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Abstract

Variational inequalities play a pivotal role in a wide array of scientific and engineering applica-
tions. This project presents two techniques for adaptive mesh refinement (AMR) in the context of
variational inequalities, with a specific focus on the classical obstacle problem.

We propose two distinct AMR strategies: Variable Coefficient Elliptic Smoothing (VCES) and
Unstructured Dilation Operator (UDQO). VCES uses a nodal active set indicator function as the
initial iterate to a time-dependent heat equation problem. Solving a single step of this problem has
the effect of smoothing the indicator about the free boundary. We threshold this smoothed indicator
function to identify elements near the free boundary. Key parameters such as timestep and threshold
values significantly influence the efficacy of this method.

The second strategy, UDO, focuses on the discrete identification of elements adjacent to the
free boundary, employing a graph-based approach to mark neighboring elements for refinement.
This technique resembles the dilation morphological operation in image processing, but tailored
for unstructured meshes.

We also examine the theory of variational inequalities, the convergence behavior of finite ele-
ment solutions, and implementation in the Firedrake finite element library. Convergence analysis
reveals that accurate free boundary estimation is pivotal for solver performance. Numerical ex-
periments demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed methods in dynamically enhancing mesh
resolution around free boundaries, thereby improving the convergence rates and computational effi-
ciency of variational inequality solvers. Our approach integrates seamlessly with existing Firedrake

numerical solvers, and it is promising for solving more complex free boundary problems.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The goal of this project is to introduce two techniques for adaptive mesh refinement for free
boundary problems (variational inequalities). We will consider only the classical obstacle problem
as an example of a variational inequality.

In the context of the finite element method (FEM), the discretization of a partial differential
equation (PDE) is described by a partition of its domain into a finite number of elements (i.e, a
mesh) and a finite dimensional function space (i.e., a finite element space). In a two dimensional
domain, these elements are usually triangles or rectangles and the basis of the finite element space
is composed of hat functions over vertices in the mesh, with support over neighboring elements.

The convergence of finite element solutions is most commonly achieved via approximating on
increasingly refined meshes by the use of a finite basis of piecewise polynomials of low degree; this
method of convergence is often referred to as h-refinement. We also see convergence achieved by
approximating via increasingly higher degree basis of piecewise polynomials over a coarse mesh;
this is referred to as p-refinement. Several schema have been explored that take advantage of both
methods of convergence, so-called hp-refinement finite elements, further discussion of such meth-
ods can be found in Demkowicz (2007).

The classical obstacle problem consists of finding the equilibrium position of an elastic mem-
brane with a fixed boundary after some force is applied, where the membrane is constrained to lie
above some obstacle. Let {2 C R be a bounded domain. The problem is then formulated as a
constrained minimization problem where we seek to find the position of the membrane u(x), with
fixed valued u(z) = gp(z) on OS2 with a load f applied, and where u(x) is constrained to be above

an obstacle ¢ (x),

1
minimize: [(u) = / 5 \Vul? — fu (1.1)
u Q
subject to: v > 1, (1.2)
ulso = gp. (1.3)



The admissable set for such a problem can be described by
Ky ={ue X|u> vy} (1.4)

where X is a Sobolev space with boundary conditions gp enforced.
We can describe another, equivalent, variational inequality (VI) formulation of the obstacle

problem

/Vu-V(v—u)Z/f(v—u), forall v € Ky. (1.5)
Q Q

Equivalence of these formulations is proven in Chapter 3. From a solution to (1.1)-(1.3) or (1.5)

we may identify the inactive and active sets I,, and A,,
I, ={z € Qu(z) > ¥(x)} A, =Q\ L. (1.6)

With these definitions of the inactive and active set we can also define the free boundary I', =
oI, NS

The same problem can also be defined by its strong form formulation

—V*u=f onl, (1.7)
u=1 onA,, (1.8)
u=gp ondfd. (1.9

Observe that this ‘naive’ strong form is not sufficient to describe the problem as neither A, or I,
are known a priori. A better strong formulation is as a complementarity problem (CP). In this form

each statement holds over the entire domain (2. A solution u satisfies the following,

Vi — >0 (1.10)
u—19 >0 (1.11)
(—Vu—f)(u—1)=0 (1.12)

Each of these formulations are instrumental in our understanding of the problem. The constrained



energy minimization formulation can be helpful for understanding the physics of the problem. The
class of problems described by the VI and CP formulations is a superset of the minimization for-
mulation (Bueler, 2021, page 319). As we will see, the CP formulation is also instrumental in the
implementation of numerical solvers.

In terms of numerics, the constraint of « > 1) makes this problem nonlinear so we are required
to use an iterative solver. In this project our main solver will be VI-adapted Newton with Reduced-
Space Line Search (VINEWTONRSLS). In Chapter 3 we will show that numerical methods will not
converge until the active and inactive sets stabilize and the free boundary is identified. For solvers
like VINEWTONRSLS which employ a Newton iteration, we find that they can only adjust the
approximated free boundary by one-cell per iteration (Graser and Kornhuber, 2009) and therefore
convergence is tied to mesh resolution and is proportional to the number of grid spaces between
initial iterate free boundary and discrete solution free boundary (Bueler, 2021, page 324).

Adaptation involves altering the discretization to achieve a more desirable solution, whether that
be with the goal of reducing L, error or reducing the error in some post-computation quantity like
drag or lift. For example, consider the flow of some incompressable fluid through a pipe with an
obstructive obstacle. Computing its drag coefficient would be an example of such a desired quantity
(Bangerth and Rannacher, 2003, Chapter 1.1).

Further “-adaptive” methods have also been explored. These methods are designed to increase
mesh resolution or polynomial degree locally by means of a local error estimator, for some goal
term often referred to as the Quantity of Interest (Qol), usually denoted as J(-). The most common
of these employ the Dual Weighted Residual (DWR) method, derived in Rannacher and Suttmeier
(1997). The DWR method, like most adaptive refinement techniques begins with a rigorous, a pos-
teriori analysis of the quantity J(u) — J(u,). Estimation of this error quantity is then decomposed
into local element-wise error estimators which can be used as a heuristic to tag elements for refine-
ment. Finally a refinement strategy is employed to refine the mesh. Choices of whether to refine
elements or increase the degree of polynomial basis functions, and by how much, must be made.

The techniques outlined above are referred to as tagging methods, in which the error indicators
are used to “tag” elements for refinement. However, there are “metric-based” methods which con-
trol the size, shape and orientation of the elements instead (Alauzet, 2010). For this project we will

primarily focus on h-adaptive tagging methods.



As we will see in Chapter 3, convergence of VI problems is dominated by the error in approxi-
mating the free boundary. An adaptive refinement scheme that is able to concentrate effort around
the solution free boundary will both enhance convergence properties and reduce unnecessary com-
putation in the active set.

In this project we will introduce two adaptive refinement schemes which can identify the free
boundary to a high degree of accuracy and permit the user to vary the spread of the refinement
area. In the first strategy we compute a node-wise indicator function for the active set for use as
an initial iterate in a time-dependent heat equation problem. Solving a single step of this problem
has the effect of smoothing the indicator about the free boundary. The result of this smoothing
is then averaged over each element and thresholded for refinement. The second strategy focuses
on the discrete identification of elements adjacent to the free boundary, employing a graph-based
approach to mark neighboring elements for refinement.

Our implementations of these methods are written using the Firedrake finite element library
and produce conforming meshes with no hanging nodes. These high quality meshes are suitable
for various VI solvers, including as coarse grids for the FASCD multilevel solver in Bueler and
Farrell (2024).

The remaining chapters are organized as follows:

2 Briefly describe the finite element method, with relevant results from FEM error analysis,

and introduce the Firedrake library.

3 Provide background for solving VIs numerically. Explain why the error arising from free

boundary approximation dominates.

4 Introduce the two new adaptive refinement schemes for VIs, VCES and UDOQO, and provide a

detailed description of their implementations.

5 Present numerical results demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposed methods in enhanc-

ing mesh resolution around free boundaries.



