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ABSTRACT

We present our implementation of non-reflecting boundary conditions in the magnetohydrodynamics

(MHD) code LaRe3D. This implementation couples a characteristics-based boundary condition with a

Lagrangian remap code, demonstrating the generality and flexibility of such non-reflecting boundary

conditions for use with arbitrary grid-based MHD schemes. To test this implementation for perturba-

tions on a background state, we present simulations of a hot sphere in an angled magnetic field. We

then examine a series of simulations where we advect a spheromak through a non-reflecting boundary

condition at four speeds related to the fast and slow magnetosonic speeds and the Alfvén speed. We

compare the behavior of these simulations to ground truth simulations run from the same initial con-

dition on an extended grid that keeps the spheromak in the simulation volume at all times. We find

that the non-reflecting boundary condition can lead to severe, physical differences developing between

a simulation using a non-reflecting boundary and a ground truth simulation using a larger simulation

volume. We conclude by discussing the origins of these differences.

Keywords: Magnetohydrodynamic simulations

1. INTRODUCTION

The formulation of general, open boundary conditions

for numerical simulations when the region outside the

simulation is not simply described by the region inside

the simulation, and especially when we do not know how

the region outside the simulation reacts to what is hap-

pening inside the simulation, is a highly non-trivial but

universally important task. The role of a boundary con-

dition is to approximate the impact of the external uni-

verse on the internal state of a simulation and vice versa.

When this approximation is poor, as it often is, the full

internal state of the simulation can be corrupted by the

poor approximation, thus rendering the simulation dif-

ficult to interpret at best, or numerically unstable or

flatly wrong at worst. Unfortunately, this issue is often

not adequately discussed in the literature.
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Standard boundary conditions for ideal magneto-

hydrodynamics (MHD) simulations, namely those that

are implemented in terms of the MHD variables them-

selves, are especially prone to these types of numeri-

cal instabilities and errors. An appropriately specified

boundary condition specifies only the information which

is entering from the external universe, and utilizes infor-

mation from the simulation interior to set the remain-

der of the properties at the boundary. As we highlight

in this paper, mapping between the information enter-

ing the simulation through the boundary and the MHD

variables is hardly one-to-one, such that standard MHD

boundary conditions generally either severely over- or

under-specify the problem. Moreover, it is often the

case that these standard boundary conditions simulta-

neously over-specify information for the time update of

one MHD quantity while under-specifying the informa-

tion needed for the time update of another.

As we discuss in Tarr et al. (2024) (hereafter Paper I),

there is a mathematically and physically rigorous solu-

tion to this separation of incoming and outgoing infor-

mation for the ideal MHD equations. Specifically, it is

possible to formulate a boundary condition by casting
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the MHD equations in terms of characteristic derivatives

and then setting these derivatives individually based on

whether they represent incoming (entering the simula-

tion volume from outside) or outgoing (exiting the sim-

ulation volume) information. Such a solution is partic-

ularly beneficial for the data-driving scenario discussed

in Paper I, as this is a case when the state of the sys-

tem is well defined on a surface and the simulation must

evolve in a way that is consistent with the observed evo-

lution of that boundary. In that case, the boundary is

developed to get information into the system from an

external universe whose state is partially or completely

known. Characteristics-based boundaries are also highly

effective in the extreme opposite limit when the outside

universe is assumed to be in a steady state or inert as

regards the simulation domain such that the boundary

conditions evolve only due to the impact of waves ex-

iting the simulation domain without reflection. In this

case, the boundary is designed to get information out

of the system. In this paper we implement and test a

characteristic based boundary condition in this latter,

non-reflecting boundary condition (NRBC) scenario.

The idea of such non-reflecting boundary conditions

is not new in the solution of hyperbolic systems of equa-

tions, nor in MHD in particular. These were first imple-

mented by Hedstrom (1979) and have since been used

by various other authors (e.g., Grappin et al. 2000, 2008;

Landi et al. 2005; Jiang et al. 2011; Gudiksen et al. 2011;

Lionello et al. 2013, among others). In this paper we dis-

cuss our implementation of such boundary conditions

into the Staggered Grid, Lagrangian–Eulerian Remap

Code for 3-D MHD Simulations, LaRe3D (Arber et al.

2001).

In addition to discussing our implementation, in this

paper we also want to remind the reader that the term

“non-reflecting boundary conditions” can be deceptively

broad, as various implementations carrying that name

treat the incoming characteristic derivatives substan-

tially differently. These different implementations then

imply different assumptions about the impact of the ex-

ternal universe on the simulation interior evolution. As

such, we dedicate much of the discussion in this paper to

emphasizing that mismatches between the evolution of

ground truth simulations and those using non-reflecting

boundary conditions can be dominated by the implicit

assumptions encoded in the implementation of a non-

reflecting boundary. While careful consideration of the

problem being solved can ameliorate these effects, as

we discuss throughout the paper, some are unavoidable

as we do not know the state of the external universe.

Ultimately, you can’t always get what you want, and

sometimes even trying can prove insufficient to get you

what you need.

One of the central issues here is that the bound-

ary condition that is commonly sought when using a

non-reflecting boundary is one that unobtrusively allows

waves, plasma, magnetic fields, etc. out of the simula-

tion volume. Ideally such a boundary condition would

minimally alter anything leaving the simulation volume

such that a simulation with non-reflecting boundaries re-

sembles a larger simulation with the boundaries moved

far away. However, it is not clear how such a bound-

ary condition should be implemented, or even what the

appropriate physical quantities and properties are that

the boundary condition must respect in order to achieve

this goal. This is because specifying such a boundary

condition requires knowledge of the external universe,

namely the region which we are not simulating. With-

out knowledge of the state of the external universe, it

is not possible to determine the reaction of the external

universe to the action of the simulation. In turn, if one

cannot simulate the reaction of the external universe on

the simulation volume it becomes impossible to deter-

mine which information is the “right” information to al-

low to leave the simulation volume. Therefore, one often

falls back on standard implementations of non-reflecting

boundaries which only achieve this goal in very special

circumstances.

In Section 2 we review the formulation of a

characteristics-based boundary condition as laid out in

Paper I. This section also presents the numerical spec-

ifications of our implementation in LaRe3D. We then

continue in Section 3 by presenting a simple test case of

a hot sphere in an angled magnetic field to demonstrate

that our implementation of a characteristics-based non-

reflecting boundary is operating as expected. In Sec-

tion 4, we introduce a more complex test case used

throughout the remainder of the paper, namely the ad-

vection of a balanced spheromak. We then analyze the

evolution of simulations of this test case using two com-

mon implementations of non-reflecting boundary condi-

tions, and compare these to ground truth simulations in

the second portion of this section, with a key result being

that simulations with non-reflecting boundaries do not

accurately represent the impact of the external universe.

In Section 5, we break down why simulations including

a non-reflecting boundary condition in general cannot

recover the behavior of ground truth simulations which

treat a larger volume. Finally we summarize the overall

conclusions of the paper in Section 6.
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2. NRBC BOUNDARY CONDITION

FORMULATION

2.1. Summary of the mathematical formulation

Before presenting the results of our implementation

of non-reflecting boundary conditions (NRBCs) into

LaRe3D, we summarize some information from Paper

I, §2-3 regarding a characteristics-based formulation of

MHD which is necessary for the discussion in this paper.

For the full discussion, we refer the reader to Paper I.

To facilitate the reader moving back and forth between

this section and the associated discussion in Paper I, the

first several equations here have numbers P1.xx where

xx is the equation number in Paper I.

To derive a characteristics-based formulation of MHD,

we begin by casting the MHD equations

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρv) = 0 (P1.1a)

∂v

∂t
+ (v · ∇)v +

1

ρ
∇P − 1

µ0ρ
(∇×B)×B − g = 0

(P1.1b)

∂ϵ

∂t
+ v · ∇ϵ+

P

ρ
∇ · v = 0 (P1.1c)

∂B

∂t
+ (v · ∇)B − (B · ∇)v +B(∇ · v) = 0 , (P1.1d)

closed using the ideal equation of state

P = (γ − 1)ρϵ , (P1.1e)

in matrix form in terms of the primitive variable MHD

state vector UT = (ρ, ϵ, vx, vy, vz, Bx, By, Bz) as

∂tU +Ax ·∂xU +Ay ·∂yU +Az ·∂zU +D = 0 . (P1.2)

Eqn. P1.1b uses J = ∇ × B/µ0. We use internal en-

ergy per unit mass (ϵ) to match the MHD variables

used by LaRe3D, but note that ϵ could be replaced

by another thermodynamic variable, for instance pres-

sure, with minor changes to the following equations

and without altering the overall discussion. The vec-

tor D contains inhomogeneous terms (e.g., gravity in

Eqn. P1.1b). The coefficient matrices A can be diag-

onalized, although not in general simultaneously in all

three directions (x̂, ŷ, ẑ) (Roe & Balsara 1996). As we

are focusing on a boundary condition, and can select the

direction perpendicular to the boundary surface, we de-

note the boundary-normal direction as ẑ and proceed by

diagonalizing Az = SzDzS−1
z with Sz and S−1

z the right

and left eigenmatrices of Az, respectively. Dz is the di-

agonal matrix of the eigenvalues λ of Az, which are the

projected advection speed vz and this speed plus or mi-

nus the absolute value of the projected Alfvén speed ca,

the magnetosonic slow speed cs, or the magnetosonic

fast speed cf . These speeds are defined as

ca = |bz|, (P1.7i)

c2f =
1

2
(a2 + b2) +

1

2

√
(a2 + b2)2 − 4a2b2z, (P1.7j)

c2s =
1

2
(a2 + b2)− 1

2

√
(a2 + b2)2 − 4a2b2z, (P1.7k)

a2 = γ(γ − 1)ϵ, (P1.7l)

b2 =
∑

b2n, for bn = Bn/
√
ρ, n ∈ (x, y, z) , (P1.7m)

which further introduces the sound speed a and the

un-projected Alfvén speed b. The resulting seven

fundamental speeds are crucial for the problem of

characteristics-based MHD as they denote the speeds

of information propagation in MHD. The information

which is transported in the z-direction at each of these

speeds is given by the z-direction characteristic deriva-

tive vector

Lz = DzS−1
z ∂zU . (P1.9c)

The full set of components Lσ of Lz, hereafter referred

to as the boundary-normal characteristic derivatives, are
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explicitly given by

L1 = vz

[
B′

z

]
(P1.14a)

L2 = vz

[
1− γ

γρ
ρ′ +

1

γϵ
ϵ′
]

(P1.14b)

L3 =
vz − ca

2

[
−βyv

′
x + βxv

′
y

− βy
√
ρszB

′
x + βx

√
ρszB

′
y

]
(P1.14c)

L4 =
vz + ca

2

[
βyv

′
x − βxv

′
y

− βy
√
ρszB

′
x + βx

√
ρszB

′
y

]
(P1.14d)

L5 =
vz − cs

2

[
αs

γρ
ρ′ +

αs

γϵ
ϵ′

− βxαfcf
a2

szv
′
x − βyαfcf

a2
szv

′
y −

αscs
a2

v′z

− βxαf

a
√
ρ
B′

x − βyαf

a
√
ρ
B′

y

]
(P1.14e)

L6 =
vz + cs

2

[
αs

γρ
ρ′ +

αs

γϵ
ϵ′

+
βxαfcf

a2
szv

′
x +

βyαfcf
a2

szv
′
y +

αscs
a2

v′z

− βxαf

a
√
ρ
B′

x − βyαf

a
√
ρ
B′

y

]
(P1.14f)

L7 =
vz − cf

2

[
αf

γρ
ρ′ +

αf

γϵ
ϵ′

+
βxαscs

a2
szv

′
x +

βyαscs
a2

szv
′
y −

αfcf
a2

v′z

+
βxαs

a
√
ρ
B′

x +
βyαs

a
√
ρ
B′

y

]
(P1.14g)

L8 =
vz + cf

2

[
αf

γρ
ρ′ +

αf

γϵ
ϵ′

− βxαscs
a2

szv
′
x − βyαscs

a2
szv

′
y +

αfcf
a2

v′z

+
βxαs

a
√
ρ
B′

x +
βyαs

a
√
ρ
B′

y

]
. (P1.14h)

We also introduce a set of convenient auxiliary vari-

ables to keep the notation more compact, namely βx ≡
Bx/

√
B2

x +B2
y , βy ≡ By/

√
B2

x +B2
y , sz ≡ sign(Bz),

α2
f ≡ (a2 − c2s)/(c

2
f − c2s), and α2

s ≡ (c2f − a2)/(c2f − c2s).

