arXiv:1702.06886v1 [math.NA] 20 Feb 2017

Calibrated Filtered Reduced Order Modeling

X. Xie^∗ M. Mohebujjaman^† L. G. Rebholz^‡ T. Iliescu^§.

January 10, 2018

Abstract We propose a calibrated filtered reduced order model (CF-ROM) framework for the numerical simulation of general nonlinear PDEs that are amenable to reduced order modeling. The novel CF-ROM framework consists of two steps: (i) In the first step, we use explicit ROM spatial filtering of the nonlinear PDE to construct a filtered ROM. This filtered ROM is low-dimensional, but is not closed (because of the nonlinearity in the given PDE). (ii) In the second step, we use a calibration procedure to close the filtered ROM, i.e., to model the interaction between the resolved and unresolved modes. To this end, we use a linear or quadratic ansatz to model this interaction and close the filtered ROM. To find the new coefficients in the closed filtered ROM, we solve an optimization problem that minimizes the difference between the full order model data and our ansatz. Although we use a fluid dynamics setting to illustrate how to construct and use the CF-ROM framework, we emphasize that it is built on general ideas of spatial filtering and optimization and is independent of (restrictive) phenomenological arguments. Thus, the CF-ROM framework can be applied to a wide variety of PDEs.

Key Words: Reduced order model, spatial filter, calibration. Mathematics Subject Classifications (2000): 65M15, 65M60

1 Introduction

Reduced order models (ROMs) have been successfully used to reduce the computational cost of scientific and engineering applications that are governed by relatively few recurrent dominant spatial structures [7, 13, 25, 26, 27, 31, 36, 38, 45]. For a given general partial differential

∗Department of Mathematics, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA 24061 Partially supported by NSF DMS1522656, email: xupingxy@vt.edu

†Department of Mathematical Sciences, Clemson University, Clemson, SC, 29634; Partially supported by NSF DMS1522191, email: mmohebu@g.clemson.edu

‡Department of Mathematical Sciences, Clemson University, Clemson, SC 29634; Partially supported by NSF DMS1522191, email: rebholz@clemson.edu

§Department of Mathematics, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA 24061 Partially supported by NSF DMS1522656, email: iliescu@vt.edu

equation (PDE), the ROM strategy for approximating its solution (u), is straightforward: (i) choose modes {φ_1, . . . , φ_d}, which represent the recurrent spatial structures of the given PDE; (ii) choose the dominant modes {φ_1, . . . , φ_r}, r ≤ d, as basis functions for the ROM; (iii) use a Galerkin projection of the given PDE onto the ROM space X^r := span{φ_1, . . . , φ_r} to obtain a low-dimensional dynamical system, which represents the ROM; (iv) in an offline stage, compute the ROM vectors, matrices and tensors; and (v) in an online stage, repeatedly use the ROM (for various parameter settings and/or longer time intervals).

The quest for better ROMs has yielded two types of approaches: In the first approach, the ROM is fixed and the ROM basis is improved (see, e.g., the recent survey in [46]). In the second approach, the basis is fixed and the ROM is improved. In this paper, we exclusively use the latter. Specifically, we try to answer the following question:

For a fixed ROM space X^r, what is the best ROM in X^r? (1)

The standard ROM is developed as follows: (i) the given nonlinear PDE(u) is projected onto the ROM space X^r; (ii) the Galerkin truncation u_r = ∑_r j=1 u_j φ_j is used; (iii) u is replaced with u_r in step (i). The standard ROM is often efficient and relatively accurate [8, 27, 31], but can fail in realistic applications when large numbers of modes are needed to accurately represent the system. To ensure a low computational cost, it is desirable that ROMs use only a few modes (i.e., low r values) and discard the remaining modes {φ_{r+1}, . . . , φ_d}. The resulting low-dimensional ROM, however, can yield inaccurate results and numerical oscillations (see, e.g., [2, 5, 9, 11, 12, 16, 23, 35, 37]). The general explanation for these inaccurate results is that the models fail to account for the interaction between resolved and unresolved modes [4, 19, 24, 33, 48, 49, 50].