Chapter 2: A Brief Introduction to the Finite Element Method

2.1 Reference Problem: Poisson Equation on Square Domain
For our brief introduction to the finite element method we aim to construct a solution for the
Poisson equation on a square domain. The following is a formulation of such a problem, with mixed

boundary conditions.

Given Q = (—1,1) x (=1, 1), find u such that,

—Vu=f in Q 2.1)

u=gp on Op and v =gy on Oy (2.2)

Our reference problem, as described in Elman et al. (2005), will have only Dirichlet boundary
conditions. It will become relevant later that we have an analytic solution to such a problem in order

to verify our error analysis. To do so, we choose a solution «* which is smooth over 2. Let

2(1+y)
Frap+ (LT gP

u(z,y) = ( (2.3)

We find that —V?u* = 0 so f = 0. Let gp = u*|sq.

0.8

//,
/
1

Y
7
)
7

/‘
zgz.‘
)

Figure 2.1: Plot of Reference Problem, surface plot (left), contour plot (right).



2.2 Weak Formulation

We say a function is a classical solution to a boundary value problem if it is sufficiently dif-
ferentiable over () to satisfy the strong form of the differential equation, for example (2.1). For
our reference problem, a solution « would need to be twice differentiable over €2 to be a classical
solution. For problems defined over non-smooth domains or with discontinuous source functions
there may be no solution satisfying such a differentiability requirement. This leads to an alterna-
tive description of the problem which expands the admissable set of solutions by “weakening” the
differentiability requirements, hence we call this description the weak formulation.

For our reference problem such a weak form is derived by the following functional. Let v be a

test function and multiply:

/Q (V2u+ f)v =0. (2.4)

Distributing v, applying integration by parts and the divergence theorem we balance the differen-

tiability requirements between u and v:

- / vV = / Vu - Vo — / V- (vVu) (2.5)
Q Q Q
:/VU~VU—/ v(Vu-n) (2.6)
Q o0

Note that (2.5) follows when V - (vVu) is expanded via product rule. Substitution into (2.4) results

in an integral form of the Poisson equation,

/Vu-Vv:/vf—l-/ v(Vu - n). 2.7
Q Q o0

Now we must define the function spaces which contain our solution and test functions. Further-
more we must incorporate the boundary conditions of our reference problem into the weak formu-
lation. For expression (2.7) to be well defined, it is necessary for f € Lo(Q), (Vu - n) € L*(0N)
and v,u € H'(Q) where

HY(Q) = {UZQ—)RZU,@ Ou

9z’ By € L2(Q)} : (2.8)



1/2
2 2
ol 1y = < 1 +|Vu|) | 2.9)

Incorporating the Dirichlet boundary conditions we define the following test and solution sub-
spaces,

H, () :={ue H(Q):u=gpondQp} (2.10)
HY Q) :={ve H(Q) :v=00n0Qp} (2.11)

We incorporate Neumann boundary conditions by enforcing Vu-n = gy in the weak form. Let €2
be the portion of 92 where Neumann conditions are enforced. In our reference problem Qy = ().

So we arrive at the following weak formulation,

Find u € H, () such that,

/ Vu-Vv = / vf +/ vgy forallv € Hy () (2.12)
Q Q o0

2.3 Galerkin Finite Element Method
We will be approximating u by considering finite-dimensional subspaces of the solution space

H

4 (€2), and test space H{(€2), notated as S/ and S{} respectively. These subspaces are defined

by a suitable discretization of €2 and some choice of basis functions. We then expand the weak
formulation (2.12) via a finite basis of functions to get a system of equations which we can then
solve for u;, € SgD. Both p and / refinement will result in a better approximation of the solution
space H, ;D (€2) and therefore a better approximation u;, ~ u. This gives the finite-dimensional weak

formulation,

Find u;, € S} () such that,

/ Vuy, - Vu, = / o f + / vpgn forall vy, € SS(Q) (2.13)
Q Q AN

Assume that S;LD and S are spaces of piecewise-linear and continuous functions of a triangula-
tion of €2, with gp and zero boundary values, respectively. This restricts gp to be piecewise-linear
on ONp. Let {¢1, Pa, ..., ¢n} be a basis for SI. In order to incorporate Dirichlet conditions we

extend this basis with ¢y,+1, . .., ¢4y, and solve for coeflicients u; with j € {n+1,....,n 4+ ns}.

7



We enforce u; = (gp); for {n + 1, ...n + n0d} where,
n+ng
gp =Y (9p);d;, on OQ (2.14)

Jj=n+1

To illustrate the differences between interior and boundary basis functions consider Figure 2.2.

Figure 2.2: Basis functions on Dirichlet boundary node (left) and interior node (right).

Then uy, € SgD is uniquely determined by {u1, ..., u, } € R in the expansion,

n n+ng

un =Yy b+ Y (90);d5 (2.15)
j:1.' . -

trial functions  enforcing Dirichlet conditions

Note that functions defined by the first sum are often referred to as trial functions. The space of
trial functions now coincides with S¥, the same as the test function space. Expanding uy, via (2.15)

we get

Zuj/v¢j'vvh=/vhf+/ UhgN —
= " Ja Q o

Then we set v;, = 0;. That is, we enforce the weak form on each basis function.

n—i—na

uj/V¢]+n Vu, forall wy, € SHQ)
j=n+1

(2.16)

uj/ng] Vo, = /gbzf—l—/ ¢ZgN—jn:7iuj/V¢]+n V¢; forall ¢;i€{l,..,n}

(2.17)



This system of equations is often referred to as a Galerkin system. Let

Q
n+ng
fi=/¢if+/¢igN— Z Uj/v¢j'v¢i- (2.19)
@ @ j=nt1 YO
Then (2.17) becomes
Au=f (2.20)

The matrix A formed in (2.20) is called the stiffness matrix.

In summary, solving a PDE on a given mesh using FEM follows these general steps.

1. Derive the weak form via multiplication of a test function v and integration by parts. Recall

that v should be chosen from a function which satisfies Dirichlet boundary conditions.

2. Choose suitable basis {¢;}7_, to expand the test and trial functions, minding the Dirichlet

n+ng

conditions on the boundary basis functions {¢;};77,.

3. Assemble and solve the resulting system of equations.

There are several implementation considerations, such as the representation and discretization
of €1, quadrature methods for computing integrals in (2.18) and (2.19), and the subsequent solving
step. Luckily the Firedrake Library (Ham et al., 2023) makes this process as high level as the steps

described above, as we see next.

2.4 Firedrake Implementation: Poisson Equation on Square Domain

Firedrake (Ham et al., 2023) is an open source Python library for finite elements built on top
of PETSc (Balay et al., 2015) providing a high-level interface for the solution of partial differential
equations and variational inequalities. As an introduction we will consider the Firedrake code to
the reference problem defined in Section 2.1.

We begin by importing the Firedrake library and using a utility mesh constructor function.

from firedrake import *
mesh = RectangleMesh(10, 10, 1, 1, -1, -1)




Next we define the function space for our problem. In this example we are using piecewise lin-
ear functions. The “CG” below stands for continuous Galerkin, meaning the basis functions are

continuous over {2. The “1” determines the degree of the basis functions.

V
v

FunctionSpace(mesh, "CG", 1)
TestFunction(V)

Now we define the Dirichlet boundary conditions and the source term for our problem. These
definitions use the Unified Form Language (UFL; (Alnes et al., 2014)) which is a domain specific

language for defining variational forms.