In terms of these definitions, we can now write the MHD

equations in the desired form

∂tU + Sz ·Lz +C = 0, (P1.12)

with C = Ax∂xU + Ay∂yU + D consolidating all in-

homogeneous terms, such as gravity, and those terms

transverse to the boundary condition. An equivalent,

expanded version of this equation which is also useful to

the discussion here is

∂tρ− ρ[L2] + αsρ[L5 + L6]

+ αfρ[L7 + L8] + Cρ = 0 (P1.18a)

∂tϵ+ ϵ[L2] + αs
a2

γ
[L5 + L6]

+ αf
a2

γ
[L7 + L8] + Cϵ = 0 (P1.18b)

∂tvx − βy[L3 − L4]− αfβxcfsz[L5 − L6]

+ αsβxcssz[L7 − L8] + Cvx = 0 (P1.18c)

∂tvy + βx[L3 − L4]− αfβycfsz[L5 − L6]

+ αsβycssz[L7 − L8] + Cvy = 0 (P1.18d)

∂tvz − αscs[L5 − L6]

− αfcf [L7 − L8] + Cvz = 0 (P1.18e)

∂tBx − βy
√
ρsz[L3 + L4]− αfβx

√
ρa[L5 + L6]

+ αsβx
√
ρa[L7 + L8] + CBx

= 0 (P1.18f)

∂tBy + βx
√
ρsz[L3 + L4]− αfβy

√
ρa[L5 + L6]

+ αsβy
√
ρa[L7 + L8] + CBy

= 0 (P1.18g)

∂tBz + [L1] + CBz
= 0 . (P1.18h)

The Cζ terms are the elements of the vectorC appearing

in each of the eight MHD equations. The mathemati-

cal expressions for these combined inhomogeneous and

transverse (to ẑ) terms are given in Paper I, Appendix

D.

With the MHD equations cast in this form, the task

of formulating a characteristic-based boundary comes

down to setting the vector of boundary-normal char-

acteristic derivatives, Lz, at the boundary. Focusing

on a single boundary, here at the minimum coordinate

position in the ẑ direction zmin, a natural distinction

can be made between Lσ associated with eigenvalues

implying an outward directed information propagation

(i.e., λσ < 0 at z = zmin) which we denote as LO
when referring to the full set and Lσ,O when referring to

individual characteristic derivatives, and Lσ associated

with eigenvalues implying an inward directed informa-

tion propagation (i.e., λσ > 0 at z = zmin) which we de-

note as LI when referring to the full set and Lσ,I when

referring to individual characteristic derivatives. All in-

formation necessary to compute outgoing characteristic

derivatives using Eqn. P1.14 (as well asC) is available in

the simulation volume, and therefore all Lσ,O are set us-

ing their corresponding subsets of Eqn. P1.14. The same

is not true for the LI , which represent the action and
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Table 1. Characteristic Derivatives at a zmin Boundary

Velocity Incoming Lσ (Lσ,I) Dependent Derivatives Outgoing Lσ (Lσ,O) P Q

vz ≤ −cf - - L7, L3, L5, L1, L2, L6, L4, L8 0 0

−cf ≤ vz ≤ −ca L8 ρ′, ϵ′, v′x, v
′
y, v

′
z, B

′
x, B

′
y L7, L3, L5, L1, L2, L6, L4 1 7

−ca ≤ vz ≤ −cs L4, L8 ρ′, ϵ′, v′x, v
′
y, v

′
z, B

′
x, B

′
y L7, L3, L5, L1, L2, L6 2 7

−cs ≤ vz ≤ 0 L6, L4, L8 ρ′, ϵ′, v′x, v
′
y, v

′
z, B

′
x, B

′
y L7, L3, L5, L1, L2 3 7

0 ≤ vz ≤ cs L1, L2, L6, L4, L8 ρ′, ϵ′, v′x, v
′
y, v

′
z, B

′
x, B

′
y, B

′
z L7, L3, L5 5 8

cs ≤ vz ≤ ca L5, L1, L2, L6, L4, L8 ρ′, ϵ′, v′x, v
′
y, v

′
z, B

′
x, B

′
y, B

′
z L7, L3 6 8

ca ≤ vz ≤ cf L3, L5, L1, L2, L6, L4, L8 ρ′, ϵ′, v′x, v
′
y, v

′
z, B

′
x, B

′
y, B

′
z L7 7 8

cf ≤ vz L7, L3, L5, L1, L2, L6, L4, L8 ρ′, ϵ′, v′x, v
′
y, v

′
z, B

′
x, B

′
y, B

′
z - 8 8

Note—Boundary-normal characteristic derivatives (second and fourth columns) ordered by boundary–normal velocity
(first column) for the bottom, zmin boundary of some simulation. The horizontal line demarcates vz ≤ 0 (above the
line) and vz ≥ 0 (below). When the bulk velocity equals one of the eigenvalues of the system, the corresponding
mode is non-propagating, and has zero amplitude, so we include an equals sign on both sides of all divisions. For
reference, the fourth column shows the outward characteristics, which is simply the reverse ordering of the inward
characteristics, and P and Q refer to the number of inward characteristic derivatives and the number of MHD
equations in which they appear, respectively. Table reproduced from Paper I.

response of the external universe, and therefore alter-

nate definitions are required. Table 1 summarizes which

Lσ are outgoing and which are incoming as a function

of the value of vz, thereby itemizing which characteris-

tics, respectively, can be set using Eqn. P1.14 and which

must be set in other ways.

In formulating a non-reflecting boundary condition,

the goal in setting the Lσ,I is to ensure that no outward

propagating disturbance reflects off the boundary condi-

tion and back into the simulation domain. If a reflection

were to occur that would mean that information would

be returned from the location where the reflection oc-

curred, with that information representing the nature of

the reflection. In the language of characteristics, the am-

plitude of the characteristic derivatives is what carries

this type of information, and the information is carried

at the propagation speed of the associated eigenvalue, or

characteristic speed, of the MHD system. Therefore, if a

reflection occurred, it would be represented by a change

in the amplitude of at least one characteristic deriva-

tive carrying information into the simulation. Based on

this, imposing that none of the outgoing characteristic

derivatives are reflected is equivalent to imposing that

outgoing characteristic derivatives do not contribute to

a change in time of the amplitude of incoming charac-

teristic derivatives.

In one-dimensional systems (1D), where all character-

istic derivatives are guaranteed to be either purely in-

coming or outgoing without transverse components (i.e.,

Ax ·∂xU = Ay ·∂yU = 0), this can be imposed exactly by

setting the set of LI equal to their initial values. These

are possible to compute from Eqn. P1.14 for the special

case of analytically or numerically defined initial con-

ditions that extend beyond the numerically simulated

region; otherwise, U ′ immediately beyond the bound-

ary condition is unknown. As the simplest example,

all LI are zero for a locally homogeneous system be-

cause all boundary normal spatial derivatives are zero

in this region. In two- and three-dimensional systems

(2D and 3D), however, the presence of transverse deriva-

tives means that information propagation is in general

no longer perpendicular to the boundary, namely the

transverse characteristic derivatives may have non-zero

amplitude, nor are the eight different types of MHD

eigenmodes represented by the characteristic derivatives

guaranteed to be aligned with one another. As a simple

example, a magnetic field-aligned flow with a gradient

in density along the field and a gradient in magnetic

field strength perpendicular to the field gives a non-

zero amplitude to the Alfvén modes perpendicular to

the field and a non-zero amplitude to the entropy mode

in the orthogonal direction along the field. Therefore,

the meaning of non-reflecting in multi-D is no longer so

straightforward. Due to this ambiguity, individual au-

thors refer to different methods of setting the Lσ,I in

multi-D as imposing a “non-reflecting” boundary condi-

tion. As an example, we now compare the three different

methods used by Grappin et al. (2000, 2008), which we

refer to as “Fixed” NRBCs, Jiang et al. (2011), which

we refer to as “Cancellation” NRBCS, and Gudiksen

et al. (2011), which is a variation on the cancellation
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NRBCs. Importantly, all of these methods are referred

to as “non-reflecting”.

2.1.1. Fixed NRBCs

One common interpretation of non-reflecting in multi-

D, which is analogous to the 1D case, is to again set

each Lσ,I to its initial function of space. For any Lσ

which is initially incoming and switches to outgoing, its

value is computed from the simulation while outgoing

like all other Lσ,O. If this Lσ is later incoming again,

its value is set back to Lσ,I(t = 0). For any Lσ which

is initially outgoing and is later switched to incoming,

Lσ,I = 0 while it is incoming, as no information was

initially entering the simulation via this mode. As men-

tioned above, frequently Lσ,I(t = 0) = 0 in which case

all Lσ,I = 0 at all times independent of their initial sta-

tus. This is the case for all the simulations we perform

later in this paper.

Conceptually, this imposes the condition that no in-

formation in the simulation is allowed to alter LI . As

such, the boundary-perpendicular, incoming character-

istic derivatives are independent of either the boundary-

perpendicular, outgoing characteristic derivatives or

the transverse characteristic derivatives. Consulting

Eqn. P1.12, this implies that the evolution in time of U

at the boundary is driven by LO, the transverse charac-

teristic derivatives, and inhomogeneous terms in C, po-

tentially with an additional contribution from whatever

function each Lσ,I had initially. This is, for instance,

the method chosen by Grappin et al. (2000, 2008). We

will explore this case in detail below, and refer to it as

Fixed NRBCs.

2.1.2. Cancellation NRBCs

Another common, alternative interpretation of how to

generalize a non-reflecting boundary condition from 1D

to multi-D arises from examining Eqn. P1.12. Solving

this for Lz yields

Lz = −S−1∂tU − S−1C . (1)

In a 1D setup where the plasma near the boundary is

initially spatially uniform, and in the absence of inho-

mogeneous terms (i.e., C = 0), this reduces to

Lσ = −
∑
ζ

S−1
σ,ζ∂tUζ . (2)

In this limit, LI = 0 because the plasma is spatially

uniform and an NRBC is defined such that outgoing

characteristics can not change the value of the incoming

characteristics. This then means
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζ∂tUζ = 0 if Lσ

is incoming. This property is then applied to the multi-

D case, such that each Lσ,I must be set to exactly can-

cel its associated transverse and inhomogeneous terms,

namely Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ . This imposes that LI can

not be changed by LO, but can be changed by other

information at the boundary in the simulation volume

through the transverse and inhomogeneous terms Cζ .

Additionally, this method implies that time derivatives

of the primitive variables approach zero at the bound-

ary with increasing numbers of incoming characteristic

derivatives because the incoming characteristics cancel

out increasing portions of the time update imposed by

transverse terms. “Fixed” NRBCs have the same be-

havior with increasing numbers of incoming characteris-

tics for an initially spatially uniform plasma because the

transverse terms are zero and all Lσ,I = 0. This second

method is used, for instance, by Jiang et al. (2011) and

underpins the Bifrost boundary conditions1 described by

Gudiksen et al. (2011). We will also explore this case in

detail below, and refer to it as Cancellation NRBCs.

In order to discuss the differences introduced by these

two methods, we present simulations using both pre-

scriptions for LI in the following sections. Before mov-

ing on, however, it is important to highlight a mismatch

between what non-reflecting boundary conditions do

and how they are commonly deployed. A non-reflecting

boundary condition removes the impact of LO on LI .