To address the standard ROM’s inaccuracy, we propose a novel calibrated-filtered ROM (CF-ROM) framework for the numerical simulation of general nonlinear PDEs. The new framework explicitly models the interaction between the resolved modes {φ_1, . . . , φ_r} and unresolved modes {φ_{r+1}, . . . , φ_d}. This is in stark contrast with the standard ROM, which simply ignores this interaction. We believe that the new CF-ROM framework represents a potential answer to the question (1), as we explain below, after first describing the general ideas. The CF-ROM framework is schematically illustrated in (2), below.

FOM^{filtering}

−−−−→ F-ROM^{calibration} −−−−−−→ CF-ROM (2) In the first step of (2), the full order model (FOM), which contains all the information in the underlying system, is filtered with an explicit ROM spatial filter. The resulting filtered ROM (F-ROM) approximates only the large spatial structures of the system and, therefore, requires fewer modes than the FOM. To create a usable model, one still needs to solve the ROM closure problem to model the interaction between the resolved and unresolved modes in the F-ROM, which is done in the second step of (2). We use a calibration procedure to construct the actual ROM (i.e., not to data fit its solution [1, 17, 18, 47]). We employ a linear or quadratic ansatz to model the interaction between the resolved and unresolved modes in the F-ROM, and then we find the ROM coefficients by solving a (low-dimensional) optimization problem that minimizes the difference between the full order model data and our ansatz.

Our proposed CF-ROM framework has some connections to some other popular models, in particular the nonlinear Galerkin [20] and variational multiscale [28] methods, since they all use the small-large scale separation. The CF-ROM is also reminiscent of large eddy simulation (LES) in a sense, since it uses spatial filtering. However, CF-ROM is different from the nonlinear Galerkin method since it can use general types of spatial filtering, whereas the latter is based on projection. CF-ROM is also different from the variational multiscale method and LES since it uses calibration to model the interaction with the unresolved modes, whereas the other two methods use phenomenological arguments based on, e.g., the energy cascade and eddy viscosity. Indeed, the fact that CF-ROM does not use phenomenological arguments is precisely whey it is not restricted in its application, and can be utilized for a wide variety of nonlinear PDEs.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we present the POD and the standard ROM. In Section 3, we introduce the filtered ROM. In Section 4, we present the general ROM calibration procedure. In Section 5, we use calibration to solve the closure problem in the filtered ROM and to construct the CF-ROM. In Section 6, we present a numerical investigation of the CF-ROM in the simulation of the one-dimensional Burgers equation. Finally, in Section 7, we draw conclusions and outline future research directions.

2 Reduced Order Models (ROMs)

In this section, we briefly review POD (Section 2.1) and the standard ROM (Section 2.2). Although the new CF-ROM framework can be applied to many types of nonlinear PDEs, to present the method it is necessary to pick a particular model, and so we select our favorite, the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations (NSE): ∂u ∂t − Re^{−1}Δu + u · ∇u + ∇p = 0 , (3) ∇ · u = 0 , (4)

where u is the velocity, p the pressure and Re the Reynolds number. We use the initial condition u(x, 0) = u_0(x) and (for simplicity) homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions: u(x, t) = 0. 2.1 Proper Orthogonal Decomposition (POD)

One of the most popular reduced order modeling techniques is the POD [27, 31, 44]. For the snapshots {u^1_h, . . . , u^{Ns}_h }, which are, e.g., finite element (FE) solutions of (3)–(4) at N_s different time instances, the POD seeks a low-dimensional basis that approximates the snapshots optimally with respect to a certain norm. In this paper, the commonly used L^2-norm will be chosen. The solution of the minimization problem is equivalent to the solution of the eigenvalue problem Y Y^T M_hφ_j = λ_j φ_j , j = 1, . . . , N, where φ_j and λ_j denote the vector of the FE coefficients of the POD basis functions and the POD eigenvalues, respectively, Y denotes the snapshot matrix, whose columns correspond to the FE coefficients of the snapshots, M_h denotes the FE mass matrix, and N is the dimension of the FE space X^h. The eigenvalues are real and non-negative, so they can be ordered as follows: λ_1 ≥ λ_2 ≥ . . . ≥ λ_d ≥ λ_{d+1} = . . . = λ_N = 0, where d is the rank of the snapshot matrix. The POD basis consists of the normalized functions {φ_j }^r_{j=1}, which correspond to the first r ≤ N largest eigenvalues. Thus, the POD space is defined as X^r := span{φ_1, . . . , φ_r}.