X, y = SpatialCoordinate (mesh)
f = Constant(0.0)
gbdry = Function(V).interpolate((2%(1 + y))/((3 + x)**2 + (1 + y)*x2))

Boundary indices are defined by the mesh constructor, which we match here.

bdry_ids = (1, 2, 3, 4)
bcs = DirichletBC(V, gbdry, bdry_ids)

Next define the weak form of the problem using UFL.

u = Function(V)
a = (inner(grad(u), grad(v))) * dx
L = f*v * dx

The solve command will assemble the Galerkin system and solve it using the defined solver param-

eters.

solve(a == L, u, bcs=bcs, solver_parameters={’ksp_type’: ’preonly’,
‘pc_type’: ’lu’})

In this example the Galerkin system is solved directly using LU factorization.
One could solve nonlinear PDEs using finite elements. For example consider the Lioville-Bratu
equation,

V2u + e = 0. (2.21)

The Ae" term makes this problem nonlinear. The resulting system of equations must be solved
iteratively. To invoke the nonlinear solver in Firedrake, we put all the terms in the weak form on

one side of the equation, passing “F == 0" to the solver, and we specify a Newton solver.

10



F = (dot(grad(u), grad(v)) - lambda * exp(u) * v) * dx

solve(F == 0, u, bcs=bc, solver_parameters={’snes_type’: ’newtonls’,
’ksp_type’: ’preonly’,
‘pc_type’: ’1lu’})

This combination of options will solve each linear Newton step directly using LU. The options
regarding solver types and parameters in Firedrake are inherited from PETSc and are therefore

extensive allowing for the user to specify the most appropriate solver for their problem (Bueler,

2021).

2.5 Theory of Errors

There are several results that we must understand with regards to finite element error analysis.
These results motivate several ideas in adaptive mesh refinement. To begin, consider the following
generic description of a weak formulation and its approximate solution constructed in the manner

outlined in Section 2.3.

Definition 1. (Galerkin Approximation) Consider the linear variational problem of the form.
Find v € H,  such that,
a(u,v) = F(v) forallv € Hy. (2.22)

Where a(-,-) : HY(Q) x H'(Q2) — R is a bilinear form, and F'(-) : H'(Q) — R is a bounded
linear form. For a finite element space .S, SD C H ng and S C S" N H}, the Galerkin approxi-

mation to the linear variational problem is u;, € S gD such that,

a(up,v) = F(v) forall veS" (2.23)

Theorem 1. (Galerkin orthogonality) Given a linear variational problem (2.22), with solution

u, and Galerkin approximation uy, solving (2.23), then for all v, € S} we have that,

a(u —up,vp) =0 forall vy, €S} (2.24)

Proof. Choose a test function vy, € S?. Since S} C H} we can apply both the weak form continuum

11



problem and the finite dimensional problem,
a(u,v) = F(vy) (2.25)

a(up,vy) = F(vp) (2.26)

Since a is linear in the first argument, subtraction yields
a(u — up,vy) = 0 for all v, € SJ. (2.27)

]

Next we demonstrate the equivalence of norms ||V(-)||,, and ||-|| 1, which will be used in the
following analysis. Recall that the H! norm is defined in (2.9). To prove the equivalence of norms
we will require the Poincare-Freidrichs inequality which we will quote from Braess (2007, Chapter

2) without proof.

Theorem 2. (Poincare-Freidrichs Inequality) If ) is a bounded domain and v € H{ ()t then

there exists a Cy > 0 depending only on () such that,

/|u|2 gcl/ |Vu|? (2.28)
Q Q

To show the equivalence of norms, let u € H& and note the by definition of the L, and H! norms

we have,
IVl < flullg - (2.29)
By Poincare-Freidrichs we get,
s = [ ful* + ¥ (230)
< /901 IVul® + |Vul? (2.31)
= (1+ 01)/Q|vu12 (2.32)
= (14 Cy) | Vull7, (2.33)

12



Hence,

IVaully, < lully < VIT [ Vall,, . (2.34)

The following theorem applies to linear variational problems with symmetric bilinear forms;

this case is covered in Wait and Mitchell (1985, Chapter 6.2). We will consider the Poisson case,

a(u,v) = / Vu - Vo. (2.35)
Q

Theorem 3. (Best Approximation Property)

IVu — V||, = min{[|[Vu — V|, : vn €SI} (2.36)

Proof. Letv, € S ;“”D. Note that a(-, -) defines an inner product on H} x H} with associated norm
IVull,, = v/a(u, u). Note that since u — u;, € Hy (again it is assumed that we have a conforming

method i.e. S C H}) by definition we get,

IV (u = un)l7, = alu — up, u —up)
= a(u — up,u — vy + vy — up)
= a(u — up,u — vy) + a(u — up, v, —up)  bilinearity
= a(u — up,u — vy) Galerkin orthogonality

< |IV(u—up)|,, IV(uw—wv4)|,, Cauchy-Schwarz

So it follows that,
IV (u—un)ll, <[IV(u—wv), forallv, € SgD (2.37)

]

The following theorem generalizes the result to linear variational problems with asymmetric

bilinear forms and is generally referred to as quasi-optimality.

13



Theorem 4. (Cea’s Lemma, e.g. (Elman et al., 2005)) Let u be the solution to a linear varia-

tional problem on H' and uy, be the Galerkin approximation on S". Recall the following,

(a) F(-)is a bounded linear form, so there exists a C > 0 such that,

|[F()] < C v, Vv e H. (2.38)
(b) a(-,-) is continuous bilinear form, so there exists a vy > 0 such that,
la(u, v)| < yllull g l|v] g1, Vu, v € H. (2.39)
(c) Assume that a(-,-) is coercive, so there exists an o > 0 such that,
au,u) > olul|3 ,Yu € H. (2.40)

Then,

e = s < 2 min lu = ] (241)

Choosing the test function as the linear interpolant of u in S* we find that Cea’s Lemma implies
that the approximation error is bounded by a multiple of the error in interpolating v in S*. Let

7, () be this linear interpolant of u in S. Then
r‘)/
lu = wnllgn < llw = 7w (u)l g - (2.42)

Next we relate ||u — mp,(u)|| ;1 to properties of the triangulation. This requires several defini-
tions and arguments regarding a reference element, a mapping function to the reference element,
its derivatives, and the aspect ratios of the elements in the discretization. For brevity we will cite

the result from Elman et al. (2005) and briefly outline a few key points.

Definition 2. (shape regular; e.g. (Elman et al., 2005)) A family of triangulations {7},} is

shape regular if there exists a minimum angle 6, # 0 such that every element in 7}, satisfies
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Or > 0,.

The following is a key result which bounds the H! error of the interpolant in terms of the second

derivatives of w and h.

Theorem 5. (e.g. Elman et al. (2005)) Let u € H?. Let T}, be a triangulation, define

2 12 u\” 02u \* 02u\
| D?ul| _/Q<(@) +(8xay> +(8_y2> (2.43)

and let hy, be the largest length of /\;. € T}, then there exists some constant Cy such that

IV (= m@)l}, <C Y w2 ||D%), . (2.44)

N €Ty,

Here are the key arguments summarized from (Elman et al., 2005) which are used in proving
the result above. First let A\, be a reference element and U denote the mapping between any
given element in 7} to the reference element. The first key result is bounding the element-wise

interpolation error by the element-wise interpolation error over the reference element,

2
IV (u = mn(u)||2, < ¥ W IV (@ = ()| o, (2.45)
—~—

aspect ratio term

The ratio between the area of the element and reference element is the Jacobian determinant of
the change of variables. The Bramble Hilbert lemma (Elman et al., 2005) is applied to bound the

interpolation error over the reference element with the norm of second derivative of u.

— — —112
IV (@ — 7ma(w))5, < Ca || D%l (2.46)
We apply another change of variables to HDQEHQA* to get a bound in terms of HDQuHik,
2 2 h% 2
| D%, < 18hkm | D?ul| (2.47)

A geometric argument converts the aspect ratio term to one based on minimum angle over an
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element,
1

sin? 0,

IV(u—mn(u)];, <Co Y nt || D%, - (2.48)

VANNSH

Shape regularity is applied to get a global bound on the interpolation error,

IV (= my ()7, <Co Y hi ||D2u||ik < Coh? || D%ul|. (2.49)

N €TH

Further details of the proof can be found in Elman et al. (2005).
Now Cea’s Lemma, the Poincare-Friedrichs inequality, and Theorem 5 combine to show that
for a problem like the reference problem introduced in Section 2.1 we can expect a convergence

rate of O(h) in the H' norm,

v
lu = wnllgn < - llw = 7n(u) e s

< VIH GV (= m(@)],
< LV1+GiCh || D

= O(h).

