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Abstract. This paper presents and analyzes two robust, efficient, and optimally accurate fully discrete finite element
algorithms for computing the parameterized Navier-Stokes Equations (NSEs) flow ensemble. The timestepping algorithms
are linearized, use the backward-Euler method for approximating the temporal derivative, and Ensemble Eddy Viscosity
(EEV) regularized. The first algorithm is a coupled ensemble scheme, and the second algorithm is decoupled using
projection splitting with grad-div stabilization. We proved the stability and convergence theorems for both algorithms.
We have shown that for sufficiently large grad-div stabilization parameters, the outcomes of the projection scheme converge
to the outcomes of the coupled scheme. We then combine the Stochastic Collocation Methods (SCMs) with the proposed
two Uncertainty Quantification (UQ) algorithms. A series of numerical experiments are given to verify the predicted
convergence rates and performance of the schemes on benchmark problems, which shows the superiority of the splitting
algorithm.
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1. Introduction. Let D ⊂ Rd (d = 2, 3) be a convex polygonal or polyhedral physical domain with
boundary ∂D. A complete probability space is denoted by (Ω,F , P ) with Ω the set of outcomes, F ⊂ 2Ω

the σ-algebra of events, and P : F → [0, 1] represents a probability measure. We consider the time-
dependent, dimensionless, viscoresistive, incompressible Stochastic Navier-Stokes Equations (SNSEs)
for computing the homogeneous Newtonian fluid flow which is governed by the following non-linear
stochastic PDEs:

ut + u · ∇u−∇ · (ν(x, ω)∇u) +∇p = f(x, t, ω), in D × (0, T ], (1.1)

∇ · u = 0, in D × (0, T ], (1.2)

u(x, 0, ω) = u0(x), in D, (1.3)

together with appropriate boundary conditions. The simulation end time is represented by T > 0, x
the spatial variable, and t the time variable. The external force is represented by f in the momentum
equation (1.1). The viscosity ν(x, ω) is modeled as a random field with ω ∈ Ω. Here, the unknown
quantities are the velocity field u : Λ → Rd, and the modified pressure p : Λ → R, where Λ :=
D × (0, T ]× Ω.

The L2(D) inner product is denoted by (·, ·). For Hilbert spaces of velocity X = H1
0(D), pressure

Q = L2
0(D), and stochastic space W = L2

P (Ω), the weak form of (1.1)-(1.3) can be represented as: Find
u ∈ X ⊗W and p ∈ Q⊗W which, for almost all t ∈ (0, T ], satisfy

E[(ut,v)] + E[(u · ∇u,v)] + E[(ν∇u,∇v)]− E[(p,∇ · v)] = E[(f,v)], ∀v ∈ X ⊗W , (1.4)

E[(∇ · u, q)] = 0, ∀q ∈ Q⊗W . (1.5)

For the input functions, we make the following assumption ν(x, ω) = ν(x,y(ω)), f(x, t, ω) = f(x, t,y(ω)),
and y(ω) = (y1(ω), y2(ω), · · · , yN (ω)) with E[y] = 0, and Var[y] = IN . Find u ∈ X⊗Y and p ∈ Q⊗Y
which, for almost all t ∈ (0, T ], satisfy∫

Γ

(ut,v)ρ(y)dy +

∫
Γ

(u · ∇u,v)ρ(y)dy +

∫
Γ

(ν(x,y)∇u,∇v)ρ(y)dy

−
∫
Γ

(p,∇ · v)ρ(y)dy =

∫
Γ

(f,v)ρ(y)dy, ∀v ∈ X ⊗ Y , (1.6)∫
Γ

(∇ · u, q)ρ(y)dy = 0, ∀q ∈ Q⊗ Y . (1.7)

We assume affine dependence of the random variables for the viscosity as below:
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2 A PENALTY-PROJECTION EFFICIENT ALGORITHM FOR NSE FLOW ENSEMBLE

ν(x,y) = ν0(x) +

N∑
l=1

νl(x)yl. (1.8)

In this work, we consider the following set of J (number of realizations, or the number of stochastic
collocation points) time-dependent, viscoresistive and incompressible dimensionless NSEs for computing
the flow ensemble simulation of homogeneous Newtonian fluids:

uj,t + uj · ∇uj −∇ · (νj(x)∇uj) +∇pj = fj(x, t), in D × (0, T ], (1.9)

∇ · uj = 0, in D × (0, T ], (1.10)

where uj , and pj , denote the velocity, and pressure solutions, respectively, for each j = 1, 2, · · · , J ,
corresponding to distinct kinematic viscosity νj , and/or body forces fj , and/or the initial conditions
u0
j , and/or the J different boundary conditions. For simplicity of our analysis, we prescribed Dirichlet

boundary conditions uj(x, t) = 0 for the jth realization. It is assumed that νj(x) ∈ L∞(D), and
νj(x) ≥ νj,min > 0, where νj,min = min

x∈D
νj(x).

Input data, e.g. initial and boundary conditions, viscosities, body forces, etc. have a significant
effect on simulations of complex dynamical systems. The involvement of uncertainty in their measure-
ments reduces the fidelity of the final solutions. For a robust and high fidelity solution, computation of
ensemble average solution is popular in many applications such as surface data assimilation [9], mag-
netohydrodynamics [21], porous media flow [20], weather forecasting [27, 30], spectral methods [31],
sensitivity analyses [32], and hydrology [40].

To reduce the immense computational cost for the above ensemble system, we propose a decoupled
(penalty-projection based splitting [1, 6, 28, 35]) scheme together with the breakthrough idea presented
in [18]. Thus, we consider a uniform time-step size ∆t and let tn = n∆t for n = 0, 1, · · · ., (suppress the
spatial discretization momentarily), then computing the J solutions independently, takes the following
form: For j=1,...,J ,
Step 1: Find ûn+1

j :

ûn+1
j

∆t
+ < û >n ·∇ûn+1

j −∇ ·
(
ν̄∇ûn+1

j

)
− γ∇(∇ · ûn+1

j )−∇ ·
(
2νT (û

′

h, t
n)∇ûn+1

j,h

)
= fj(t

n+1) +
ũn
j

∆t
− û

′n
j · ∇ûn

j +∇ ·
(
ν

′

j∇ûn
j

)
, (1.11)

ûn+1
j

∣∣
∂D = 0. (1.12)

Step 2: Find ũn+1
j , and p̂n+1

j :

ũn+1
j

∆t
+∇p̂n+1

j =
ûn+1
j

∆t
, (1.13)

∇ · ũn+1
j = 0, (1.14)

ũn+1
j · n̂

∣∣
∂D = 0. (1.15)

Where ûn
j , and p̂nj denote approximations of uj(·, tn), and pj(·, tn), respectively, and the grad-div

stabilization parameter γ > 0. The ensemble mean and fluctuation about the mean are defined as
follows:

< û >n: =
1

J

J∑
j=1

ûn
j , û

′n
j := ûn

j − < û >n,

ν̄ : =
1

J

J∑
j=1

νj , ν
′

j := νj − ν̄.

The EEV term, which is O(∆t), is defined using mixing length phenomenology, following [19], and is
given by

νT (û
′
, tn) := µ∆t(l̂n)2, where (l̂n)2 =

J∑
j=1

|û
′n
j |2 (1.16)
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is a scalar quantity, and | · | denotes length of a vector. The EEV term helps to reduce the numerical
instability of the model for convection-dominated flows that are not resolved for some particular meshes.
The idea of EEV is taken from turbulence modeling and is widely used [14, 16, 19, 33, 35, 36, 37]. How-
ever, the analysis of the algorithms equipped with EEV is scarce. At each time-step, the above identical
sub-problems can be solved simultaneously and each of them shares a system matrix (which is indepen-
dent of j) with all the J realizations and solves the following system of equations A[x1|x2| · · · |xJ ] =
[b1|b2| · · · |bJ ].

Therefore, a massive computer memory is saved and the global system matrix assembly, factorization
(if a direct solver is used), and preconditioner building (in particular for the iterative solver) are needed
only once per time step. Moreover, the algorithm can take advantage of the block linear solvers. This
idea in [18] has been implemented for the solution of the heat equation with uncertain temperature-
dependent conductivity [8], NSEs simulations [14, 15, 19, 38], magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) [21, 36,
33, 37, 35], parameterized flow problems [12, 29], and turbulence modeling [17]. An equivalent efficient
and accurate penalty-projection EEV algorithm for the stochastic MHD flow is analyzed and test in [35].
Since the NSEs are the basis for simulating flows of computational modeling, and other multi-physics
flow problems, it is important propose and analyze a robust, efficient and accurate penalty-projection
algorithm for the SNSEs.

Thus, using a finite element spatial discretization, we investigate the new decoupled ensemble scheme
in a fully discrete setting. The efficient ensemble scheme is stable and convergent. The rest of the report
is organized as follows: To follow a smooth analysis, we provide necessary notations and mathematical
preliminaries in Section 2. In Section 3, we present and analyze a fully discrete, linearized, efficient, and
EEV based coupled algorithm corresponding to (1.1)-(1.3), and provide it’s stability and convergent
theorems rigorously. We then propose a more efficient EEV and penalty-projection based ensemble
algorithm in Section 4, where we prove the stability and convergence theorems of the proposed penalty-
projection algorithm. We show that for a large penalty parameter, the penalty-projection scheme
converges to the coupled scheme proposed in Section 3. In Section 5, we provide a brief introduction of
the SCMs. A series of numerical experiments are given in Section 6, which support the theory, combine
SCMs with the proposed schemes and implement them on several benchmark problems.

2. Notation and preliminaries. Let D ⊂ Rd (d = 2, 3) be a convex polygonal or polyhedral
domain in Rd(d = 2, 3) with boundary ∂D. The usual L2(D) norm and inner product are denoted by
∥.∥ and (., .), respectively. Similarly, the Lp(D) norms and the Sobolev W k

p (D) norms are ∥.∥Lp and

∥.∥Wk
p
, respectively for k ∈ N, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Sobolev space W k

2 (D) is represented by Hk(D) with norm

∥.∥k. The vector-valued spaces are

Lp(D) = (Lp(D))d, and Hk(D) = (Hk(D))d.

For X being a normed function space in D, Lp(0, T ;X) is the space of all functions defined on (0, T ]×D
for which the following norm

∥u∥Lp(0,T ;X) =

(∫ T

0

∥u∥pXdt

) 1
p

, p ∈ [1,∞)

is finite. For p = ∞, the usual modification is used in the definition of this space. The natural function
spaces for our problem are

X : = H1
0(D) = {v ∈ L2(D) : ∇v ∈ L2(D)d×d,v = 0 on ∂D},

Y : = {v ∈ L2(D),v · n̂
∣∣
∂D = 0},

Q : = L2
0(D) = {q ∈ L2(D) :

∫
D
q dx = 0}.

Recall the Poincare inequality holds in X: There exists C depending only on D satisfying for all φ ∈ X,

∥φ∥ ≤ C∥∇φ∥.

The divergence free velocity space is given by

V := {v ∈ X : (∇ · v, q) = 0,∀q ∈ Q}.
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We define the skew symmetric trilinear form b∗ : X ×X ×X → R by

b∗(u,v,w) :=
1

2
(u · ∇v,w)− 1

2
(u · ∇w,v).

