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Abstract

We show that even though the Discontinuous Galerkin Spectral Element Method is stable for hyperbolic
boundary-value problems, and the overset domain problem is well-posed in an appropriate norm, the energy
of the approximation of the latter is bounded by data only for fixed polynomial order, mesh, and time. In the
absence of dissipation, coupling of the overlapping domains is destabilizing by allowing positive eigenvalues
in the system to be integrated in time. This coupling can be stabilized in one space dimension by using the
upwind numerical flux. To help provide additional dissipation, we introduce a novel penalty method that
applies dissipation at arbitrary points within the overlap region and depends only on the difference between
the solutions. We present numerical experiments in one space dimension to illustrate the implementation
of the well-posed penalty formulation, and show spectral convergence of the approximations when sufficient
dissipation is applied.
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1. Introduction

Overset grid methods [1, 2] accommodate complex geometries by overlapping simpler geometry fitted
grids. Stability of the procedures used to couple the grids has long been a practical and theoretical issue [3],
especially at high order, and to date full stability proofs are not available. One of the difficulties in proving
stability is that the underlying partial differential equation (PDE) described on the overset domains is not
necessarily well-posed – a necessary condition for convergence of a numerical scheme – even when dissipative
(characteristic) boundary conditions are applied at the grid boundaries. Well-posed formulations for linear
systems in one or two space dimensions that use penalties along the overlap boundaries were presented in
[4]. In this paper, we simplify the analysis by considering only the one dimensional problem, while noting
the differences with higher dimensions.

To set the stage in its simplest form, the problem to be solved in one space dimension for the scalar
initial-boundary value problem (IBVP) is

OP


ωt + αωx = 0, α = const > 0, x ∈ Ω = [a, d]

ω(a, t) = 0

ω(x, 0) = ω0(x),

(1)
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Figure 1: Overset domain definitions in 1D

which we denote as the “Original Problem” (OP). The overset domain problem splits the domain Ω into
two overlapping subdomains Ωu = [a, c], Ωv = [b, d], and defines the Base (B) and Overset (O) problems

B


ut + αux = 0, x ∈ Ωu

u(a, t) = 0

u(x, 0) = ω0(x)

O


vt + αvx = 0, x ∈ Ωv

v(b, t) = u(b, t)

v(x, 0) = ω0(x)

. (2)

The subdomains, overlap so that Ω = Ωu∪Ωv, see Fig. 1. We will call (2) and its equivalent hyperbolic system
version the characteristic form of the overset domain problem because it directly specifies characteristic
boundary conditions on the problem O. We choose the boundary condition on the left at x = a to be zero
so that the analytic solution is bounded solely by the initial condition; no energy is added over time through
the left boundary.

It was shown in [4] that the characteristic formulation for the scalar problem, (2), is well-posed. By
standard energy arguments [5], the L2 norm of u is bounded over the entire domain,

||u(T )||2Ωu
+ α

∫ T

0

u2(c, t) dt ≤ ||ω0||2Ωu
, (3)

where ⟨u,w⟩Ωu
=

∫
Ωu

uw dΩu and ||u||2Ωu
= ⟨u, u⟩Ωu

. The overset problem, O, has a boundary condition
that depends on u, for

d

dt
||v||2Ωv

= −αv2(d, t) + αu2(b, t), (4)

so the energy for v can be bounded by the initial data only if u(b, t) can be bounded by the initial data
(since the boundary data for u = 0). In the continuous case, we can bound the value of u2(b, t) with
integration-by-parts of the PDE over the complementary domain, Ωū = [a, b],

αu2(b, t) = − d

dt
||u||2Ωū

. (5)

This was known as “Technique 1” in [4]. In fact, the following was proved for the scalar problem [4]:

||u||2Ωu
≤ ||ω0||2Ωu

||v||2Ωv
≤ ||ω0||2Ωv

+ ||ω0||2Ωū
= ||ω0||2Ω .

(6)

Thus, the total energy in u is bounded by its initial energy, while the energy in v is bounded by the initial
total energy in the full domain. That, uniqueness, and the fact that the solutions of (2) are the same in
norm to the solution of OP, which is known to be well-posed, imply existence, from which well-posedness of
(2) follows. See [4].
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Remark 1. In the overset domain problem, boundary data must come from a donor subdomain, e.g. u2(b, t)
in (4). Those boundary values do not have specified data. Instead, Technique 1 reverses the usual energy
method process, which converts volume quantities to boundary values at which data is applied, and instead
converts boundary values to volume quantities, which can then be connected to the initial conditions, e.g. (5).
Technique 1 represents the fact that for the PDE on any subdomain of the original, the energy is influenced
only by initial data or data at the subdomain boundaries.

Remark 2. The scalar problem is a special case in that there is no feedback from the overset subdomain, Ωv,
to the base subdomain, Ωu. The base subdomain acts as an independent problem, decoupled from the overset
subdomain. The scalar problem does not describe the full set of behaviors possible in systems of equations,
such as reflections at the boundaries of the overlap domain, ΩO.

A result similar to (6) is found for symmetric hyperbolic systems

ut +Aux = 0 (7)

with homogeneous characteristic boundary conditions when A = AT = const, if one diagonalizes the system
first before computing the energy estimate. Diagonalizing allows one to split the characteristics so that
the complementary domain energies for “incoming” waves are decoupled. In this way, coupling within the
overlap ΩO = [b, c] only occurs along characteristics.

Unfortunately, decoupling through diagonalization is usually available only in one space dimension and
for constant coefficients. Even for constant coefficient systems, the coefficient matrices are not typically
simultaneously diagonalizable in more than one space dimension.

If diagonalization is not done (or is not possible), then one gets energy bounds [4] from

d

dt
||u||2Ωu

= −
{
uT (a)

∣∣A−∣∣u(a) + uT (c)A+u(c)
}
+ vT (c)

∣∣A−∣∣v(c)
d

dt
||v||2Ωv

= −
{
vT (b)

∣∣A−∣∣v(b) + vT (d)A+v(d)
}
+ uT (b)A+u(b),

(8)

where A± = 1
2 (A± |A|) are matrices whose eigenvalues have a single sign. Note that the terms in braces on

the right of both equations in (8) are non-negative, and correspond to energy loss due to energy leaving each
subdomain. The remaining term in each is due to energy coming in from the donor subdomain. Adding the
two equations in (8),

d

dt
||u||2Ωu

+
d

dt
||v||2Ωv

≤ vT (c)
∣∣A−∣∣v(c) + uT (b)A+u(b). (9)

The quantities on the right are non-negative and so imply energy growth in each subdomain. Worse, they
are not bounded by data unless additional information about the behavior of the solution in the overlap
region, or equivalently the complementary domains, Ωū and Ωv̄, can be provided. We see, then, that the
overset domain problem is not well-posed in L2(a, d) using the energy norm represented by the sum on the
left. That norm is also not consistent with the energy norm of the OP because it double counts the energy
in the overlap region.

In [4], a novel well-posed penalty formulation of the overset domain problem for systems was proposed.
For L2 test functions ϕ and φ, the weak form of the penalty formulation is

⟨ϕ,ut⟩Ωu
+ ⟨ϕ,Aux⟩Ωu

+ ϕT Σb
u(u− v)

∣∣∣
b+

+ ϕT Σc
u(u− v)

∣∣
c−

= 0,

⟨φ,vt⟩Ωv
+ ⟨φ,Avx⟩Ωv

+ φTΣb
v(v − u)

∣∣∣
b+

+ φTΣc
v(v − u)

∣∣
c−

= 0,
(10)

plus dissipative physical boundary conditions. The superscripts ± refer to the limit from the right and the
left. The penalty formulation is well posed in L2(a, d) using the Overset Domain Norm

E(u,v) ≡ ||u||2Ωu
+ ||v||2Ωv

−
{
η ||u||2ΩO

+ (1− η) ||v||2ΩO

}
= ||u||2Ωū

+ (1− η) ||u||2ΩO
+ ||v||2Ωv̄

+ η ||v||2ΩO

(11)
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for any 0 < η < 1, when the symmetric, positive penalty matrices Σ satisfy

βA+Σu = Σv, (12a)

2Σv − βA ≥ 0, (12b)

where β = η at x = b and β = (1 − η) at x = c. This means that the solution of (10) is unique, and for
initial conditions matching that of the OP, the solutions match that of the OP in the norm (11). The proof
depends on the fact that integration-by-parts applies on any subinterval of the domain, i.e., “Technique 1”.
The penalty terms in (11) serve to remove the growth terms in the bound (9).

Unfortunately, Technique 1 does not hold discretely for all but the most trivial approximations and
situations. High order methods, especially, can have a larger domain of dependence than the PDE over a
time step. Instead, at best, an approximation has a summation-by-parts (SBP) property only on a whole
subdomain (or element). This means that one cannot follow the steps that show the continuous problem is
well-posed with the equivalent discrete argument to show stability, as is typically done with schemes that
satisfy a SBP property [5].

So the question is: “What can one say about the stability of a numerical scheme that does not have full
access to the integration-by-parts properties of the original PDE when applied to an overset grid problem?”
We study this question in the context of discontinuous Galerkin spectral element (DGSEM) approximations
of the overset grid problem for scalar and systems of linear equations in one space dimension by deriving
energy bounds and the eigenvalue structure for each.

We target the DGSEM because:

1. The DGSEM is of arbitrary order depending on the order of the approximating polynomials and
quadrature, and so the results count as high order approximations.

2. The DGSEM satisfies the SBP property and has been shown to be stable for the original IBVP (1)
and its system equivalent [6, 7]. There is also a relation to high order SBP finite difference methods
[6].

3. The polynomial approximations used in the DGSEM define interpolations intrinsically, which bypasses
the need for ad hoc interpolation schemes to find solution values between grid points.