)

A further analysis in Brenner and Scott (2008), using a different argument demonstrates an
expected convergence rate of O(h?) in the L, norm.
Using our Firedrake implementation on our reference problem described Section 2.1 we can

easily verify these results, Figure 2.3 shows the result.

16



107 ~
® L2 Error O(h™2.01) -
® H1Emoro(h~1.02) e
,"."
1072 4 T
¥ 2 -~
- .
r-’ ’I
- ”
10-7 4 e }r’
- o
V4
. L
5 107 -~
o »
.
-
-
g
1075 s
tf.
.
-
107° 4 A
-
-
o
T .
1073 1072 10! 10°

h

Figure 2.3: Convergence of reference problem

As we explore adaptive mesh refinement starting in Chapter 4, maintaining shape regularity
will be key to preserving the convergence rates shown in Figure 2.3. One could easily consider a
mark and refine strategy which fails to keep the minimum angle bounded away from zero. Consider
the refinement strategies for an equilateral triangular element in Figure 2.4. Note the refinement
strategy used in the sequence of triangulation on the top preserves the minimum angle, while the

strategy used on the bottom sequence does not.
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Figure 2.4: Refinement schemes.

Another straightforward observation is that we can balance the hy, and || D?ul| ,, terms in The-
orem 5 by refining the mesh in regions where the second derivative of the solution is large. This
observation is central to many implementations of AMR for PDEs (Elman et al., 2005, page 48,
Figure 1.19).
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Chapter 3: Introduction to Variational Inequalities

As mentioned in the Introduction, obstacle problems have several different formulations which

we will prove are equivalent, or nearly so, in the following theorem.

Theorem 6. Fix f € L*(Q2), ¢ € C(Q), gp € C(Q), gp > ¢, X = H'(Q), and
Ky={veX=1y} 3.1)

where X is a Sobolev space with boundary conditions equal to g as before. Then the following

statements are equivalent for a solution u € K:

(a) w is a solution to the energy minimization formulation,

minimize: I(u) = / % Vul” = fu (3.2)
0

UEK¢,

(b) w is a solution to the variational inequality formulation,

/Vu-V(v—u)E/f(v—u), forallv € K. (3.3)
Q Q

Ifalso v € C(Q) N C%(Q) (is a classical solution), then (a) or (b) implies

(c) wis a solution to the complementarity problem formulation, for which the following hold

over ) a.e.

—V2u—f>0 (3.4a)
u—1>0 (3.4b)
(—=V*u — f)(u—1) =0 (3.4¢)
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Proof. Suppose u is a solution to (3.3) then it follows that for any v € Ky,

I(v) = I(u+ (v —u)),

_ 1/ V(4 (v —w) = fu+ (v —u)),

/|Vu|+/Vqu—u /|Vv—u|—/fu—/fv—u
=§/Q|Vu| —/qu+§/Q|V(v—u)| +/QVU-V(U—u)—/Qf(U—u),
1?;) ’ >0 ) >0 ’

> I(u).

Hence u satisfies the energy minimization formulation (3.2).

Conversely suppose u is a solution (3.2). Since K, is convex, for any test function v € K and

€ [0, 1] then,
utev—u)=ev+ (1l —eue Ky (3.5)
By equation (3.2),
I(u) < I(u+e(v—u)). (3.6)
So
0<I(u+e(v—u))—I(u). 3.7)
Note that
IHu+e(v—u)) = / E IV (u+ e(v — )| — / flu+ e(v—u)), (3.8)
2
/ Vu|? +€/Vu V(v —u)+ / ]VU—u|—/fu—e/fv—u
—_——
(3.9
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Expanding the right hand side of (3.7) we find that the * terms cancel in (3.9) to get the following,

0<I(u+e(v—u))—

—e/Vu V(v —u) +e/[V'U—u| —e/fv—u

Dividing by e then we find (3.3) follows by sending € — 0

O§/QVU-V(U—u)—i—e/g\V(v—u)f—/gf(v—u),
:/QVU-V(U—U)—/Qf(U—u).

So we conclude that w is a solution to the variational inequality formulation. Now suppose that
u € C(Q) N C?(Q) satisfies the variational inequality (3.3). We will show (3.4). Consider the
inactive set [,

I, ={x € Q:u(x) > ¢Y(z)}. (3.10)

Let ¢ € C'*(£2) have compact support on /. Since u is continuous there exists an € > 0 such that
v =u+t¢ € K, whenever |t| < e. This is because the function ¢ has compact support in /,, and

is continuous. Now applying the variational inequality (3.3), and integration by parts, we get

og/ﬁvu-wv—u)—/gf(v—u),
{fses[)
:t(—/gqxv?uw agqs(w-n)—/ﬂqu),
- ( / (—Vzu—f)cb)-

Since this holds for any ¢ and ¢ of either sign it must follow that,
—V%u— f=0ae. on I, (3.11)

Now let ¢ € C'*°(£2) be nonnegative with compact support over the interior of the closed set

A, = (I,)°. Forany ¢ > O note v = u + e € K. We consider the variational inequality and
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apply integration by parts as before to conclude that

0<e (/ﬂ(—v% — f)gb) . (3.12)

Since this holds for any such ¢ it must follow that

—V?%u— f>0ae. on A,. (3.13)
By definition of A, since A, U I, = 2 we have

—V?%u— f>0ae. on . (3.14)

For emphasis, note that (3.12) holds both in A, and I,,. Since v € K, by definition we have that
u — 1) > 0. Furthermore since u — 1) = 0 on A, and since we have that —V?u — f = 0 a.e. on I,

we can conclude the complementarity condition (—V? — f)(u — 1) = 0 a.e. Thus u is a solution

to (3.4). [l

The equivalence of these formulations is key to becoming familiar with free boundary problems.
The energy minimization formulation is ideal for understanding the physical framework of the prob-
lem. The variational inequality formulation is necessary for defining the more broader class of free
boundary problems whose solutions may not be derived from a potential function. The complemen-
tarity formulation reframes the problem in a way which can be solved using a variety of iterative

methods.

3.1 Reference Problem: Ball Obstacle Problem
We will proceed by deriving an exact solution to a reference case for the obstacle problem
(Bueler, 2021, Chapter 12). This is a radially-symmetric problem. Consider 2 = [-2,2], f = 0

and define the obstacle 1) (r) as follows,

Vv1—r2 ifr <mrg
Y(r) = : (3.15)

0(r) itfr>ng

22



where r = /22 +y2, 19 = .9, and {(r) = (rg) + ¢'(r¢)(r — 79). Note that ¢ is a hemisphere
of radius 1 with a linear and continuous differentiable extension from » = .9 and onwards. The
solution u will satisfy the Poisson equation over the inactive set I,,. We consider the V? operator

in polar coordinates,
0? 10 1 07

2—_ —_—— [ —
v_87“2 ror  r2002

(3.16)

Since our solution is radially-symmetric, the derivatives with respect to 6 vanish, and clearing

denominators the PDE simplifies to the following ODE,
ru”(r) +4'(r) = 0. (3.17)

Let a be the radial distance from the origin to the free boundary. We will enforce u(2) = 0 as a

radial homogenous Dirichlet boundary condition. Now our reference problem simplifies to

Find u(r) where for r € [0, 2],

ru”(r) +u'(r) =0, forr € (a,2) (3.18)

uw(2) =0, wu(a) =1(a), u'(a)=1"(a) (3.19)

This ODE can be solved analytically and the solution has the following form,

u(r) = —Alog(r)+ B for a<r<2. (3.20)

Using the boundary conditions (3.19) we have a system of equations to solve for A, B, and a. Doing

so to high accuracy by Newton’s method we get,

a = 0.697965148223374, A = 0.680259411891719, B = 0.471519893402112.  (3.21)

To find gp we use the solution values along 0€2. The solution and a radial cross section of the

solution are plotted below.
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Figure 3.1: Radial cross section of u(r).