By the divergence theorem [14], it can be shown

b∗(u,v,w) = (u · ∇v,w) +
1

2
(∇ · u,v ·w). (2.1)

Recall from [23, 25, 28] that for any u,v,w ∈ X

b∗(u,v,w) ≤ C(D)∥∇u∥∥∇v∥∥∇w∥, (2.2)

and additionally, if v ∈ L∞(Ω), and ∇v ∈ L3(Ω), then

b∗(u,v,w) ≤ C(D)∥u∥ (∥∇v∥L3 + ∥v∥L∞) ∥∇w∥. (2.3)

The following basic inequalities will be used:

∥u · ∇v∥ ≤ ∥|u|∇v∥, (2.4)

∥∇ · u∥L∞ ≤ C∥∇u∥L∞ . (2.5)

The conforming finite element spaces are denoted by Xh ⊂ X and Qh ⊂ Q, and we assume a regular
triangulation τh(D), where h is the maximum triangle diameter. We assume that (Xh, Qh) satisfies the
usual discrete inf-sup condition

inf
qh∈Qh

sup
vh∈Xh

(qh,∇ · vh)

∥qh∥∥∇vh∥
≥ β > 0, (2.6)

where β is independent of h. We assume that there exists a finite element space Y h ⊂ Y . The space of
discretely divergence free functions is defined as

V h := {vh ∈ Xh : (∇ · vh, qh) = 0, ∀qh ∈ Qh}.

For simplicity of our analysis, we will use Scott-Vogelius (SV) finite element pair (Xh, Qh) = ((Pk)
d, P disc

k−1 ),
which satisfies the inf-sup condition when the mesh is created as a barycenter refinement of a regular
mesh, and the polynomial degree k ≥ d [2, 45]. Our analysis can be extended without difficulty to any
inf-sup stable element choice, however, there will be additional terms that appear in the convergence
analysis if non-divergence-free elements are chosen.

We have the following approximation properties in (Xh, Qh): [5]

inf
vh∈Xh

∥u− vh∥ ≤ Chk+1|u|k+1, u ∈ Hk+1(D), (2.7)

inf
vh∈Xh

∥∇(u− vh)∥ ≤ Chk|u|k+1, u ∈ Hk+1(D), (2.8)

inf
qh∈Qh

∥p− qh∥ ≤ Chk|p|k, p ∈ Hk(D), (2.9)

where | · |r denotes the Hr or Hr seminorm.
We will assume the mesh is sufficiently regular for the inverse inequality to hold. The following

lemma for the discrete Grönwall inequality was given in [13].
Lemma 2.1. Let ∆t, E, an, bn, cn, dn be non-negative numbers for n = 1, · · · ,M such that

aM +∆t

M∑
n=1

bn ≤ ∆t

M−1∑
n=1

dnan +∆t

M∑
n=1

cn + E for M ∈ N,

then for all ∆t > 0,

aM +∆t

M∑
n=1

bn ≤ exp

(
∆t

M−1∑
n=1

dn

)(
∆t

M∑
n=1

cn + E

)
for M ∈ N.
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3. Efficient Coupled EEV (Coupled-EEV) algorithm for SNSEs. In this section, we pro-
pose a velocity and pressure coupled, fully discrete, efficient, linear extrapolated, EEV stabilized,
backward-Euler finite element timestepping algorithm for the parameterized SNSEs. The algorithm
is efficient because it is presented in a way so that at each time-step, for all the realizations, the system
matrix remains the same but with different right-hand-side vectors. Therefore, it allows to save a huge
computational time and computer memory. The Coupled-EEV scheme is presented in Algorithm 1. We
provide the stability and convergence theorems of the Coupled-EEV scheme and the proofs of these
theorems are given in Appendix A-B.

Algorithm 1: Coupled-EEV scheme

Given time-step ∆t > 0, end time T > 0, initial conditions u0
j ∈ H1(D) and fj ∈

L2
(
0, T ;H−1(D)

)
for j = 1, 2, · · ·, J . Set M = T/∆t and for n = 1, · · ·,M − 1, compute:

Find (un+1
j,h , pn+1

j,h ) ∈ Xh ×Qh satisfying, for all (χχχh, qh) ∈ Xh ×Qh:

(un+1
j,h − un

j,h

∆t
,χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
< uh >

n,un+1
j,h ,χχχh

)
+
(
ν̄∇un+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
− (pn+1

j,h ,∇ ·χχχh)

+
(
2νT (u

′

h, t
n)∇un+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
=
(
fj(t

n+1),χχχh

)
− b∗(u

′n
j,h,u

n
j,h,χχχh)−

(
ν

′

j∇un
j,h,∇χχχh

)
, (3.1)

(
∇ · un+1

j,h , qh
)
= 0, (3.2)

where un
j , and p

n
j denote approximations of uj(·, tn), and pj(·, tn), respectively, and EEV is defined as

νT (u
′

h, t
n) := µ∆t(ln)2, where (ln)2 =

J∑
j=1

|u
′n
j |2. (3.3)

To simplify the notation, denote αj := ν̄min − ∥ν′

j∥∞, for j = 1, 2, · · ·, J , where ν̄min := min
x∈D

ν̄(x). We

assume that the data does not have outlier and observations are close enough to the mean so that αj > 0
holds.

Theorem 3.1 (Stability). Suppose fj ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(D)), and u0
j,h ∈ H1(D) for all j =

1, 2, · · · , J , then the solutions of Algorithm 1 are stable: Given αj > 0 and µ > 1
2 , if ∆t <

Cαj

∥∇·u′n
j,h∥

2
L∞

then

∥uM
j,h∥2 + αj∆t

M∑
n=0

∥∇un
j,h∥2 ≤ ∥u0

j,h∥2 + ν̄min∆t∥∇u0
j,h∥2 +

2∆t

αj

M∑
n=1

∥fj(tn)∥2−1. (3.4)

Proof. See the Apendix A.
Theorem 3.2 (Convergence). Suppose (uj , pj) satisfying (1.1)-(1.3) and the following regularity

assumptions for m = max{3, k + 1}

uj ∈ L2(0, T ;Hm(D)d) ∩ L∞(0, T ;Hm(D)d)

uj,t ∈ L∞(0, T ;H2(D)d) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1(D)d)

uj,tt ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(D)d)

with k ≥ 2, then the ensemble solution of the Algorithm 1 converges to the true ensemble solution: For
αj > 0 and µ > 1

2 , if ∆t <
Cαj

∥∇·u′n
j,h∥

2
L∞

then, the following holds

∥ < u > (T )− < uh >
M ∥2 + αmin∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∥∥∇(< u > (tn)− < uh >
n
)∥∥∥2

≤ C
(
h2k +∆t2 + h2−d∆t2 + h2k−1∆t

)
. (3.5)

Proof. See the proof in the Apendix B.
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Lemma 3.3. Assume the true solution uj ∈ L∞(0, T ;H2(D)). We also assume there exists a
constant C∗ which is independent of h, ∆t, and γ such that for sufficiently small h and ∆t, the solution
of the Algorithm 1 satisfies

max
1≤n≤M

(
∥∇un

j,h∥L3 + ∥un
j,h∥L∞

)
≤ C∗, for all j = 1, 2, · · · , J.

Proof. Using triangle inequality, we write

∥∇un
j,h∥L3 + ∥un

j,h∥L∞ ≤ ∥∇(un
j,h − uj(t

n))∥L3

+ ∥∇uj(t
n)∥L3 + ∥un

j,h − uj(t
n)∥L∞ + ∥uj(t

n)∥L∞ . (3.6)

Apply Sobolev embedding theorem on the first, and second terms, and Agmon’s [41] inequality on the
third, and fourth terms in the right-hand-side of (3.6), to obtain

∥∇un
j,h∥L3 + ∥un

j,h∥L∞ ≤ C∥∇(un
j,h − uj(t

n))∥ 1
2 ∥∇2(un

j,h − uj(t
n))∥ 1

2

+ C∥uj(t
n)∥

1
2

H1∥uj(t
n)∥

1
2

H2 . (3.7)

Apply the regularity assumption of the true solution and discrete inverse inequality, to obtain

∥∇un
j,h∥L3 + ∥un

j,h∥L∞ ≤ Ch−
1
2 ∥∇(un

j,h − uj(t
n))∥+ C. (3.8)

Consider the (Pk, Pk−1) element for the pair (uj,h, pj,h), and use the error bounds in (B.13), gives

∥∇un
j,h∥L3 + ∥un

j,h∥∞ ≤ Ch−
1
2

(
hk

∆t
1
2

+∆t
1
2 + h1−

d
2∆t

1
2 + hk−

1
2

)
+ C.

C
(
h2k +∆t2 + h2−d∆t2 + h2k−1∆t

)
.

Choose ∆t so that

hk−
1
2

∆t
1
2

≤ 1

C
,
∆t

1
2

h
1
2

≤ 1

C
, and h

1−d
2 ∆t

1
2 ≤ 1

C
,

which gives

∥∇un
j,h∥L3 + ∥un

j,h∥∞ ≤ 3 + C,

with time-step restriction O(h2k−1) ≤ ∆t ≤ O(hd−1). Therefore, for C∗ := 3 + C, completes the proof.

4. Efficient Stabilized Penalty Projection EEV (SPP-EEV) algorithm for SNSEs. Now,
we present and analyze a more efficient, fully discrete, and decoupled penalty-projection time stepping
scheme with grad-div and EEV stabilization for computing NSE flow ensemble. The splitting error
of the algorithm diminishes for large grad-div stabilization parameter values. We then connect the
SPP-EEV scheme to the Coupled-EEV scheme by showing that for the large penalty parameters, the
outcomes of the SPP-EEV converge to the Coupled-EEV scheme’s outcomes. In the SPP-EEV scheme,
we avoid solving a difficult saddle-point problem at each time-step by using two steps, where we require
two easier linear solves. In Step 1, we solve a 1 × 1 block system for the velocity with the Dirichlet
boundary condition but without satisfying the incompressibility condition. In Step 2, we solve a 2× 2
saddle-point system (without satisfying the original boundary condition) which requires an easier linear
solve since the non-linear term is absent, and provides symmetric positive definite system matrices at
each time-step. Moreover, each of the steps in SPP-EEV scheme is designed technically so that at each
time-step, the system matrix remains the same for all the realizations but with different right-hand-side
vectors. Thus, in both steps, the advantage of reusing the matrix factorization or the block linear solvers
can be taken. Therefore, together with all these features, the SPP-EEV is supposed to be an efficient
and accurate ensemble scheme for the uncertainty quantification of SNSEs flows. The SPP-EEV scheme
is given in Algorithm 2.