4. The DGSEM approximates a weak form (10) of the equations, so there is no need for specially designed
lifting operators to compute penalties at non-mesh points that appear in the strong formulation.

In this paper, we show that, even though the DGSEM is stable on the OP, and the overset domain
problem is well-posed in an appropriate norm, the energy of the approximation is bounded by data only
for fixed polynomial order, mesh, and time for the overset problem using either characteristic boundary
conditions or the well-posed formulation (10) derived in [4]. To provide additional dissipation to counteract
growth, we implement a novel penalty method introduced in [4] that applies dissipation at arbitrary points
within the overlap region and depends on the difference between the solutions. Finally, we present numerical
experiments in one space dimension to illustrate how the DGSEM approximation performs with the penalty
formulation of [4].

2. DGSEM Approximations to the Overset Grid Problem

We present the DGSEM approximation of two formulations of the overset grid problem. The first is
the characteristic formulation, for both scalar and systems of equations, where upwind data needed at the
subdomain boundaries is taken from the donor subdomain. As shown in [4], this approach is well-posed for
the scalar problem, but not, in general, for the system. The second formulation is the penalty formulation
(10) of [4], which is well-posed in a suitable norm.
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2.1. The DGSEM Approximation of the Scalar Characteristic Problem

We begin with the approximation of the scalar problem, (2), which is a common, simple, starting point.
As noted in the introduction, the scalar problem is well-posed, but it does not need coupling of the overset
domain back to the base domain. As a result, we will see that the energy bounds obtained are better than
in the general system case.

The description of the DGSEM is now standard [8, 9] and won’t be repeated in detail. The DGSEM
approximates the weak forms of the equations (2). Let ϕ, φ be test functions. Then the weak forms of the
PDEs become

⟨ut, ϕ⟩Ωu
+ α ⟨ux, ϕ⟩Ωu

= 0

⟨vt, φ⟩Ωv
+ α ⟨vx, φ⟩Ωv

= 0.
(13)

For the numerical approximation, the domains are subdivided into elements, and each element is mapped
onto the standard interval [−1, 1]. Solutions are approximated by polynomials of degree N and inner-
products/integrals are approximated by Legendre-Gauss-Lobatto (LGL) quadratures. Elements are coupled
by way of a two-point numerical flux F ∗(·, ·).

Let the set ek = [xk−1, xk], k = 1, . . . ,Ku, where xk = a+ k∆xk, k = 0, . . . ,Ku be the grid of elements
covering the base subdomain, Ωu. For convenience, we assume that the elements have the same size, and
that the elements are consecutively ordered, though neither is necessary in practice.

We map each element to the reference element E = [−1, 1] with the affine map

x = xk−1 +
ξ + 1

2
(xk − xk−1) = xk−1 +

ξ + 1

2
∆xk, (14)

so that on the reference element,
∆xk

2
⟨ut, ϕ⟩E + α ⟨uξ, ϕ⟩E = 0. (15)

From here, we drop the subscripts, E and k. Integrating by parts,

∆x

2
⟨ut, ϕ⟩+ ϕf |1−1 − α ⟨u, ϕξ⟩ = 0, (16)

where f = αu.
Finally, we replace functions by their polynomial approximations, integrals with quadrature, and the

surface (boundary) flux by the numerical flux, F ∗. To those ends, let us define U to be a polynomial of
degree ≤ N defined on the interval ξ ∈ [−1, 1]. In nodal representation,

U(ξ, t) =

N∑
j=0

Uj(t)ℓj(ξ), (17)

where ℓj is the jth Lagrange interpolating polynomial of degree N , and Uj is the associated nodal value at
the jth LGL quadrature point. Next, let the discrete inner product be

⟨U,W ⟩N =

N∑
j=0

UjWjwj , (18)

where wj is the LGL quadrature weight associated with the nodal point xj . The discrete inner product

induces the discrete L2 norm, ||U ||2N = ⟨U,U⟩N . Finally, for given left and right states UL and UR, the
upwind flux is F ∗(UL, UR) = αUL for α > 0.

Substituting the approximations gives the DGSEM for the scalar problem on an element of the base
domain

∆x

2
⟨Ut, ϕ⟩N + ϕF ∗|1−1 − α ⟨U, ϕξ⟩N = 0, (19)
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with the external state at the left physical boundary taken to be zero. In general we do not need to specify
the specific element k on which the solution is considered, e.g. Uk, and will do so only if necessary. For v
on the overset domain, we also have the same weak form,

∆x

2
⟨Vt, φ⟩N + φF ∗|1−1 − α ⟨V, φξ⟩N = 0, (20)

but with the external state at x = b taken from the base solution polynomial, U(b, t).

2.2. Approximation of Systems with Characteristic Interface Conditions

The systems of equations are of the form

ωt +Aωx = 0, (21)

where ω ∈ Rm. For simplicity, we assume that the m × m matrix A is constant coefficient, and already
symmetric, i.e. A = AT . For physical boundary conditions we choose characteristic boundary conditions
with external states gL = gR = 0, which corresponds to no gain of energy at the physical boundaries.

The natural instinct is to approximate the overset domain problem with characteristic boundary condi-
tions at the non-physical subdomain boundaries. The characteristic formulation is well-posed in one space
dimension, but is not in higher dimensions [4]. Translated to the DGSEM, one starts with the usual ap-
proximation, but where the external state for the numerical flux at the subdomain boundaries is taken from
the donor mesh/subdomain.

For the system, the DGSEM approximation on the reference element for the base domain is

∆x

2
⟨Ut,ϕ⟩N + ϕT {F∗ − F} |1−1 + ⟨AUξ,ϕ⟩N = 0, (22)

where we define F = AU and the inner product as ⟨F,G⟩N =
∑N

j=1 F
T
j Gjwj . By SBP, this form for the

system is algebraically equivalent to the form used in (19) [10].
To impose characteristic boundary conditions we use the upwind numerical flux. For any two states UL

and UR, the upwind flux chooses the state asccording to the signs of the eigenvalues of A as

F∗(UL,UR) = A+UL +A−UR =
1

2
(FL + FR)− 1

2
|A|(UR −UL) ≡ {{F}} − 1

2
|A| JUK . (23)

The external states used are gL = 0 at x = a and gR = 0 at x = d, and

UR(1, t) = V(c, t), VL(−1, t) = U(b, t) (24)

for the elements with the overlap domain boundaries.

2.3. Approximation of Systems with a Pure Penalty Formulation

To create the DGSEM approximation for the system, (10), we again subdivide each domain Ωu,Ωv into
elements eku, ē

k
v (Fig. 2). Associated with each element we define an indicator function that is active only if

an overlap boundary falls within it, i.e.

Iku(x) =

{
1 if x ∈ eku

0 otherwise
(25)

and similarly for Ikv . On the reference element, the elemental contributions become

⟨Jϕ,ut⟩E + ⟨ϕ,Auξ⟩E + Iku(b) ϕTΣb
u(u− v)

∣∣∣
b+

+ Iku(c) ϕTΣc
u(u− v)

∣∣
c−

= 0,

⟨Jφ,vt⟩E + ⟨φ,Avξ⟩E + Ikv (b) φTΣb
v(v − u)

∣∣∣
b+

+ Ikv (c) φTΣc
v(v − u)

∣∣
c−

= 0
(26)

where J = dx/dξ = ∆x/2.
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Figure 2: Base (B) overlap (O) subdomains divided into elements.

Remark 3. For clarity in keeping track of locations, we leave the physical space values b and c rather than
write them explicitly in the reference space. In practice the reference space locations are located and stored.

In the final approximation within an element, the element boundary fluxes are replaced with a numerical
flux except at the overlap interface points, where the boundary coupling is handled through the penalty
terms. The result is the DGSEM/overset grid approximation of the penalty formulation

⟨Jϕ,Ut⟩N + ϕT
{
F̂− F

}∣∣∣1
−1

+ ⟨ϕ,AUξ⟩N

+ Iku(b) ϕTΣb
u(U−V)

∣∣∣
b
+ Iku(c) ϕTΣc

u(U−V)
∣∣
c
= 0

(27)

and

⟨Jφ,Vt⟩N + φT
{
F̂− F

}∣∣∣1
−1

+ ⟨φ,AVξ⟩N

+ Ikv (b) φTΣb
v(V −U)

∣∣∣
b
+ Ikv (c) φTΣc

v(V −U)
∣∣
c
= 0,

(28)

where F(q) = Aq for some q. For the numerical flux,

F̂(q;x) = (1− Ikq (x))F∗ + Ikq (x)F(q), (29)

where F∗ (QL,QR
)
is the usual numerical flux given two element interface values from the left and right,

e.g. (23). The flux (29) is just a formal way of saying that the usual numerical flux is used at all element
boundaries except at the overlap interface boundaries, where the penalty flux is used instead.

3. Energy Bounds

Here we derive energy bounds for the characteristic and penalty approximations. Before doing so, we
need a few theoretical results about the polynomial approximations.

3.1. Polynomial Approximation Summary

To study the stability of the DGSEM approximation to the overset grid problem, we will use a number
of results from polynomial approximation theory and spectral element methods. The results we summarize
here are found in [11].

First, the discrete norm induced by the inner product (18) is equivalent to the continuous norm. There
exist constants C1 and C2 such that for any polynomial U of degree ≤ N ,

C1 ||U ||L2(−1,1) ≤ ||U ||N ≤ C2 ||U ||L2(−1,1) (30)
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where ||U ||2L2(−1,1) =
∫ 1

−1
U2 dx is the usual L2 norm. For the Legendre polynomial approximations, C1 = 1

and C2 =
√
3 ([11], Sec. 5.3).