Figure 3.2: Reference Problem: v (gray) and u(black)
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3.2 Numerical Methods for Variational Inequalities
3.2.1 Active-Set Newton’s Method

We will be using the VINEWTONRSLS (VI-adapted Newton solver with reduced space line
search) solver functionality in Firedrake, from the PETSc library (Balay et al., 2015), to solve our
reference problem. We will only briefly outline the algorithm and key ideas. VINEWTONRSLS
was introduced in Benson and Munson (2003) and it solves finite dimensional nonlinear comple-

mentarity problems (NCP) of the form
Fw)>0, w>0, F(w)w=0, (3.22)

where w € R" and F' : R® — R". Note that a finite-dimensional variational inequality can be
formulated as a complementarity problem (Facchinei and Pang, 2003)(Theorem 6).

Here is how we will use the finite dimensional NCP form (3.20) to approximate the continuum
CP (3.4). We will use the finite element method to discretize the obstacle 1), the solution u and the
source term f. The —V? operator will take the form of the stiffness matrix A whose construction
was described in Section 2.3. So we discretize via FEM and make the substitutions w = u — ¢ and

F(w) = —V?(w — ) — f. Thus:

~YVu—f>0 F(w)>0

u—1p>0 = w>0 . (3.23)

Discretize
(—V2u — f)(u — 1/;) =0 Subs&titute F(w)w =0
Continuum CP Finite Dimensional NCP
Because of the constraints, this problem is inherently non-linear and we must use an iterative
solver. The Newton algorithm below assumes that the solution u is nondegenerate, meaning that
—V?2u — f > 0 everywhere in the interior of the active set A,. Since we assume nondegeneracy,
the residual F'(w) : R" — R™ will be positive on the active set. A revised residual function

F : R™ — R™ is defined which has the property that F (w) = 0 when w is the solution:

. Fi(w) if w; >0,
Fy(w) = (3.24)

min{ F;(w),0} if w; = 0.
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The algorithm proceeds similarly to any other Newton method with the exception of two key steps

when computing the search direction and conducting the line search.

Algorithm 1 VINEWTONRSLS
Require: w* € R™.
Define A(w*) “certainly active” and I(w") “undecided” vertex sets.
Compute d via a reduced space Newton step on I (w*), (3.27) below.
Perform a line search along 7(w* + 3d) to stay inside K = {w € R" : w > 0}.
Update w**+! = m(w”* + Bd).

Algorithm 1 begins by identifying index sets A(w) and I (w):

A(w®) = {i € {1,..., N}wF = 0 and F;(w*) > 0}, (3.25)

I(w*) = {i € {1, ..., N}w!F > 0 or Fj(w*) < 0}. (3.26)

A search direction d is computed by setting d 4, = 0 and solving the following reduced system
for the rest dy, ,

J(w*) pe pedp, = —F(w") . (3.27)

Here .J(w) is the Jacobian of F'(w) and the subscripts denote degrees of freedom relating to nodes
in I* = I(w").

The search direction is d = [d,, d;,]. With a search direction d it is possible that w* + d is
inadmissable, for example an inactive node could be pushed underneath the obstacle. To remedy
this we perform a projected line search. If K = {w € R™ : w > 0} is the admissable set of (3.20),

and w* € K we define 7 : R” — K as follows,

m(w); = (3.28)

Then an Armijo line search (Armijo, 1966) is conducted via a 2-norm merit function. The PETSc
implementation of the line search uses parameters o = 107, 3 = % and a minimum step size of

v = 107! (Benson and Munson, 2003, page 8),

| Bt + pa)| < (1= o) || Pt (329)

) .
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3.2.2 Firedrake Implementation: Ball Obstacle
We will implement the ball obstacle reference problem from Section 3.3 using Firedrake, and
solve it using the VINEWTONRSLS solver. The code is very similar to a nonlinear PDE solver.

First we import the Firedrake library, then use the mesh constructor to create a 2D mesh.

from firedrake import *

width, offset = 4.0, -2.0 # Omega = [-2,2]"°2
mesh = SquareMesh(20, 20, width, quadrilateral=False)
mesh.coordinates.dat.datal:, :] += offset

Now we define the function space V', the obstacle v, the solution u, and the test function v. The
obstacle v is defined point-wise over the mesh using UFL. Note that ¢ is referenced as 1b for “lower

bound”.

V = FunctionSpace(mesh, "CG", 1)
v = TestFunction(V)
u = Function(V)

# Define the obstacle function psi
(x, y) = SpatialCoordinate (mesh)
r = sqrt(x * x +y * y)

r0 = 0.9
psiO = np.sqrt(1.0 - r0 * r0)
dpsi0 = - rO / psiO

psi_ufl = conditional(le(r, rO), sqrt(1.0 - r * r),
psiO + dpsiO * (r - r0))
1b = Function(V).interpolate(psi_ufl)

Recall that the exact solution is known and determines the Dirichlet boundary conditions. We define

them both using UFL.

afree = 0.697965148223374

A = 0.680259411891719

B = 0.471519893402112

gbdry_ufl = conditional(le(r, afree), psi_ufl, - A * 1n(r) + B)
gbdry = Function(V).interpolate(gbdry_ufl)

bdry_ids = (1, 2, 3, 4) # boundary ids
bcs = DirichletBC(V, gbdry, bdry_ids)

uexact = gbdry.copy()

Finally we define the weak form. Previously we defined the left and right hand sides of our form
separately and passed a == L to the solve command. To invoke the nonlinear solver we define the
weak form by its residual form F == 0 where [’ = a — L, but here the source term in our reference

problem is zero.
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F = inner(grad(u), grad(v)) * dx

For the Poisson PDE problem we applied straightforward solver parameters to solve a linear
Galerkin system using LU decomposition. The following example will be slightly more involved
and will highlight the fact that Firedrake inherits solver parameters and logging functionality from
PETSc. We set VINEWTONRSLS as the snes_type. The zero tolerance for identifying the ac-
tive and inactive sets is set with snes_vi_zero_tolerance. The sp solver parameter dictionary
allows the user to interface directly with PETSc options. We can define several other important pa-
rameters such as snes_atol, snes_rtol, and snes_stol which are the absolute residual, relative
iteration, and step tolerances respectively. Setting snes_vi monitor prints |I(u**1)| / [I(u")] at
each iteration. The solver is then called with the bounds 1b and ub set to the obstacle 1/ and infinity

respectively.

sp = {"snes_monitor": None,
"snes_type": "vinewtonrsls",
"snes_converged_reason'": None,
"snes_vi_monitor": None,
"snes_rtol": 1.0e-8,
"snes_atol": 1.0e-12,
"snes_stol": 1.0e-12,
"snes_vi_zero_tolerance": 1.0e-12,
# Newton step equations are solved by LU
"ksp_type": "preonly",
llpc_type n : n 1ul| R
"pc_factor_mat_solver_type": "mumps"}

problem = NonlinearVariationalProblem(F, u, bcs)
solver = NonlinearVariationalSolver(
problem, solver_parameters=sp)

# it is necessary to define an upper obstacle
ub = Function(V).interpolate(Constant (PETSc.INFINITY))
solver.solve(bounds=(1b, ub))

Typical output from the solver looks like the following,

0 SNES Function norm 2.046511757537e+00
0 SNES VI Function norm 2.04651

Active lower constraints 17/29

upper constraints 0/0

Percent of total 0.125926

Percent of bounded 0.125926

1 SNES Function norm 1.059615782871e-15
1 SNES VI Function norm 1.05962e-15
Active lower constraints 17/17

upper constraints 0/0
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Percent of total 0.125926
Percent of bounded 0.125926