N. S. RAVEENDRAN, M. A. AZIZ, AND M. MOHEBUJJAMAN 7

Algorithm 2: SPP-EEV scheme

Given time-step ∆t > 0, end time T > 0, initial conditions û0
j = ũ0

j ∈ Y h ∩H2(D) and fj ∈
L2
(
0, T ;H−1(D)

)
for j = 1, 2, · · ·, J . Set M = T/∆t and for n = 1, · · ·,M − 1, compute:

Step 1: Find ûn+1
j,h ∈ Xh satisfying for all χχχh ∈ Xh:

( ûn+1
j,h − ũn

j,h

∆t
,χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
<ûh>

n, ûn+1
j,h ,χχχh

)
+
(
ν̄∇ûn+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
+ γ
(
∇ · ûn+1

j,h ,∇ ·χχχh

)
+
(
2νT (û

′

h, t
n)∇ûn+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
=
(
fj(t

n+1),χχχh

)
− b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, ûj,h,χχχh

)
−
(
ν

′

j∇ûn
j,h,∇χχχh

)
. (4.1)

Step 2: Find
(
ũn+1
j,h , p̂n+1

j,h

)
∈ Y h ×Qh satisfying for all (vh, qh) ∈ Y h ×Qh:

( ũn+1
j,h − ûn+1

j,h

∆t
,vh

)
−
(
p̂n+1
j,h ,∇ · vh

)
= 0, (4.2)(

∇ · ũn+1
j,h , qh

)
= 0. (4.3)

Since Xh ⊂ Y h, we can choose vh = χχχh in (4.2), and combine them with equation (4.1), to get

( ûn+1
j,h − ûn

j,h

∆t
, χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
< ûh >

n, ûn+1
j,h ,χχχh

)
+
(
ν̄∇ûn+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
+ γ
(
∇ · ûn+1

j,h ,∇ ·χχχh

)
+
(
2νT (û

′

h, t
n)∇ûn+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
−
(
p̂nj,h,∇ ·χχχh

)
=
(
fj(t

n+1),χχχh

)
− b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, û

n
j,h,χχχh

)
−
(
ν

′

j∇ûn
j,h,∇χχχh

)
. (4.4)

4.1. Stability Analysis. We now prove stability and well-posedness for the Algorithm 2.
Lemma 4.1. (Unconditional Stability) Let

(
ûn+1
j,h , p̂n+1

j,h

)
be the solution of Algorithm 2 and fj ∈

L2
(
0, T ;H−1(D)

)
, and û0

j,h ∈ H1(D). Then for all ∆t > 0, if αj >
C
h > 0, and µ >

αjh
2

2∆t , we have the
following stability bound:

∥ûM
j,h∥2 +

(
αj −

C

αjh2

)
∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇ûn
j,h∥2 + 2γ∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇ · ûn
j,h∥2

≤ ∥û0
j,h∥2 + ν̄min∆t∥∇û0

j,h∥2 +
∆t

αj

M∑
n=1

∥fj(tn)∥2−1. (4.5)

Proof. Taking χχχh = ûn+1
j,h in (4.1), to obtain(

ûn+1
j,h − ũn

j,h

∆t
, ûn+1

j,h

)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇ûn+1
j,h ∥2 + γ∥∇ · ûn+1

j,h ∥2 +
(
2νT (û

′

h, t
n)∇ûn+1

j,h ,∇ûn+1
j,h

)
=
(
fj(t

n+1), ûn+1
j,h

)
− b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, û

n
j,h, û

n+1
j,h

)
−
(
ν

′

j∇ûn
j,h,∇ûn+1

j,h

)
. (4.6)

Using polarization identity and (2νT (û
′

h, t
n)∇ûn+1

j,h ,∇ûn+1
j,h ) = 2µ∆t∥l̂n∇un+1

j,h ∥2, we get

1

2∆t

(
∥ûn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥ũn
j,h∥2 + ∥ûn+1

j,h − ũn
j,h∥2

)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇ûn+1
j,h ∥2 + γ∥∇ · ûn+1

j,h ∥2

+2µ∆t∥l̂n∇ûn+1
j,h ∥2 =

(
fj(t

n+1), ûn+1
j,h

)
− b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, û

n
j,h, û

n+1
j,h

)
−
(
ν

′

j∇ûn
j,h,∇ûn+1

j,h

)
. (4.7)

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s inequalities on the forcing term, yields

(fj(t
n+1), ûn+1

j,h ) ≤ ∥fj(tn+1)∥−1∥∇ûn+1
j,h ∥ ≤ αj

4
∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 + 1

αj
∥fj(tn+1)∥2−1.
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We rewrite the trilinear form in (4.7), use identity (2.1), Cauchy-Schwarz, Hölder’s, Poincaré, and
(2.4)-(2.5) inequalities, to have

−b∗
(
û

′n
j,h, û

n
j,h, û

n+1
j,h

)
= b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, û

n+1
j,h , ûn

j,h

)
=
(
û

′n
j,h · ∇ûn+1

j,h , ûn
j,h

)
+

1

2

(
∇ · û

′n
j,h, û

n+1
j,h · ûn

j,h

)
≤ ∥û

′n
j,h · ∇ûn+1

j,h ∥∥ûn
j,h∥+

1

2
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥L∞∥ûn+1

j,h ∥∥ûn
j,h∥

≤ C∥|û
′n
j,h|∇ûn+1

j,h ∥∥∇ûn
j,h∥+ C∥∇û

′n
j,h∥L∞∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥∥∇ûn
j,h∥. (4.8)

Using (1.16), Young’s, discrete inverse inequalities, and Assumption 4.1 in (4.8), gives

−b∗
(
û

′n
j,h, û

n
j,h, û

n+1
j,h

)
≤ αj

4
∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 + C∥l̂n∇ûn+1
j,h ∥∥∇ûn

j,h∥+
C

αjh2
∥û

′n
j,h∥2L∞∥∇ûn

j,h∥2

≤ αj

4
∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 + C∥l̂n∇ûn+1
j,h ∥∥∇ûn

j,h∥+
CC∗

αjh2
∥∇ûn

j,h∥2

≤ αj

4
∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 + αjh
2∥l̂n∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 + C

αjh2
∥∇ûn

j,h∥2. (4.9)

Use of Hölder’s and Young’s inequalities, we have

−(ν
′

j∇ûn
j,h,∇ûn+1

j,h ) ≤ ∥ν
′

j∥∞∥∇ûn
j,h∥∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥ ≤
∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇ûn
j,h∥2 +

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇ûn+1
j,h ∥2.

Define ν̄min := min
x∈D

ν̄(x), using the above bounds, and reducing the equation (4.7), becomes

1

2∆t

(
∥ûn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥ũn
j,h∥2 + ∥ûn+1

j,h − ũn
j,h∥2

)
+
νmin

2
∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 + γ∥∇ · ûn+1
j,h ∥2

+
(
2µ∆t− αjh

2
)
∥l̂n∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 ≤

(
∥ν′

j∥∞
2

+
C

αjh2

)
∥∇ûn

j,h∥2 +
1

αj
∥fj(tn+1)∥2−1. (4.10)

Choose µ >
αjh

2

2∆t , drop non-negative terms from left, and rearrange

1

2∆t

(
∥ûn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥ũn
j,h∥2

)
+
ν̄min

2

(
∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥∇ûn
j,h∥2

)
+

(
αj

2
− C

αjh2

)
∥∇ûn

j,h∥2 + γ∥∇ · ûn+1
j,h ∥2 ≤ 1

2αj
∥fj(tn+1)∥2−1. (4.11)

Now choose vh = ũn+1
j,h in (4.2), and qh = p̂n+1

j,h in (4.3), then apply Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s
inequalities, to obtain

∥ũn+1
j,h ∥2 ≤ ∥ûn+1

j,h ∥2,

for all n = 0, 1, 2, · · · ,M − 1. Plugging this estimate into (4.11), results in

1

2∆t

(
∥ûn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥ûn
j,h∥2

)
+
ν̄min

2

(
∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥∇ûn
j,h∥2

)
+

(
αj

2
− C

αjh2

)
∥∇ûn

j,h∥2 + γ∥∇ · ûn+1
j,h ∥2 ≤ 1

2αj
∥fj(tn+1)∥2−1. (4.12)

Multiplying both sides by 2∆t, summing over the time steps n = 0, 1, 2, · · · ,M − 1, and assuming
αj >

C
h > 0 for all j = 1, 2, · · · , J , completes the proof.

We now prove the penalty projection based Algorithm 2 converges to the coupled Algorithm 1 as
γ → ∞. Thus, we need to define the space Rh := V ⊥

h ⊂ Xh to be the orthogonal complement of V h

with respect to the H1(D) norm.
Lemma 4.2. Let the finite element pair (Xh, Qh) ⊂ (X, Q) satisfy the inf-sup condition (2.6)

and the divergence-free property, i.e., ∇ ·Xh ⊂ Qh. Then there exists a constant CR independent of h
such that

∥∇vh∥ ≤ CR∥∇ · vh∥, ∀vh ∈ Rh.
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Proof. See [10, 28]

Assumption 4.1. We assume there exists a constant C∗ which is independent of h, and ∆t, such
that for sufficiently small h for a fixed mesh and fixed ∆t as γ → ∞, the solution of the Algorithm 2
satisfies

max
1≤n≤M

∥ûn
j,h∥L∞ ≤ C∗, for all j = 1, 2, · · · , J. (4.13)

The Assumption 4.1 is proved later in Lemma 4.4. The use of the Assumption 4.1 in the convergence
analysis is followed by [34]. We define αmin := min

1≤j≤J
αj .

Theorem 4.3 (Convergence). Let (un+1
j,h , pn+1

j,h ), and (ûn+1
j,h , ũn+1

j,h , p̂n+1
j,h ) are the solutions to the

Algorithm 1, and Algorithm 2, respectively, for n = 0, 1, · · · ,M − 1. We then have for a given γ > 0
and µ > 1:

(
∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇<uh>
n −∇<ûh>

n ∥2
) 1

2 ≤ C

γ
exp

(
C

αmin

(
1 +

∆t

h3

))∆t

M−1∑
n=0

J∑
j=1

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2

 1
2

×

[
1 +

1

αmin
exp

(
C

αminh2
+

C

∆t

)(
1

α2
min∆t

+
1

∆t
+∆t

)] 1
2

. (4.14)

Remark 4.1. The above theorem states the first order convergence of the penalty-projection algo-
rithm to the Algorithm 1 as γ → ∞ for a fixed mesh and time-step size.

Proof. Denote en+1
j := un+1

j,h − ûn+1
j,h and use the following H1-orthogonal decomposition of the

error:

en+1
j := en+1

j,0 + en+1
j,R ,

with en+1
j,0 ∈ V h, and en+1

j,R ∈ Rh, for n = 0, 1, · · · ,M − 1.

Step 1: Estimate of en+1
j,R : Subtracting the equation (4.4) from (3.1), produces to

1

∆t

(
en+1
j − enj ,χχχh

)
+
(
ν̄∇en+1

j ,∇χχχh

)
+ γ
(
∇ · en+1

j,R ,∇ ·χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
<ûh>

n, en+1
j ,χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
<e>n,un+1

j,h ,χχχh

)
−
(
pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h,∇ ·χχχh

)
+ 2µ∆t

(
(l̂n)2∇en+1

j ,∇χχχh

)
+ 2µ∆t

({
(ln)2 − (l̂n)2

}
∇un+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
= −b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, e

n
j ,χχχh

)
− b∗

(
e

′n
j ,u

n
j,h,χχχh

)
−
(
ν

′

j∇enj ,∇χχχh

)
. (4.15)

Take χχχh = en+1
j in (4.15) which yields b∗

(
<ûh>

n, en+1
j ,χχχh

)
= 0, and use polarization identity, to get

1

2∆t

(
∥en+1

j ∥2 − ∥enj ∥2 + ∥en+1
j − enj ∥2

)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇en+1
j ∥2 + γ∥∇ · en+1

j,R ∥2

+b∗
(
<e>n,un+1

j,h , en+1
j

)
−
(
pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h,∇ · en+1

j,R

)
+ 2µ∆t∥l̂n∇en+1

j ∥2

+2µ∆t
({

(ln)2 − (l̂n)2
}
∇un+1

j,h ,∇en+1
j

)
= −b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, e

n
j , e

n+1
j

)
−b∗

(
e

′n
j ,u

n
j,h, e

n+1
j

)
− ν

′

j

(
∇enj ,∇en+1

j

)
. (4.16)

Now, we find the bound of the terms in (4.16) first. Similar as (4.9), we rearrange, use identity in (2.1),
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Cauchy-Schwarz, Hölder’s, Poincaré, and (2.4)-(2.5) inequalities, in the following nonlinear term, to get

b∗
(
û

′n
j,h, e

n
j , e

n+1
j

)
= b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, e

n+1
j , en+1

j − enj

)
=
(
û

′n
j,h · ∇en+1

j , en+1
j − enj

)
+

1

2

(
∇ · û

′n
j,h, e

n+1
j · (en+1

j − enj )
)

≤ ∥û
′n
j,h · ∇en+1

j ∥∥en+1
j − enj ∥+

1

2
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥L∞∥en+1

j ∥∥en+1
j − enj ∥

≤ ∥|û
′n
j,h|∇en+1

j ∥∥en+1
j − enj ∥+ C∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥L∞∥∇en+1

j ∥∥en+1
j − enj ∥

≤ ∥l̂n∇en+1
j ∥∥en+1

j − enj ∥+ C∥∇ · û
′n
j,h∥L∞∥∇en+1

j ∥∥en+1
j − enj ∥

≤ αj

8
∥∇en+1

j ∥2 +∆t∥l̂n∇en+1
j ∥2 +

(
1

4∆t
+
C

αj
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥en+1

j − enj ∥2. (4.17)

Applying Hölder’s and Young’s inequalities, we have

−
(
ν

′

j∇enj ,∇en+1
j

)
≤

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

(
∥∇enj ∥2 + ∥∇en+1

j ∥2
)
.