The continuous norms satisfy the inverse inequality ([11], Sec. 5.4.4). For any polynomial U of degree
≤ N ,

||U ||Lq(−1,1) ≤ C∆x(1/q−1/p)N2(1/p−1/q) ||U ||Lp(−1,1) (31)

for 1 ≤ p ≤ q ≤ ∞, where ||U ||qLq(−1,1) =
∫ 1

−1
|U |q dx. Therefore, by equivalence of the norms, choosing

p = 2 and q =∞ bounds the maximum norm by the discrete 2-norm

||U ||∞ ≤ C∆x−1/2N ||U ||2 ≤ C∆x−1/2N ||U ||N , (32)

where we have used the simpler alternate subscript notation for the norms.
Importantly, the LGL quadrature has the SBP property [10]. For two polynomials U and W ,

⟨U,W ′⟩N = {UNWN − U0W0} − ⟨U ′,W ⟩N , (33)

where the prime denotes the derivative with respect to the argument. In particular, if W = U ,

⟨U,U ′⟩N =
1

2

{
U2
N − U2

0

}
. (34)

3.2. Energy Bounds for the Scalar Problem

To study stability of the scalar approximation, we start with ϕ = U in (19) and use (34), to find the
bound on the energy of U

∆x

2

1

2

d

dt
||U ||2N + UF ∗|1−1 −

1

2
αU2|1−1 = 0, (35)

or
∆x

2

1

2

d

dt
||U ||2N + U

(
F ∗ − 1

2
F

)
|1−1 = 0, (36)

where F = αU . Summing over all elements gives

1

2

d

dt

Ku∑
k=1

||U ||2N,ek + U

(
F ∗ − 1

2
F

)∣∣∣∣c
a

−
Ku−1∑
k=1

{
JUKF ∗ − 1

2
JUF K

}
= 0, (37)

where J·K is the jump between the left and right states. The second summation represents the contributions
at the interior element interfaces.

The next steps, where the element interface and boundary inequalities are found, are standard. Here we
consider the upwind numerical flux (23), which now can be written as

F ∗ (UL, UR
)
= {{F}} − 1

2
|α| JUK , (38)

where {{·}} is the average of the two states. Using the identity

JpqK = {{p}} JqK + JpK {{q}} , (39)

and the facts that F = αU and α is constant,

JUF K = {{U}} JF K + JUK {{F}} = 2 JUK {{F}} . (40)

So,

JUKF ∗ − 1

2
JUF K = JUK {{F}} − 1

2
|α| JUK2 − JUK {{F}} = −1

2
|α| JUK2 (41)
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adds dissipation, and therefore

1

2

d

dt

Ku∑
k=1

||U ||2N,ek + U

(
F ∗ − 1

2
F

)∣∣∣∣c
a

≤ 0. (42)

So now we find the influence of the subdomain boundaries. At the right, since α > 0,

U

(
F ∗ − 1

2
F

)
= U

(
FL + FR

2
− FR − FL

2
− 1

2
FL

)
=

1

2
αU2 ≥ 0. (43)

At the left boundary, u(a, t) = g(t) = 0. Again with α > 0, and completing the square

U

(
F ∗ − 1

2
F

)
= U

(
αg + αU

2
− αU − αg

2
− 1

2
αU

)
= −1

2
α
(
U2 − 2Ug

)
= −1

2
α
(
U2 − 2Ug + g2 − g2

)
= −1

2
α
(
(U − g)2 − g2

)
=

1

2
αg2 − 1

2
α(U − g)2.

(44)

Therefore,

1

2

d

dt

Ku∑
k=1

||U ||2N,ek = −D(U) +
1

2
αg2, (45)

where D(U) = 1
2 |α| JUK2 + 1

2α(U − g)2 ≥ 0 is the upwind dissipation term. Since g = 0,

Ku∑
k=1

||U ||2N,ek ≤
Ku∑
k=1

||ω0||2N,ek (46)

for any Ku and N , so the approximation on the base grid is stable. If we define

||U ||2Ωu,N
≡

Ku∑
k=1

||U ||2N,ek , (47)

then
||U ||Ωu,N

≤ ||ω0||Ωu,N
. (48)

Also, by the norm equivalence, (30),

||U ||Ωu
≤
√
3 ||ω0||Ωu

, (49)

so the (continuous) norm of the approximate solution is bounded by the (initial) data. The bound (49) is
the standard one for the DGSEM.

The solution on the overset grid, ēk = [xk−1, xk], k = 1, . . . ,Kv, with xk = b+ k∆xk, satisfies the same
approximation except that its boundary condition at the leftmost element is the upwind value g = U∗(b, t),
where U∗(b, t) is the value of the polynomial in the element that contains x = b. As before, we assume
constant h = ∆xk. Therefore,

1

2

d

dt

K∑
k=1

||V ||2N,ēk =
1

2

d

dt
||V ||2Ωv,N

= −D(V ) +
1

2
αU2

∗ (b, t). (50)

Integrating in time,

||V ||2Ωv,N
≤ ||ω0||2Ωv,N

+ α

∫ T

0

U2
∗ (b, t)dt. (51)
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Stability is then determined by whether or not U2
∗ (b, t) can be bounded by data independent of N and K

[12, 13, 5].
Since summation-by-parts applies only to an entire element, the discrete equivalent of Technique 1 is not

available. To get a bound on the inflow value from the base mesh, however, we note that U∗(b, t) ≤ ||U ||∞ =
maxek ||U ||∞. Then by (32) and (48),

U2
∗ (b, t) ≤ C∆x−1N2 ||U ||2Ωu,N

≤ C∆x−1N2 ||ω0||2Ωu,N
. (52)

Remark 4. We can bound the value U(b, t) independent of time only because there is no coupling with, or
feedback from, the overset domain and the trivial external boundary conditions. This will not be the case
more generally where ||U||2Ωu,N

will depend on V due to feedback from the overset grid.

Using the norm equivalence again, we have

Lemma 1. The DGSEM approximations to the solutions of the overset grid problem for the first order
scalar wave equation satisfy the bounds

||U ||2Ωu
≤
√
3 ||ω0||2Ωu

||V ||2Ωv
≤
√
3 ||ω0||2Ωv

+ C∆x−1N2T ||ω0||2Ωu
.

(53)

Remark 5. Comparing (53) with the analytical bounds (6), the approximation allows for possible growth
in time and growth with N and ∆x−1. We get the growth in time because the approximation does not have
the discrete equivalent to Technique 1 (5). Instead, we can only consider energy introduced to the overset
grid from the entire base grid Ωu,N , or at least the entire element in which the overlap point lies. Note that
the high order approximation has a domain of dependence larger than the analytical one, and so downwind
perturbations influence the solutions upwind.

The question, now, is whether or not the interpolation condition for the scalar equation is destabilizing
so that linear growth in time in (53) is real and not just an artifact of weak bounds. To address that
question, we examine the eigenvalues of the discrete system in Appendix B. There, we show that using the
interpolant of the base solution as the boundary value of the overset domain has no effect on the eigenvalues
of the system matrix. Furthermore, in the absence of dissipation, the eigenvalues lie on the imaginary axis,
so for the scalar problem the growth in time shown in (53) is pessimistic.

We also have

Theorem 1. For fixed polynomial order, N , mesh spacing ∆x, and time, T , the total energy of the overset
grid problem is bounded by the initial data.

Proof. For fixed N and ∆x

||V (T )||2Ωv
≤
√
3 ||ω0||2Ωv

+ CT ||ω0||2Ωu

≤ CeµT
(
||ω0||2Ωu

+ ||ω0||2Ωv

)
≤ 2CeµT ||ω0||2Ω
= CeµT

(54)

for some µ and some generic C that depends on N and ∆x. This bound is not sharp and it double counts
the initial energy in the overlap domain. It also does not imply stability, since C grows with N →∞ and/or
∆x→ 0.
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3.3. Energy Bounds for the Characteristic Approximation of a System of Equations

Formally, we could use symmetrization and the results of the previous section as components to the system
and combine them to get a final stability results. However that analysis breaks down when the coefficients
are variable or if there is low order coupling. It also does not extend to multiple space dimensions. The
more general approach is again to apply an energy method.

To study stability by the energy method, we set ϕ ← U in (22). Using SBP and symmetry of the
coefficient matrix,

⟨AUξ,U⟩N = UTF
∣∣1
−1
− ⟨U,AUξ⟩N , (55)

so

⟨AUξ,U⟩N =
1

2
UTF

∣∣1
−1

. (56)

Therefore,

∆x

2
⟨Ut,U⟩N + UT

{
F∗ − 1

2
F

}∣∣∣∣1
−1

= 0, (57)

i.e.
∆x

2

1

2

d

dt
||U||2N + UT

{
F∗ − 1

2
F

}∣∣∣∣1
−1

= 0. (58)

Summing over all elements gives

1

2

d

dt

Ku∑
k=1

||U||2N,ek +UT

(
F∗ − 1

2
F

)∣∣∣∣c
a

=

Ku−1∑
k=1

{
JUKT F∗ − 1

2

q
UTF

y}
. (59)

The internal interfaces again introduce dissipation. As before, because A is symmetric and constant,

q
UTF

y
= {{U}}T JFK + JUKT {{F}} = 2 JUKT {{F}} . (60)

Then, again, {
JUKT F∗ − 1

2

q
UTF

y}
= JUKT {{F}} − 1

2
JUKT |A| JUK− JUKT {{F}}

= −1

2
JUKT |A| JUK ≤ 0

(61)

introduces dissipation.
At the subdomain boundaries, we have

BTL ≡ UT

(
F∗(gL,U)− 1

2
F

)∣∣∣∣
a

BTR ≡ UT

(
F∗(U,gR)−

1

2
F

)∣∣∣∣
c

,

(62)

where gL, gR are the left and right external states.
For BTL,

BTL = UT

(
A+gL +A−U− 1

2
(A+ +A−)U

)
= UTA+gL −

1

2
UTA+U− 1

2
UT |A−|U.

(63)

We complete the square on the first two terms so

BTL =
1

2
gT
LA

+gL −
1

2

(
gT
LA

+gL − 2UTA+gL +UTA+U
)
− 1

2
UT |A−|U. (64)
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For convenience, let ḡL ≡
√
A+gL, ŪL ≡

√
A+U(a). Then

BTL =
1

2
ḡT
L ḡL −

1

2

(
ḡL − ŪL

)2 − 1

2
UT |A−|U

∣∣∣∣
a

. (65)

The last two terms are non-positive (dissipative). The first depends only on the data.
Similarly,

BTR = −1

2
ḡT
RḡR +

1

2

(
ḡR − ŪR

)2
+

1

2
UTA+U

∣∣∣∣
c

, (66)

where now ḡR ≡
√
|A−|g, ŪR ≡

√
|A−|U(c).