2.2 Standard Galerkin ROM (G-ROM)

The POD approximation of the velocity is defined as u_r(x, t) ≡ r∑ j=1 a_j (t)φ_j(x) , (5)

where {a_j(t)}^r_{j=1} are the sought time-varying coefficients, which are determined by solving the Galerkin ROM (G-ROM): ∀ i = 1, . . . , r, ( ∂u_r ∂t , φ_i ) + Re^{−1} (∇u_r, ∇φ_i) + ( (u_r · ∇)u_r, φ_i ) = 0 . (6)

In (6), we assumed that the modes {φ_1, . . . , φ_r} are perpendicular to the discrete pressure space, which is the case if standard, conforming LBB stable elements (such as Taylor-Hood, Scott-Vogelius, the mini-element, etc.) are used for the snapshot creation. Plugging (5) into (6) yields the following low-dimensional dynamical system: ∀ i = 1 . . . r

ȧ_i = r∑ m=1 A_{im} a_m(t) + r∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 B_{imn} a_n(t) a_m(t) , (7)

where A_{im} = −Re^{−1} (∇φ_m, ∇φ_i) , B_{imn} = − ( φ_m · ∇φ_n, φ_i ) . (8)

3 Filtered ROMs (F-ROMs) and the ROM Closure Problem

In this section, we present details regarding the first step of the CF-ROM framework (2). That is, we discuss the creation of the filtered ROM (F-ROM), from which the ROM closure problem will reveal itself. To this end, in Section 3.1 we present the ROM projection, which is the explicit ROM spatial filter that we use to construct the CF-ROM. In Section 3.2, we develop the F-ROM framework, which has also been used to develop LES-ROMs [50]. Finally, in Section 3.3, we outline the celebrated ROM closure problem, which needs to be solved in the F-ROM. We emphasize that the ROM closure problem is treated completely differently in CF-ROM and LES-ROM: CF-ROM uses calibration, while LES-ROMs use phenomenological arguments (e.g., energy cascade and eddy viscosity).

3.1 Explicit ROM Spatial Filtering

Spatial filtering has been used in ROMs, mainly as a preprocessing tool to eliminate the noise in the snapshot data (see, e.g., Section 5 in [3] for a survey of relevant work). However, our approach is fundamentally different: We explicitly use spatial filtering in the construction of the actual ROM, not in the development of the ROM basis. In this paper, we exclusively use the ROM projection [48, 49] as spatial filter, but we note that we could also other spatial filters (e.g., the ROM differential filter [40, 49, 50]).

For a fixed r ≤ d and a given u ∈ X^h, the ROM projection seeks u^r ∈ X^r such that ( u^r, φ_j ) = (u, φ_j) ∀ j = 1, . . . r . (9) The ROM projection (9) has been used for theoretical purposes, e.g., in the error analysis of the G-ROM [29], and as a smoothing ROM spatial filter in [48, 49].

3.2 F-ROM Framework

We now outline the F-ROM framework, which has also been used to develop LES-ROMs in [50]. To this end, we use the standard LES approach [30, 39, 41], which consists of the following steps: (i) Use an explicit spatial filter to filter the NSE; (ii) Use the resulting spatially filtered NSE and the ROM approximation to obtain the F-ROM.

Using the fact that ∇·u = 0 in (3), we can write the nonlinear term as follows: (u·∇) u = ∇ · (u u). Filtering the NSE, assuming that differentiation and filtering commute [41], and projecting the equations onto a space of weakly divergence-free functions ϕ, we obtain the spatially filtered NSE (see equations (35)–(36) in [50]): ( ∂u ∂t , ϕ ) + Re^{−1} ( ∇u, ∇ϕ ) + ( ∇ · ( u u ) , ϕ ) + ( ∇ · τ , ϕ ) = 0 , (10)

where τ = u u − u u (11) is the subfilter-scale stress tensor.