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s inequalities, we have

(
pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h,∇ · en+1

j,R

)
≤ 1

2γ
∥pn+1

j,h − p̂nj,h∥2 +
γ

2
∥∇ · en+1

j,R ∥2.

Use the trilinear bound in (2.3), estimate in Lemma 3.3, and Young’s inequalities, provides

b∗
(
<e>n,un+1

j,h , en+1
j

)
≤ C∥<e>n∥

(
∥∇un+1

j,h ∥L3 + ∥un+1
j,h ∥L∞

)
∥en+1

j ∥

≤ CC∗∥<e>n∥∥∇en+1
j ∥

≤ αj

8
∥∇en+1

j ∥2 + C

αj
∥<e>n∥2,

b∗
(
e

′n
j ,u

n
j,h, e

n+1
j

)
≤ C∥e

′n
j ∥
(
∥∇un

j,h∥L3 + ∥un
j,h∥L∞

)
∥en+1

j ∥

≤ CC∗∥e
′n
j ∥∥∇en+1

j ∥

≤ αj

8
∥∇en+1

j ∥2 + C

αj
∥e

′n
j ∥2.

For the second non-linear term, we apply Hölder’s and triangle inequalities, stability estimate of Algo-
rithm 1, uniform boundedness in Lemma 3.3 and in Assumption 4.1, Agmon’s [41], discrete inverse, and
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Young’s inequalities, to get

2µ∆t
({

(ln)2−(l̂n)2
}
∇un+1

j,h ,∇en+1
j

)
≤ 2µ∆t∥(ln)2 − (l̂n)2∥L∞∥∇un+1

j,h ∥∥∇en+1
j ∥

= 2µ∆t∥
J∑

i=1

(
|u

′n
i,h|2 − |û

′n
i,h|2

)
∥L∞∥∇un+1

j,h ∥∥∇en+1
j ∥

≤ 2µ∆t

J∑
i=1

∥(u
′n
i,h − û

′n
i,h) · (u

′n
i,h + û

′n
i,h)∥L∞∥∇un+1

j,h ∥∥∇en+1
j ∥

≤ 2µ∆t

J∑
i=1

∥u
′n
i,h − û

′n
i,h∥L∞∥u

′n
i,h + û

′n
i,h∥L∞∥∇un+1

j,h ∥∥∇en+1
j ∥

≤ C∆t
1
2

J∑
i=1

∥e
′n
i ∥L∞

(
∥u

′n
i,h∥L∞ + ∥û

′n
i,h∥L∞

)
∥∇en+1

j ∥

≤ C∆t
1
2

J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥L∞∥∇en+1
j ∥ ≤ C∆t

1
2h−

3
2

J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥∥∇en+1
j ∥

≤ αj

8
∥∇en+1

j ∥2 + C∆t

αjh3

J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥2. (4.18)

Using the above estimates in (4.16), and reducing, produces

1

2∆t

(
∥en+1

j ∥2 − ∥enj ∥2
)
+

(
1

4∆t
− C

αj
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥en+1

j − enj ∥2 +
ν̄min

2
∥∇en+1

j ∥2

+
γ

2
∥∇ · en+1

j,R ∥2 + (2µ− 1)∆t∥l̂n∇en+1
j ∥2 ≤

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇enj ∥2 +
1

2γ
∥pn+1

j,h − p̂nj,h∥2

+
C

αj

(
∥<e>n∥2 + ∥e

′n
j ∥2

)
+
C∆t

αjh3

J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥2. (4.19)

Choose the tuning parameter µ > 1
2 , and time-step size ∆t <

Cαj

max
1≤n≤M

{∥∇·û′n
j,h∥2

L∞}
and drop non-negative

terms from left-hand-side, and rearrange

1

2∆t

(
∥en+1

j ∥2 − ∥enj ∥2
)
+
ν̄min

2

(
∥∇en+1

j ∥2 − ∥∇enj ∥2
)
+
αj

2
∥∇enj ∥2 +

γ

2
∥∇ · en+1

j,R ∥2

≤ 1

2γ
∥pn+1

j,h − p̂nj,h∥2 +
C

αj

(
∥<e>n∥2 + ∥e

′n
j ∥2

)
+
C∆t

αjh3

J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥2. (4.20)

Using triangle, and Young’s inequalities, then multiply both sides by 2∆t, and sum over the time steps
n = 0, 1, · · · ,M − 1, to obtain

∥eMj ∥2 + αj∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇enj ∥2 + γ∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇ · enj,R∥2 ≤ ∆t

γ

M−1∑
n=0

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2

+

(
C

J2αj
∆t+

C∆t2

αjh3

)M−1∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥enj ∥2 +
C

αj
∆t

M−1∑
n=1

∥enj ∥2. (4.21)

Summing over j = 1, 2, · · · , J , we have

J∑
j=1

∥eMj ∥2 + αmin∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj ∥2 + γ∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇ · enj,R∥2

≤ ∆t

γ

M−1∑
n=0

J∑
j=1

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2 +∆t

M−1∑
n=1

C

αmin

(
1 +

1

J
+
J∆t

h3

) J∑
j=1

∥enj ∥2. (4.22)
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Apply discrete Grönwall inequality given in Lemma 2.1, to get

J∑
j=1

∥eMj ∥2 + αmin∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj ∥2 + γ∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇ · enj,R∥2

≤ ∆t

γ
exp

(
CT

αmin

(
1 +

∆t

h3

))M−1∑
n=0

J∑
j=1

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2. (4.23)

Using Lemma 4.2 with (4.23) yields the following bound

∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,R∥2 ≤ C2
R∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇ · enj,R∥2

≤ C2
R

γ2
exp

(
C

αmin

(
1 +

∆t

h3

))∆t

M−1∑
n=0

J∑
j=1

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2

 . (4.24)

Step 2: Estimate of enj,0: To find a bound on ∆t
M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,0∥2, take χχχh = en+1
j,0 in (4.15), which

yields

1

∆t

(
en+1
j − enj , e

n+1
j,0

)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇en+1
j,0 ∥2 + b∗

(
<ûh>

n, en+1
j,R , en+1

j,0

)
+ b∗

(
<e>n,un+1

j,h , en+1
j,0

)
+2µ∆t

(
(l̂n)2∇en+1

j ,∇en+1
j,0

)
+ 2µ∆t

({
(ln)2 − (l̂n)2

}
∇un+1

j,h ,∇en+1
j,0

)
= −b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, e

n
j , e

n+1
j,0

)
− b∗

(
e

′n
j ,u

n
j,h, e

n+1
j,0

)
−
(
ν

′

j∇enj,0,∇en+1
j,0

)
. (4.25)

Using the bound in (2.2) to the first trilinear form, and the bound in (2.3) to the second and fourth
trilinear forms of (4.25), to obtain

1

∆t

(
en+1
j − enj , e

n+1
j,0

)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇en+1
j,0 ∥2 + 2µ∆t∥l̂n∇en+1

j,0 ∥2

≤ C∥∇<ûh>
n∥∥∇en+1

j,R ∥∥∇en+1
j,0 ∥+ C∥<e>n∥

(
∥∇un+1

j,h ∥L3 + ∥un+1
j,h ∥L∞

)
∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥

−2µ∆t
(
(l̂n)2∇en+1

j,R ,∇en+1
j,0

)
− 2µ∆t

({
(ln)2 − (l̂n)2

}
∇un+1

j,h ,∇en+1
j,0

)
−b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, e

n
j , e

n+1
j,0

)
+ C∥e

′n
j ∥
(
∥∇un

j,h∥L3 + ∥un
j,h∥L∞

)
∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥ −
(
ν

′

j∇enj,0,∇en+1
j,0

)
. (4.26)

Similar as (4.9), we rearrange, use identity in (2.1), Cauchy-Schwarz, Hölder’s, Poincaré, and (2.4)
inequalities, in the following trilinear form, to get

−b∗
(
û

′n
j,h, e

n
j , e

n+1
j,0

)
= b∗

(
û

′n
j,h, e

n+1
j,0 , enj

)
=
(
û

′n
j,h · ∇en+1

j,0 , enj

)
+

1

2

(
∇ · û

′n
j,h, e

n+1
j,0 · enj

)
≤ ∥û

′n
j,h · ∇en+1

j,0 ∥∥enj ∥+
1

2
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥L∞∥en+1

j,0 ∥∥enj ∥

≤ ∥l̂n∇en+1
j,0 ∥∥enj ∥+ C∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥L∞∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥∥enj ∥

≤ ∆t∥l̂n∇en+1
j,0 ∥+ αj

10
∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2 +
(

1

4∆t
+
C

αj
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥enj ∥2. (4.27)

Using Hölder’s and Young’s inequalities, gives

−
(
ν

′

j∇enj,0,∇en+1
j,0

)
≤

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

(
∥∇enj,0∥2 + ∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2
)
.
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Using the above bound, stability estimate, and Lemma 3.3, reducing and rearranging, we have

1

∆t

(
en+1
j − enj , e

n+1
j,0

)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇en+1
j,0 ∥2 + (2µ− 1)∆t∥l̂n∇en+1

j,0 ∥2

≤ C

(ν̄min∆t)
1
2

∥∇en+1
j,R ∥∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥+ CC∗∥<e>n∥∥∇en+1
j,0 ∥+

(
1

4∆t
+
C

αj
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥enj ∥2

+
αj

10
∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2 + 2µ∆t
∣∣∣((l̂n)2∇en+1

j,R ,∇en+1
j,0

)∣∣∣+ 2µ∆t
∣∣∣({(ln)2 − (l̂n)2

}
∇un+1

j,h ,∇en+1
j,0

)∣∣∣
+CC∗∥e

′n
j ∥∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥+
∥ν′

j∥∞
2

(
∥∇enj,0∥2 + ∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2
)
. (4.28)

To evaluate the time-derivative term, we use polarization identity, Cauchy-Schwarz, Young’s and Poincaré’s
inequalities

1

∆t

(
en+1
j − enj , e

n+1
j,0

)
=

1

∆t

(
en+1
j − enj , e

n+1
j − en+1

j,R

)
=

1

2∆t

(
∥en+1

j − enj ∥2 + ∥en+1
j ∥2 − ∥enj ∥2

)
− 1

∆t

(
en+1
j − enj , e

n+1
j,R

)
≥ 1

2∆t

(
∥en+1

j ∥2 − ∥enj ∥2
)
− C

∆t
∥∇en+1

j,R ∥2.

