2 [44]

TVD-RK3 [44]

Flux Function/Riemann Solver Lax-Friedrichs (LxF) According to [41]

Local Lax-Friedrichs (LLxF, Rusanov) According to [41]

HLL/HLLC/HLLC-LM [64, 41, 32, 42, 65] Signal speed estimates see below

AUSM+ [66]

Componentwise LLxF Flux-splitting formulation

Roe [67] Flux-splitting formulation

Signal Speed Estimates Arithmetic

Davis [68]

Einfeldt [69]

Toro [41]

Spatial Reconstruction WENO1 [36]

WENO3-JS/Z/N/F3+/NN [36, 70, 71, 72]

WENO5-JS/Z [36, 33]

WENO6-CU/CUM [73, 74]

WENO7-JS [75]

WENO9-JS [75]

TENO5/TENO5-A [76, 34]

TENO6/TENO6-A [76, 34]

MUSCL [77] Slope limiters as summarized by [32]

THINC [37, 38, 39] For five-equation model only

2nd-/4th-/6th-order central For dissipative terms only

Spatial Derivatives 2nd-/4th-/6th-order central

HOUC-3/5/7 [45]

Level-set reinitialization First-order [78]

HJ-WENO [46]

Ghost fluid extension First-order upwind [48]

LES Modules ALDM [79]

Equation of State Ideal gas

Stiffened gas [30]

Tait [47]

Boundary Conditions Periodic

Zero gradient E.g., used for outflow boundaries

Dirichlet

No-slip wall

Table A.10: Overview on numerical methods available in JAX-Fluids.

spatial index. In this work, we use a hyperbolic mesh stretching for the turbulent channel simulation

in Sec. 5.2.2. Cell face positions in y-direction are given as

yi,j− 1
2 ,k =

yNy − y0

2 · tanh (β (2j/Nj − 1)) / tanh (β) , j ∈ [0, Ny] , (B.1)
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For the boundary layer simulations in Secs. 5.2.1 and 5.2.3, we use a hyperbolic stretching given

by

yi,j− 1
2 ,k =

(
yNy

− y0
)

· tanh (β (j/Nj − 1)) / tanh (β) + yNy
, j ∈ [0, Ny] , (B.2)

In both cases, β is the stretching parameter.

Appendix C. Spatial discretization

Appendix C.1. Characteristic decomposition

Neglecting viscous terms and source terms, the quasi-linear form of the conservation equation (1)

can be reexpressed as

∂W
∂t

+ A (W) ∂W
∂x

+ B (W) ∂W
∂y

+ C (W) ∂W
∂z

= 0, (C.1)

where A (W) = (∂U/∂W)−1
∂Fc/∂W, B (W) = (∂U/∂W)−1

∂Gc/∂W, and C (W) = (∂U/∂W)−1
∂Hc/∂W

are Jacobian matrices associated with the three spatial dimensions. We can find an eigendecomposition

for each of these Jacobian matrices. E.g., we decompose A (W) as

A (W) = KΛK−1, (C.2)

where K is a matrix whose columns are the right eigenvectors of A, and Λ is a matrix whose diagonal

elements are the corresponding eigenvalues. For the single-phase Navier-Stokes equations, the Jacobian

matrix and the matrix of right eigenvectors are given as

A =



u ρ 0 0 0

0 u 0 0 1
ρ

0 0 u 0 0

0 0 0 u 0

0 ρc2 0 0 u


, K =



ρ 1 0 0 ρ

−c 0 0 0 c

0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1 0

ρc2 0 0 0 ρc2


. (C.3)
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For the five-equation diffuse-interface equations, we find analogous expressions.

A =



u 0 α1ρ1 0 0 0 0

0 u α2ρ2 0 0 0 0

0 0 u 0 0 1
ρ 0

0 0 0 u 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 u 0 0

0 0 ρc2 0 0 u 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 u



, K =



α1ρ1 1 0 0 0 0 α1ρ1

α2ρ2 0 1 0 0 0 α2ρ2

−c 0 0 0 0 0 c

0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0

ρc2 0 0 0 0 0 ρc2

0 0 0 0 0 1 0



(C.4)

Appendix C.2. HLLC approximate Riemann solver

We specify the wave speeds used in the HLLC Riemann solver, see Sec. 3.2. Following Einfeldt et

al. [69], the wave speeds of left and right wave are

s− = min(0, sL), (C.5)

s+ = max(0, sR), (C.6)

and

sL = min(ū− c̄, uL − cL), (C.7)

sR = max(ū+ c̄, uR + cR). (C.8)

The wave speed for the intermediate wave is chosen following Batten et al. [80]

s∗ = pR − pL + ρLuL(sL − uL) − ρRuR(sR − uR)
ρL(sL − uL) − ρR(sR − uR) . (C.9)

Appendix D. Level-set model

Appendix D.1. Interface Riemann Problem

To compute the interface pressure pΓ and interface velocity uΓ, we solve a two-material Riemann

problem at the interface. The linearized solution reads [81]

uΓ = ρ1c1u1 · nΓ + ρ2c2u2 · nΓ + p2 − p1 − σκ

ρ1c1 + ρ2c2
nΓ,

pΓ = ρ1c1(p2) + ρ2c2p1 + ρ1c1ρ2c2(u2 · nΓ − u1 · nΓ)
ρ1c1 + ρ2c2

,
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where nΓ, ρ, and c denote the interface normal, the density, and the speed of sound, respectively. The

subscripts 1 and 2 indicate the two distinct phases.