Nonlinear solve converged due to CONVERGED_FNORM_ABS iterations 1

3.3 Convergence of Variational Inequalities
As we will see, the convergence of numerical methods for variational inequalities is limited by
the identification of the free boundary. In fact, the accuracy by which we locate the free boundary

can dominate the other forms of numerical error. To demonstrate this consider the following one

dimensional problem on Q = [—1, 1]:
w> b (3.30)
u' >0 (3.31)
(u—=¥)(u") =0 (3.32)
u(—1) =u(1) =0 (3.33)
Y =1/2—2? (3.34)

In this problem, the obstacle, domain, and Dirichlet conditions are even in x and therefore the
solution will be as well. Let z = b be the right-most free boundary and note that since «” = 0 on

(b, 1] it follows that w is linear on (b, 1]:

u() = (~(b)/(1 — b))(x — 1) on (b, 1]. (3.35)

Since u/(b) = 1’(b) we can solve the following equation for b,

u'(b) = ' (b), (3.36)
—(b)/(1 —b) = —2b, (3.37)

—(1/2-0")
—1— —20, (3.38)
b= : iQﬁ. (3.39)
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Note that only b = %ﬁ € (), but by symmetry we know that « = —b and therefore we have that

the solution is piecewise defined as,

G 11)  on[-1,d]
(a+1) )
u=q3—a? on (a, b) (3.40)
1 32
\ G (@—1) on[b1]
—¥(z)
— u(z)

—0.4 1

—0.6 '
Figure 3.3: The solution u(z) and obstacle ¢ (x)

Implemented in Firedrake, in Figure 3.4 we see that the error in the computed solution is actually
proportional to the distance between the FE free boundary and the true free boundary; this distance
is labeled as the “gap” in the figure below. Therefore a sequence of uniform meshes would generate
an O(h) convergence rate with respect to the L, norm. Constructing an analagous PDE problem

over Q = [—1,1]:

u' =1 (3.41)

w(=1) =u(1) =0 (3.42)

Solving via FEM on the same sequence of meshes we achieve O(h?) convergence, as expected.
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Figure 3.4: Convergence of comparable 1D VI (left) and PDE (right) problems.

Informally, the “gap” in a VI problem is a geometric measure of the distance between the exact
and FE free boundaries, or alternatively some measure for how well the FE free boundary approx-
imates the exact free boundary. For the 1 dimensional VI problem described above the choice of
measure was clear, |I", — I';|. For more complicated problems involving complex obstacles and

higher dimensions there are several ways to measure the “gap”, which we will see in Section 6.1.
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Chapter 4: Adaptive Mesh Refinement Techniques for PDE Problems

To explain our methods for adaptive mesh refinement for VIs in the next chapter, we will first

review certain methods for adaptive mesh refinement from the literature for PDEs.

4.1 Tag and Refine Methods

Tagging methods are a class of adaptive methods which assess the suitability of a mesh element-
by-element in computing a Quantity of Interest (Qol) like Ly error or another post computation
functional like drag or lift (Bangerth and Rannacher, 2003). The main idea behind most tagging

methods is the refinement loop:

Algorithm 2 Tagging Methods: Refinement Loop

Solve: Solve the PDE on the current mesh.

Estimate: Estimate the error in the Qol element-by-element.

Tag: Tag elements for refinement based on the error estimate.

Refine: Refine or coarsen the mesh maintaining the minimum angle criteria.

Throughout the literature (Rannacher and Suttmeier (1997), Bangerth and Rannacher (2003),
Suttmeier (2008)) one finds a variety of ways to perform the “Estimate” step. As we mentioned in
the Introduction, a common way is by the Dual Weighted Residual (DWR) method introduced in
Rannacher and Suttmeier (1997). For further details see Bangerth and Rannacher (2003, Chapter
3). A general approach for extending the DWR method to variational inequalities can be found in
Suttmeier (2008). As we will see in Chapter 5 the methods proposed in this project are not based
on the DWR method.

There are also several ways to perform the “Tag” step. Consider the following fixed-rate strategy
found in Bangerth and Rannacher (2003, Chapter 4). For fractions X, Y with 1—X > Y and a mesh
with /V elements, refine the X - NV elements with the largest error indicator and coarsen the Y - N
elements with the smallest error indicator. For appropriate choices of X and Y this has the effect
of keeping the degrees of freedom almost constant. There are other more exotic solutions which
accomplish different goals. For example there is a fairly impractical “error-balancing” strategy
also described in Bangerth and Rannacher (2003, Chapter 4) which seeks to equilibrate the error

indicators across the mesh.
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4.2 Mesh Refinement

The “Refine” step in Algorithm 2 addresses the practical aspects of refinement of cells once
they have been selected for refinement. This process involves two considerations: maintaining the
minimum angle condition and managing hanging nodes. As illustrated in Figure 2.4, elements can
be refined in such a way that the minimum angle condition is violated, leading to poor convergence
properties. The second issue concerns hanging nodes, which are nodes that do not have a “covering”
relation to all neighboring elements; this concept will be elaborated on further in Chapter 5. The
following Figure illustrates how a hanging node arises from refining a mesh. In the Figure, the

refinement is shown in green and the hanging node is in red.

Figure 4.1: Refinement (green) and hanging node(red).

Hanging nodes do not increase the degrees of freedom of the resultant Galerkin system, but
they do change the support of the basis functions. The following is a figure from Bangerth and
Rannacher (2003, Chapter 4) which illustrates how a hanging node affects the support of a basis

function.

Figure 4.2: Hanging node (red) and a neighboring node (green) basis function.
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There are several consequences of a refinement procedures which allow hanging nodes. Most
immediately, they lead to greater complexity in the implementation of the solve step, as one needs
to manage the different supports of the basis functions. Hanging nodes can be avoided altogether by
using special transition cells to bridge edge lengths between refined and unrefined elements. This
approach results in a refinement area that is larger than originally selected, but it is the approach

we will use.

(1) Example of transition element. Element marked for refinmenet in red. Transition element in green.

(2) Further example showing how transition elements are refined.

Figure 4.3: Transition cell examples.

4.3 Firedrake-Netgen Integration

A tagging strategy like the one above can be implemented in Firedrake in a variety of ways. In
this project we used the Netgen/NGSolve integration (Zerbinati et al., 2024). This integration brings
several new features to Firedrake. For our purposes the mostimportant is the . refine marked elements ()
method. This method resides inside of a netgen mesh object and takes an indicator function over the
domain representing which elements are marked for refinement. This method is capable of dealing
with hanging nodes by use of transition cells, following the refinement pattern illustrated in Figure

4.3.
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4.4 Interpolation into DG0
A DGO finite element space is one in which the basis functions are constant with a value of 1

and are each supported over a single element.

Figure 4.4: DGO basis function.

The operation of interpolating a function into a DGO space is central to our proposed methods
for adaptive refinement. Conceptually this operation allows us to compute estimators (Estimate step
of Algorithim 2) which take on a single value over vertices and then convert them, by averaging
over an element into an estimator which takes on a single value over the element.

Averaging a function over elements is equivalent to interpolation into a DGO space. To see
this, consider the definition of the interpolation operation given in the Firedrake user manual (Ham
et al., 2023). Let u be a function over some domain {2 and V' be a finite element space defined on
Q with basis {¢;}X,. Then interpolate(u, V) is given by SN  v;¢y; where v; = ¢* and ¢ is an
element of the dual basis of V. (Recall that the dual basis of V4, is given by the vector {¢;}, such

that ¢} (¢;) = d;;). The corresponding dual basis vector of a DGO space is the following average

. B 1
(bj(f) N area(X;) /Aj J e &

Note that this choice of functional has the property that ¢} (¢;) = d;;. Now interpolate(u,V) =

> i, v;; where
1
= dz. 42
! area(/\;) /Aiu ‘ *42)
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Chapter 5: New Adaptive Refinement Schemes for VIs

We propose two strategies for adaptive refinement of variational inequalities, which we call
Variable Coeflicient Elliptic Smoothing (VCES) and Unstructured Dilation Operator (UDO). These
methods are designed to enhance mesh resolution at the free boundary found when solving the VI.
These methods are the Estimate and Tag steps in Algorithm 2. They effectively control the error
associated with approximating the free boundary, as observed in Section 3.3 and illustrated in Figure