Plugging the above estimate into (4.28) and using Cauchy-Schwarz’s, and Young’s inequalities again,
yields

1

2∆t

(
∥en+1

j ∥2 − ∥enj ∥2
)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇en+1
j,0 ∥2 + (2µ− 1)∆t∥l̂n∇en+1

j,0 ∥2

≤

(
C

α2
j∆t

+
C

∆t

)
∥∇en+1

j,R ∥2 + C

αj
∥<e>n∥2 + 2µ∆t

∣∣∣((l̂n)2∇en+1
j,R ,∇en+1

j,0

)∣∣∣
+

(
1

4∆t
+
C

αj
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥enj ∥2 +

2αj

5
∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2 + C

αj
∥e

′n
j ∥2

+2µ∆t
∣∣∣({(ln)2 − (l̂n)2

}
∇un+1

j,h ,∇en+1
j,0

)∣∣∣+ ∥ν′

j∥∞
2

(
∥∇enj,0∥2 + ∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2
)
. (4.29)

We now use Cauchy-Schwarz, and Young’s inequalities, uniform boundedness in Assumption 4.1 (which
holds true for sufficiently large γ), and the stability estimate, to obtain

2µ∆t
∣∣∣((l̂n)2∇en+1

j,R ,∇en+1
j,0

)∣∣∣ ≤ 2µ∆t∥l̂n∇en+1
j,R ∥∥l̂n∇en+1

j,0 ∥

≤ µ∆t∥l̂n∇en+1
j,R ∥2 + µ∆t∥l̂n∇en+1

j,0 ∥2

≤ µ∆t∥l̂n∥2L∞∥∇en+1
j,R ∥2 + µ∆t∥l̂n∇en+1

j,0 ∥2

≤ C∆t∥∇en+1
j,R ∥2 + µ∆t∥l̂n∇en+1

j,0 ∥2.

We follow the same treatment as in (4.18), and get

2µ∆t
({

(ln)2 − (l̂n)2
}
∇un+1

j,h ,∇en+1
j,0

)
≤ αj

10
∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2 + C∆t

αjh3

J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥2.

Use the above estimates in (4.29), assume µ ≥ 1 to drop non-negative term from left-hand-side, use
triangle and Young’s inequalities and reduce, then the equation (4.29) becomes

1

2∆t

(
∥en+1

j ∥2 − ∥enj ∥2
)
+
ν̄min

2
∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2 ≤ C

(
1

α2
j∆t

+
1

∆t
+∆t

)
∥∇en+1

j,R ∥2

+
( C

αjJ2
+
C∆t

αjh3

) J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥2 +
(

C

αjJ2
+

1

4∆t
+
C

αj
∥∇ · û

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥enj ∥2 +

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇enj,0∥2. (4.30)



14 A PENALTY-PROJECTION EFFICIENT ALGORITHM FOR NSE FLOW ENSEMBLE

Use (2.5), discrete inverse inequality, Assumption 4.1, and rearranging

1

2∆t

(
∥en+1

j ∥2 − ∥enj ∥2
)
+
ν̄min

2

(
∥∇en+1

j,0 ∥2 − ∥∇enj,0∥2
)

+
αj

2
∥∇enj,0∥2 ≤ C

(
1

α2
j∆t

+
1

∆t
+∆t

)
∥∇en+1

j,R ∥2

+
( C

αjJ2
+
C∆t

αjh3

) J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥2 +
(

C

αjJ2
+

1

4∆t
+

C

αjh2

)
∥enj ∥2. (4.31)

Multiply both sides by 2∆t, and summing over the time-step n = 0, 1, · · · ,M − 1, results in

∥eMj ∥2 + ν̄min∆t∥∇eMj,0∥2 + αj∆t

M−1∑
n=1

∥∇enj,0∥2 ≤ C∆t

(
1

α2
j∆t

+
1

∆t
+∆t

)
M∑
n=1

∥∇enj,R∥2

+C∆t
( 1

αjJ2
+

∆t

αjh3

)M−1∑
n=1

J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥2 + C∆t

(
1

αjJ2
+

1

∆t
+

1

αjh2

)M−1∑
n=1

∥enj ∥2. (4.32)

Now, simplifying, and summing over j = 1, 2, · · · , J , we have

J∑
j=1

∥eMj ∥2 +∆t

M∑
n=1

αmin

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,0∥2 ≤ ∆t

M∑
n=1

C

(
1

α2
min∆t

+
1

∆t
+∆t

) J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,R∥2

+
C∆t

αmin

(
1 +

αmin

∆t
+

1

h2
+
J∆t

h3

)M−1∑
n=1

J∑
i=1

∥eni ∥2. (4.33)

Apply the version of the discrete Grönwall inequality given in Lemma 2.1

J∑
j=1

∥eMj ∥2 + αmin∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,0∥2

≤ Cexp

(
CT

αmin

(
1 +

αmin

∆t
+

1

h2
+

∆t

h3

))(
1 +

1

α2
min

+∆t2
) M∑

n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,R∥2, (4.34)

and use the estimate (4.24) in (4.34), to get

∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,0∥2 ≤ C

γ2αmin
exp

(
C

αmin

(
1 +

αmin

∆t
+

1

h2
+
J∆t

h3

))

×
(
1 +

1

α2
min

+∆t2
)M−1∑

n=0

J∑
j=1

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2

 . (4.35)

Using triangle and Young’s inequalities

∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇<e0>n ∥2 ≤ 2∆t

J2

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,0∥2

≤ C

γ2αmin
exp

(
C

αmin

(
1 +

αmin

∆t
+

1

h2
+
J∆t

h3

))(
1 +

1

α2
min

+∆t2
)M−1∑

n=0

J∑
j=1

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2

 ,

(4.36)

and

∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇<eR>n ∥2 ≤ 2∆t

J2

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥∇enj,R∥2

≤ C

γ2
exp

(
C

αmin

(
1 +

∆t

h3

))∆t

M−1∑
n=0

J∑
j=1

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2

 . (4.37)
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Finally, apply triangle and Young’s inequalities on

∥∇<uh>
n −∇<ûh>

n ∥2

to obtain the desire result.

We prove the following Lemma by strong mathematical induction.
Lemma 4.4. If γ → ∞ then there exists a constant C∗ which is independent of h, and ∆t, such

that for sufficiently small h for a fixed mesh and fixed ∆t, the solution of the Algorithm 2 satisfies

max
0≤n≤M

∥ûn
j,h∥L∞ ≤ C∗, for all j = 1, 2, · · · , J. (4.38)

Proof. Basic step: û0
j,h = Ih(u

true
j (0,x)), where Ih is an appropriate interpolation operator. Due

to the regularity assumption of utrue
j (0,x), we have ∥û0

j,h∥L∞ ≤ C∗, for some constant C∗ > 0.
Inductive step: Assume for some N ∈ N and N < M , ∥ûn

j,h∥L∞ ≤ C∗ holds true for n = 0, 1, · · · , N .
Then, using triangle inequality and Lemma 3.3, we have

∥ûN+1
j,h ∥L∞ ≤ ∥ûN+1

j,h − uN+1
j,h ∥L∞ + C∗.

Using Agmon’s inequality [41], and discrete inverse inequality, yields

∥ûN+1
j,h ∥L∞ ≤ Ch−

3
2 ∥ûN+1

j,h − uN+1
j,h ∥+ C∗. (4.39)

Next, using equation (4.23)

∥ûN+1
j,h ∥L∞ ≤ C∗ +

C

h
3
2 γ

1
2

exp

(
CC2

∗
αmin

+
C∆t

h3αmin

)∆t

N∑
n=0

J∑
j=1

∥pn+1
j,h − p̂nj,h∥2

 1
2

. (4.40)

For a fixed mesh, and time-step size, as γ → ∞, yields ∥ûN+1
j,h ∥L∞ ≤ C∗. Hence, by the principle of

strong mathematical induction, ∥ûn
j,h∥L∞ ≤ C∗ holds true for 0 ≤ n ≤M .

5. SCM. In this paper, sparse grid algorithm [39] is consider as SCM in which for a given time tn

and a set of sample points {yj}Jj=1 ⊂ Γ, we approximate the exact solution of (1.1)-(1.3) by solving a

discrete scheme (which can be either Coupled-EEV or SPP-EEV). Then, for a basis {ϕl}
Np

l=1 of dimension
Np for the space L2

ρ(Γ), a discrete approximation is constructed with coefficients cl(t
n,x) of the form

usc
h (tn,x,y) =

Np∑
l=1

cl(t
n,x)ϕl(y),

which is essentially an interpolant. In the sparse grid algorithm, we consider Leja and Clenshaw–Curtis
points as the interpolation points that come with the associated weights {wj}Nsc

j=1. SCM were recently
developed for the UQ of the Quantity of Interest (QoI), Θ, which can be the lift, drag, and energy and
provide statistical information about QoI, that is,

E[Θ(u(tn))] =

∫
Γ

Θ(u(tn),y)ρ(y)dy ≈
Nsc∑
j=1

wjΘ(un
j,h).

SCM are highly efficient compared to the standard MC method for large-scale problems with large-
dimensional random inputs because in this case, the rate of convergence of MC generates unaffordable
computational cost. A full outline of the SCM-SPP-EEV is given in Algorithm 3.

Instead of computing ûn+1
j,h by solving (4.1)-(4.3) in Algorithm (3), if we compute un+1

j,h by solving
(3.1)-(3.2) and follow the rest of the steps, which will lead to the SCM-Coupled-EEV algorithm.

6. Numerical Experiments. In this section, we present a series of numerical tests that verify the
predicted convergence rates and show the performance of the scheme on some benchmark problems. In
all experiments, we consider x = (x1, x2) for 2D problems, pointwise-divergence free (P2,Pdisc

1 ) Scott-
Vogelius element for the Coupled-EEV scheme, and (P2,P1) Taylor-hood element for the SPP-EEV
scheme on a barycenter refined triangular meshes.
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Algorithm 3: SCM-SPP-EEV

procedure S(p)arse grid algorithm
Initialization: Mesh, FE functions, T , M , {yj}Jj=1, {wj}Jj=1

Pre-compute: {νj}Jj=1,{u0
j,h}Jj=1

for n = 0, . . . ,M − 1 do
for j = 1, . . . , J do

To compute ûn+1
j,h , solve (4.1)-(4.3)

Calculate Θ(ûn+1
j,h )

end for

Estimate E[Θ(u(tn+1))] ≈
J∑

j=1

wjΘ(ûn+1
j,h )

end for
end procedure

6.1. Convergence Rates Verification. In the first experiment, we verify the theoretically found
convergence rates beginning with the following analytical solution:

u =

(
cosx2 + (1 + et) sinx2
sinx1 + (1 + et) cosx1

)
, and p = sin(x1 + x2)(1 + et),

on domain D = [0, 1]2. Then, we introduce noise as uj = (1 + kjϵ)u, and pj = (1 + kjϵ)p, where ϵ is
a perturbation parameter, kj := (−1)j+14⌈j/2⌉/J , j = 1, 2, · · · , J , and J = 20. We consider ϵ = 0.01,
this will introduce 10% noise in the initial condition, boundary condition, and the forcing functions. The
forcing function fj is computed using the above synthetic data into (1.9). We assume the viscosity ν is a
continuous uniform random variable, and consider three random samples of size J as ν ∼ U(0.009, 0.011)
with E[ν] = 0.01, ν ∼ U(0.0009, 0.0011) with E[ν] = 0.001, and ν ∼ U(0.00009, 0.00011) with E[ν] =
0.0001. The initial and boundary conditions are u0

j,h = uj(x, 0), and uj,h|∂D = uj , respectively.

6.1.1. SPP-EEV scheme converges to the Coupled-EEV scheme as γ → ∞. We define the
velocity, and pressure errors as <êu>:=<uh> − <ûh>, and <êp>:=<Ph> − <p̂h,γ>, respectively,
where

Pj,h := pj,h − 1

Area(D)

∫
D
pj,hdD,

and

p̂nj,h,γ := p̂n−1
j,h − 1

Area(D)

∫
D
p̂n−1
j,h dD − γ∇ · ûn

j,h.