Appendix D.2. Computation of apertures and volume fraction

We assume a linear approximation of the level-set within each cell. Figure 3 shows a cut cell

(i, j, k) with the linear interface segment ∆Γi,j,k depicted in red. To compute the apertures, we first

interpolate the level-set at the vertex points of the cells. The sign of the level-set values at the four

vertex points of a cell face determines the general shape of the aperture. A sign change along the edge

of a cell face implies an intersection of the interface with the edge. Figure D.26 shows three typical

aperture shapes. In total, there are 24 = 16 different sign combinations of the level-set values along the

vertices. Hence, there are 16 different aperture shapes. The area of each of these shapes is computed

analytically (trapezoid, triangle, etc.). The interface segment ∆Γ is computed from the apertures as

Figure D.26: Three typical aperture shapes. Solid and hollow blue circles indicate positive and negative level-set values,

respectively.

follows.

∆Γi,j,k =
[(

(Ai+ 1
2 ,j,k −Ai− 1

2 ,j,k)∆y∆z
)2

+
(

(Ai,j+ 1
2 ,k −Ai,j− 1

2 ,k)∆x∆z
)2

+
(

(Ai,j,k+ 1
2

−Ai,j,k− 1
2
)∆x∆y

)2
] 1

2

Geometrical reconstruction with seven pyramids yields the volume fraction α.

αi,j,k = 1
3

1
∆x∆y∆z

[
Ai+ 1

2 ,j,k∆y∆z 1
2∆x+Ai− 1

2 ,j,k∆y∆z 1
2∆x+Ai,j+ 1

2 ,k∆x∆z 1
2∆y

+ Ai,j− 1
2 ,k∆x∆z 1

2∆y +Ai,j,k− 1
2
∆x∆y 1

2∆z +Ai,j,k+ 1
2
∆x∆y 1

2∆z + ∆Γi,j,kϕi,j,k

]

The described approach yields the volume fraction and apertures with respect to the positive phase.

Appendix D.3. Conservative mixing procedure

The presented level-set method (see Sec. 3.6) is not consistent when the interface crosses a cell face

within a single time step, i.e., when new cells are created or cells have vanished. Furthermore, small

cut cells may lead to an unstable integration using the time step restriction that is based on a full cell.

We apply a mixing procedure [48, 49] that deals with both of these problems. There are three types

of cells that require mixing
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1. Cells for which α = 0 after integration but α ̸= 0 before (vanished cells).

2. Cells for which α > 0 after integration but α = 0 before (newly created cells).

3. Cells for which α < αmix after integration (small cells).

Here, αmix is a specified threshold. We identify neighboring, target (subscript trg) cells from the

interface normal. One in each spatial direction x, y, and z, one in each plane xy, xz, and yz, and one

in xyz. Seven mixing weights are computed as

βx = |nΓ · i|2αtrg,

βy = |nΓ · j|2αtrg,

βz = |nΓ · k|2αtrg,

βxy = | (nΓ · i) (nΓ · j) |αtrg, (D.1)

βxz = | (nΓ · i) (nΓ · k) |αtrg,

βyz = | (nΓ · j) (nΓ · k) |αtrg,

βxyz = | (nΓ · i) (nΓ · j) (nΓ · k) |2/3αtrg,

where i, j, and k are the unit vectors in x, y, and z direction. We normalize the mixing weights so that∑
trg βtrg = 1, where trg ∈ {x, y, z, xy, xz, yz, xyz}. Subsequently, the mixing flux Mtrg is computed

as

Mtrg = βtrg

αβtrg + αtrg

[
(αtrgŪtrg)α− (αŪ)αtrg

]
. (D.2)

The conservative variables are then updated according to

αŪ =
(
αŪ

)∗ +
∑
trg

Mtrg, (D.3)

αtrgŪtrg =
(
αtrgŪtrg

)∗ −
∑
trg

Mtrg. (D.4)

Here, αŪ and αtrgŪtrg denote the conservative variables of the cells that require mixing and the con-

servative variables of the corresponding target cells, respectively. Star-quantities denote conservative

variables before mixing. The mixing procedure is performed on the integrated conservative variables.

Data Availability Statement

JAX-Fluids is available under the GNU GPLv3 license at https://github.com/tumaer/JAXFLUIDS.
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