Therefore, (59) becomes

d

dt

Ku∑
k=1

||U||2N,ek = gT
LA

+gL + gT
R|A

−|gR −D, (67)

where D ≥ 0 is the dissipation term

D =

Ku−1∑
k=1

{
JUKT |A| JUK

}
+
(
ḡL − ŪL

)2
+ UT |A−|U

∣∣
a
+
(
ḡR − ŪR

)2
+ UTA+U

∣∣
c
. (68)

Since we are taking gL = 0 and gR = V(c) for the base domain,

d

dt
||U||2Ωu,N

≡ d

dt

Ku∑
k=1

||U||2N,ek = VT (c)|A−|V(c)−D ≤ |V(c)|2
∣∣∣∣|A−|

∣∣∣∣
2
= ρ(|A−|) |V(c)|2 , (69)

where ρ is the spectral radius and |V| is the Euclidean vector norm.
The solution on the overset grid satisfies the same weak form, but with gL = U(b) and gR = 0, so

d

dt
||V||2Ωu,N

=
d

dt

Kv∑
k=1

||V||2N,ēk ≤ UT (b)A+U(b) ≤ |U(b)|2
∣∣∣∣A+

∣∣∣∣
2
= ρ(A+) |U(b)|2 . (70)

Equations (69) and (70) are coupled, so we add them together to get the time derivative of the combined
energy norm

d

dt
||U||2Ωu,N

+
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

≤ ρ(A+) |U(b)|2 + ρ(|A−|) |V(c)|2 . (71)

We now need to bound the right hand side of (71). As for the scalar equation, we can bound the infinity
norm with the 2-norm of the approximation. For each component in U,

Ui(b) ≤ max
x

Ui ≤ C∆x− 1
2N ||Ui||Ωu,N

(72)

so
|U(b)|2 ≤ C∆x−1N2 ||U||2Ωu,N

, (73)

and similarly for V(c). So we can bound the time derivative of the sum in (71) as

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+ ||V||2Ωv,N

}
≤ Cρ(A+)∆x−1N2 ||U||2Ωu,N

+ Cρ(|A−|)∆x−1N2 ||V||2Ωv,N

≤ C∆x−1N2ρ(A)
{
||U||2Ωu,N

+ ||V||2Ωv,N

}
,

(74)

using the fact that ρ(A±) ≤ ρ(A). When we integrate (74) in time,

||U(T )||2Ωu,N
+ ||V(T )||2Ωv,N

≤
{
||ω0||2Ωu,N

+ ||ω0||2Ωv,N

}
eC∆x−1N2Tρ(A), (75)

we have shown that
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Theorem 2. The energy of the system problem with characteristic boundary conditions in one space dimen-
sion is bounded by the initial data for fixed polynomial order, mesh size, and time.

Remark 6. Again we see that the bounds do not imply that the approximation is stable, but for fixed order
and mesh size the approximate solutions can grow at most exponentially fast. The original problem does not
have solutions that grow.

From (68), we see that dissipation in the characteristic formulation of the overset grid problem comes
from three sources. The first is the inter-element dissipation from the upwind numerical flux. The second
comes from the upwind numerical flux at the physical boundary points. The final source is the dissipation
associated with the upwind numerical flux at the overlap interface points at x = b and x = c.

The question again arises as to whether or not the growth in the solutions implied by (75) is due to lack
of better bounds or is intrinsic to the coupling between the domains. In Appendix A, we derive bounds for
the dissipation-free approximation and show that the solutions remain bounded in the same way as in (75),
but that the growth rate can be larger. In Appendix B we show that the coupling terms are destabilizing
in that the approximation allows for eigenvalues that lead to growth. This differs from the scalar case,
and shows the pitfalls of extrapolating scalar results. The results of Appendix B imply that dissipation is
necessary for a solution to not blow up in time, and that the upwind numerical flux is sufficient to ensure the
eigenvalues do not have positive real parts, at least for the one-dimensional problem. This suggests that, in
one space dimension, the dissipation terms D in (69) (and implicit in (70)) are sufficient to counteract the
growth term in (75) for a fixed mesh and polynomial order. However, in general it is not known how much
dissipation is necessary, a priori, and if it is sufficient to cancel the growth term in (75) as ∆x→ 0, N →∞.

3.4. Energy Bounds for the Penalty Formulation

To see how the energy evolves in the penalty formulation, we replace ϕ ← U in (27), and φ ← V in
(28), and use (56) to obtain

⟨JU,Ut⟩N + UT

{
F̂− 1

2
F

}∣∣∣∣1
−1

+ Iku(b) UT Σb
u(U−V)

∣∣∣
b
+ Iku(c) UT Σc

u(U−V)
∣∣
c
= 0 (76)

and

⟨JV,Vt⟩N + VT

{
F̂− 1

2
F

}∣∣∣∣1
−1

+ Ikv (b) VTΣb
v(V −U)

∣∣∣
b
+ Ikv (c) VTΣc

v(V −U)
∣∣
c
= 0. (77)

Summing over all the elements, and taking into account the dissipativity of the numerical flux, (61), and
the fact that BLT |a = 0 on the base grid,

1

2

d

dt
||U||2Ωu,N

+
1

2
UT (c)AU(c) +UT (b)Σb

u(U(b)−V(b)) +UT (c)Σc
u(U(c)−V(c)) ≤ 0. (78)

Similarly,

1

2

d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

− 1

2
VT (b)AV(b) +VT (b)Σb

v(V(b)−U(b)) +VT (c)Σc
v(V(c)−U(c)) ≤ 0. (79)

Adding the two, the time derivative of the combined energy norm is

1

2

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

}
− 1

2
VT (b)AV(b) +VT (b)Σb

v(V(b)−U(b)) +UT (b)Σb
u(U(b)−V(b))

+
1

2
UT (c)AU(c) +UT (c)Σc

u(U(c)−V(c)) +VT (c)Σc
v(V(c)−U(c))

≤ 0,

(80)
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which we will write as
d

dt
E2 + Pb + Pc ≤ 0, (81)

where E2 = ||U||2Ωu,N
+ ||V||2Ωv,N

and the penalty contributions are

Pb ≡ −VT (b)AV(b) + 2VT (b)Σb
v(V(b)−U(b)) + 2UT (b)Σb

u(U(b)−V(b)), (82)

Pc ≡ UT (c)AU(c) + 2UT (c)Σc
u(U(c)−V(c)) + 2VT (c)Σc

v(V(c)−U(c)). (83)

Remark 7. Remember that the energy, E, double counts the energy in the overlap region, so it bounds but
does not match the norm of the solution on Ω. Using norm equivalence,

||U||2Ωu,N
+ ||V||2Ωv,N

≥ E(U,V) ≡ ||U||2Ωu
+ ||V||2Ωv

−
{
η ||U||2ΩO

+ (1− η) ||V||2ΩO

}
(84)

for any η ∈ (0, 1). Again, the quantity on the right is the overset domain norm that is equivalent to the
true energy norm on Ω when U = V.

The quantities Pb,c in (82)-(83) differ from those that appear in the overset grid norm in [4]. Each is
missing two terms due to the inability to remove the double counting in the overlap region, ΩO. Therefore,
let us add and subtract those missing terms to match the analytical expressions,

Pb = ηUT (b)AU(b)− ηVT (b)AV(b) + 2VT (b)Σb
v(V(b)−U(b)) + 2UT (b)Σb

u(U(b)−V(b))

− ηUT (b)AU(b)− (1− η)VT (b)AV(b)
(85)

Pc = (1− η)UT (c)AU(c)− (1− η)VT (c)AV(c) + 2UT (c)Σc
u(U(c)−V(c)) + 2VT (c)Σc

v(V(c)−U(c))

+ ηUT (c)AU(c) + (1− η)VT (c)AV(c).

(86)

With the added terms, we can re-write Pb,c in the matrix-vector form

Pb,c =

[
U
V

]T
Mb,c

[
U
V

]∣∣∣∣∣
b,c

+Qb,c, (87)

Mb =

[
ηA+ 2Σb

u −(Σb
u +Σb

v)

−(Σb
u +Σb

v) −ηA+ 2Σb
v

]
, Mc =

[
(1− η)A+ 2Σc

u −(Σc
u +Σc

v)
−(Σc

u +Σc
v) −(1− η)A + 2Σc

v

]
(88)

and
Qb = −ηUT (b)AU(b)− (1− η)VT (b)AV(b), Qc = ηUT (c)AU(c) + (1− η)VT (c)AV(c) (89)

contain the missing terms.
With a proper choice of the coefficient matrices, Mb,c ≥ 0, all but the missing terms contained in Qb,c

are dissipative. From [4], the conditions for Mb,c ≥ 0 is guaranteed if Σv > 0, Σu > 0 and (12) holds. Then
choosing the penalty matrices with the conditions (12),

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

}
≤ ηUT (b)AU(b) + (1− η)VT (b)AV(b)

− ηUT (c)AU(c)− (1− η)VT (c)AV(c).