The spatial structures in the spatially filtered NSE (10) are larger than the spatial structures in the NSE (3). Thus, we expect that for a fixed target numerical accuracy of the ROM, the spatially filtered NSE will require fewer POD modes than the NSE, which is advantageous from a computational point of view.

Of course, to develop a useful ROM from the spatially filtered NSE (10), we need to do the following: (i) use a ROM approximation for the continuous velocity field u; and (ii) use a ROM approximation of the spatial filter. We make the following choices: Use u_d ∼ u in (i) (where d is the rank of the snapshot matrix) and u^r ∼ u in (ii) (where u^r is the ROM projection (9)).

Using u_d ∼ u in (i) means that we employ the best possible approximation of the continuous velocity field u in the set of snapshots (i.e., in X^d). Using the ROM projection onto X^r as the spatial filter in (ii) means that we are projecting the equations from X^d onto X^r. With these choices in the spatially filtered NSE (10), we obtain the spatially filtered ROM (F-ROM): ∀ i = 1, . . . , r, ( ∂u_d^r ∂t , φ_i ) + Re^{−1} ( ∇u_d^r, ∇φ_i ) + ( ∇ · ( u_d^r u_d^r ) , φ_i ) + ( ∇ · τ_r, φ_i ) = 0 , (12)

where

τ_r = u_d u_d^r − u_d^r u_d^r . (13)

Since we are using the ROM projection onto X^r as the spatial filter, we have

u_d^r = u_r. (14)

Thus, the F-ROM (12) becomes ( ∂u_r ∂t , φ_i ) + Re^{−1} ( ∇u_r, ∇φ_i ) + ( ∇ · ( u_r u_r ) , φ_i ) + ( ∇ · τ_r, φ_i ) = 0 , (15)

where the ROM stress tensor is

τ_r = u_d u_d^r − u_r u_r . (16)

3.3 ROM Closure Problem

The F-ROM (15) is an r-dimensional ODE system for u_r. Since r ≪ N, the F-ROM (15) is a computationally efficient surrogate model for the FOM (i.e., the FE approximation of the NSE, which is an N-dimensional ODE system). We emphasize, however, that the F- ROM (15) is not a closed system of equations, since the ROM stress tensor τ_r depends on u_d (see equation (16)). Thus, to close the F-ROM (15), we need to solve the ROM closure problem [21, 33, 43, 48].

Definition 3.1 (ROM closure problem) The ROM closure problem is modeling the ROM stress tensor τ_r, i.e., finding a function f that satisfies

∇ · τ_r ≈ f(a, X^r) . (17)

The ROM closure model is the explicit dependence of the ROM stress tensor τ_r on the ROM coefficients a and ROM space X^r in equation (17).

Note that by neglecting the last term on the LHS of (15), the F-ROM (15) is identical to the standard G-ROM (6). Thus, formally, one could write the following decomposition:

F-ROM = G-ROM + ROM Closure Model (18)

In the ROM community, it is well known that the standard G-ROM with few ROM modes (i.e., with small r) generally yields inaccurate results in complex applications. Probably the most popular “solution” to this problem is to supplement the G-ROM with extra terms:

Good ROM = G-ROM + Extra Terms (19)

Numerical and physical arguments are used to build the Extra Terms in (19). Furthermore, the decomposition (19) is usually called “solving the ROM closure problem” [21, 33, 43, 48], and the Extra Terms are thought to model the effect of the discarded ROM modes {φ_{r+1}, . . . , φ_d}. We emphasize, however, that to our knowledge no precise definition of the ROM closure problem has been given so far. The F-ROM (15) allows for the first time a clear definition of the ROM closure problem (in Definition 3.1).

Remark 3.1 (F-ROM Consistency) Probably the most popular ROMs of the form (19) are the eddy viscosity closure models pioneered by Lumley and his group [4, 27] and extended to state-of-the-art LES closure models in [48]. As emphasized in, e.g., Section 2.4 in [6], although these eddy viscosity ROM closure models have been successfully applied to a large number of complex, high Reynolds number flows, they have a significant drawback, namely the loss of consistency between the NSE and the ROM. Indeed, since the G-ROM in (19) is modified empirically, the resulting eddy viscosity ROM no longer corresponds to a Galerkin projection of the NSE.