Meanwhile, non-reflecting boundary conditions are of-

ten utilized as though they will mimic the results of a

larger simulation by minimizing the action of the bound-

ary condition on the simulation interior. As we discuss

in more depth in Section 5, this is explicitly not what a

non-reflecting boundary condition does. To illuminate

why this is, consider the simple case of a zero-velocity,

force-free plasma configuration, namely a configuration

in which all the terms in the three momentum equations

sum to give ∂tv = 0. Consulting Equations P1.18c,

P1.18d, and P1.18e, we see that we can conceptualize

a force-free configuration in terms of the characteristic

derivatives as a superposition of standing waves at every

location imposed by oppositely directed Alfvén (via L3

and L4) and magnetosonic slow (via L5 and L6) and fast

(via L7 and L8) modes. This superposition must can-

cel out the contribution of C in some non-trivial way

to enforce ∂tv = 0. Therefore, one might imagine that

altering any one L would upset the delicate balance. As

we discuss in Section 5, this intuition is correct. If we

were to place a simple non-reflecting boundary condi-

tion at some point in this force-free configuration, then

the Fixed method, where all Lσ,I are set to their initial

1 Bifrost boundary conditions actually satisfy Lσ,I =

−
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ

∣∣∣∣
(v=0)

.
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value, will preserve the force-free nature of the plasma

configuration because every L has its initial well bal-

anced value at every time. Meanwhile, it is not clear that

the Cancellation method, where Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ

rather than its well balanced value, can maintain a force-

free balance outside of trivial scenarios where all the

characteristic derivatives are zero initially. Further, as

soon as even spatially constant advection is introduced,

as we do in Section 4, the two methods differ from one

another and from a larger simulation. To understand

why this is, it is important to recognize that none of

the characteristic derivatives are likely to be uniform in

space for any arbitrary plasma configuration. Advection

moves this non-uniform distribution through the bound-

ary condition, such that imposing force-balance at the

boundary requires a time varying description of LI to

perform the delicate cancellation required by Equations

P1.18c, P1.18d, and P1.18e. The Fixed NRBC is ex-

plicitly not varying LI in time, so it can not correctly

enforce force balance in this simple advection case. The

Cancellation NRBC does vary LI in time, but this time

varying description of LI depends only on the transverse

terms, while enforcing force balance depends on C, LI ,

and LO. This conceptual example illustrates that, while

it is easy to remove information from the simulation vol-

ume, it is very complex to correctly remove information

from the simulation volume.

2.2. Numerical details of the implementation

From a numerical perspective, our implementation of

the conditions laid out in the prior subsection is as a

new boundary condition for the Lagrangian remap MHD

code LaRe3D (Arber et al. 2001). Because LaRe3D is

not a characteristics-based code, and our implementa-

tion must also be able to solve the data-driving prob-

lem discussed in Paper I, this requires writing a second

MHD code based on the characteristic formulation, re-

ferred to hereafter as CHAR. This new MHD code is

only active in a thin grid encapsulating the ghost cells

of LaRe3D. For the simulations in this paper, we focus

on a boundary in the ẑ-normal direction, so this grid

spans the full simulation in the x- and y-directions, but

is thin in the z-direction. We then exchange informa-

tion at each Courant timestep back and forth between

the main MHD code LaRe3D and the characteristics-

based boundary condition MHD code CHAR to evolve

both CHAR and the LaRe3D ghost cells. Specifically, in-

formation on all primitive variables is transferred from

LaRe3D to CHAR at positions corresponding to the first

two layers of active cells of LaRe3D, CHAR is run, and

information on all primitive variables is then transferred

back from CHAR to LaRe3D at positions corresponding

to all the ghost cells of LaRe3D. Using this very general

approach makes CHAR, and the characteristics-based

boundary conditions it provides, easily implementable

into any MHD code independent of the underlying grid

structure or numerical methods the base code may uti-

lize in its own solution of MHD. This process is also

described in detail in §6 of Paper I.

Practically speaking, this transfer of information must

itself be done carefully. In order to facilitate its La-

grangian remap LaRe3D stores its variables in several

staggered locations in the grid cell, namely ρ and ϵ are

stored at cell centers, Bn are each stored at the right cell

face perpendicular to the n̂ direction (e.g., Bx is stored

on the x̂ face with the maximum x value for the cell),

and vn are all stored at the cell vertex where the right

faces of the cell in all three directions meet. Meanwhile,

the characteristics-based code performs the time evolu-

tion of all its variables at a single location in each cell,

which we chose to be cospatial with the LaRe3D cell cen-

ter where densities and energies are stored. To perform

this time evolution, spatial derivatives for the character-

istics interior to the CHAR grid are therefore computed

between neighboring cell centers, while S, Dz, and S−1

are computed at all ẑ cell faces using U averaged from

the neighboring cell centers.2 For the boundary condi-

tion it is no longer possible to compute a spatial average

to obtain a face-centered U , as U is not well defined be-

yond this surface, so S, Dz, and S−1 are approximated

by their values at the nearest cell center. See the end

of Section 5 of Paper I for further discussion of this ap-

proximation.

The mapping between the two codes is then done

in the LaRe3D→CHAR direction by averaging LaRe3D
B-fields from the two cell faces on either side of a

cell center and averaging LaRe3D velocities from the

eight cell vertices surrounding each cell center. In the

CHAR→LaRe3D direction we take control volume av-

erages of the CHAR cell center variables immediately

surrounding each location where a LaRe3D variable is

required. The only exception to this is Bz; to preserve

∇ · B⃗ = 0 to machine precision on the staggered grid

that LaRe3D uses, ∇ · B⃗ = 0 is solved for Bz at each

ẑ-normal cell face in the boundaries using the LaRe3D
numerical derivative stencil for magnetic fields. Note

that this LaRe3D specific choice does not limit the ap-

plicability of CHAR to arbitrary other MHD codes, as

this is part of the remapping step which already needs

to be tailored to the specific grid of the base MHD code,

2 The corresponding matrices for the x̂ and ŷ direction character-
istics are accordingly computed at the x̂ and ŷ cell faces, respec-
tively.
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and does not replace the CHAR internal computations

for Bz.

Beyond the choices of where to store the characteristic

code variables and perform their time update and how to

map back and forth between CHAR and LaRe3D, there
is also the issue of where on the grid to locate deriva-

tives and perform the diagonalization of the A matrices.

We choose to follow an upwind Finite Volume method,

namely we perform the diagonalization and locate the

spatial derivatives for each Lσ on cell faces upwind of the

cell center in the direction of its associated eigenvalue.

While such a method introduces higher order diffusion

terms, this is an unavoidable consequence of an upwind

scheme (Harten et al. 1983). Moreover, this method

conserves mass, momentum, energy, and magnetic flux,

which is not guaranteed for other combinations of diag-

onalization and derivative locations.

3. VALIDATION

For all following simulations, we work in dimensionless

units U = U∗/UN , where U∗ are the dimensional units,

and UN the normalizations. We proceed with the nor-

malizations chosen in length LN = 1 m, density ρN = 1

kg m−3, and magnetic field BN =
√
4π10−7 T. Note that

the normalization of magnetic field here absorbs a factor

of the permeability of free space, µ0. The normalization

of energy density and velocity can be derived, respec-

tively, as ϵN = B2
N/µ0ρN and vN = B2

N/µ0ρN . Finally

time is normalized in units of tN = LN/vN .

First, as a test of the non-reflecting boundary imple-

mentation, we consider a hot sphere in an angled mag-

netic field with no inhomogeneous terms (i.e., D = 0).

Specifically, for this test we initialize a uniform volume

of plasma with ρ = 1, ϵ = 1, vx = vy = vz = 0 and

Bx = By = Bz = 1. Into this, we insert a sphere

with a 10% perturbation in internal energy such that

a sub-volume of the plasma is over-pressurized com-

pared to the background and will expand. Due to

the presence of the magnetic field and the choice of a

β ≡ Pgas/Pmag = 2γρϵ/|B|2 ∼ 1 plasma3, this expan-

sion will be channeled along the magnetic field, resulting

in a situation where the number of Lσ,I is neither con-

stant in space nor time along the non-reflecting bound-

ary as each of the perturbations initialized by this ex-

pansion passes through it. All simulations are run with

periodic side (x and y) boundaries to allow perturba-

tions to wrap around and remain inside the simulation

volume. The top boundary in all three cases is a simpli-

fied “open” boundary condition built into LaRe3D, while

3 Plasma β as the ratio of gas and magnetic pressures is not to be
confused with the auxiliary variables βx and βy .

the bottom boundary is either a version of our newly

implemented NRBC (applied at z = 0) or a more dis-

tant (z < 0) LaRe3D “open” boundary for the Ground

Truth simulation. The use of periodic side boundaries

means perturbations propagating into the upper portion

of all the simulations, as well as perturbations propagat-

ing into the lower portion of the ground truth simula-

tion where it extends beyond the location of the non-

reflecting boundary in the other two simulations, will

interact with one another and generate contaminating

diffracted waves which continue to bounce around the

simulation until they leak out the top or bottom of the

box through the NRBC or “open” boundary. As we dis-

cuss in more depth later, these result in unavoidably dif-

ferent interference patterns in the various simulations we

compare due to the different treatments of the boundary

or simulation at z = 0.

As for the numerical specifications, we run this test

in a cube of Nx = Ny = Nz = 128 grid cells and di-

mensionless length ℓx = ℓy = ℓz = 1 in each direction.

The hot sphere is centered z = 0.3 units above the non-

reflecting boundary in the middle of the grid in the x-

and y-directions, and has radius 0.1
√
2.

The test is run for two scenarios: using non-reflecting

boundaries with Lσ,I = 0 (Fixed NRBCs) and with

Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ (Cancellation NRBCs). As a com-

parison, we run a ground truth simulation which extends

one spatial unit beyond the non-reflecting boundary lo-

cation in the z-direction, and as such has Nz = 256 in

order to keep the same spatial resolution.

In Figure 1 we present snapshots of all three simu-

lations at a time (t = 0.4) shortly after the expansion

of the hot sphere has encountered the layer correspond-

ing to the non-reflecting boundary (left column), a time

(t = 0.7) shortly after the downward propagating per-

turbation leaves the simulations with NRBCs (middle

column), as well as the final state of the plasma at time

t = 1 in normalized code units (right column). By t = 1

when the simulations are terminated, fast, slow, and

Alfvènic perturbations have had time to fully interact

with the NRBC. Moreover, if any fast or Alfvènic per-

turbations were reflected from the NRBC they would

have time to propagate through the full simulation vol-

ume. All panels of the figure show the vertical velocity

at the non-reflecting boundary (or at the corresponding

plane in the ground truth simulation) and an isocon-

tour of energy at ϵ = 1.01. The top row shows the

simulation with a Fixed NRBC (Lσ,I = 0), the bottom

row shows the simulation with a Cancellation NRBC

(Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ), and the middle row shows the

ground truth simulation. A movie of the full evolution
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a) Fixed NRBC

b) Ground Truth

c) Cancellation NRBC

Figure 1. Snapshots of the hot sphere with angled B test of the non-reflecting boundary conditions. Each panel shows an
isocontour of internal energy 1% above the background and a map of the vertical velocity at the layer of the non-reflecting
boundary. The results from a simulation with a Fixed NRBC (here Lσ,I = 0) are in the top row, and those from a simulation
with a Cancellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −

∑
ζ S

−1
σ,ζCζ) are in the bottom row, while the ground truth simulation is in the middle

row. The left column is at a time shortly after the perturbation from the hot sphere has impacted the non-reflecting boundary
(t = 0.4), and the right column is the final state of the simulation at t = 1 in normalized code units. An animated version of
this Figure is available as Supplementary Video 1.

of the three simulations is also available as online sup-

plementary material (Supplementary Video 1).

Generally, the evolution of all three simulations can

be outlined by following the propagation and expansion

or contraction of the three spheres of hot plasma visible

in the left column of Figure 1. As can be seen from the

animated version of this figure, all three originate from

the initial hot sphere centered at {x, y, z} = {0, 0, 0.3}
at time t = 0. The higher pressure inside this original

hot sphere causes it to expand. As a result the density

inside the heated region drops, and the hot sphere en-

ters pressure equilibrium with the background plasma.

Meanwhile, the perturbation to the background plasma

initiated by this expansion gets channeled by the mag-

netic field and creates the two additional propagating

spheres. The appearance of these three spheres as

separated from one other is due to the specific choice of

energy density contour. At a lower energy density closer

to the initial background the three remain linked as a

tube of material with energy density above the back-
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ground develops along the magnetic field-lines passing

through the initial hot sphere. The upward propagat-

ing perturbations pass through the periodic side bound-

aries in all three simulations after t = 0.7, reappear-

ing near the top boundary and the front edge of the

simulation volume, namely the edge where x = 0 and

y = 0, by t = 1. These perturbations become weaker

as they propagate, and as such the upward propagating

spheres contract. The downward propagating perturba-

tion leaves the simulation volume through the NRBC in

both simulations with such boundaries. For the ground

truth simulation, the downward propagating perturba-

tion passes through the periodic boundaries in the lower

portion of the ground truth simulation, again between

t = 0.7 and t = 1, but ends the simulation obscured from

view behind the cut showing vertical velocity near the

back edge of the simulation volume, namely the edge

where x = 1 and y = 1. All three simulations show

the interference of the various waves kicked off by the

expansion of the hot sphere which we mentioned a few

paragraphs earlier in this section. The resulting interfer-

ence pattern that can be seen in Figure 1 in the vertical

velocity shown in the z = 0.0 plane is noticeably dif-

ferent between the three simulations, but this is to be

expected as this layer of the simulation is treated sub-

stantially differently in the three simulations. Moreover,

the amplitude of the differences and the vertical velocity

itself diminishes in time as information is lost from the

volume at the depicted surface (for the two cases with

non-reflecting boundary conditions) or as the perturba-

tion moves away from the z = 0.0 plane and damps out

(in the ground truth case).