(90)

Again splitting the matrix A = A+ − |A−|, and bounding terms that are non-positive,

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

}
≤ ηUT (b)A+U(b) + (1− η)VT (b)A+V(b)

+ ηUT (c)|A−|U(c) + (1− η)VT (c)|A−|V(c).

(91)
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Then as in (70),

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

}
≤ ηρ(A+) |U(b)|2 + (1− η)ρ(A+) |V(b)|2

+ ηρ(|A−|)|U(c)|2 + (1− η)ρ(|A−|)|V(c)|2.
(92)

But
|U(b)|2 ≤ C∆x−1N2 ||U||2Ωu,N

, |V(c)|2 ≤ C∆x−1N2 ||V||2Ωv,N
, (93)

so

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

}
≤ C∆x−1N2

{
ηρ(A+) ||U||2Ωu,N

+ (1− η)ρ(A+) ||V||2Ωv,N

+ηρ(|A−|) ||U||2Ωu,N
+ (1− η)ρ(|A−|) ||V||2Ωv,N

}
.

(94)

Since ρ(A±) ≤ ρ(A),

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

}
≤ ∆x−1N2ρ(A)

{
η ||U||2Ωu,N

+ (1− η) ||V||2Ωv,N

}
(95)

and since η ∈ (0, 1),

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

}
≤ C∆x−1N2ρ(A)

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+ ||V||2Ωv,N

}
, (96)

which leads to the same bound as for the characteristic approximation (75)

||U(T )||2Ωu,N
+ ||V(T )||2Ωv,N

≤
{
||ω0||2Ωu,N

+ ||ω0||2Ωv,N

}
eC∆x−1N2ρ(A)T , (97)

but with different dissipation terms.
We can derive sufficient conditions for Σv that satisfy (12) using the splitting A = A+ − |A−|,

2Σv − βA+ + β|A−| ≥ 0, (98)

which is satisfied if Σv ≥ 1
2A

+ > β
2A

+, since 0 < β < 1. Then by the second relation in (12),

βA+ − β|A−|+Σu = Σv ≥
β

2
A+, (99)

so
β

2
A+ − |A−|+Σu ≥ 0, (100)

which is guaranteed if

Σu ≥ max

(
|A−| − β

2
A+, 0

)
. (101)

Therefore we have proved:

Theorem 3. The DGSEM Approximations (27) and (28) to the overset grid problem (10) satisfy the bound

||U(T )||2Ωu,N
+ ||V(T )||2Ωv,N

≤
{
||ω0||2Ωu,N

+ ||ω0||2Ωv,N

}
eC∆x−1N2Tρ(A), (102)

if

Σv ≥
1

2
A+, Σu ≥ |A

−|. (103)
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For the penalty formulation, dissipation also comes from three sources. As before, there is inter-element
and physical boundary point dissipation when the upwind numerical flux is used. Now, however, there is
dissipation from the coupling terms at x = b and x = c that appear in both subdomains, (10). Analytically,
those terms remove the growth term. Numerically they add dissipation to inhibit that growth.

To illustrate the effects of the dissipation terms, we look at the eigenvalues (as derived in Appendix B)
for N = 5 for one element each in the domains Ωu = [0, 2], Ωv = [1.1, 3.5], and three configurations:

1. The dissipation-free formulation using the central numerical flux, Appendix A

2. The characteristic formulation, (22), and

3. The penalty formulation (27)-(28) with penalty matrices Σv = 1
2A

+, Σu = |A−|.

Fig. 3 shows that the dissipation-free approximation has unstable eigenvalues, whereas the upwind nu-
merical flux supplies enough dissipation to move all eigenvalues to the left half plane, as shown in Appendix
B. The additional dissipation due to the penalty terms moves the eigenvalues even more to the left. Note
that the eigenvalues of the upwind scheme of Sec. 3.3 are each repeated, so that it appears to have half
as many on the plot. The penalty formulation breaks that repetition. Repeated eigenvalues introduce the
possibility of growth in time.

No Dissipation
No Dissipation
Upwind
Penalty

Im
(λ

)

−15
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Figure 3: Eigenvalues for two elements for three approximations: No dissipation (Appendix A), the upwind characteristic
formulation (22), and the penalty formulation (27)-(28). The graph on the right enlarges the region near the imaginary axis.
Unstable eigenvalues are drawn in red.

3.4.1. Enhancing Dissipation with Additional Coupling within the Overlap Region

The penalty formulation in [4] allows one to more tightly couple the solutions in the two domains by
introducing penalty terms in the overlap region. In the weak form (10), one adds penalties for an arbitrary
number, M , of locations,

⟨ϕ,ut⟩Ωu
+ ⟨ϕ,Aux⟩Ωu

+ ϕT Σb
u(u− v)

∣∣∣
b
+ ϕT Σc

u(u− v)
∣∣
c
+

1

M

M∑
m=1

ϕTΣm
u (u− v) = 0,

⟨φ,vt⟩Ωv
+ ⟨φ,Avx⟩Ωv

+ φTΣb
v(v − u)

∣∣∣
b
+ φTΣc

v(v − u)
∣∣
c
+

1

M

M∑
m=1

φTΣm
v (v − u) = 0.

(104)

The overset domain problem remains well-posed and equivalent to the OP when the penalty matrices satisfy
[4]

(1− η)Σm
u = ηΣm

v , (105)
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where, again, η is the coupling parameter in the norm, (11). When added to the approximation (27)-(28),
the coupling terms add

P =
1

M

M∑
m=1

Pm =
1

M

M∑
m=1

UTΣm
u (U−V) +VTΣm

v (V −U) (106)

to the left side of the energy, (81). Each term in the sum contributes to the energy an amount of

Pm = UTΣm
u (U−V) +VTΣm

v (V −U) =

[
U
V

]T
Mm

[
U
V

]
, (107)

where

Mm =

[
Σm

u −Σm
u

−Σm
v Σm

v

]
(108)

should be constructed so that Pm ≥ 0.
From [4], the conditions for Mm ≥ 0 can be found by rotating each matrix Mm using[

U
V

]
=

1

2

[
I I
−I I

] [
U−V
U+V

]
≡ R

[
U−V
U+V

]
. (109)

Then

Pm =

[
U−V
U+V

]T
RTMmR

[
U−V
U+V

]
≡

[
U−V
U+V

]T
M̃m

[
U−V
U+V

]
. (110)

The rotated matrix,

M̃m =
1

4

[
2(Σm

u +Σm
u ) 0

2(Σm
u − Σm

v ) 0

]
(111)

is positive semi-definite if Σm
u = Σm

v ≥ 0. Setting Σm = Σm
u = Σm

v , the lower left corner of M̃m is zeroed
and the time rate of change of the energy is decreased by an amount

Pm = (U−V)TΣm(U−V) ≥ 0. (112)

In fact,
Pm = UTΣm

u (U−V) +VTΣm
v (V −U) =

(
UTΣm

u −VTΣm
v

)
(U−V). (113)

So if we start by assuming that Σ = Σu = Σv, then we immediately have (112).
Although one has a lot of flexibility when designing Σm, a simple choice is a diagonal matrix with one

parameter, Σm = εI. With that choice,

Pm = ε|U−V|2 ≥ 0. (114)

Remark 8. The amount of the overlap penalty dissipation, therefore, depends only on the amount by which
the solutions in the two subdomains differ, just like dissipation from the numerical flux, (61). This point is
important, because it says that the overall dissipation of the scheme can be adjusted at an arbitrary number
of points in a way that does not affect the formal order of accuracy of the approximation, as opposed, for
example, to adding a standard even derivative artificial viscosity term to each equation.

We observe the effect of the overlap penalty terms by comparing the eigenvalues (Appendix B) with and
without those terms. As before, we use one element each in the two subdomains Ωu = [0, 2], Ωv = [1.1, 3.5],
and polynomial order N = 5. No dissipation is added except for the overlap penalty, where we choose M = 2
and use the same penalty matrix Σ = εI > 0 at each point. In Fig. 4 we compare the eigenvalues of the
original dissipation-free approximation (ε = 0) to those one gets when two overlap penalties are applied. The
eigenvalues shift to the left as the penalty parameter increases, and for the two non-zero values presented,
all are stable. However unstable eigenvalues are still present for ε = 0.5.
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Figure 4: Eigenvalues for the penalty formulation (27)-(28) (ε = 0) compared to those for the penalty formulation plus two
overlap penalty points, (104). Unstable eigenvalues are drawn in red.

4. Implementation of the Penalty Formulation

The DGSEM uses the numerical flux at the element interfaces, and can be easily modified to implement
the penalty formulation. One form is to use (27)-(28), where one replaces the numerical flux and adds the
penalty terms. An algebraically equivalent form that is simpler to implement substitutes for the numerical
flux F̂ and converts the pure penalty formulation into the standard DGSEM plus new penalty terms,

⟨Jϕ,Ut⟩N + ϕT {F∗ − F}
∣∣1
−1

+ ⟨ϕ,AUξ⟩N
+ Iku(b) ϕT Σb

u(U−V)
∣∣∣
b
+ Iku(c) ϕT (Σc

u(U−V) + F(U)− F∗)
∣∣
c
= 0

(115)

and

⟨Jφ,Vt⟩N + φT {F∗ − F}
∣∣1
−1

+ ⟨φ,AVξ⟩N
+ Ikv (b) φT

(
Σb

v(V −U) + F∗ − F(V)
)∣∣∣

b
+ Ikv (c) φTΣc

v(V −U)
∣∣
c
= 0.

(116)

See [8],[9] for how to convert these weak forms to a system of ODEs in time for the nodal values of
the solutions. In this paper, the system of ODEs is approximately integrated in time using a third order
Runge-Kutta method [14], with time steps chosen so that the temporal error is small compared to the spatial
error.