That is, these errors are the difference between the outcomes of the coupled and projection schemes.
We consider the simulation end time T = 1, time-step size ∆t = T/10, and h = 1/32. Starting

with γ = 0, we successively increase γ from 1e-2 by a factor of 10, record the errors in velocity and
pressure, and compute the convergence rates, and finally present them in Table 6.1. We observe that
as γ increases, the convergence rates asymptotically converge to 1, which is in excellent agreement with
the theoretically predicted convergence rates in terms of γ presented in (4.14).

6.1.2. Spatial and temporal convergence of the SPP-EEV scheme. Now, we define the
error between the solution of SPP-EEV scheme and the exact solution as <eu>:=<utrue> − <ûh>.
The upper bound of this error is the same as it in (3.5) for large γ, which can be shown by using triangle
inequality. To observe spatial convergence, we keep temporal error small enough and thus we fix a very
short simulation end time T = 0.001. We successively reduce the mesh width h by a factor of 1/2, run
the simulations, and record the errors, and convergence rates in Table 6.2. For γ =1e+6, we observe
the second order convergence rates for all the three samples, which support our theoretical finding for
the (P2,P1) element.

On the other hand, to observe temporal convergence, we keep fixed mesh size h = 1/64, and
simulation end time T = 1. We run the simulations with various time-step sizes ∆t beginning with
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Fixed T = 1, ∆t = T/10, h = 1/32

ϵ = 0.01 E[ν] = 0.01 E[ν] = 0.001

γ ∥<êu>∥2,1 rate ∥<êp>∥2,0 rate ∥<êu>∥2,1 rate ∥<êp>∥2,0 rate

0 3.9912e-0 6.7215e-1 5.1823e-0 6.7359e-1

1e-2 3.6882e-0 0.03 6.6291e-1 0.01 4.6428e-0 0.05 6.6413e-1 0.01

1e-1 2.7593e-0 0.13 5.9839e-1 0.04 3.4584e-0 0.13 5.9905e-1 0.04

1e-0 9.3147e-1 0.47 3.1922e-1 0.27 1.0567e-0 0.51 3.1895e-1 0.27

1e+1 1.5728e-1 0.77 5.2694e-2 0.78 1.9040e-1 0.74 5.2358e-2 0.78

1e+2 1.7306e-2 0.96 5.5839e-3 0.97 2.1293e-2 0.95 5.5397e-3 0.98

1e+3 1.7479e-3 1.00 6.0452e-4 1.00 2.1537e-3 1.00 6.0788e-4 0.96

Table 6.1: SPP-EEV scheme converges to the Coupled-EEV scheme as γ increases with J = 20, and µ = 1.

Spatial convergence (fixed T = 0.001, ∆t = T/8)

ϵ = 0.01 E[ν] = 0.01 E[ν] = 0.001 E[ν] = 0.0001

h ∥<eu>∥2,1 rate ∥<eu>∥2,1 rate ∥<eu>∥2,1 rate

1/2 4.5123e-4 4.5128e-4 4.5128e-4

1/4 1.1568e-4 1.96 1.1569e-4 1.96 1.1569e-4 1.96

1/8 2.9134e-5 1.99 2.9138e-5 1.99 2.9139e-5 1.99

1/16 7.3380e-6 1.99 7.3495e-6 1.99 7.3516e-6 1.99

1/32 1.8636e-6 1.98 1.8938e-6 1.96 1.9133e-6 1.94

Table 6.2: Spatial errors and convergence rates of SPP-EEV scheme with ϵ = 0.01, J = 20, µ = 1, and γ =1e+6.

T/2 and successively reduce it by a factor of 1/2, record the errors, compute the convergence rates,
and present them in Table 6.3. We observe the convergence rates approximately equal to 1. Since the
backward-Euler formula is used to approximate the time derivative in the proposed SPP-EEV scheme,
the found temporal convergence rate is optimal and in excellent agreement with the theory for all the
three samples.

Temporal convergence (fixed T = 1, h = 1/64)

ϵ = 0.01 E[ν] = 0.01 E[ν] = 0.001 E[ν] = 0.0001

∆t ∥<eu>∥2,1 rate ∥<eu>∥2,1 rate ∥<eu>∥2,1 rate

T/2 9.9272e-2 3.1647e-1 8.1904e-1

T/4 4.3909e-2 1.18 1.3968e-1 1.18 3.6142e-1 1.18

T/8 2.0572e-2 1.09 6.5374e-2 1.10 1.6932e-1 1.09

T/16 9.9601e-3 1.05 3.1629e-2 1.05 8.2043e-2 1.05

T/32 4.9022e-3 1.02 1.5580e-2 1.02 4.0510e-2 1.02

T/64 2.4372e-3 1.01 7.7401e-3 1.01 2.0186e-2 1.00

T/128 1.2218e-3 1.00 3.8780e-3 1.00 1.0102e-2 1.00

T/256 6.1134e-4 1.00 1.9548e-3 0.99 5.0963e-3 0.99

Table 6.3: Temporal errors and convergence rates of SPP-EEV scheme for u and p with ϵ = 0.01, J = 20, γ = 1e+5.

6.2. Taylor Green-vortex (TGV) Problem [44]. We consider the following closed form exact
solution of (1.1)-(1.3):

u =

(
sinx1 cosx2 e

−2νt

− cosx1 sinx2 e
−2νt

)
, and p =

1

4
(cos(2x1) + cos(2x2))e

−4νt,

together with the domain D = [0, L] × [0, L], and f = 0. The time-dependent TGV problem shows
decaying vortex as time grows. In this section, we consider the stochastic NSE (1.1)-(1.3) with a
random viscosity ν(x,y), where y = (y1, y2, · · · , yN ) ∈ Γ ⊂ RN be a finite N ∈ N dimensional vector

[3, 11] distributed according to a joint probability density function in some parameter space Γ =
N∏
l=1

Γl
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Fig. 6.1: Variable 5D random viscosity in TGV problem for E[ν] = 0.001: (a) Ensemble average of
velocity (shown as speed contour) solution of SCM-SPP-EEV method at t = 1, and (b) plot of Energy
vs. Time for the both SCM-SPP-EEV and SCM-Coupled-EEV methods.

with E[y] = 0, and Var[y] = IN . We also consider E[ν](x) = c
1000 for a suitable c > 0, Cov[ν](x,x′

) =

1
10002 exp

(
− (x−x

′
)2

l2

)
, L = π is the characteristic length, and l is the correlation length. Then, the

viscosity random field can be represented by:

ν(x,yj) =
1

1000
ψ(x,yj), (6.1)

where the Karhunen-Loéve expansion as below:

ψ(x,yj) = c+

(√
πl

2

) 1
2

yj,1(ω) +

q∑
k=1

√
ξk

(
sin

(
kπx1
L

)
sin

(
kπx2
L

)
yj,2k(ω)

+ cos

(
kπx1
L

)
cos

(
kπx2
L

)
yj,2k+1(ω)

)
, (6.2)

in which the infinite series is truncated up to the first q terms. The uncorrelated random variables yj,k
have eigenvalues are equal to

√
ξk = (

√
πl)

1
2 exp

(
− (kπl)2

8

)
.

For our test problem, we consider the random variables yj,k(ω) ∈ [−
√
3,
√
3], the correlation length

l = 0.01, N = 5, c = 1, q = 2, k = 1, 2, · · · , N , J = 11 stochastic collocation points, and j =
1, 2, · · · , J . We consider the Clenshaw–Curtis sparse grid as the SCM, and generated it via the software
package TASMANIAN [42, 43] with 5D stochastic collocation points and their corresponding weights.
An unstructured bary-centered refined triangular mesh that provides 45,087 degrees of freedom (dof) is
considered.

We consider the boundary condition uj,h|∂D = u for the SCM-Coupled-EEV, and the initial con-
dition u0

j,h = u(x, 0), for j = 1, 2, · · · , J , and run the simulations using the both SCM-Coupled-EEV
and SCM-SPP-EEV methods until T = 20 with the time-step size ∆t = 0.1, µ = 1, and γ =1e+4. We
represent the approximate velocity (shown as speed) solution produced by the SCM-SPP-EEV method
in Fig. 6.1 (a) at time t = 1.

To compare the SCM-SPP-EEV and SCM-Coupled-EEV methods, we plot their decaying Energy
vs. Time graphs in Fig. 6.1 (b) from their outcomes. For both methods, the energy at time t = tn

is computed as the weighted average of 1
2∥<uh>

n (x,yj)∥2 for all stochastic collocation points. We
observe an excellent agreement between the energy plots from the SCM-Coupled-EEV scheme’s solution
and the SCM-SPP-EEV method’s solution, which supports the theory.

6.3. Channel flow over a unit square step. This experiment considers a benchmark channel
flow over a unit square problem [28]. The dimension of the rectangular channel is 40 × 10 unit2, and
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the step is 5 units away from the inlet. The following parabolic noisy flow is considered

uj,h|inlet,outlet = (1 + kjϵ)

(x2(x2−10)
25

0

)
,

as inflow and outflow, where kj :=
2j−1−J

⌊ J
2 ⌋ , for j = 1, 2, · · · , J , J = 11, and ϵ = 0.01. No-slip boundary

condition is applied to the domain walls and step for the SCM-Coupled-EEV scheme. In Step 1 of the
SCM-SPP-EEV scheme, we enforce the no-slip boundary condition, and in Step 2, we set weakly, the
normal velocity component vanishes on the boundary. The external force f = 0 is considered. We start
with the following initial condition

uj,h(x, 0) = (1 + kjϵ)

(x2(x2−10)
25

0

)
.

The random viscosity is modelled as:

ν(x,yj) =
1

600
ψ(x,yj), (6.3)

with E[ν](x) = c
600 , L = 40, yj(ω) ∈ [−

√
3,
√
3], l = 0.01, d = 5, c = 1, and q = 2. The time-step size

∆t = 0.1, γ = 1e+4, µ = 1, and run the simulation until T = 40 using the both methods independently.
The flow shows a recirculating vortex detaches behind the step [24] as in Fig. 6.2 (a), which is the
outcomes of the SCM-SPP-EEV method. To compare the SCM-Coupled-EEV and SCM-SPP-EEV
methods, we plot the Energy vs. Time graphs in Fig. 6.2 (b) and found an excellent agreement between
them.
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Fig. 6.2: Variable 5D random viscosity in a flow over a step problem: (a) Ensemble average of velocity solution (shown
as streamlines over the speed contour) of SCM-SPP-EEV method at t = 40, (b) plot of Energy vs. Time for the both
SCM-SPP-EEV and SCM-Coupled-EEV methods.

6.4. Regularized Lid-driven Cavity (RLDC) Problem. We now consider a 2D benchmark
regularized lid-driven cavity problem [4, 7, 26, 37] with a domain D = (−1, 1)2. No-slip boundary
conditions are applied to all sides except on the top wall (lid) of the cavity where we impose the
following noise involved boundary condition:

uj,h|lid = (1 + kjϵ)

(
(1− x21)

2

0

)
,

so that the velocity of the boundary preserve the continuity. In this case, we model the random viscosity
as:

ν(x,yj) =
2

15000
ψ(x,yj), (6.4)

with E[ν](x) = 2c
15000 , L = 2, yj(ω) ∈ [−

√
3,
√
3], l = 0.01, d = 5, c = 1, and q = 2. We conducted the

simulation with an end time T = 600 and a step size ∆t = 5. We considered the external force f = 0. A
perturbation parameter ϵ = 0.01 was applied in the boundary condition. The eddy-viscosity coefficient
µ = 1 were considered. The unstructured triangular mesh used had 364,920 dof. We represent the
velocity solution of the SCM-SPP-EEV method (with γ = 1e+4) in Fig. 6.3 (a) at t = 600 and the plot
of Energy vs. Time of both the SCM-Coupled-EEV, and SCM-SPP-EEV methods in Fig. 6.3 (b). We
observe an excellent agreement of the energy plots over the time period [0, 600].
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Fig. 6.3: Variable 5D random viscosity in a RLDC problem with E[Re] = 15, 000: (a) Velocity solution
(shown as streamlines over the speed contour) of SCM-SPP-EEV method at t = 600, (b) Energy vs.
Time plot for both Coupled-EEV, and SCM-SPP-EEV (with γ = 1e+4) methods.