Returning to the discussion in the introduction, the

perilous hope in applying a non-reflecting boundary is

frequently that its presence will allow for a small simula-

tion to evolve equivalently to a simulation including the

region beyond the non-reflecting boundary. While the

bulk evolution of the simulations are all quite similar to

one another by eye, there are differences in the details as

we have just discussed. Therefore, it is useful to quantify

the difference between the ground truth simulation and

the simulations with non-reflecting boundary conditions.

Any single metric can and will obscure important simi-

larities and differences between two simulations, but our

primary goal here is to quantify a point-by-point differ-

ence between two simulations throughout their complete

simulation volumes. To this end, we utilize a weighted

mean squared difference which is defined as

wMSD =〈(
N(x, t)−G(x, t)

)
K−1

(
N(x, t)−G(x, t)

)〉
, (3)

where N is the vector of primitive variables in the

simulation with a non-reflecting boundary, NT =

(ρ, ϵ, vy, vy, vz, Bx, By, Bz). G is the same vector for the

ground truth simulation. The expectation value ⟨· · · ⟩
is taken over the total number of cells N = NxNyNz

in the simulations with non-reflecting boundary condi-

tions. K is the covariance matrix of the vector of primi-

tive variables computed for the ground truth simulation

at t = 0.1, by which time all the perturbations driven

by the expansion of the hot sphere have had time to de-

velop but before any of these have reached the sides of

the simulation volume in the lateral direction or z = 0,

the location of the NRBC in the Fixed and Cancella-

tion simulations. For reference, the {χ, ζ} element of

the covariance matrix, where both χ and ζ vary over

{ρ, ϵ, vx, vy, vz, Bx, By, Bz}, is defined as

Kχ,ζ =
〈(

Gχ (x, τad)− ⟨Gχ (τad)⟩
)

(
Gζ (x, τad)− ⟨Gζ (τad)⟩

)〉
. (4)

K is computed over the subvolume of a ground truth

simulation which overlaps the volumes of the simulations

with non-reflecting boundary conditions.

Figure 2 plots this mean squared difference for the

simulations with a Fixed NRBC (here Lσ,I = 0) and

with a Cancellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ). Both

simulations show maximum differences on the order of

wMSD = 0.1 − 0.3. To give a sense of the level of

difference that this implies, we note that the maximum

element of K is the standard deviation of ϵ, which is

6 × 10−5, and several elements of the covariance ma-

trix are order 10−7 − 10−6, while ρ, ϵ, and B are order

unity and v is order 0.01−0.1 depending on the time in

the simulation. This means that on average, individual

cells in the simulation agree between the ground truth

and the simulations with non-reflecting boundaries in

all MHD quantities at the level of fractions of a percent.

This reinforces the point that the perturbations shown

by the contours of ϵ in Figure 1 all are indistinguishable

by eye between the three simulations.

Overall, this test case shows NRBCs behaving as they

are hoped to in the literature. First, both implementa-

tions of NRBCs pass perturbations out of the simula-

tion without reflection, thereby fulfilling the purpose for

which they are designed. Second, the simulations with

NRBCs look for the most part like cut outs of the larger

ground truth simulation, as is often the hope when run-

ning simulations with NRBCs. The three simulations
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Figure 2. Mean squared difference between the ground
truth hot sphere simulation and the simulations with non-
reflecting boundary conditions. The solid black curve de-
notes the simulation with a Fixed NRBC (here Lσ,I = 0)
and the dashed red curve the simulation with a Cancellation
NRBC (Lσ,I = −

∑
ζ S

−1
σ,ζCζ).

do show subtle differences from one another, here most

evident in the interference pattern of non-zero vertical

velocity remaining at z = 0 after the expansion of the

hot sphere passes this layer. However, these can be ex-

plained by the loss of information in the simulations with

a non-reflecting boundary, as a non-reflecting bound-

ary prevents the external universe from communicating

back to the simulation. In contrast, the propagating in-

formation in the fully periodic ground truth simulation

wrapped through the periodic boundaries in the bot-

tom portion of the expanded volume4 and information

about its continuing propagation is allowed to enter the

top portion of the simulation. As such, the different

phase patterns in the z = 0 plane are due to the implic-

itly different models of the external universe below that

plane for the three simulations. These differences are

small and do not lead to meaningful differences in the

evolution of the simulations, and as such it is reasonable

to argue that both non-reflecting boundaries have done

their job and “correctly” passed information out of the

simulation with minimal reflections.

To further verify the implementation, we have run a

variety of other one-, two- and three-dimensional test

cases including the Sod (Sod 1978) and Brio-Wu (Brio

& Wu 1988) shock tubes, pure Alfvén waves, a hydro-

dynamic equivalent of the hot sphere test, and initially

sinusoidal velocity pulses in hydrodynamic and mag-

netohydrodynamic simulations. We present a sample

4 Recall that the contour of this downward propagating perturba-
tion in energy is obscured behind the cut of vz at z = 0 in the
final snapshot of the simulation.

of familiar, 1D test problems, namely a linear Alfvén

wave, the Sod shock tube, and the Brio-Wu shock

tube, in Appendix A. We find comparable results in all

cases. Therefore, we can confidently assert that this

non-reflecting boundary implementation is working as

specified.

4. A SURPRISINGLY MORE COMPLICATED

TEST CASE: ADVECTING A SPHEROMAK

Moving on, we now want to consider a different type of

test case where we advect a topologically complex mag-

netic structure through the boundary condition. This

situation is much more in line with the type of simu-

lations one expects in a solar physics setting. Specifi-

cally, for a simulation of the solar atmosphere, we ex-

pect energy, matter, and magnetic fields to enter the

simulation through a boundary cospatial with the so-

lar photosphere, and in many cases to exit the simu-

lation through another boundary. For instance, con-

sider the case of an active region coronal mass ejection

(CME), where the simulation begins with magnetic flux

emergence through the photosphere and ends with the

CME plasma and its associated magnetic field exiting

the simulation through the top boundary of the simula-

tion. As we have discussed in Paper I, the magnetic flux

emergence at the photosphere can be readily handled

by data-driven boundary conditions, as this is a case

where we have invaluable information about the state of

the external universe through observations of the solar

photosphere. As we will show in this section, the latter

case where the CME plasma and magnetic field must

leave the simulation again is very difficult, as we have

very little or no knowledge of the state of the external

universe.

As our test case for this scenario, we initialize a

spheromak in the center of the simulation, allow the

simulation to adjust to an asymptotic equilibrium con-

figuration in the presence of the spheromak, and then

advect the spheromak through the NRBC by reinitial-

izing vz(x, y, z) = vad, for vad one of a chosen set of

advection speeds discussed in more depth later in this

section. To provide ground truths against which to com-

pare these simulations, we also run a second suite of

simulations having domains extended in the advection

(z) direction, with the zmin boundary placed beyond

z = vadttot, where ttot is the total time for which the

simulations are run. The ground truth simulations use

a simple zero-gradient boundary condition on ρ, ϵ, v,

Bx, and By, while Bz is set to preserve ∇ ·B = 0. This

analytic solution to the equations is also numerically

well behaved up until the leading edge of the sphero-
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mak reaches the zmin boundary. Therefore we halt the

simulations, and our analysis, before that occurs.

The analytic description of a spheromak was devel-

oped by Rosenbluth & Bussac (1979). For our purposes,

an important feature of the spheromak is that it is a so-

lution to the linear force-free equation, J = κB with

κ a scalar. The classical spheromak is an axisymmetric

solution to this equation with a closed magnetic sur-

face at κr = 4.493 . . ., the first zero of the the spherical

Bessel function. We set B = 0 outside this surface

which results in a tangential discontinuity within the

surface (i.e, a surface current)5. Therefore, the sphero-

mak is a self-contained magnetic structure embedded in

an initially homogeneous field-free plasma, and, after

the brief relaxation discussed below, is in stable equilib-

rium. Our magnetic field implementation of the sphero-

mak in LaRe3D is fully described in Paper I, Appendix

F. In contrast to Paper I, however, we wish to construct

a spheromak initially as close as possible to a steady-

state equilibrim instead of the pressure-driven expand-

ing spheromak considered in that work. We therefore

use a uniform pressure and density for all simulations in

this paper.

To select advection velocities, we consult Table 1. Our

goal is to have each simulation highlight the behavior of

the NRBC with a different number of incoming charac-

teristics. Because all the characteristic speeds are func-

tions of space in the simulation, we select advection ve-

locities that put us in a single layer of Table 1 over a

large volume of the interior of the spheromak. Figure

3 shows a single contour of cf ,, ca, and cs in red, blue,

and yellow, respectively. If |vad| is selected to be equal

to the value of a contour, then the associated charac-

teristic will be incoming inside that contour. The spe-

cific values selected for vad are discussed further in the

following section. For brevity, going forward we refer

to the set-ups with each of the advection velocities as

Case 1: vz < −cf , Case 2: −cf < vz < −ca, Case 3:

−ca < vz < −cs, and Case 4: −cs < vz < 0.

Note that part of our set-up requires allowing the sim-

ulation to relax to the presence of the spheromak be-

fore beginning the advection. While the spheromak is

a force-free field configuration in its interior, along its

surface where the magnitude of B drops to zero, the

spheromak does possess a surface current that produces

an outwards directed Lorentz force. This means that

any spheromak will expand until its expansion generates

a gas pressure gradient between the inside and outside

5 As discussed in Paper I, for numerical stability we smooth out
this tangential discontinuity so that it spans a few grid cells in
our simulation.

of the spheromak large enough to cancel the non-zero

Lorentz force. As we want to be able to advect the

spheromak at speeds corresponding to each layer of Ta-

ble 1 with vz < 0, this means that we need to make

the magnetic field strong enough to meaningfully sepa-

rate ca and cs, i.e., we need to initialize the spheromak

with plasma β < 1. As a result of this, ca is much

larger than the sound speed a, and balancing the non-

zero Lorentz force across the surface of the spheromak

requires an appreciable gas pressure gradient to be built

up to put the setup into total force balance. This is

achieved by the spheromak expanding. In fact, this ar-

gument holds independent of the value of β, with the

amount of expansion required scaling inversely with β.

For this simulation suite, we set the magnetic field such

that β is of order 0.1 inside the spheromak, and then al-

low the simulation to relax for several average cs crossing

times through the spheromak before adding the advec-

tion. The end result is that the spheromak is of order

10% larger in radius when the advection begins than

before the relaxation.

4.1. Numerical specifications

Our simulations with a non-reflecting boundary con-

dition are run on a grid with Nx = Ny = Nz = 128

grid cells in each direction. The simulations span ℓx =

ℓy = ℓz = 4 pre-relaxation spheromak radii in each di-

rection. The spheromak is centered at [x, y, z] = [0, 0, 0]

and the simulation domain extends to ±2 in all direc-

tions. At the maximum and minimum boundary in the

x- and y-directions the simulation is periodic. We place

the NRBC at the minimum of the domain in the z-

direction. At the maximum of the domain in the z-

direction, the simulation has a symmetric boundary,

namely Uζ(zmax + δz) = Uζ(zmax − δz) in all quantities

except vz, which is held fixed at the advection speed, and

Bz, which is used to guarantee ∇ ·B = 0 at this bound-

ary. The simulation is initialized with vx = vy = vz = 0,

ρ = 1 and ϵ = 1 everywhere. Bx, By, and Bz are ini-

tialized according to the spheromak equations in Paper

I, Appendix F with B0 = 2.0 and κ ≈ 4.493 to place the

surface of the spheromak at r = 1. As discussed above,

the simulation is then allowed to relax to the presence

of the spheromak, after which the characteristic speeds

lie in the ranges cf ∈ [0.97, 3.27], ca ∈ [0, 2.24], and

cs ∈ [0, 0.95]. We then proceed to run the advection

portion of the simulations imposing a uniform advec-

tion velocity vz = vad chosen to lie within each of those

ranges.