Some special choices for the penalty matrices can narrow the options and simplify the implementation
further, as seen in the following examples:

Example 1. If one chooses Σv = A+, Σu = |A−|, which satisfy the conditions (103), and the upwind
numerical flux, (23), for F∗, then

Σc
u(U−V) + F(U)− F∗ = |A−|(U−V) +A+U+A−U−

(
A+U+A−V

)
= 0.

(117)

Similarly,

Σb
v(V −U) + F∗ − F(V) = A+(V −U) +A+U+A−V −A+V −A−V

= 0.
(118)
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Then the DGSEM approximation of the penalty formulation (10) is equivalent to the standard DGSEM plus
a dissipative penalty applied only to the overlap interface point, i.e.,

⟨Jϕ,Ut⟩N + ϕT {F∗ − F}
∣∣1
−1

+ ⟨ϕ,AUξ⟩N + Iku(b) ϕT |A−|(U−V)
∣∣
b
= 0 (119)

and

⟨Jφ,Vt⟩N + φT {F∗ − F}
∣∣1
−1

+ ⟨φ,AVξ⟩N + Ikv (c) φTA+(V −U)
∣∣
c
= 0. (120)

Remark 9. Using the final result of Appendix B, the choice of penalty matrices in Example 1 is sufficient
to stabilize the eigenvalues of the system in one space dimension.

Example 2. One can adjust the coupling and the amount of dissipation of Example 1 by adjusting the size
of the penalty matrices. Let γu ≥ 1, γv ≥ 1

2 and let

Σu = γu|A−|, Σv = γvA
+. (121)

Then the DGSEM of the penalty formulation is equivalent to

⟨Jϕ,Ut⟩N + ϕT {F∗ − F}
∣∣1
−1

+ ⟨ϕ,AUξ⟩N
+ Iku(b) γuϕT |A−|(U−V)

∣∣
b
+ Iku(c) (γu − 1)ϕT |A−|(U−V)

∣∣
c
= 0

(122)

and

⟨Jφ,Vt⟩N + φT {F∗ − F}
∣∣1
−1

+ ⟨φ,AVξ⟩N
+ Ikv (b) (γv − 1)φTA+(V −U)

∣∣
b
+ Ikv (c) γvφTA+(V −U)

∣∣
c
= 0.

(123)

Modification of an existing DGSEM implementation requires two additions. The first is to find the
reference space locations of the points b and c for interpolation from the donor domain by search and
rootfinding. The second is to add the penalty terms in those elements where the penalty is active (Ik = 1).

5. Computed Examples

We provide examples of the approximations (122)-(123) of Sec. 4 to the penalty formulation (10) of the
symmetric hyperbolic system from Sec. 8.1.6 of [8],[

ω1

ω2

]
t

+

[
0 1
1 0

] [
ω1

ω2

]
x

=

[
ω1

ω2

]
t

+

[
ω2

ω1

]
x

= 0 x ∈ [a, d] . (124)

We approximate the system with a periodic solution in space and time, but with external states specified
by the analytic solution, so that the resolution requirements are uniform over the domain. The choice of
non-periodic boundary conditions means that there is dissipation and addition of energy at the left and right
physical boundaries. Having the elements the same size and at the same polynomial order, any differences
should be due to the choice of penalty matrices.

For the exact periodic solution we choose

ω1 = cos(k(x− t)) + sin(k(x+ t))

ω2 = cos(k(x− t))− sin(k(x+ t))
(125)

with k = 4. The subdomain boundaries are given in Table 1, where o is an offset to ensure that the
subdomain boundaries fall within an element. (With element boundaries matching, the overlap interfaces
become essentially the standard DGSEM.)

As an example, exact and computed solutions are shown in Fig. 5 for time T = 25.0 for Σv = 1
2A

+ and

Σu = |A−|, i.e. γv = 1
2 , γu = 1, which minimally satisfy (103), and o = 0.25. Unless otherwise noted, all

results will be presented for this final time. Six equally sized elements divide each of the two domains.
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Table 1: Subdomain Boundary Locations

a b c d
0 + o 3 5 + o 8

Exact
Base: ω1
Base: ω2
Overset: ω1
Overset:ω2

ω

−2.5

−2.0

−1.5

−1.0

−0.5

0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

x
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

a b c d

Figure 5: Exact and computed solutions for the sinusoidal problem, (125). Vertical dashed lines mark the element boundaries.
The shaded area marks the overlap region.

5.1. Convergence with Equal Resolution

The solutions with Σv = 1
2A

+ and Σu = |A−| shown in Fig. 5 for six equally sized elements in
each subdomain, are spectrally accurate. Fig. 6 shows exponential convergence of the discrete L2 errors
||U(T )− ω(T )||2Ωu,N

and ||V(T )− ω(T )||2Ωv,N
for N ∈ [4, 12]. Along with the overset grid solutions, we

have plotted the optimal error, which is what is computed when the overset grid coupling is removed and the
exact solutions are used as the external states at x = b and x = c. With this choice of penalty matrices, the
overset domain is less accurate than the base. The base solution matches the optimal accuracy to graphical
resolution.

The parameters γu and γv can be varied to modify the error. For instance, Fig. 7 shows that the errors
match the optimal errors to graphical accuracy when the factors γu = γv = 1.

In fact, for penalty matrices that satisfy (103), the choice γu = γv = 1 is close to optimal. Fig. 8 shows

the total error
(
||U(T )− ω(T )||2Ωu,N

+ ||V(T )− ω(T )||2
) 1

2

for γu = 1 as a function of γv, which has a

minimum error that occurs around γv = 0.9. The global minimum occurs near (0.9,0.9), which is outside
of the lower bounds (103) but not (101). Near the optimal, the curve is fairly flat, and from γv = 0.9 to
γv = 1.0 the total error varies by only 1.2%, making Σv = A+ and Σu = |A−| a reasonable choice.

5.2. Convergence with Unequal Resolution

One feature of overset grid methods is that the grids can have resolutions that differ within the overlap
region. To assess the effects of different resolutions we use 12 elements in the base domain relative to the six
in the overset domain. Fig. 9 shows the error in each subdomain as a function of the polynomial order, plus
the optimal error for each subdomain. The error in the less resolved subdomain remains near optimal, but
it pollutes the better resolved one. Although there is a slight advantage observed in the base subdomain,
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Figure 6: Error as a function of polynomial order. Σv = 1
2
A+ and Σu = |A−|.
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Figure 7: Same as Fig. 6 but with Σv = A+ and Σu = |A−|.
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Figure 8: Total error as a function of γv .

the overset subdomain increases the error in the base subdomain by up to three orders of magnitude from
the optimal. The opposite behavior is observed if the number of elements is reversed.

5.3. The Effect of Coupling within the Overlap Region

The additional coupling (104) in the overlap region has the unique feature of adding dissipation propor-
tional to the square of the difference of the solutions, (112) in that domain. The total amount of dissipation
depends on the number of penalty points, M , and the amount of dissipation added at each point, εm. The
parameters provide one the opportunity to tune the dissipation between the subdomains, though without
much guidance.

As an example, we choose Σm = εI > 0 and M = 4 for N = 8 on a mesh where Nu = 12 and Nv = 6.
Fig. 10 shows the convergence for two values of ε compared to no overlap penalty applied (ε = 0). First,
note that the convergence rate is not affected, as expected. Second, we see that the penalty parameter has
little effect on the magnitude of the error at these high orders. One can optimize the error as a function of
ε, as seen in Fig. 11, where we vary ε between zero and two. However, the exercise shows that the error
is insensitive (with a variation of less than 1.5%) to the overlap penalty terms. This conclusion is borne
out over various polynomial orders. The results suggest that adding the overlap penalties serve to enhance
dissipation and hence stability, but not accuracy, as was postulated in [4], the likely reason being that the
coupling at the overlap boundaries is already affecting the accuracy in the same way, c.f. (104).

6. Summary and Discussion

The analysis of stability of overset grid methods has been a challenge ever since the methods were first
introduced. Here, we used the energy method and eigenvalue studies to examine the stability of characteristic
approximations of the DGSEM for hyperbolic scalar equations and systems. The energy bounds show growth
with time, polynomial order, and the inverse of the element size, and so they cannot be said to be energy
stable, even though they are for the original problem. The same behavior was observed for the approximation
of the well-posed penalty formulation developed in [4]. On the other hand, for fixed polynomial order and
mesh, the growth in time can be at most exponentially fast. It was not possible to show stability of the
approximation of the penalty formulation in the same way as showing energy boundedness of the PDE
because the latter required the use of integration-by-parts over subintervals of the domain, whereas the
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Figure 9: Error as a function of polynomial order where the base grid has twice as many elements as the overset.
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Figure 10: Convergence as a function of overlap penalty weight where the base grid has twice as many elements as the overset.
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DGSEM (as well as other SBP approximations) has the summation-by-parts property only over an entire
element. This suggests that a global or elementwise SBP property is not enough to prove stability of the
overset problem, but that if approximations that have a local SBP property can be found, those might be
provably stable.

The eigenvalue studies in Appendix B show that for systems the characteristic overset grid coupling
itself is destabilizing, allowing for positive growth eigenvalues in the discrete system. This differs from the
scalar case, and shows the pitfalls of extrapolating scalar results. The presence of unstable eigenvalues is
consistent with the growth terms found in the energy analysis. It follows that dissipation is needed to keep
solutions bounded over long times, which has been known from practical experience. The well-posed penalty
formulation has four sources of dissipation when upwinding is used in the numerical flux: Dissipation due to
physical boundary conditions, which allows energy to leave the physical domain, inter-element dissipation
that is a characteristic of discontinuous Galerkin methods, a dissipative penalty at the ends of the overlap
domain, and, finally, dissipative penalties applied at arbitrary points within the overlap. All these dissipative
terms depend on the jumps in the solutions between elements, the boundary conditions, and between the
solutions of the base and overset domains.