6.5. Effect of EEV on Convection Dominated Problem. The EEV based algorithms for
highly ill-conditioned complex problems, e.g., RLDC problem with high Reynolds number, are more
stable than those without it [19, 35]. To observe this, we consider the RLDC problem discussed in
Section 6.4 with the same continuous and discrete model input data. We plot the Energy vs. Time
graphs in Fig. 6.4 using SCM-Coupled-EEV scheme for several values of the coefficient µ of the EEV
term starting from µ = 0 (which is the case for without EEV algorithms).

It is observed that the flow ensemble algorithm without EEV (setting µ = 0 in the SCM-Coupled-
EEV scheme) blows up at around t = 90, however, for µ > 0, flows remain stable until T = 600. We
also notice that as µ grows, in this case, the solution converges to the case µ = 1. Therefore, among the
ensemble algorithms for the parameterized stochastic complex flow problems, the EEV based schemes
outperform. The penalty-projection algorithm that stabilizes with EEV and grad-div terms performs
better than the coupled schemes.
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Fig. 6.4: Variable 5D random viscosity in a RLDC problem with E[Re] = 15, 000: Energy vs. Time as
µ varies. Solution blows up for µ = 0.

7. Conclusion. In this work, we propose and analyze a linear extrapolated fully discrete efficient
coupled EEV-based timestepping algorithm for the uncertainty quantification of SNSEs flow problems.
We proved the stability and convergence of the coupled scheme rigorously. We then connect this coupled
scheme to a more efficient penalty-projection and EEV-based ensemble timestepping algorithm. We
proved that the penalty-projection based algorithm is stable and converges to the coupled scheme for
large grad-div stabilization penalty parameter values. In future work, we plan to propose a second-order
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temporal accurate efficient penalty-projection timestepping algorithm for the UQ of NSE flow problems
and analyze and test the schemes on benchmark problems.

Appendix A. Stability Proof of BESCoupled Algorithm.
Proof. Taking χχχh = un+1

j,h ∈ Xh and qh = pn+1
j,h ∈ Qh in (3.1) and (3.2), respectively, using

b∗
(
< uh >

n,un+1
j,h ,un+1

j,h

)
= 0, we obtain

(un+1
j,h − un

j,h

∆t
,un+1

j,h

)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇un+1
j,h ∥2 +

(
2νT (u

′

h, t
n)∇un+1

j,h ,∇un+1
j,h

)
= (fj(t

n+1),un+1
j,h )− (u

′n
j,h · ∇un

j,h,u
n+1
j,h )− ν

′

j(∇un
j,h,∇un+1

j,h ). (A.1)

Using polarization identity and
(
2νT (u

′

h, t
n)∇un+1

j,h ,∇un+1
j,h

)
= 2µ∆t∥ln∇un+1

j,h ∥2, we have

1

2∆t

(
∥un+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥un
j,h∥2 + ∥un+1

j,h − un
j,h∥2

)
+ ∥ν̄ 1

2∇un+1
j,h ∥2 + 2µ∆t∥ln∇un+1

j,h ∥2

= (fj(t
n+1),un+1

j,h )− b∗(u
′n
j,h,u

n
j,h,u

n+1
j,h )− (ν

′

j∇un
j,h,∇un+1

j,h ). (A.2)

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s inequalities on the forcing term, yields

(fj(t
n+1),un+1

j,h ) ≤ ∥fj(tn+1)∥−1∥∇un+1
j,h ∥ ≤ αj

4
∥∇un+1

j,h ∥2 + 1

αj
∥fj(tn+1)∥2−1.

We rewrite the trilinear form in (A.2), use identity (2.1), Cauchy-Schwarz, Hölder’s, Poincaré, and (2.4),
(3.3), and Young’s inequalities, to have

b∗(u
′n
j,h,u

n
j,h,u

n+1
j,h ) = b∗(u

′n
j,h,u

n+1
j,h ,un+1

j,h − un
j,h)

= (u
′n
j,h · ∇un+1

j,h ,un+1
j,h − un

j,h) +
1

2

(
∇ · u

′n
j,h,u

n+1
j,h · (un+1

j,h − un
j,h)
)

≤ ∥u
′n
j,h · ∇un+1

j,h ∥∥un+1
j,h − un

j,h∥+
1

2
∥∇ · u

′n
j,h∥L∞∥un+1

j,h ∥∥un+1
j,h − un

j,h∥

≤ ∥|u
′n
j,h|∇un+1

j,h ∥∥un+1
j,h − un

j,h∥+ C∥∇ · u
′n
j,h∥L∞∥∇un+1

j,h ∥∥un+1
j,h − un

j,h∥

≤ αj

4
∥∇ûn+1

j,h ∥2 + ∥ln∇ûn+1
j,h ∥∥un+1

j,h − un
j,h∥+

C

αj
∥∇ · u

′n
j,h∥2L∞∥un+1

j,h − un
j,h∥2

≤ αj

4
∥∇un+1

j,h ∥2 +∆t∥ln∇un+1
j,h ∥2 +

(
1

4∆t
+
C

αj
∥∇ · u

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥un+1

j,h − un
j,h∥2.

Use of Hölder’s and Young’s inequalities, we have

−(ν
′

j∇un
j,h,∇un+1

j,h ) ≤ ∥ν
′

j∥∞∥∇un
j,h∥∥∇un+1

j,h ∥ ≤
∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇un
j,h∥2 +

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇un+1
j,h ∥2.

Using the above bounds, and reducing the equation (A.2), becomes

1

2∆t

(
∥un+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥un
j,h∥2

)
+

(
1

4∆t
− C

αj
∥∇ · u

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥un+1

j,h − un
j,h∥2 +

ν̄min

2
∥∇un+1

j,h ∥2

+ (2µ− 1)∆t∥ln∇un+1
j,h ∥2 ≤ 1

αj
∥fj(tn+1)∥2−1 +

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇un
j,h∥2. (A.3)

Choose the calibration constant µ > 1
2 , set the time-step restriction

∆t <
Cαj

∥∇ · u′n
j,h∥2L∞

, (A.4)

dropping non-negative term from left-hand-side, and rearranging

1

2∆t

(
∥un+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥un
j,h∥2

)
+
ν̄min

2

(
∥∇un+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥∇un
j,h∥2

)
+
αj

2
∥∇un

j,h∥2 ≤ 1

αj
∥fj(tn+1)∥2−1. (A.5)
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Multiply both sides by 2∆t, and sum over the time-steps n = 0, 1, · · · ,M − 1, which will finish the
proof.

Appendix B. Convergence Proof of BESCoupled Algorithm.

Proof. We start our proof by forming the error equation. Testing (1.9)-(1.10) at the time level tn+1,
the continuous variational formulations can be written as(

uj(t
n+1)− uj(t

n)

∆t
,χχχh

)
+
(
ν̄∇uj(t

n+1),∇χχχh

)
+
(
uj(t

n+1) · ∇uj(t
n+1),χχχh

)
=
(
fj(t

n+1),χχχh

)
−
(
ν

′

j∇uj(t
n+1),∇χχχh

)
−
(
uj,t −

uj(t
n+1)− uj(t

n)

∆t
,χχχh

)
. (B.1)

Denote enj := uj(t
n)− un

j,h. Subtract (3.1) from (B.1), gives

(
en+1
j − enj

∆t
,χχχh

)
+
(
ν̄∇en+1

j ,∇χχχh

)
+
(
ν

′

j∇enj ,∇χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
< e >n,uj(t

n+1)− uj(t
n),χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
< uh >

n, en+1
j ,χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
u

′n
j,h, e

n
j ,χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
enj ,uj(t

n),χχχh

)
+
(
2µ∆t(ln)2∇en+1

j ,∇χχχh

)
−
(
2µ∆t(ln)2∇uj(t

n+1),∇χχχh

)
= −G(t,uj ,χχχh), (B.2)

where

G(t,uj ,χχχh) :=

(
uj,t −

uj(t
n+1)− uj(t

n)

∆t
,χχχh

)
+
(
(uj(t

n+1)− uj(t
n)) · ∇uj(t

n+1),χχχh

)
+
(
(uj(t

n)− < u > (tn)) · ∇(uj(t
n+1)− uj(t

n)),χχχh

)
+
(
ν

′

j∇(uj(t
n+1)− uj(t

n)),∇χχχh

)
. (B.3)

Now, we decompose the error as the interpolation error and approximation term:

enj : = uj(t
n)− un

j,h = (uj(t
n)− ũn

j )− (un
j,h − ũn

j ) := ηn
j −φn

j,h,

where ũn
j := PL2

Xh
(uj(t

n)) ∈ Xh is the L2 projections of uj(t
n) into Xh. Note that (ηn

j ,vj,h) =
0 ∀vj,h ∈ Xh, we then have

(
φn+1

j,h −φn
j,h

∆t
,χχχh

)
+
(
ν̄∇φn+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
+
(
ν

′

j∇φn
j,h,∇χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
< uh >

n,φn+1
j,h ,χχχh
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n,uj(t
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u
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j,h,χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
φn

j,h,uj(t
n),χχχh

)
=
(
2µ∆t(ln)2∇uj(t

n+1),∇χχχh

)
−
(
2µ∆t(ln)2∇φn+1

j,h ,∇χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
< uh >

n,ηn+1
j ,χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
< η >n,uj(t

n+1)− uj(t
n),χχχh

)
+ b∗

(
u

′n
j,h,η

n
j ,χχχh

)
+ b∗
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ηn
j ,uj(t
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)
+
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j ,∇χχχh

)
+
(
ν

′

j∇ηn
j ,∇χχχh

)
+
(
2µ∆t(ln)2∇ηn+1

j ,∇χχχh

)
+G(t,uj ,χχχh). (B.4)

Choose χχχh = φn+1
j,h , use the polarization identity in (B.4), and rearrange, to get

1

2∆t

(
∥φn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥φn
j,h∥2 + ∥φn+1

j,h −φn
j,h∥2
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Note that b∗
(
< uh >

n,φn+1
j,h ,φn+1

j,h

)
= 0. Now, turn our attention to finding bounds on the right side

terms of (B.5). Apply Hölder’s and Young’s inequalities to obtain the following bounds

−
(
ν

′

j∇φn
j,h,∇φn+1

j,h

)
≤ ∥ν

′

j∥∞∥∇φn
j,h∥∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥ ≤
∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇φn+1
j,h ∥2 +

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇φn
j,h∥2,(

ν̄∇ηn+1
j ,∇φn+1

j,h

)
≤ ∥ν̄∥∞∥∇ηn+1

j ∥∥∇φn+1
j,h ∥ ≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + 11∥ν̄∥2∞
2αj

∥∇ηn+1
j ∥2,

(
ν

′

j∇ηn
j ,∇φn+1

j,h

)
≤ ∥ν

′

j∥∞∥ηn
j ∥∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥ ≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 +
11∥ν′

j∥2∞
2αj

∥∇ηn+1
j ∥2.