To discuss our specific choices of advection speeds,

we plot contours of cf , ca, and cs in Figure 3. The

four panels show these contours for values of 3.5 (top
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Figure 3. Contours of the characteristic velocities cf (red), ca (blue), and cs (yellow) for each of the four selected values of
vad. In each panel, |vad| is less than the characteristic velocity inside the contour. The four cases are Case 1: vad < −cf (top
left), Case 2: −cf < vad < −ca (top right), Case 3: −ca < vad < −cs (bottom left), and Case 4: −cs < vad < 0 (bottom right).
For Case 3 the contour of cf is outside the box with the exception of small volumes where cf < |vad|. For Case 4 only the slow
speed is shown because the contour of cf is fully outside the box and contours of bz and cs lie nearly on top of one another near
the surface of the spheromak.

left), 2.3 (top right), 1.0 (bottom left), and 0.1 (bottom

right). In each panel cf is the red contour, ca is the blue

contour, and cs is the yellow contour.

Beginning in the upper left of Figure 3, 3.5 is greater

than the maximum value of all the characteristic speeds,

and as such no contours appear in this panel. This

means that advecting the spheromak at this speed would

be expected to direct all the characteristic derivatives

out of the box at all times. To put this a different way,

the number of Lσ,I , hereafter denoted as #Lσ,I , would

be expected to be zero at all times while the spheromak

is advected through the boundary at this speed. There-

fore, we select vad = −3.5 as our first advection speed,

hereafter Case 1 which we denote as vad < −cf .

Moving to the upper right panel, 2.3 is in the range

of cf but is still greater than the maximum of ca or

cs. Therefore, we only see a contour of cf (red) in

this panel. Advecting the spheromak downward at this

speed would be expected to result in the characteris-

tic mode with eigenvalue vad + cf pointed against the

direction of advection inside this red contour, and as

such #Lσ,I = 1 inside the red contour when this region

is passing through the non-reflecting boundary condi-

tion during the advection. As this isolates the effects of
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only this fast mode affecting the simulation, we select

vad = −2.3 as our second advection speed, hereafter

Case 2 which we denote as −cf < vad < −ca.

The bottom left panel of Figure 3 shows contours of

the characteristic velocities where they equal 1.0. This

is almost the minimum of cf so only small red contours

remain inside which no characteristic modes are incom-

ing (#Lσ,I = 0 inside these very small regions). Now,

however, 1.0 is well within the range of ca so we see sub-

stantial volumes of the spheromak encapsulated by blue

contours. 1.0 is still larger than the maximum of cs, so

no contours of cs appear. Choosing this advection speed,

as we do in Case 3, is expected to result in at least one in-

coming characteristic with eigenvalue vad+ cf at almost

all locations and times, and two incoming characteris-

tics with eigenvalues vad + cf and vad + ca (#Lσ,I = 2)

inside the blue contours when they pass through the

non-reflecting boundary. Therefore we refer to Case 3

alternately as −ca < vad < −cs as this is satisfied over

the majority of the interior of the spheromak.

Finally, the bottom right panel shows the contour

where cs = 0.1 (yellow). We omit the contour of cf
as 0.1 is less than the minimum of cf and as such no red

contour would appear. We also omit the contour ca for

clarity. This is because both ca and cs go to zero out-

side the spheromak and as the contour we plot is itself so

close to zero, the blue contour of ca would have lain very

nearly on top of the yellow contour of cs, significantly

muddying this panel. As this is the only case we show

which includes a contour of cs, using this as as our fi-

nal advection speed will add a case where one additional

characteristic mode can propagate into the box, namely

the one with eigenvalue vad + cs (#Lσ,I = 3) inside

the yellow contour as it propagates across the NRBC.

This is the maximum number of characteristic modes

we can get pointing into the simulation volume without

the advection velocity being upwards, at which point we

are in a regime likely more appropriately handled by a

data-driven boundary condition as the advection could

draw new structures and information from the exter-

nal universe into the simulation. Therefore, we make

vad = −0.1 our final choice of advection speed, namely

Case 4, also denoted −cs < vad < 0 as this is the con-

dition satisfied by the majority of the volume of the

spheromak.

To reiterate, we proceed running simulations with

vad = -3.5, -2.3, -1.0, and -0.1 as our four advection

speeds in Case 1-4, respectively. As discussed above,

these choices produce simulations that have largely

distinct numbers of incoming characteristics once the

spheromak reaches and passes through the NRBC, and

as such allow us to analyze the effects of each character-

istic mode on the simulation volume by comparing the

four cases. We will use the expected number of Lσ,I
later in this section to test how well each NRBC is able

to reproduce the known behavior of uniform, constant

advection from the ground truth simulation, and what

dependence any departures have on the number of in-

coming characteristics present in the boundary condi-

tion. For ease of reference, we summarize that Case

1 is expected to have #Lσ,I = 0 at all times, Case 2

is expected to have #Lσ,I = 1 while the spheromak is

passing through the boundary and #Lσ,I = 0 elsewise,

Case 3 is expected to have #Lσ,I = 2 while the sphero-

mak is passing through the boundary and #Lσ,I = 1

elsewise, and Case 4 is expected to have #Lσ,I = 3

while the spheromak is passing through the boundary

and #Lσ,I = 1 elsewise as the region where cs > |vad|
is nearly identical to the region where ca > |vad| for this
case.

Factoring in the initial distance from the bottom of

the spheromak to the NRBC boundary (δℓ = ℓz/4 = 1),

we run each simulation for t = 5/vad such that the lower

edge of the spheromak contacts the NRBC at t ≈ 1/vad,

the spheromak fully exits the box at t ≈ 3/vad, and the

remaining time allows us to examine whether remnants

of the spheromak passing through the NRBC are visible

in the simulations with NRBCs. Based on these simula-

tion durations, the ground truth (GT ) simulations have

ℓz,GT = 10 with −8 ≤ z ≤ 2 and Nz,GT = 320. This

puts the zmin boundary in these simulations 2 spatial

units beyond the lower edge of the spheromak at the

end of the simulation such that the spheromak is fully

contained within the GT simulation at all times and the

impact of the ground truth boundary at its zmin is neg-

ligible.

4.2. Comparison of Ground Truth and NRBC

simulations

In comparing the ground truth (GT) and NRBC sim-

ulations, it is important to make a distinction between

the types of differences that can occur between the sim-

ulations. The first is changes in the MHD properties

due to numerical reflections from the NRBC. These are

independent of the type of boundary condition being im-

plemented, as they are numerical errors in the method

which result in LI being incorrectly defined at locations

near to, or even immediately at, the NRBC. These errors

then impact the amplitude of the modes propagating

away from the boundary, causing spurious information

to enter the simulation. We will refer to differences aris-

ing from these numerical errors as numerical reflections.

The second type of differences that can occur are due

to the NRBC correctly fulfilling its designed purpose and
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setting LI to have the prescribed value to numerical pre-

cision. The explicit mathematical goal of non-reflecting

boundary conditions is to either fully remove the evolu-

tion in time of incoming modes (as is the case when LI
is held at its initial value or zero) or to set this evolution

to be based only on simulation interior properties (as is

the case when Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ). With the excep-

tion of some special cases, both are insufficient to pro-

vide what is needed to match the ground truth simula-

tion. This means that the evolution of a simulation with

an NRBC is in general different from a larger simulation

that includes a volume beyond the non-reflecting bound-

ary, as information about the structure of the spheromak

which has “left the building” through the non-reflecting

boundary condition is essential to the integrity of the

part of the spheromak still in the building. Hedstrom

(1979) provides a simple example of why information

which has already left the volume can be essential to

the evolution of what is left behind by laying out the

case of a slow mode leaving the volume, and then at a

later time a fast mode. The slow mode will be over-

taken by the fast mode outside the volume, at which

point it is possible for their interaction to result in a

back-propagating mode that should re-enter the volume

at a later time (Hedstrom 1979; Thompson 1987). Put

differently, it is in general not correct to assume that

all the weighted sums of spatial derivatives of the MHD

primitive variables present in the subsets of Eqn. P1.14

remain constant in time as the simulation evolves (as

is assumed by the boundary condition with Lσ,I con-

stant or zero), nor is it correct to assume that these

can be correctly recovered by information propagating

perpendicular to the plane wherein these Lσ,I are de-

fined (as is assumed by the boundary condition with

Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ). In point of fact, the information

required to correctly specify these weighted sums of spa-

tial derivatives in a way that would match the ground

truth simulation has already been destroyed by the time

we need it. The direct, mathematically intended pur-

pose of the non-reflecting boundary condition is to pass

information out of the volume without reflection, which

is explicitly without impact on the incoming character-

istics. The incoming characteristics encode all the in-

formation about the impact of the external universe on

the simulation volume, so choosing to not allow outgoing

characteristics to impact incoming characteristics means

that all information about anything that leaves the box

is irretrievably lost.

For both numerical reflections and physically mean-

ingful information eliminated by the NRBC, the influ-

ence the boundary condition can have increases with

the number of incoming characteristic derivatives de-

fined by the boundary. Therefore, these two types of

differences are difficult to distinguish on a case-by-case

basis, especially for complex simulations, as the advec-

tion of a spheromak presented here proves to be. How-

ever, the NRBC implementation we present here is built

on the same code foundation from Paper I, in which we

present a test case of data-driving from this boundary

with Lσ,I(x, y, t) computed from the fullU at every time

step. Because we are defining numerical reflections as

errors in the method, and at the core Paper I uses the

same method as this paper, any numerical reflections as

we discuss them here would manifest as a poor match

between driven and ground truth simulations in Paper

I. The results presented in Paper I show excellent agree-

ment between the ground truth simulation and the one

driven with the full ground truth U at every time step

(i.e. the case where we can solve for LI at every Courant

step; see the blue line in their Figure 8 and discussion

pertaining to it), so we are confident that our method

has negligible numerical reflections and discuss instead

only the latter type of differences, namely those arising

from the NRBC correctly doing its job and eliminating

alteration of LI by LO (when Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ) or

all alterations to LI (when Lσ,I = 0).

4.2.1. Overview of the general behavior of a spheromak
advected through the NRBC

Before presenting the results of our investigation of

the behavior of the NRBC in the following subsection

(§4.2.2), we first discuss the typical evolution of the

spheromak as it passes through the NRBC. As much of

the general behavior of the simulations is the same un-

til we go to the very slowest advection speed (see Sect.

4.2.2), we here choose to present results from the simula-

tion with −ca < vad (= −1.0) < −cs only. Comparable

figures to those presented in this section are available

for all four advection speeds as supplementary material

(Supplementary Videos 2–5).

At a basic level, the configuration we are investigat-

ing is a Galilean transformation of a stationary, bal-

anced spheromak. Therefore, the desired result is that

the spheromak should pass out of the volume without

changes to any of the magnetohydrodynamic variables

in the Lagrangian frame. Importantly for investigating

the behavior of the non-reflecting boundary, the simula-

tion should begin with a topologically complex magnetic

field configuration in the volume and end with B = 0

after the spheromak passes out of the volume. This

critical result is recovered by all the simulations with

non-reflecting boundaries which have vad < −cs (Cases

1, 2, and 3; rows 1, 2, and 3 in Table 1). To emphasize

this point, in Figure 4 (an animated version of this Fig-

ure is available as Supplementary Video 4) we show the
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magnetic field lines in the volume and the normal com-

ponent of the magnetic field, Bz, at the non-reflecting

boundary (or in the case of the ground truth simula-

tion, in a plane at the same height). Figure 4 shows all

three simulations at time t = 1, when the spheromak has

just contacted z = −2, the location of the non-reflecting

boundary condition (left column); at time t = 2 when

the midplane of the spheromak reaches z = −2 in the

ground truth simulation (middle column); and at time

t = 3 when the trailing edge of the spheromak reaches

z = −2 in the ground truth simulation (right column).

The animation shows the spheromak in all three sim-

ulations advecting from its original location centered

at x = y = z = 0 toward the boundary condition at

z = −2 (for the cases with NRBCs) or toward the ex-

tended lower volume of the simulation (for the GT case).

Field lines in Figure 4 and in the animations are all ini-

tialized at the same x, y locations in a plane that advects

with the flow to track the mid-plane of the spheromak,

and stops moving when it reaches z = −1.95 just inside

the simulations with NRBCs. As the bottom (min(z))

edge of the spheromak passes through the z = −2 layer

where the NRBC is located in the simulations with such

a boundary, distortions in the spheromak begin to occur

as compared to the ground truth case. These are vis-

able at time t = 2 in Figure 4. At this speed and faster

advection speeds, these distortions do not prevent the

spheromak from passing through the simulation bound-

ary or even drastically alter the advection speed of the

spheromak. The small degree to which the advection

time is altered can be seen at time t = 3 in the right

column of Figure 4, as slightly different amounts of the

spheromak remain in the volume. This reinforces the

success of our implementation of a characteristics-based

boundary condition into a code not based on a method of

characteristics, and moreover its usage for non-reflecting

boundaries. This point was further emphasized in Paper

I.