The overlap penalty dissipation introduced in [4] is novel, and could be applied to any overset grid
method. It produces dissipation that does not degrade the rate of convergence, but it can be used as a
stabilizing factor.
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Appendix A. Central Numerical Flux Bounds

The approximation with the central numerical flux,

F∗ = {{F}} , (A.1)

differs from the upwind flux, {{F}} − 1
2 |A| JUK, by missing the jump term. The central flux produces the

neutral state, from which we can isolate the behavior of the overset grid coupling from the stabilizing effect
of the dissipation produced by the upwind flux.

The energy of a DGSEM approximation in a domain is governed by

1

2

d

dt

Ku∑
k=1

||U||2ek +UT

(
F∗ − 1

2
F

)∣∣∣∣right
left

=

Ku−1∑
k=1

{
JUKT F∗ − 1

2

q
UTF

y}
. (A.2)

Using the central flux at the element interfaces, then, the interface contributions on the right of (A.2)
vanish and are non-dissipative. At the left boundary,

BTL = UT

(
F∗(gL,U)− 1

2
F(U)

)
=

1

2
UTAgL. (A.3)

Similarly,

BTR = UT

(
F∗(U,gR)−

1

2
F(U)

)
=

1

2
UTAgR (A.4)

Then we start with the following result about the DGSEM on a single domain,

Theorem 4. For the system of PDEs (21) for the normal, single domain problem, the DGSEM with the
central numerical flux (A.1) is dissipation free and neutrally stable.

Proof. Both BTR = 0 and BTL = 0 when gL = gR = 0. Then from (A.2),

1

2

d

dt
||U||2Ω,N =

1

2

d

dt

Ku∑
k=1

||U||2N,ek = 0. (A.5)

On the other hand, when the external states are not zero (recalling that A = AT ),

(U−Ag)
2
= |U|2 + |Ag|2 − 2UTAg ≥ 0. (A.6)

Therefore,

BTL =
1

2
UTAgL ≤

1

4

{
|U|2 + |AgL|2

}
(A.7)

and

BTR =
1

2
UTAgR ≤

1

4

{
|U|2 + |AgR|2

}
(A.8)

Then we find that
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Theorem 5. The DGSEM is not stable with the central numerical flux when the boundary data are not
zero.

Proof.

d

dt
||U||2Ωu,N

= 2BTL− 2BTR ≤ 1

2

{
|U(xL)|2 + |AgL|2

}
+

1

2

{
|U(xR)|2 + |AgR|2

}
≤ ||U||2∞ +

1

2

{
|AgL|2 + |AgR|2

}
.

(A.9)

The time derivative of the energy is seen to depend on the solution when the central numerical flux is used,
and not just on the data. That dependency is made dissipative and therefore removed from the bound when
the dissipative terms from the upwind numerical flux are included, see (65).

As before, we can bound the maximum norm of the solution, so that

d

dt
||U||2Ωu,N

≤ C∆x−1N2 ||U||2Ωu,N
+

1

2

{
|AgL|2 + |AgR|2

}
. (A.10)

Therefore,

||U||2Ωu,N
≤ eC∆x−1N2T ||ω0||2Ωu,N

+
1

2

∫ T

0

eC∆x−1N2(t−s)
{
|AgL|2 + |AgR|2

}
ds. (A.11)

The overset grid problem sets gL = 0 and gR = V(c) for the base domain and gR = 0 and gL = U(b)
for the overset domain. Therefore,

d

dt
||U||2Ωu,N

≤ 1

2
V(c)TA2V(c) + C∆x−1N2 ||U||2Ωu,N

≤ 1

2
ρ2(A)|V(c)|2 + CN2 ||U||2Ωu,N

≤ C∆x−1N2
{
ρ2(A) ||V||2Ωv,N

+ ||U||2Ωu,N

} (A.12)

and
d

dt
||V||2Ωv,N

≤ C∆x−1N2
{
ρ2(A) ||U||2Ωu,N

+ ||V||2Ωv,N

}
. (A.13)

Adding the two together,

d

dt

{
||U||2Ωu,N

+ ||V||2Ωv,N

}
≤ C∆x−1N2(ρ2(A) + 1)

{
||V||2Ωv,N

+ ||U||2Ωu,N

}
, (A.14)

so
||U||2Ωu,N

+ ||V||2Ωv,N
≤ eC∆x−1N2(ρ2(A)+1)T

{
||ω0||2Ωu,N

+ ||ω0||2Ωv,N

}
(A.15)

Therefore we have proved

Theorem 6. The overset grid problem is not stable in the combined energy norm, but is bounded by the
initial data for fixed N , ∆x, and T .

Appendix B. Matrix Structure of the Overset Grid System

Here, we examine the structure of the matrices one gets for the spatial terms when approximating the
overset grid problems with the DGSEM, again using the central numerical flux to isolate the effects of the
coupling from the dissipation introduced by the upwind flux. The point is to show in terms of the eigenvalues
that the overset grid coupling itself is destabilizing, making dissipation necessary for a dynamically stable
(fixed grid and N , as t increases) approximation. A study of the eigenvalues for general SBP approximations
can be found in [15]. The derivations here are specific to the DGSEM, and provide alternate proofs to reach
the same conclusions.
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Remark 10. We refer to eigenvalues that have positive real parts as “unstable”. They are “stable” otherwise.

We start with the approximation of the scalar problem

ut + ux = 0, x ∈ [−1, 1]. (B.1)

The DGSEM approximation is

⟨Ut, ϕ⟩N + ϕ(F ∗ − F )|1−1 + ⟨ϕ,Ux⟩N = 0, (B.2)

where F = U and F ∗ is the numerical flux. Now, the LGL quadrature satisfies the summation-by-parts
property,

⟨ϕ,U ′⟩N = ϕU |1−1 − ⟨ϕ′, U⟩N . (B.3)

Therefore,

⟨ϕ,U ′⟩N =
1

2

{
ϕU |1−1 + ⟨ϕ,U ′⟩N − ⟨ϕ

′, U⟩N
}
, (B.4)

which allows us to write the equivalent split form approximation

⟨Ut, ϕ⟩N + ϕ

(
F ∗ − 1

2
F

)∣∣∣∣1
−1

+
1

2
{⟨ϕ,U ′⟩N − ⟨ϕ

′, U⟩N} = 0. (B.5)

To select the nodal values we take ϕ = ℓj . Then (see [8])

wjU̇j + δjN

(
U∗(UN , gR)−

1

2
UN

)
− δj0

(
U∗(gL, U0)−

1

2
U0

)
+

1

2

{
N∑

n=0

Un (wjDjn − wnDnj)

}
= 0 (B.6)

where Djn = ℓ′n(xj) is the derivative matrix.
We discuss three specific cases for the scalar equation. The first is the single element problem. The

second shows that one gets the same results for multiple elements. The final case is the overset grid problem
for the scalar equation.

Case 1. DGSEM on a Single Element. The first situation is the use of the central numerical flux,
U∗(r, s) = 1

2 (r + s) on a single element. Then

wjU̇j +
1

2
δjNgR −

1

2
δj0gL +

1

2

{
N∑

n=0

Un (wjDjn − wnDnj)

}
= 0. (B.7)

We can write the problem in matrix-vector form as

We

d

dt

→
U =

1

2
S

→
U +

1

2
→
g, (B.8)

where Sjn = − (wjDjn − wnDnj) = −Snj is a skew-symmetric matrix and We = diag(wj) > 0.
Then we have,

Theorem 7. The eigenvalues of W−1
e S lie on the imaginary axis.

Proof. The matrix S has purely imaginary eigenvalues by virtue of being skew-symmetric. Since We > 0,

W−1
e =

√
W−1

e

√
W−1

e . The matrix
√
W−1

e

√
W−1

e S has the same eigenvalues as
√
W−1

e S
√

W−1
e , which is

skew-symmetric because S is skew symmetric. Therefore, the result holds.
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Figure B.12: Eigenvalues of the DGSEM, W−1
e S, with one element and the central numerical flux for N = 16.

Fig. B.12 shows the eigenvalues for the DGSEM with a single element on the interval [−1, 1] of polynomial
order N = 16. The eigenvalues, as proved, are all along the imaginary line, with maximum positive real
parts of 1.65× 10−14, i.e., on the order of rounding error.

Case 2. Single Domain with Multiple Elements. The eigenvalues remain on the imaginary axis
when the central flux is used at the boundaries and element interfaces, consistent with the energy estimate
(A.5). With multiple elements, the matrix S in the matrix system (B.8) is replaced by the block tri-diagonal
matrix

Q =


S C

−CT S C
. . .

. . .
. . .

−CT S C

−CT S

 , (B.9)

where

C =


0 0 . . . 0
...

...
0 0 . . . 0
1 0 . . . 0

 (B.10)

is the coupling matrix.
For multiple elements, the matrix Q is also skew-symmetric and therefore has purely imaginary eigen-

values. It is therefore sufficient to consider only a single element per domain in the following example.

Case 3. Overset Grid with Two Elements. The final scalar case is the overset grid problem. We
consider here two elements only, with domains Ωu = [−1, 1] and Ωv = [o, o+ 2], where o ∈ (−1, 1), so that
no metrics are involved. In this case,

V (−1) = U(b) =

N∑
n=0

Unℓn(b), (B.11)
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where, as before, we do not explicitly include the transformation to reference space when writing the Lagrange
interpolating polynomials. Then

wj V̇j =
1

2
δj0

N∑
n=0

Unℓn(b)−
1

2
δjNgR +

1

2

(
S

→
V
)
j
. (B.12)

In matrix-vector form, the system is

W
d

dt

[ →
U
→
V

]
=

1

2

[
S 0
B S

] [ →
U
→
V

]
+

→
g =

1

2
Q

[ →
U
→
V

]
+

→
g (B.13)

where

B =


ℓ0(b) . . . ℓN (b)
0 . . . 0
...