For the first trilinear form, we rearrange, apply the identity (2.1), Cauchy-Schwarz, Hölder’s, Poincaré,
(2.4), and Young’s inequalities, to have

b∗
(
u

′n
j,h,φ

n
j,h,φ

n+1
j,h

)
= b∗

(
u

′n
j,h,φ

n+1
j,h ,φn+1

j,h −φn
j,h

)
=
(
u

′n
j,h · ∇φn+1

j,h ,φn+1
j,h −φn

j,h

)
+

1

2

(
∇ · u

′n
j,h,φ

n+1
j,h ·

(
φn+1

j,h −φn
j,h

))
≤ ∥u

′n
j,h · ∇φn+1

j,h ∥∥φn+1
j,h −φn

j,h∥+
1

2
∥∇ · u

′n
j,h∥L∞∥φn+1

j,h ∥∥φn+1
j,h −φn

j,h∥

≤ ∥ln∇φn+1
j,h ∥∥φn+1

j,h −φn
j,h∥+ C∥∇ · u

′n
j,h∥L∞∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥∥φn+1
j,h −φn

j,h∥

≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 +∆t∥ln∇φn+1
j,h ∥2 +

(
1

4∆t
+
C

αj
∥∇ · u

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥φn+1

j,h −φn
j,h∥2. (B.6)

For the second trilinear term, use the bound in (2.3), triangle inequality, Agmon’s [41] inequality,
Sobolev embedding theorem, regularity assumption of the true solution uj ∈ L∞(0, T ;H3(D)), and
Young’s inequalities, to obtain

−b∗
(
<φh>

n,uj(t
n+1)− uj(t

n),φn+1
j,h

)
≤ C∥ <φh>

n ∥
(
∥∇
(
uj(t

n+1)− uj(t
n)
)
∥L3 + ∥uj(t

n+1)− uj(t
n)∥L∞

)
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2

≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + C

αj
∥<φh>

n∥2.

For the third trilinear term, apply the bound in (2.2), triangle inequality, regularity assumption of the
true solution, and Young’s inequality, to obtain

b∗
(
<η>n,uj(t

n+1)− uj(t
n),φn+1

j,h

)
≤ C∥∇<η>n∥∥∥∇

(
uj(t

n+1)− uj(t
n)
)
∥∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥

≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + C

αj
∥∇<η>n∥2.

For the fourth trilinear term, we use the bound in (2.3), Agmon’s [41] inequality, Sobolev embedding
theorem, regularity assumption of the true solution, and Young’s inequalities, to reveal

−b∗
(
φn

j,h,uj(t
n),φn+1

j,h

)
≤ C∥φn

j,h∥ (∥∇uj(t
n)∥L3 + ∥uj(t

n)∥L∞) ∥∇φn+1
j,h ∥

≤ C∥φn
j,h∥∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥

≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + C

αj
∥φn

j,h∥2.

For the fifth, and sixth trilinear terms, apply Young’s inequalities with (2.2), to obtain

b∗
(
<uh>

n,ηn+1
j ,φn+1

j,h

)
≤ C∥∇<uh>

n∥∥∇ηn+1
j ∥∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥

≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + C

αj
∥∇<uh>

n∥2∥∇ηn+1
j ∥2,

b∗
(
u

′n
j,h,η

n
j ,φ

n+1
j,h

)
≤ C∥∇u

′n
j,h∥∥∇ηn

j ∥∥∇φn+1
j,h ∥

≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + C

αj
∥∇u

′n
j,h∥2∥∇ηn

j ∥2.
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For the seventh nonlinear term, apply the bound in (2.2), regularity assumption of the true solution,
and Young’s inequality, to obtain

b∗
(
ηn
j ,uj(t

n),φn+1
j,h

)
≤ C∥∇ηn

j ∥∥∇uj(t
n)∥∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥

≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + C

αj
∥∇ηn

j ∥2.

For the first eddy-viscosity term on the right hand side of (B.5), we apply Hölder’s inequality, Agmon’s
[41] inequality for both 2D and 3D, Poincaré inequality, the regularity assumption of the true solution,
and Young’s inequality, to get

2µ∆t
(
(ln)2∇uj(t

n+1),∇φn+1
j,h

)
≤ Cµ∆t∥ln∥2L4∥∇uj(t

n+1)∥L∞∥∇φn+1
j,h ∥

≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + C
µ2∆t2

αj
∥ln∥4L4 .

For the second eddy-viscosity term, we rearrange, and apply Cauchy-Schwarz, and Young’s inequalities
assuming µ > 1, to obtain

2µ∆t
(
(ln)2∇ηn+1

j ,∇φn+1
j,h

)
= 2µ∆t

(
ln∇ηn+1

j , ln∇φn+1
j,h

)
≤ 2µ∆t∥ln∇ηn+1

j ∥∥ln∇φn+1
j,h ∥

≤ µ∆t∥ln∇φn+1
j,h ∥2 + µ∆t∥ln∇ηn+1

j ∥2.

Using Taylor’s series expansion, Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s inequalities, the last term of (B.5) is
bounded above as

∣∣∣G(t,uj ,φ
n+1
j,h )

∣∣∣ ≤ αj

22
∥∇φn+1

j,h ∥2 + C∆t2
(
∥uj,tt(t

∗
1)∥2 + ∥∇uj,t(t

∗
2)∥2 + ∥∇uj,t(t

∗
3)∥2∥∇uj(t

n+1)∥2

+∥∇
(
uj(t

n)− <u(tn)>
)
∥2∥∇uj,t(t

∗
4)∥2

)
,

for some t∗i ∈ [tn, tn+1], i = 1, 4. Using these estimates in (B.5) and reducing, produces

1

2∆t

(
∥φn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥φn
j,h∥2

)
+

(
1

4∆t
− C

αj
∥∇ · u

′n
j,h∥2L∞

)
∥φn+1

j,h −φn
j,h∥2 +
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2
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j,h ∥2

+ (2µ− 1)∆t∥ln∇φn+1
j,h ∥2 ≤

∥ν′

j∥∞
2

∥∇φn
j,h∥2 +

(
11ν̄2

2αj
+

11∥ν′

j∥2∞
2αj
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j ∥2

+
C

αj
∥φn

j,h∥2 +
C

αj
∥<φh>

n∥2 + C

αj
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n∥2∥∇ηn+1
j ∥2 + C

αj
∥∇<η>n∥2

+
C

αj
∥∇u
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j,h∥2∥∇ηn

j ∥2 +
C

αj
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αj
∥ln∥4L4 + µ∆t∥ln∇ηn+1
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+ C∆t2
(
∥uj,tt(t

∗
3)∥2 + ∥∇uj,t(t

∗
4)∥2 + ∥∇uj,t(t

∗
5)∥2∥∇uj(t

n+1)∥2

+ ∥∇
(
uj(t
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∥2∥∇uj,t(t

∗
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)
. (B.7)
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Assuming µ > 1
2 , and time-step size ∆t <

Cαj

∥∇·u′n
j,h∥

2
L∞

, dropping non-negative terms from left, and

rearranging

1

2∆t

(
∥φn+1

j,h ∥2 − ∥φn
j,h∥2

)
+
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2

(
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)
+
αj

2
∥∇φn

j,h∥2

≤

(
11ν̄2
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+

11∥ν′
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C

αj
∥<φh>

n∥2
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C
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αj
∥∇<η>n∥2 + C

αj
∥∇u

′n
j,h∥2∥∇ηn

j ∥2 +
C

αj
∥∇ηn

j ∥2

+ C
µ2∆t2

αj
∥ln∥4L4 + µ∆t∥ln∇ηn+1

j ∥2 + C∆t2
(
∥uj,tt(t

∗
3)∥2 + ∥∇uj,t(t

∗
4)∥2

+ ∥∇uj,t(t
∗
5)∥2∥∇uj(t

n+1)∥2 + ∥∇
(
uj(t

n)− <u(tn)>
)
∥2∥∇uj,t(t

∗
6)∥2

)
. (B.8)

Multiplying both sides by 2∆t, sum over the time-steps n = 0, 1, · · · ,M−1, using ∥φ0
j,h∥ = ∥∇φ0

j,h∥ = 0,
∆tM = T , and using stability estimate and regularity assumptions, to find

∥φM
j,h∥2 + αj∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇φn
j,h∥2 ≤ C

(
h2k +∆t2 +∆t

M−1∑
n=1

∥φn
j,h∥2

+∆t
M−1∑
n=1

∥<φh>
n∥2 +∆t3

M−1∑
n=0

∥ln∥4L4 +∆t2
M−1∑
n=0

∥ln∇ηn+1
j ∥2

)
. (B.9)

For the third sum on the right-hand-side of (B.9), using Young’s inequality, we write

∥ln∥4L4 =

∫
D
(ln)4dD =

∫
D

 J∑
j=1

|u
′n
j,h|2

2

dD ≤ 2

J∑
j=1

∫
D
|u

′n
j,h|4dD = 2

J∑
j=1

∥u
′n
j,h∥4L4 ,

and get different bounds for 2D and 3D due to different Sobolev embedding (Ladyzhenskaya’s inequalities
[22, 23, 36]) as below:

2D : ∥u
′n
j,h∥4L4 ≤ C∥u

′n
j,h∥2∥∇u

′n
j,h∥2,

3D : ∥u
′n
j,h∥4L4 ≤ C∥u

′n
j,h∥∥∇u

′n
j,h∥3.

With the inverse inequality and the stability bound (used on the L2 norm), we obtain the bounds for
both 2D or 3D:

∥u
′n
j,h∥4L4 ≤ Ch2−d∥∇u

′n
j,h∥2.

Using the above bound and the stability bound, the third sum on the right-hand-side of (B.9) is bounded
as

C∆t3
M−1∑
n=0

∥ln∥4L4 ≤ Ch2−d∆t2
M−1∑
n=0

J∑
j=1

∆t∥∇u
′n
j,h∥2 ≤ Ch2−d∆t2.

For the last sum on the right-hand-side of (B.9), we use triangle, Agmon’s [41], and the inverse [5]
inequalities, standard estimates of the L2 projection error in theH1 norm for the finite element functions,
and the stability estimate, to obtain

C∆t2
M−1∑
n=0

∥ln∇ηn+1
j ∥2 ≤ C∆t2

M−1∑
n=0

∥(ln)2∥∞∥∇ηn+1
j ∥2

≤ Ch−1∆t2
M−1∑
n=0

J∑
j=1

∥∇u
′n
j,h∥2∥∇ηn+1

j ∥2

≤ Ch2k−1∆t

M−1∑
n=0

(
∆t∥∇u

′n
j,h∥2

)
|un+1

j |2k+1

≤ Ch2k−1∆t.
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Using the above bounds, and Young’s inequality in (B.9), we have

∥φM
j,h∥2 + αj∆t

M∑
n=1

∥∇φn
j,h∥2

≤ C
(
h2k +∆t2 +∆t

(
1 +

2

J2

)M−1∑
n=1

∥φn
j,h∥2 + h2−d∆t2 + h2k−1∆t

)
. (B.10)

Sum over j = 1, · · ·, J , apply triangle, and Young’s inequalities, to get

J∑
j=1

∥φM
j,h∥2 +∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

αj∥∇φn
j,h∥2 ≤ C∆t

(
1 +

2

J2

)M−1∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

∥φn
j,h∥2

+ C
(
h2k +∆t2 + h2−d∆t2 + h2k−1∆t

)
. (B.11)

Applying the discrete Grönwall Lemma 2.1, we have

J∑
j=1

∥φM
j,h∥2 +∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

αj∥∇φn
j,h∥2 ≤ C

(
h2k +∆t2 + h2−d∆t2 + h2k−1∆t

)
. (B.12)

Now, using the triangle and Young’s inequalities, we can write

J∑
j=1

∥eMj ∥2 +∆t

M∑
n=1

J∑
j=1

αj∥∇enj ∥2 ≤ C
(
h2k +∆t2 + h2−d∆t2 + h2k−1∆t

)
. (B.13)

Finally, again use the triangle and Young’s inequalities to complete the proof.
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