However, comparison of individual field lines, and

even the orientation of the polarity inversion line (across

which the normal component of the field changes sign)

at the boundary of the simulation with a Cancellation

NRBC, shows that the three simulations are not identi-

cal. As discussed at the beginning of this section, this

is to be expected as neither implementation of non-

reflecting boundary conditions can in general be ex-

pected to correctly recover all Lσ,I as they would be

computed in the ground truth simulation at the layer

of the non-reflecting boundary condition at all times.

Therefore, we more deeply analyze these differences and

their potential sources in the following subsection and

in Section 5.

4.2.2. Results at each advection speed

The primary goal of this section is to quantify the

difference between each NRBC simulation and the cor-

responding GT simulation in a simple way. To do so, we

begin with the weighted mean squared difference defined

in Eqn. 3, but include one minor change. The simula-

tions of advected spheromaks have only very minor de-

partures from uniform advection v = vadẑ throughout

the full ground truth simulation, due to diffusion across

the grid. If we were to include v in the wMSD compu-

tation it would dominate the metric because this unifor-

mity would make all elements in K−1 involving a com-

ponent of velocity pathologically large. Therefore, we

here choose to omit v from the weighted mean squared

difference such that NT = (ρ, ϵ, Bx, By, Bz) and χ and

ζ in the covariance matrix vary over {ρ, ϵ, Bx, By, Bz}.
Later in this section we break wMSD down and examine

the impact of the boundary on each variable individu-

ally, at which point we reintroduce each of the velocity

components on its own.

The expectation value ⟨· · · ⟩ in Eqn. 3 is again taken

over the total number of cells N = NxNyNz in the sim-

ulations with non-reflecting boundary conditions. K is

computed separately for each ground truth simulation

at a time τad = 1/vad, namely when the spheromak

has advected one spatial unit. Computing K at this

time allows the variations in the ground truth simula-

tion to develop due to diffusion from advecting over sev-

eral tens of grid cells, while also keeping the majority of

the spheromak inside the domain of overlap with the

NRBC simulations to keep the variance and covariance

of the magnetic field components physically meaningful.

⟨Gχ⟩ and ⟨Gζ⟩ in Eqn. 4, as well as K as a whole, are

computed over the region of the ground truth simulation

with ∥B∥ > 10−10, while wMSD is computed over the

full overlapping region of both simulations.

In Figure 5, we plot the wMSD for each of the simu-

lations advecting a spheromak through a non-reflecting

boundary, where the difference is computed against the

ground truth simulation with the same advection veloc-

ity. In all four panels solid black lines denote wMSD

for simulations with a Fixed NRBC (here Lσ,I = 0)

and dashed red lines denote wMSD for simulations with

a Cancellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ). To aug-

ment these plots of the mean squared difference, we also

plot the maximum number of incoming characteristic

derivatives found in any cell in the boundary layer as a

function of time, using the axis on the right. For this

portion of each panel black circles show the maximum

number of incoming characteristics for simulations with

a Fixed NRBC (here Lσ,I = 0) and the red diamonds

show this quantity for simulations with a Cancellation
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(a) Fixed NRBC

(b) Ground Truth

(c) Cancellation NRBC

Figure 4. Magnetic field lines in the volume, and the normal component of the magnetic field, Bz, at the location of the
non-reflecting boundary for the simulations with −ca < vad (= −1.0) < −cs. The simulation with a Fixed NRBC (here
Lσ,I = 0) is on the top and with a Cancellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −

∑
ζ S

−1
σ,ζCζ) is on the bottom. The central row shows the same

quantities in the overlapping volume and on the same plane for the ground truth simulation. Field lines were initiated at the
same x, y locations in the z = −1.95 plane for each column in all simulations. An animated version of this Figure is available
as Supplementary Video 4.
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Figure 5. Lines plot the wMSD for each simulation (left axis), and symbols plot the maximum number of incoming charac-
teristics, #Lσ,I , within the boundary layer (right axis), as a function of time, for Case 1 (a), Case 2 (b), Case 3 (c), and Case
4 (d). Solid black curves and black circles correspond to simulations with a Fixed NRBC (labeled Lσ,I = 0) and dashed red
curves and red diamonds to simulations with a Cancellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −

∑
ζ S

−1
σ,ζCζ). Both legends refer to all four panels.
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NRBC (Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ). Note that at many times,

and especially for Cases 1 (panel a) and 2 (panel b),

both the Fixed and Cancellation NRBCs produce the

same maximum number of incoming characteristics for

a given Case, so their symbols overlap.

Comparing the panels of Figure 5 shows a clear trend

where the slower the advection is, the more different the

simulation with non-reflecting boundaries are from the

ground truth. This trend is independent of which im-

plementation of non-reflecting boundaries is chosen, and

is a direct result of the increasing number of incoming

characteristic derivatives from a simulation in Case 1

(vad < −cf ), which we can see from Table 1 is tuned

to have no incoming characteristics, to a simulation in

Case 4 (−cs < vad < 0), which we can see from Table 1

is tuned to have three incoming characteristics over the

bulk of the spheromak volume.

In the former case, the two simulations with non-

reflecting boundary conditions are identical, and the

negligible differences between them and the ground

truth simulation are due to numerical diffusion from cou-

pling two MHD codes together at the boundary layer.

Additionally, it is important to note how extremely sim-

ilar the two simulations are, as wMSD < 10−4 at all

times for both types of non-reflecting boundary. To give

a sense of just how remarkably similar wMSD = 10−4

is, if the MHD variables were distributed as Gaussians

and were uncorrelated, this would be equivalent to one

variable being different by an average of one percent of

a standard deviation, or all five variables being different

by an average 0.2% of a standard deviation. This re-

inforces that our method has coupled simulations using

fundamentally different methods for solving MHD with-

out introducing any appreciable difference compared to

a simulation using a single method for solving MHD.

Meanwhile, when we consider simulations in Case 4,

snapshots of which are shown in Figure 6, the evolutions

of both simulations are visibly dissimilar for all times af-

ter the spheromak encounters the non-reflecting bound-

ary and, as we discuss in more depth below, these simu-

lations produce drastically wrong numbers of incoming

characteristics. In this slowest advection case, the two

versions of NRBCs produce wildly different, and both

wildly incorrect, behaviors. As can be seen from Figure

6 and its animation in Supplemental Video 5, the simu-

lation with a Cancellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ)

pulls the spheromak through the boundary faster than

the advection, while part of the spheromak bounces off

the “non-reflecting” boundary when a Fixed NRBC (in

this case Lσ,I = 0) is used.

The largest jump in wMSD occurs between Case 2

and Case 3. This is the step between super-Alfvènic out-

flow through the NRBC and predominantly sub-Alfvènic

outflow. For simulations with super-Alfvènic outflow,

namely Cases 1 and 2, it is not possible to discern any

differences from the ground truth by eye. wMSD re-

mains correspondingly low in these cases. In contrast,

for simulations with sub-Alfvènic inflow, namely Cases 3

and 4, the impact of the misrepresented incoming char-

acteristic derivatives is severe enough to cause by-eye

differences and a wMSD which becomes of order unity

or higher. At that level, wMSD indicates typical differ-

ences between simulations with NRBCs and the ground

truth on the order of the scale of the distribution of

primitive variables in the ground truth spheromak it-

self.

Beyond this, comparing the number of incoming char-

acteristic derivatives in the simulations in Cases 3 and

4 with what would be expected in these cases in Table

1 shows that a larger number of characteristic deriva-

tives end up being incoming than what the simulation

is tuned to have. This highlights that the impact of

the non-reflecting boundary can be severe enough that

the characteristic speeds and the local velocity normal

to the boundary are both altered, and, in tandem, the

number of characteristic derivatives the boundary sets

can increase in a positive feedback loop. In fact, close

examination of the simulations in Case 2 shows that

even in this case the impact of the non-reflecting bound-

ary is sufficient to make simulations with Fixed (here

Lσ,I = 0) and Cancellation (Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ) NR-

BCs have different numbers of incoming characteristic

derivatives from one another for one of the outputs near

the end of the time when the spheromak is passing

through the non-reflecting boundary.

4.2.3. Behavior of each variable

To examine the impact of the boundary condition on

each variable individually, we split up the wMSD metric

and calculate the quantity ϖ99(ζ), which is the 99th

percentile of the difference distribution for variable Uζ .

That is, 99 percent of the cells in a simulation with a

NRBC have a weighted difference less than ϖ99(ζ):

ϖ99(ζ) ≥
|Uζ −Gζ |
ϖζ,GT

, (5)

where Uζ is one of the primitive MHD variables in

the full MHD state vector (i.e., including velocity once

again) for the simulation with a non-reflecting boundary,

Gζ is the same variable in the ground truth simulation,

and ϖζ,GT ≡
√
⟨(Gζ − ⟨Gζ⟩)2⟩ is the standard devia-

tion of Gζ which, like K, is computed over the region

of the ground truth simulation with ∥B∥ > 10−10. This

quantity is plotted for all eight primitive variables and in
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Figure 6. Magnetic field lines in the volume, and the normal component of the magnetic field, Bz, at the location of the
non-reflecting boundary for the simulations with −cs < vad (= −0.1) < 0 (Case 4). The simulation with a Fixed NRBC (here
Lσ,I = 0) is on the left and with a Cancellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −

∑
ζ S

−1
σ,ζCζ) is on the right. The central panel shows the same

quantities in the overlapping volume and on the same plane for the ground truth simulation. Magnetic field lines are initiated
from x, y positions which track the motion of the midplane of the spheromak as it advects and ultimately accelerates in the cases
with NRBCs. An animated version of this Figure is available as Supplementary Video 5. The animation shows the spheromak
in each simulation beginning by advecting from its initial position at x = y = z = 0 toward the zmin boundary condition. Once
the lower edge of the spheromak encounters the NRBC in the simulations which have one, it becomes notably distorted and the
motion of the spheromak deviates from constant speed advection. For the simulation with a Fixed NRBC (here Lσ,I = 0) the
spheromak bounces off the boundary condition twice before the animation ends. For the simulation with a Cancellation NRBC
(Lσ,I = −

∑
ζ S

−1
σ,ζCζ), the spheromak markedly accelerates, exiting the simulation domain in approximately half the time it

would have taken under constant speed advection.

all cases for simulations with non-reflecting boundaries

in Figure 7. For all panels of Fig. 7 time is measured in

unit length over advection speed, LN/vad, to synchro-

nize the simulations with different durations and advec-

tion speeds. Note that ϖ99 for the components of v is

between one and two orders of magnitude higher than

the other MHD variables. As mentioned previously, this

is because the velocity in the ground truth simulation is

nearly constant in time and uniform in space, so the nor-

malizing standard deviation is much smaller than for the

other variables, and not necessarily because the differ-

ence in velocity is intrinsically much larger. This is the

reason we omitted v from wMSD.

With this in mind, comparing the panels with one an-

other points out that the final state of some variables

can be very well represented even when the evolution of

the simulations overall are dramatically different. For

instance, the simulation in Case 4 (solid) with a Cancel-

lation NRBC (Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ) (red) ends up with

remarkably small differences in the magnetic field. This

is because this simulation, like the ground truth simula-

tion, ends with the spheromak having exited the volume

of interest even though the way in which this occurs is

drastically different. Meanwhile, the simulation in Case

4 with a Fixed NRBC (in this case Lσ,I = 0) is the only

one which does not go to low error in magnetic field

by the end of the simulation, as it is the only one that

does not clear the magnetic structure (see the solid black

curves). Additionally considering the errors in ρ, ϵ, and

the components of v reinforces that neither simulation

in Case 4 is actually adequately reproducing the ground

truth, which in turn underlines the importance of de-

tailed comparisons of all MHD quantities in addition to

holistic properties like wMSD which may mask some in-

teresting and important differences between individual

simulations.

Within each of the panels, as was the case in Figure

5, there is again a clear trend of decreasing quality of

agreement with increasing number of incoming charac-

teristic derivatives as the advection speed is lowered. As

mentioned above, there is a particularly notable jump in
how well the simulations with non-reflecting boundaries

do at reproducing the ground truth when we go from

Case 2 to Case 3 when advection switches from super-

to predominantly sub-Alfvènic, as this results in ϖ99 in-

creasing by around two orders of magnitude for every

variable. Comparing with Figure 5, going from Case 2

to Case 3 was also when we began getting a different

number of incoming characteristic derivatives than the

simulations were tuned to have, emphasizing the com-

pounding effect of each additional incoming characteris-

tic in allowing simulations to diverge in behavior.