The F-ROM, however, is consistent with the NSE. Indeed, the F-ROM (15) is just the projection of the full order model (i.e., the best representation of the NSE in the snapshot space, X^d = span{φ_1, . . . , φ_d}) onto the ROM space, X^r.

4 Calibrated ROMs (C-ROMs)

In this section, we outline the general ROM calibration procedure (see, e.g., [17]), and in Section 5 we use it to construct the new CF-ROM from the F-ROM.

4.1 Modified G-ROM

We start by rewriting the standard G-ROM (7) as

ȧ = F (a) , (20)

where, for i = 1, . . . , r,

F_i(a) = b_i + r∑ m=1 A_{im} a_m + r∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 B_{imn} a_n a_m . (21)

In the ROM literature, ROM calibration is used when, for different reasons, the G-ROM (7) is deemed inaccurate and is replaced by the following modified G-ROM:

ȧ = F (a) + G . (22)

Thus, the modified G-ROM (22) depends on a new quantity, G, whose aim is to make the modified G-ROM (22) more accurate than the standard G-ROM (7). Examples of quantities G used in the current C-ROMs include the pressure representation proposed in [32].

4.2 Ansatz: Linear or Quadratic?

To make the modified G-ROM (22) fit the general ROM framework, the following ansatz is generally used in the current C-ROMs:

G = G(a) . (23)

In fact, to make the modified G-ROM (22) even further resemble the standard G-ROM (7), the following choices are generally made in ansatz (23): For i = 1, . . . , r,

G_i(a) = r∑ m=1 Ã_{im} a_m linear ansatz (24) or G_i(a) = r∑ m=1 Ã_{im} a_m +^r ∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 ~B_{imn} a_m a_n quadratic ansatz . (25)

Note that the linear ansatz (24) is a particular case of the quadratic ansatz (25), in which ~B_{imn} = 0, ∀ m, n. Thus, for clarity purposes, in this section we will exclusively use the quadratic ansatz (25) as our base ansatz.

The linear ansatz (24) was used, e.g., in [15] (for the ROM closure and ROM pressure, see page 145), [21] (for the ROM closure and ROM pressure, see pages 356–357), [22] (for the ROM pressure, see page 164) and [32] (for the ROM pressure, see page 361). The quadratic ansatz (25) was used, e.g., in [32] (for the ROM pressure, see equations (2.18)–(2.19)). The linear ansatz and the quadratic ansatz were shown to yield similar qualitative results for the pressure representation (see page 361 in [32]).

Using the quadratic ansatz (25) in the modified G-ROM (22) yields, for i = 1, . . . , r,

ȧ_i = b_i + r∑ m=1 ( A_{im} + Ã_{im} ) a_m + r∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 ( B_{imn} + ~B_{imn} ) a_n a_m . (26)

4.3 Optimization: Constrained or Unconstrained?

The ROM calibration aims at finding the coefficients Ã_{im} and ~B_{imn} that ensure the highest accuracy of the modified G-ROM (26). In the current C-ROMs, the accuracy is based on the difference between the ROM coefficients a_i in the modified G-ROM (26) and the ROM coefficients obtained from the snapshots, a^{snap}_i . The values a^{snap}_i (t_j ), with snapshot time instances t_j , j = 1, . . . , M, are obtained by projecting the corresponding snapshots u(t_j ) = ∑_d i=1 a^{snap}_i (t_j) φ_i onto the POD basis functions φ_i and using the orthogonality of the POD basis functions: For i = 1, . . . , d and j = 1, . . . , M, a^{snap}_i (t_j ) = ( u(t_j ), φ_i ) . (27)

To find the coefficients Ã_{im} and ~B_{imn} that ensure the highest accuracy of the modified G-ROM (26), the current C-ROMs solve an optimization problem, which can be of two types: an ODE constrained optimization problem min Ã_{im}, ~B_{imn} M∑ j=1 ‖a(t_j) − a^{snap}(t_j )‖^2 (28)

s.t. a solves (26) , (29)

where ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidian norm in R^r, or an unconstrained optimization problem min Ã_{im}, ~B_{imn} M∑ j=1 ‖G(a^{snap}(t_j)) − G^{snap}‖^2 , (30) where G^{snap} is the true quantity G computed with snapshot data.