. . . 0
0 . . . 0

 (B.14)

is the matrix that couples the base grid to the overset grid.
For the scalar problem, the eigenvalues do not change when coupling two domains (Cf. [15],[3]) as shown

in

Theorem 8. The DGSEM applied with the central numerical flux to the scalar overset grid problem has
purely imaginary eigenvalues.

Proof. Since W is diagonal, the block matrix

Q̂ = W−1Q =

[
W−1

e S 0
1
w0

B W−1
e S

] [ →
U
→
V

]
(B.15)

is block triangular so its determinant is det(Q̂) = det(W−1
e S) det(W−1

e S). Therefore the eigenvalues of Q̂
are the eigenvalues of W−1

e S, which by Thm. 7 are purely imaginary.

Unfortunately, the scalar problem is a special case. For systems, the eigenvalues are not so well-behaved
if one does not diagonalize the system first and add dissipation through upwinding [3]. They will generally
have both positive and negative real parts.

Case 4. Overset Grid for the System. The final example is the case of the system, (124), for one
element each per subdomain.

For the system, and with the central numerical flux, the DGSEM approximations for the base and overset
grids are

wj∆xuU̇j +
1

2
δjNAV(c) +

1

2
A
(
S

→
U
)
j
= 0

wj∆xvV̇j −
1

2
δj0AU(b) +

1

2
A
(
S

→
V
)
j
= 0,

(B.16)

where S is now a block matrix with blocks whose size is the rank of A. As before, the donor values of the
solutions are interpolated from the donor subdomains, so

V(c) =

N∑
n=0

ℓn(c)Vn

U(b) =

N∑
n=0

ℓn(b)Un.

(B.17)
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Then in matrix-vector form,

Ŵ
d

dt

[ →
U
→
V

]
=

1

2

[
S O
B S

] [ →
U
→
V

]
+

→
g =

1

2
Q

[ →
U
→
V

]
+

→
g (B.18)

where

B =


ℓ0(b)A . . . ℓN (b)A

0 . . . 0
...

. . . 0
0 . . . 0

 , O = −


0 . . . 0
...

. . . 0
0 . . . 0

ℓ0(c)A . . . ℓN (c)A

 . (B.19)

The matrix Ŵ includes the element sizes, which remains diagonal and positive definite, so that it does not
change the eigenvalues. The matrices S, B and O are each block matrices whose blocks have the rank of the
system coefficient matrix, A.

For the system of equations, where there is now two-way coupling between the domains, the matrix Q
is no longer block triangular, nor is it skew-symmetric. It is now indefinite so eigenvalues are no longer
guaranteed to be on the imaginary axis, and can have positive real parts. As examples, Fig. B.13 shows the
N = 5 eigenvalues for a base domain of Ωu = [0, 2] with three overset domains, showing that the eigenvalues
have no set pattern, and in two of the cases have unstable ones.
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Figure B.13: Eigenvalues of the DGSEM approximation of the system (124) for the overset problem with one element per
subdomain, the central numerical flux, and N = 5, showing that the approximation can have unstable eigenvalues depending
on the size and location of the overset domain relative to the base domain.

The fact that the matrix Q is indefinite means that the coupling between the grids is inherently unstable,
and therefore it is necessary to add some kind of stabilization. For the DGSEM, dissipation is typically
added by using a dissipative numerical flux. For the scalar problem, if, instead of using the central numerical
flux, we use the upwind one, U∗(UL, UR) = UL, the approximation at a point on a single domain (B.6)
becomes

wjU̇j + δjN
1

2
UN − δj0

(
gL −

1

2
U0

)
+

1

2

{
N∑

n=0

Un (wjDjn − wnDnj)

}
= 0. (B.20)

The matrix system therefore becomes

We

d

dt

→
U =

1

2
Q

→
U +

1

2
→
g, (B.21)

where

Q = S−


1

0
. . .

0
1

 ≡ S− R (B.22)
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The matrix S is skew-symmetric, whereas the matrix R is positive semi-definite. The matrix Q is therefore
negative semi-definite, noting that for any

→
x ̸= 0,

→
xTQ

→
x =

→
xTS

→
x− →

xTR
→
x = −→

xTR
→
x = −(x2

0 + x2
N ) ≤ 0, (B.23)

and so its eigenvalues are always stable.
When we move to the overset grid problem for the scalar equation, the base domain equation stays the

same, while the overset grid solution satisfies

wj V̇j + δjN
1

2
VN − δj0

(
U(b)− 1

2
V0

)
+

1

2

{
N∑

n=0

Un (wjDjn − wnDnj)

}
= 0. (B.24)

Then the system of equations in matrix form is

W
d

dt

[ →
U
→
V

]
=

1

2

[
S− R 0
B S− R

][ →
U
→
V

]
+

→
g =

1

2
Q

[ →
U
→
V

]
+

→
g, (B.25)

where

B = 2


ℓ0(b) . . . ℓN (b)
0 . . . 0
...

. . . 0
0 . . . 0

 (B.26)

is now the matrix that couples the base grid to the overset grid. Again, the matrix is block lower triangular,
so the eigenvalues of Q are those of S− R ≤ 0, and are therefore stable.

The final question is whether or not it is enough to use the upwind numerical flux for the system to
guarantee stable eigenvalues. The answer relies, critically, on the fact that for the constant coefficient
problem in one space dimension, the system can be diagonalized to decouple left and right-going waves. The
ability to diagonalize the system was also critical in showing that the system problem with characteristic
boundary conditions is well-posed [4].

For the system we have

wjU̇j + δjN

(
F∗(UN ,gR)−

1

2
FN

)
− δj0

(
F∗(gL,U0)−

1

2
F0

)
+

1

2

{
N∑

n=0

AUn (wjDjn − wnDnj)

}
= 0,

(B.27)

where F = AU = A+U+A−U and F∗(UL,UR) = A+UL +A−UR. Then for U,

wjU̇j + δjN

(
1

2
(A+ + |A−|)UN +A−gr

)
+ δj0

(
1

2
(A+ + |A−|)U0

)
+

1

2

{
N∑

n=0

AUn (wjDjn − wnDnj)

}
= 0.

(B.28)

For V,

wjV̇j + δjN

(
1

2
(A+ + |A−|)VN

)
− δj0

(
A+gL −

1

2
(|A−|+A+)V0

)
+

1

2

{
N∑

n=0

AVn (wjDjn − wnDnj)

}
= 0.

(B.29)
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Note that A+ + |A−| = |A|.
For the overlap interface points, gR = V(c), gL = U(b) given by (B.17). Then the system of ODEs is

Ŵ
d

dt

[ →
U
→
V

]
=

1

2

[
S− R O
B S− R

] [ →
U
→
V

]
=

1

2
Q

[ →
U
→
V

]
(B.30)

where, now,

B = 2


ℓ0(b)A

+ . . . ℓN (b)A+

0 . . . 0
...

. . . 0
0 . . . 0

 , O = 2


0 . . . 0
...

. . . 0
0 . . . 0

ℓ0(c)|A−| . . . ℓN (c)|A−|

 , (B.31)

and

R =


(|A−|+A+)

0
. . .

0
(|A−|+A+)

 ≥ 0. (B.32)

Let
P = diag(P), (B.33)

where P is the matrix that diagonalizes A, i.e. PTAP = Λ, since A is symmetric. We assume that P is
arranged so that the matrix of eigenvalues is partitioned as

Λ = Λ+ + Λ− =

(
Λ+
s 0
0 0

)
+

(
0 0
0 Λ−

s

)
, (B.34)

where Λ+
s is the subset that contains the positive eigenvalues and Λ−

s contains the negative ones. The
transformation also partitions the solution vector into left and right going characteristic variables,

PTU =

(
U+

U−

)
. (B.35)

Then the matrix in which the blocks become diagonal within their blocks,

Qd ≡ P
TQP =

[
Sd − Rd Od

Bd Sd − Rd

]
, (B.36)

is similar to Q and therefore has the same eigenvalues. The matrix Sd remains skew-symmetric, while the
other matrices become

Bd = 2


ℓ0(b)Λ

+ . . . ℓN (b)Λ+

0 . . . 0
...

. . . 0
0 . . . 0

 , Od = 2


0 . . . 0
...

. . . 0
0 . . . 0

ℓ0(c)|Λ−| . . . ℓN (c)|Λ−|

 , (B.37)

and

Rd =


|Λ|

0
. . .

0
|Λ|

 ≥ 0. (B.38)
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Since the characteristic polynomial is invariant under row swaps, we can re-order the equations without
changing the eigenvalues. Let P be a permutation matrix that re-orders the equations to separate the
positive and negative eigenvalues of A, with the state vector PPTU now of the form

→
U+

→
V+

→
V−
→
U−

 . (B.39)

Then the re-ordered matrix can be written as

Qr = PQd =


S+ − R+ 0 0 0

B+ S+ − R+ 0 0
0 0 S− − R− 0
0 0 O− S− − R−

 (B.40)

where the ± denotes the submatrices associated with the positve and negative eigenvalues. The matrix Qr

is also lower block triangular (and completely decouples the left- and right-going characteristic variables),
and therefore has the eigenvalues of the diagonal blocks, which are each negative semi-definite since S± is
skew-symmetric and R± is negative semi-definite, per (B.23). Therefore Q ≤ 0, and its eigenvalues are
stable.

Unlike when the dissipation-free approximation is used, the eigenvalues of the DGSEM system are stable
with the upwind numerical flux. However, this stability relies critically on the ability to diagonalize and sort
the system to decouple left- and right-going waves. In general this is only possible in one space dimension,
so the result does not extend to multiple space dimensions.
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