As alluded to in the introduction to this section, even

the initially alarming result of a spheromak bouncing

off a nominally “non-reflecting” boundary is actually

the non-reflecting boundary condition operating as it

is mathematically designed to. This draws attention

to an important difference between what non-reflecting
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Figure 7. Threshold ϖ99 for density (a), energy (b), vx (c), vy (e), vz (g), Bx (d), By (f), and Bz (h). In each panel,
black curves denote simulations with a Fixed NRBC (here Lσ,I = 0) and red curves simulations with a Cancellation NRBC
(Lσ,I = −

∑
ζ S

−1
σ,ζCζ). The four cases are represented by different line styles with Case 1 dotted, Case 2 dash-dotted, Case 3

dashed, and Case 4 solid. As was the case in Figure 5, the curves for Case 1 lie directly on top of one another.
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boundaries are designed to do and what they sometimes

are asked and expected to do. In the following section

we will discuss both why the non-reflecting boundary

behaves as it does for these test cases in more detail, as

well as discussing how one could formulate a boundary

condition that behaves more like we would wish in this

case.

5. DISCUSSION

To dig further into why the simulations we present

with non-reflecting boundary conditions do not evolve

like the corresponding ground truth simulations, it is

instructive to examine the MHD equations, Eqn. P1.1,

and especially how they are formulated in terms of char-

acteristic derivatives in Eqn. P1.18. The problem we are

considering, that of an advected spheromak, is a force-

balanced setup. This means that the gradient of gas

pressure and the Lorentz force exactly cancel out with

one another in the momentum equation. Moreover, be-

cause this setup has uniform velocity, (v · ∇)v = 0.

Taken together, this means the problem we are con-

sidering has ∂tv = 0. Clearly this is not preserved in

the simulations we present with non-reflecting boundary

conditions, most obviously when −cs < vad < 0, so the

goal of this section is to elucidate why this is.

To simplify the discussion somewhat, let us first con-

sider a steady-state, force-free, and zero velocity sce-

nario. In such a scenario, we again have the cancellation

of the gradient of gas pressure and the Lorentz force, and

now v = 0 such that ∂tv remains zero. With the excep-

tion of the trivial case of uniform plasma, the spatial

gradients present in such a set up mean that L ̸= 0 and

C ̸= 0.

If we wanted to achieve ∂tv = 0 in terms of the

characteristic derivatives in the momentum equation

(Eqns. P1.18c, P1.18d, and P1.18e), we might be

tempted to simply set Lσ,I to be directly equal to the as-

sociated Lσ,O, namely L4 = L3, L6 = L5, and L8 = L7.

Because there are no inhomogeneous terms, C is built

up purely from a comparable inter-combination of char-

acteristic derivatives in the x and y directions (see Paper

I, Appendices B and C), so we could assume the same

pairwise cancellation occurs in the transverse directions

resulting in Cvx = Cvy = Cvz = 0. This then indeed

does satisfy ∂tv = 0.

However, because v = 0 for this simplified scenario,

the state of the system that we are trying to maintain

with the characteristics must also have ∂tρ = 0, ∂tϵ = 0,

and ∂tB = 0, as can be seen easily from Eqn. P1.1.

From Eqn. P1.18, the simplest solution providing no

time evolution6 of ρ (Eqn. P1.18a), ϵ (Eqn. P1.18b),

Bx (Eqn. P1.18f), and By (Eqn. P1.18g) is that L2 = 0

and each of the remaining Lσ,I has equal magnitude and

opposite sign to the associated Lσ,O, namely L4 = −L3,

L6 = −L5, and L8 = −L7. As in the prior paragraph,

due to the structure of the C and the transverse terms,

imposing the same cancellation in the transverse direc-

tions would result in Cρ = Cϵ = CBx = CBy = CBz = 0

which would indeed result in no time evolution of mass

density, energy density, and magnetic field.

Since L ̸= 0, the two simple approaches one might

want to attempt to set Lσ are not mutually compati-

ble with one another. Moreover, both methods result

in non-zero elements of C for the other equations they

are not considering. Specifically, the first method which

satisfies ∂tv = 0 in a simple way generates non-zero

Cρ, Cϵ, CBx
, CBy

, and CBz
, while the second method

satisfying ∂tρ = 0, ∂tϵ = 0, and ∂tB = 0 generates non-

zero Cvx , Cvy , and Cvz . This points us toward the true

solution; either the momentum equations or everything

except the momentum equations must be satisfied by a

non-zero weighted sum of the components of L and C.

Additionally examining Eqn. P1.14 resolves the con-

flicting requirements set forth by these two simple meth-

ods for determining each Lσ. vz = 0 and ∂zv = 0 in this

simplified case, which reduces Eqns. P1.14c and P1.14d

to L4 = −L3, Eqns. P1.14e and P1.14f to L6 = −L5, and

Eqns. P1.14g and P1.14h to L8 = −L7. This means that

for this case, the simple solution for time evolution of ρ,

ϵ, and B is the correct one. As such, it is the momen-

tum equations which must be satisfied by the weighted

sum of Lσ,I and Lσ,O with the associated also non-zero

transverse terms Cvx , Cvy , and Cvz .

In general, neither method of defining a non-reflecting

boundary correctly recovers even this simplified case. A

Cancellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −
∑

σ S
−1
σ,ζCζ) attempts to

handle some of the 3D balance of forces by setting up

incoming characteristic derivatives to cancel subsets of

the characteristic derivatives transverse to the bound-

ary, but does not account for the contribution of Lσ,O
to the force balance. A Fixed NRBC accounts for the

3D balance marginally better, as the incoming charac-

teristics are calculated from the initial configuration,

and therefore will accommodate the original force bal-

ance. However, even the most minute adjustment in the

plasma properties in the simulation near the boundary

means that the force balance will be adjusted, and the

incoming characteristics which were correct for the ini-

6 The time evolution of Bz in Eqn. P1.18h does not provide any
constraints here as it is governed by only L1 in the boundary-
normal direction, which is zero because vz = 0.
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tial conditions will not preserve the required 3D cancel-

lation of forces for any slight deviation. Put a different

way, in general for the non-reflecting boundary condi-

tions that we consider here, the external universe exerts

a force at the simulation boundary.

To investigate how the non-reflecting boundary condi-

tion specifically impacts the case of an advecting sphero-

mak, it is useful to focus on terms representing the

Lorentz force in the characteristic derivatives, as the

contribution of gas pressure to the force balance is neg-

ligible in the spheromak interior. Doing so, we see that

terms which contribute to the the Lorentz force (terms

with βxB
′
y, βyB

′
x, βxB

′
x, and βyB

′
y) appear in L3, L4,

L5, L6, L7, and L8. This means that appropriately

representing the balanced Lorentz force in the sphero-

mak interior requires appropriately representing six of

the eight characteristic derivatives in all three directions

(i.e., 18 characteristic derivatives in total). Once some

portion of the spheromak has advected through the non-

reflecting boundary, depending on the advection speed,

a subset of the boundary-normal Alfvén, magnetosonic

slow, and magnetosonic fast modes that carry informa-

tion about the Lorentz force are incorrectly represented

by the way the boundary condition sets the incoming

subset of L3 · · ·L8. Therefore, it is ultimately unsurpris-

ing that the simulations with non-reflecting boundary

conditions go through substantially different evolutions

than the larger, ground truth simulations.

Based on this information, initially one may be

tempted to simply move the boundaries of the simula-

tion far away from the region of interest and then to dis-

card the evolution of the simulation near the boundaries

as “contaminated” by the boundary condition. The re-

sults shown in Sec. 4.2 demonstrate the shortcomings

of such a choice, however. Once the boundary condi-

tion fails to reproduce the impact of the external uni-

verse, that information begins propagating away from

the boundary at all the incoming characteristic speeds

simultaneously. This means that successfully removing

the impact of the boundary conditions from the simu-

lation volume of interest requires that the boundaries

must all be a distance v⊥ + cf times the total simu-

lation run time away from any region being analyzed,

where v⊥ is the velocity normal to the boundary. If one

wishes to push this as far as possible, it may be fea-

sible to relax this constraint and continue trusting the

simulation contents until a time equal to the distance

to the boundary condition divided by v⊥ + cf after the

boundary condition fails to reproduce the impact of the

external universe. Identifying when such a failure oc-

curs without a comparison ground truth simulation is,

however, fraught at best, and more likely simply not

possible for arbitrarily complex simulations.

As a brief aside, the same type of issue exists for simu-

lations which are driven incorrectly. Here “driven incor-

rectly” may be read as driven using poorly constrained

or internally inconsistent data series (e.g., a series of ve-

locities and magnetic field configurations which violate

the induction equation), or as driven in a way that is not

magnetohydrodynamically consistent with the contents

of the simulation. In either case, information about

the incorrect driving layer will propagate into the sim-

ulation, contaminating the contents of the simulation

volume. As it is the information which is propagating

away from the driving layer which is most interesting

in a driven case, this issue is particularly pronounced

in driven simulations. Removing the possibility for the

boundary driving to be inconsistent with the simulation

interior, and using a minimization method to solve for

the best incoming characteristics in the case of driving

with bad data, are major successes of the method we

have described in Paper I.

Therefore, a natural next step would be to want some

set of “minimum impact” boundary conditions which do

what we wish non-reflecting boundary conditions would

do, namely they would allow not only outgoing waves,

but also complex outgoing structures to pass through

the boundary condition with minimal impact to the sim-

ulation interior. Developing such a boundary condition

is a future goal of the current research line, but is beyond

the scope of this paper. Nevertheless, a brief enumera-

tion of the properties such a boundary condition would

need to reproduce is illustrative and worth undertak-

ing before we conclude. Specifically, such a “minimum

impact” boundary condition would need to allow waves

and topologically complex structures to pass out of the

boundary at a rate only determined by the dynamics of

the simulation interior. Ideally, this would mean that a

feature passing through the boundary would decelerate,

accelerate, or coast at constant velocity as prescribed by

the dynamics established in the simulation interior with-

out the boundary condition contributing to the dynam-

ics. This is, however, already a highly non-trivial ask as

it requires the boundary condition to react and retain

the dynamics established in the simulation interior in a

way that preserves the back reaction of the un-simulated

external universe on the simulation interior.

The Bifrost (Gudiksen et al. 2011) boundary condi-

tions provide an interesting suggestion of a stepping

stone between the non-reflecting boundary conditions

that we have examined in this paper and our goal of

a “minimum impact” boundary condition. As we men-

tioned in a footnote earlier in this paper, the Bifrost
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boundary conditions use Lσ,I = −
∑

σ S
−1
σ,ζCζ |v=0,

namely the zero velocity limit of our boundary condi-

tion Lσ,I = −
∑

σ S
−1
σ,ζCζ . Constructing Cζ |v=0 (see Pa-

per I, Appendix D) only retains non-zero Cvx , Cvy , and

Cvz , each of which represents forces tangential to the

boundary. Therefore, the Bifrost boundary conditions

use Lσ,I to cancel out transverse forces, while leaving

transverse advection terms alone. This is intriguingly

close to our desired “minimal impact” boundary con-

dition in that it allows advection initiated in the sim-

ulation interior to persist while removing forces at the

simulation boundary. However, like our boundary con-

dition with Lσ,I = −
∑

σ S
−1
σ,ζCζ , the Bifrost boundary

conditions do not account for the contribution of Lσ,O
to the force balance, and they do not treat any of the

non-advective contributions to the temporal evolution

of ρ, ϵ, or B which depend on non-zero velocity, for in-

stance compressive heat and expansion cooling in the

energy equation, Eqn. P1.18b, through (P/ρ)∇ · v. As

such, even these more sophisticated boundary conditions

fall short of our goal of generalized “minimal impact”

boundary conditions.

6. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented our implementation of non-

reflecting boundary conditions built on a characteristics-

based decomposition of the MHD equations. This im-

plementation is part of our ongoing implementation

of characteristics-based boundary conditions for data-

driven simulations, more results of which can be found

in Paper I. The first key result of the current paper is

that we have successfully numerically implemented two

varieties of non-reflecting boundary conditions into the

Lagrangian remap code LaRe3D. We demonstrated that

our implementations are successful by presenting a test

where perturbations propagate through the boundary

without reflection. The second key result of this paper is

that we have found that both standard implementations

of non-reflecting boundary conditions yield unintended

consequences when presented with complex MHD fea-

tures, and moreover that these unintended consequences

render non-reflecting boundary conditions as they are

typically defined a poor choice for our goal of develop-

ing “minimal impact” boundary conditions. Specifically,

the implementations of non-reflecting boundary condi-

tions we present in this paper yielded physically alarm-

ing but mathematically correct results like an advecting

spheromak bouncing off a non-reflecting boundary con-

dition with a Fixed NRBC (here Lσ,I = 0) or getting

sucked through a non-reflecting boundary with a Can-

cellation NRBC (Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ) instead of con-

tinuing to advect at a constant velocity as it does in a

larger ground truth simulation.