3.4. Note that Firedrake/Netgen is used for the Solve and Refine steps in Algorithim 2.

5.1 Variable Coefficient Elliptic Smoothing

The first strategy is called Variable Coefficient Elliptic Smoothing (VCES). The idea is to use
the residual u* — 1 and a positive tolerance to construct sy, a node-wise indicator function for
the active set. This indicator function is used as the initial condition of a variable-coefficient and
time-dependent heat equation problem which has the effect of smoothing this indicator near the free
boundary. This heat equation problem is solved for a single timestep via implicit Euler, the result
of which we’ll call s;

1

E<81 - So) = V281. (51)

This problem is a linear elliptic PDE, hence “elliptic smoothing”. Our choice of timestep is At; =
$(avg(diam(A;)))?* where A\; is the set of all elements incident to vertex 7. This choice depends
on the element, thus “variable coefficient”. Varying the timestep based off of neighboring element
diameter has the effect of applying the same amount diffusion across all elements regardless of
size. The result is then interpolated into a DGO space and thresholded to produce the refinement
indicator, as in Algorithim 2. There are various parameters to consider with this technique. The
choice of timestep and thresholding parameters will substantially affect the “distance” about which

the free boundary is resolved.
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Algorithm 3 Variable Coeflicient Elliptic Smoothing Element Tagging for VIs

Require: tol € R, u* € K, € V, W is DGO FE space.
Require: Threshold parameters 0 < o < f < 1.
1: Compute the nodal active set indicator function s

1 ifuf — < tol
S =
0 0 otherwise
Let At; = 1(avg(diam(A,)))?, a CGl field.
Solve ﬁ(sl — 80) = V?s; with gp = sg|aq impliclty with Firedrake defaults settings.
Let sy = interpolate(sy, W).
Define the refinement indicator I € W as follows:

1A = {1 if o < s (D) < B

)0 otherwise

6: return /

Figure 5.1 illustrates the VCES algorithm applied to a problem similar to that in Section 3.3.

1
(1) Tterate u*(black) and obstacle ) (red). (2) Nodal active set indicator s.
o — 04

@) interpolate(sy, W). Threshold
(3) Smoothed s;. values in red.

(5) Refinement indicator function 1.

Figure 5.1: Illustration of Variable Coefficient Elliptic Smoothing algorithm.
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5.2 Unstructured Dilation Operator

Support for unstructured meshes in Firedrake comes from the DMPlex class in PETSc, as de-
veloped by Lange et al. (2015). DMPlex is a data management object which can store the topology
(connectivity of mesh entities) and geometry (coordinates) of a discretization. In the DMPlex ob-
ject every mesh entity is assigned a unique index. The connectivity of a mesh is stored as a layered
directed acyclic graph (DAG) in which a “covering” relation specifies the edges of the graph. For
example, for a tetrahedral element in a 3d mesh, a face is covered by 3 edges and a tetrahedral cell
is covered by 4 faces. Each layer represents a class of mesh entity, i.e., vertices, edges, and so on,
depending on the dimesion of €. Below is an example of how a single tetrahedral cell is represented

by DMPlex.

(2) Mesh entity numbering of tetrahedral cell.
Vertices(blue), Edges(Red), Faces(green),
(1) DAG representation of tetrahedral cell. Cells(pink)

Figure 5.2: DMPIlex representation of a tetrahedral cell (Lange et al., 2015).

The DMPIex object has several methods which make querying the mesh topology and geometry
simple (Lange et al., 2016). For example, let p be an index assigned by DMPlex. Then cone(p)
returns all the in-neighbors of p. In the example above cone(0) = {11,12,13,14}. The transitive
closure of cone(p) is also available with closure(p). The dual of cone(p) is support(p) which returns
all the out-neighbors of p. In the example above support(6) = {6,7,10}. The transitive closure of
support(p) is also available with star(p).

The use of DMPIlex queries is essential to our second strategy, the Unstructured Dilation Op-
erator (UDO). We identify the set B of elements that border the computed free boundary I',» by
interpolating a nodal active indicator function into DGO and thresholding for values in the range (0,

1). We then use the closure and star methods to create vertex-to-cell and cell-to-vertex mappings.
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These mappings are then used to determine which elements are neighbors to the computed free
boundary. We say an element neighbors another if it shares at least one vertex. The function NV (A)

returns a set of elements:

N(A) ={A; € T : A shares at least 1 vertex with A; }. (5.2)

This process is then repeated n times to create a set of elements that are within n neighborhood
levels of the border elements:

N"(A) = N(..N(A)). (5.3)

n times

As shown in Algorithm 3, for a border element set 53, defined below in (5.5) we use breadth-first
search to construct the set N"(B) and then assemble its corresponding indicator function. This
process expand the support of the DGO indicator function in a way that resembles the “dilation”
operation in image processing as seen in (OpenCV, 2024) but it is applied over an unstructured

mesh.

Algorithm 4 Unstructured Dilation Operator Element Tagging for VIs

Require: tol € R, uk € K2 € V, W is aDGO FE space, mesh 7.
Require: Neighborhood Depth Parameter n € N.
1: Compute the nodal active set indicator function s

1 ifuf — tol
. ifu® — < to ' (5.4)
0 otherwise
2: Let sy = interpolate(s, W) .
3. Define the border element set B:
B={AeT:0<sw(A) <1} (5.5)

Use the closure and star methods to construct vertex-to-cell and cell-to-vertex mappings.
Use breadth-first search to construct the set N™(B) as in (5.2) and (5.3).

Assemble the indicator function [ of the set N"(B).

return /

A A
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5.3 Results: Dependence on Parameters

Parameters in each method allow us vary the area of refinement about the free boundary. The
following figures illustrate the effect of varying the thresholding parameters of the VCES method,
and the neighborhood depth parameter of the UDO method. Figures 5.3 and 5.4 show results from
7 iterations of the refinment loop applied to the reference ball obstacle problem, where the initial

mesh is generated using a uniform triangle height parameter set to 0.2.

(1) Thresholding parameters (.45, .65). (2) Thresholding parameters (.1, .9)

Figure 5.3: 7 iterations of VCES method applied to the classical obstacle problem.
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MHn=1 2)n=5

Figure 5.4: 7 iterations of UDO method applied to ball obstacle problem.

In the following experiment we ran 7 iterations of the refinement loop using both methods on
the ball obstacle reference problem, using the same inital mesh as in the previous figures, while

varying the thresholding and neighborhood depth parameters.
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(2) Varying neighborhood depth for UDO.
Figure 5.5: Comparison of parameters for VCES and UDO methods

Both methods are also effective in the context of a more exotic obstacles. We consider a “spiral”

problem from Graser and Kornhuber (2009), which is a classical obstacle problem with obstacle

function given in polar coordinates by

W(r,0) =sin(2r/r +7/2 —60) +
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r(r+1)

r—2

— 3r + 3.6,

(5.6)



and 1(0,0) = 3.6. This spiral produces a spiral active set as illustrated in Figure 5.6, computed on

a high-resolution unifrom mesh.

Figure 5.6: Active set for the spiral obstacle problem (Bueler and Farrell, 2024).
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Figure 5.7: 7 iterations of both methods applied to the spiral problem.

As we will see in Chapter 6 these strategies can be used in conjunction with uniform refinement,

as well as with other tagging methods, to create a more robust adaptive refinement strategy.
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Chapter 6: Results

6.1 Maetrics for Refinement Quality Near the Free Boundary

The purpose of these methods is to reduce the error in the solution that arises from poorly
approximating the free boundary. To test the effectiveness of these methods the typical metrics
from FEM error analysis like the L, error are not sufficient. Instead we propose two heuristics
which we can apply specifically to the obstacle problem.

The first is the Jaccard index (Kosub, 2016). If A, is the true active set and A; is the computed

active set on a given mesh, then the Jaccard index of A, and Aj; is defined as

B | A, N Ayl

J(Ay, Ay) = TA, U Ay

6.1)

Note that J(-,-) € [0, 1] where J = 1 indicates that the computed active set is identical to the true
active set, and J = 0 indicates otherwise.