Ultimately these departures of simulations with non-

reflecting boundaries from comparable ground truth

simulations come down to the intrinsic loss of infor-

mation inherent to a non-reflecting boundary condition.

A non-reflecting boundary condition attempts to either

remove the incoming characteristic derivatives entirely

(Fixed, in this case Lσ,I = 0), or to set them en-

tirely in terms of characteristic derivatives transverse to

the boundary and inhomogeneous terms (Cancellation,

Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ). Neither of these methods cor-

rectly represents the behavior of the external universe

in general, as information from the external universe

must be allowed to propagate into the simulation vol-

ume. Moreover, the differences introduced by the non-

reflecting boundary are not confined to regions close to

the boundaries, as information about any change in the

MHD state at the boundary propagates into the volume

at all the characteristic speeds of MHD. In these cases

the non-reflecting boundary condition has done exactly

what it is constructed to do, even though this is not

what one may want it to do.

Motivated by the results here, future work will fo-

cus on the development and implementation of more

generally usable boundary conditions for MHD simu-

lations. As discussed in Section 5, an ideal outcome of

this future work would be the development of a “mini-

mum impact” boundary condition which would behave

in the way a non-reflecting boundary condition is often

hoped to, namely that any features propagating toward

the boundary would continue propagating as though the

simulation boundary were not there. This is particularly

important for the top boundary of simulations of coronal

mass ejections, as a common goal of such simulations is

to distinguish between scenarios which lead to eruptions
and those where the dynamics are confined. If either

non-reflecting boundary discussed here were to be used,

it could substantially bias the results by leading to erup-

tions being easier, in the case of Lσ,I = −
∑

ζ S
−1
σ,ζCζ ,

or harder, in the case of Lσ,I = 0, to trigger. Therefore,

the development of such a “minimum impact” boundary

is a core goal of this research line and one which we hope

to present in a future paper in this series.

As a final note, as briefly touched on at various points

in this paper and as discussed in depth in Paper I, the

non-reflecting boundary conditions which we have in-

vestigated here and the “minimum impact” boundary

conditions we hope to develop in the future represent

only a small subset of the cases where characteristic-

based boundary conditions are useful. Future work

in this research line will therefore also pursue the use
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of characteristics-based boundary conditions for other

classes of problems. One application of particular inter-

est to us is of course further developing the data-driven

boundaries set out in Paper I. Another is the use of

characteristics-based boundary conditions for code cou-

pling. In brief, such an application builds on the power

of an implementation of characteristics-based boundary

conditions in a code which is itself not based on the

method of characteristics. This means that this bound-

ary condition method could be well suited to coupling

simulations at different scales or in different sub-volumes

where the dominant physical effects are not necessar-

ily the same. However, in practice there are numerous

caveats to such code coupling. For instance, one must

ensure that the region near the boundaries of both nu-

merical simulations are in a regime where any non-ideal

effects that the two simulations do not share are not

dominant. Additionally, it will be challenging to sepa-

rate numerical and physical effects when validating such

an implementation. As such, the development of such

code coupling constitutes a research and code develop-

ment line in and of itself.
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Software: Correctness of the MHD eigensystem was

verified using Mathematica (Wolfram Research 2019).

The primary 3D MHD code, LaRe3D v.2.10 (Arber et al.

2001), is written in Fortran 2003 and parallelized with

MPI. 3D renderings were generated using the VisIt visu-
alization software (Childs et al. 2012). The majority of

the numerical analysis was carried out using the NumPy
package (Harris et al. 2020) and figures were prepared

using the Matplotlib library (Hunter 2007) in python3.

APPENDIX

A. SIMPLE, 1D TESTS

As mentioned in Section 3, in addition to the hot sphere in an angled magnetic field, we also ran a variety of

additional test problems to verify our implementation of non-reflecting boundary conditions into the LaRe3D code. We

here present some of the more familiar 1D test cases. All test problems are presented on a grid with 1024 numerical

cells per unit length. As LaRe3D is an inherently 3D code, these 1D tests are run with 8 grid cells in both directions

perpendicular to the direction of interest and periodic boundaries on these transverse directions. The simulations are

invariant in these transverse directions. The domain for the ground truth simulations extends over −1 < z < 2 while

the simulations with non-reflecting boundary conditions extend over 0 < z < 2. The boundary at z = 2 in both

simulations imposes zero gradient in all MHD properties across the boundary. We use this same boundary at z = −1

in the ground truth simulation. As there is no variation in the transverse directions, nor is there initially any variation

near the boundary in the boundary normal direction, Cancellation and Fixed NRBCs are identical, and both reduce

to the simple case of Lσ,I = 0. For simplicity, all simulations presented here with non-reflecting boundary conditions

use the Fixed NRBC at z = 0. We have verified that the results for these 1D test cases are identical if we instead

use Cancellation NRBCs. The use of zero-gradient boundaries generates substantial reflections, so all simulations are

terminated before reflections from zmin in the ground truth simulations, or zmax in either simulation reach z = 0. All

figures zoom in to the region near z = 0 to emphasize any numerical reflections from the NRBC. All figures plot an

absolute error in each MHD property with a gradient in the z − direction.
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Figure 8. 1D test case of an Alfvén wave with perturbations in the x-direction propagating in the negative z-direction. On
the left, panel a) shows vx and panel d) shows Bx for a time immediately before the wave reaches the non-reflecting boundary
at z = 0. Panels b) and e) respectively show vx and Bx again, but now for a time immediately after the wave has passed the
non-reflecting boundary condition location. In both columns the solid, black line represents the ground truth simulation and
the dashed, red line represents the simulation with a non-reflecting boundary condition. Panels c) and e) on the right show the
absolute value of the difference between the ground truth simulation, denoted G, and the simulation with the NRBC, denoted
U , in vx and Bx respectively. An animated version of this figure is available as Supplementary Video 6.

A.1. Linear Alfvén Wave

Our first sample test problem is that of a linear Alfvén wave propagating toward the non-reflecting boundary. The

background state is ρ = 1.0, ϵ = 1.0, Bz = 1.0 and the Alfvén wave is imposed in the x-direction with amplitude

Bx = 1e − 6 to ensure that the Alfvén wave will not steepen due to gradients in the magnetic field magnitude and

the Alfvén speed. Figure 8 shows the snapshot immediately before the full Alfvén wave has passed the non-reflecting

boundary condition in the left column and the snapshot immediately after in the middle column. The right column

shows the absolute difference between the simulation with a non-reflecting boundary and one one which extends beyond

z = 0, demonstrating that the NRBC passes all but about one part in one thousand of the linear Alfvén wave. It is

important to note that even for this extremely simple case where we have a pure wave, we can not uniquely identify

this reflection as a failure of the NRBC to do what we have designed it to do. A careful examination of the terms

in Eqn. 3 shows that the linear “Alfvén” wave actually has non-zero amplitude only in the fast mode characteristics,

with both the forward and backward propagating fast mode having non-zero amplitude. The implementation of a

non-reflecting boundary condition explicitly sets the incoming fast mode to have zero amplitude, which in turn by

definition incorrectly represents the impact of the portion of the Alfvén wave which has left the simulation volume

on the portion of the Alfvén wave remaining in the volume, such that even this seemingly obvious “reflection” is the

NRBC working as it is designed to, even though it is certainly not how one would reasonably expect such a boundary

condition to behave. Equivalent arguments apply to all the remaining test cases, so we omit the comparable discussion

in the remaining subsections of this appendix.

A.2. Sod Shock Tube

Our second simple 1D test case is the Sod shock tube (Sod 1978). For purposes of this discussion, we use the

convention that the Sod shock tube has left state ρ = 1.0, ϵ = 1/(ρ(γ−1)) and right state ρ = 0.125, ϵ = 0.1/(ρ(γ−1))
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Figure 9. The 1D Sod shock tube problem. The left column shows the conditions after the solution has had time to develop
from the initial conditions and the middle column shows a time after the left propagating sonic rarefaction wave has begun
interacting with the non-reflecting boundary condition. From top to bottom, the panels show density (a and b), energy density
(d and e), and vz (g and h). In both the left and middle columns the solid, black line represents the ground truth simulation
and the dashed, red line represents the simulation with a non-reflecting boundary condition. The right panels show the absolute
value of the difference between the ground truth simulation, denoted G, and the simulation with the NRBC, denoted U , for the
same time as in the middle column. An animated version of this figure is available as Supplementary Video 7.

and the reversed Sod shock tube flips these states. Figure 9 shows the Sod shock tube after the solution has had time

to develop from the initial conditions in the left column. From left to right, each panel in this column depicts the

sonic rarefaction wave, a contact discontinuity, and a sonic shock. Moving forward to a time when the rarefaction has

progressed roughly halfway through the NRBC at z = 0, shown in the middle panel of Figure 9 with errors plotted

in the right column, we see minimal reflection from the NRBC with the departures of the simulation with a NRBC

from the ground truth simulations on the level of 0.01−0.1%. The animated version of Figure 9, Supplementary video

7, shows that this is the typical, low magnitude of error achieved for the full passage of the rarefaction through the

NRBC.

Examining the reversed Sod shock instead directs the sonic shock and contact discontinuity toward the NRBC,

as can be seen from Figure 10. These are significantly more difficult for the boundary conditions to handle as they

represent departures from purely linear MHD. Nevertheless, the passage of the shock and contact discontinuity both

result in order 1% departures between the ground truth and NRBC simulations, as highlighted by the remaining panels
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of Figure 10, with columns two and three focusing on a time just after the shock passes the boundary and columns

four and five focusing on a time after the passage of the contact discontinuity.

A.3. Brio-Wu Shock Tube

As the final 1D test problem we highlight in this appendix, we use the Brio-Wu shock tube (Brio & Wu 1988). As

we did with the Sod shock tube, we test the NRBC against cases with the Brio-Wu shock tube oriented both ways.

We first examine the case with the left state given by ρ = 1.0, ϵ = 1.0/ρ, By = 1.0, and Bz = 0.75 and the right

state by ρ = 0.125, ϵ = 0.1/ρ, By = −1.0, and Bz = 0.75. Note the omission of the factor (γ − 1) in the definition

of ϵ, which arises from the Brio-Wu shock tube defining γ ≡ 2.0, such that (γ − 1) = 1.0. Allowing this to evolve in

the simulation generates, as shown from left to right in the left column of Figure 11, a fast rarefaction, a compound

wave, a contact discontinuity, a slow shock, and a fast rarefaction. The first two are propagating left and the last

three are propagating right. We highlight the differences between ground truth and NRBC simulations introduced by

the passage of the fast rarefaction in the second and third columns of Figure 11 and the front of the compound wave

in the fourth and fifth columns of Figure 11. This shows very comparable behaviors to the Sod shock tube with the

linear rarefaction introducing discrepancies at the level of < 0.1% and the sharp leading edge of the compound wave

introducing discrepancies at the level of a few percent. An animated version of Figure 11 is available as Supplementary

Figure 9.

Finally, we present the reversed Brio-Wu shock tube. To fully compare the ground truth solution and the simulation

with a non-reflecting boundary condition, the results of the reversed Brio-Wu shock tube are split over Figures 12 and

13. For completeness, we show the reversed solution in the left panels of both Figure 12 and 13, with a fast rarefaction,

slow shock, contact discontinuity, compound wave, and fast rarefaction from left to right. Here the amplitude of the

fast rarefaction is itself minimal, such that it introduces discrepancies in the solutions at the level of ≲ 0.01%, as

shown in columns two and three of Figure 12. Meanwhile, the discontinuities passing the boundary again introduce

reflections at the level of a few percent, as shown for the slow shock in columns four and five of Figure 12 and for

the contact discontinuity in the second and third columns of Figure 13. An animated version of Figures 12 and 13 is

available as Supplementary Figure 10.
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Figure 13. As Figure 12. The left column still shows the time after the solution has developed from the initial conditions to
facilitate comparison. Columns two and three now show a time after the contact discontinuity has passed the location of the
NRBC.
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