The second heuristic we will use is Hausdorff distance. Let ()M, d) be a metric space, and
consider a pair of non-empty subsets X C M and Y C M. The Hausdorff distance between X
and Y is defined as

(6.2)

dp(X,Y) = inf d(z,y),sup inf d(z,
(X, Y) maX{ilel)g;gY (x,y) sup inf (x y)}

To accurately compute the Hausdorff distance, both curves are densely sampled with a substantial
number of points. The Hausdorff distance is then calculated between these two sets of sampled
points. For a more formal definition and a detailed discussion regarding the Hausdorff distance on

finite and infinite sets, see Jungeblut et al. (2022).

6.2 Experiments

Recall that the solution to the ball obstacle reference problem is known, so we have access to
u, Ay, and ', to compute L, error, Jaccard index, and Hausdorff distance at each iteration. We
will see in the results below that neither of our proposed methods will effectively address the dis-
cretization error over the inactive set. To address this issue we propose hybrid refinement strategies

where our adaptive methods are used in conjunction with uniform refinement. For demonstration
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purposes we’ve devised a hybrid strategy which applies uniform refinement to the entire domain
when dg (T, ;) < h?, where h is the largest cell diameter in the inactive set, and T, and T'; are
the true and computed free boundaries respectively.

The following convergence results were obtained by applying VCES and UDO to the ball ob-
stacle reference problem. For all cases the coarsest mesh was constructed using the default netgen
mesh constructor with the triangle height parameter set to .45, resulting in a mesh with 113 vertices
(188 elements). The mesh was then refined 7 times using uniform, adaptive, or hybrid refinement
strategies. The adaptive strategy used either VCES or UDO at every refinement iteration. When
VCES was applied, thresholding parameters where set to (.2, .8) and when UDO was applied the
neighborhood depth parameter was set to 3. The results of the convergence experiments are in

Figures 6.1-6.6.

Convergence Plot VCES - Uniform vs Adaptive vs Hybrid Refinement

—8— Uniform Convergence Rate: -0.43
Adaptive Convergence Rate: -0.76
—— Hybrid Convergence Rate: -0.66

10-1 4

1 - Jaccard index

103 104 103 106
Number of Elements

Figure 6.1: 1 - Jaccard index convergence plot for VCES. Lower is better.
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Hausdorff Distance

L2 Error

Convergence Plot VCES - Uniform vs Adaptive vs Hybrid Refinement

107! 1

—e— Uniform Convergence Rate: -0.47
—m— Adaptive Convergence Rate: -0.84
—— Hybrid Convergence Rate: -0.73

103 104 10° 108
Number of Elements

Figure 6.2: Hausdorff distance convergence plot for VCES. Lower is better.

Convergence Plot VCES - Uniform vs Adaptive vs Hybrid Refinement

1072 4

1073 4

107% 5

—8— Uniform Convergence Rate: -1.05
—m— Adaptive Convergence Rate: -0.42
—— Hybrid Convergence Rate: -0.80

103 104 103 108
Number of Elements

Figure 6.3: Lo convergence plot for VCES. Lower is better.
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1 - Jaccard index

Hausdorff Distance

Convergence Plot UDO - Uniform vs Adaptive vs Hybrid Refinement

—e— Uniform Convergence Rate: -0.43
—m— Adaptive Convergence Rate: -0.66
—— Hybrid Convergence Rate: -0.57

10-1 4

103 104 10° 108
Number of Elements

Figure 6.4: 1 - Jaccard index convergence plot for UDO. Lower is better.

Convergence Plot UDO - Uniform vs Adaptive vs Hybrid Refinement

—8— Uniform Convergence Rate: -0.47
—m— Adaptive Convergence Rate: -0.73
—— Hybrid Convergence Rate: -0.62

107! 1

103 104 103 108
Number of Elements

Figure 6.5: Hausdorff distance convergence plot for UDO. Lower is better.
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Convergence Plot UDO - Uniform vs Adaptive vs Hybrid Refinement

—e— Uniform Convergence Rate: -1.05
Adaptive Convergence Rate: -0.63
—— Hybrid Convergence Rate: -1.05

1072 4

103 4

L2 Error

10~ 4

105 4

103 104 10° 108
Number of Elements

Figure 6.6: Lo convergence plot for UDO. Lower is better.

For problems where the identification of the free boundary is paramount, these methods achieve
the same performance as uniform refinement, as measured by Jaccard index or Hausdorff distance
while using almost 2 orders of magnitude fewer elements. Our demonstration hybrid strategy was
also effective in dynamically allocating resolution between approximating the free boundary and
the general PDE solution.

Both VCES and UDO begin with a the computation of a nodal active set. For problems where
the active set is small e.g. the center of Figure 5.6, it is essential that the coarse mesh have enough
resolution to capture the active set. Examples of where the mesh at an iteration failed to identify
a small active set can be seen in the center of Figure 5.7. Choosing parameters which widen the

spread of the refinement region and the use of a hybrid technique can help mitigate this issue.

6.3 Parallel Considerations
An important consideration for VI solver methods like VINEWTONRSLS is the imbalance of
solver effort between mesh nodes in the active set of the converged solution where the solution is

known and the corresponding inactive set where a PDE must be solved. In parallel, this imbalance
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can, in the worst case, cause a single process to contain most of the inactive set elements and do all
the work. An indirect consequence of our proposed methods is balancing the parallel solver effort
between the active and inactive set.

To demonstrate this inactive set balancing effect we consider the same ball obstacle problem as
before. The inital mesh was constructed using using the default netgen mesh constructor with the
triangle height parameter set to .45 and then it was refined 5 times using VCES with thresholding
parameters (.2, .8) resulting in a final adaptive mesh with 2736 elements. The problem was then
solved on a uniform mesh 3008 elements. Both meshes were then distributed across 5 processes
and the number of active and inactive elements for each process was recorded. The ratio between
inactive elements and total inactive elements was calculated for each process. The closer these
ratios are to .20, which is the ratio of the exact active area over the inactive area, the more balanced
the solver effort will be across all processes. As we can see from the table below, in the uniform

mesh distribution, process 1 has significantly fewer inactive elements than other processes.

Element Counts and Ratios Across Processes
Process VCES Uniform
Active | Inactive | Ratio | Active | Inactive | Ratio
1 173 327 0.171 51 219 0.081
2 188 390 0.204 59 656 0.242
3 170 373 0.195 44 570 0.210
4 162 415 0.217 86 608 0.225
5 131 407 0.213 60 655 0.242
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Table 6.1: Process element counts and ratios. VCES mesh has 2736 total elements,
Uniform has 3008 total elements.
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Chapter 7: Discussion

The results in this project demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed methods in refining
about the free boundary, as well as providing load balancing benefits in parallel applications. As
a consequence of the Firedrake-Netgen integration our implementations produce meshes with no
hanging nodes, making our methods easily implementable with a variety of VI solvers and settings.
Like other tagging methods, VCES and UDO expose parameters to the user which are capable of
varying the spread of the refinement region.

Further work will involve a deeper investigation into effective hybrid refinement schemes that are
capable of balancing the error that arises from the computed free boundary versus the discretization
error in the inactive set. Implementing the refinement step using PETSc’s adaptation methods like
DM AdaptLabel and DM AdaptMetric will allow us to investigate the effectiveness of these methods

in a multigrid context as well as exploring the use of metric-based refinement methods.
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Appendix A: Supplemental Material

This supplemental material is related to the methods and experiments discussed in this project.
The referenced codes, which are integral to reproducing our results and implementing the described

methods, are available in the following GitHub repository:

* GitHub Repository: https://github.com/StefanoFochesatto/VI-AMR

* Contents: The repository includes scripts for the numerical experiments demonstrated through-

out this project.

» Usage Instructions: Detailed instructions for running the code and reproducing the results

can be found in the repository’s README . md file.
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