The constrained minimization problem (28)–(29) was used, e.g., in [15] (see page 145), [17] (see page 277), [18] (see page 203), [21] (see page 357), and [22] (see page 164). As explained on page 357 in [21], the constrained minimization problem (28)–(29) is usually solved in two steps: First, one passes from the discrete to the continuous time variable by using a spline interpolation. Then, in the continuous setting, one solves an optimality problem that consists of the direct problem, the adjoint problem and optimality conditions.

The unconstrained minimization problem (30) was used, e.g., in [32] (see page 361). This unconstrained minimization problem was solved in [32] at a discrete level (not at a continuous level, as done for the constrained minimization problem (28)–(29)). Linear regression was used in [32] to solve the resulting overdetermined linear system.

Comparison Both the constrained minimization problem (28)–(29) and the unconstrained minimization problem (30) have been used to determine the C-ROM coefficients. For example, Noack et al. [32] solved the unconstrained minimization problem (30), whereas Galletti et al. [22] solved the constrained minimization problem (28)–(29).

We are not aware of any comparison of the two approaches. Although a comparison of the two approaches is needed, it is beyond the scope of the present paper. We only mention that, for a fair comparison, we believe that the predictive capabilities of the C-ROM should be assessed (see, e.g., [48] for other examples of predictive ROMs). Indeed, we believe that by solving the constrained minimization problem (28)–(29) (as in Galletti et al. [22]), one effectively ensures that the C-ROM results are as close as possible to the NSE results. We emphasize, however, that this is true only on the time interval on which the snapshots were collected, say, [0, T ]. On a longer time interval, say, [0, 10 T ], the C-ROM obtained with the approach used in [22] might not perform optimally. In other words, the predictive capabilities of the C-ROM are not clear. On the other hand, by solving the unconstrained minimization problem (30) (as in Noack et al. [32] and in this paper), one aims at finding the best model for the unknown quantity. The hope is that this model has some universal features that can be determined from the available snapshots. If this is the case, then the C-ROM obtained with the approach used in Noack et al. [32] and in this paper might have predictive capabilities, i.e., it might yield accurate results on a longer time interval, say, [0, 10 T ]. The following quote from page 361 in Noack et al. [32] seems to support our conjecture: “In a recent study of wake flows, Galletti et al. [22] use the same ansatz for the pressure term. In that study the coefficients are determined from an optimization problem which minimizes the error between the Galerkin solution and the Navier–Stokes simulation. The present empirical approach minimizes the error between the pressure term in primitive variables and in the Galerkin model representation. By construction, the term of Galletti et al. [22] is more accurate in the short term whereas the present term is more forgiving of long-term phase errors.”

For simplicity purposes, in this paper we are using the unconstrained minimization problem (30). We plan to compare the two approaches and investigate the potential predictive capabilities of the CF-ROM in a future study.

4.4 C-ROM Algorithm

The optimal coefficients Ã^{opt}_{im} and ~B^{opt}_{imn} that solve the minimization problems (28)–(29) or (30) are used in the modified G-ROM (26), yielding the calibrated ROM (C-ROM)

ȧ_i = r∑ m=1 ( A_{im} + Ã^{opt}_{im} ) a_m + r∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 ( B_{imn} + ~B^{opt}_{imn} ) a_n a_m . (31)

In Algorithm 1, we summarize the C-ROM for a generic quantity of interest, G.

Algorithm 1 C-ROM

Step 1 Consider the modified G-ROM ȧ = F (a) + G

Step 2 Use ansatz G = G(a) for the unknown quantity G:

G_i(a) = r∑ m=1 Ã_{im} a_m linear ansatz (32) or G_i(a) = r∑ m=1 Ã_{im} a_m +^r ∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 ~B_{imn} a_m a_n quadratic ansatz . (33)

Step 3 Solve the constrained minimization problem (34)–(35) or the unconstrained minimization problem (36) to determine the unknown coefficients Ã_{im} and B̃_{imn} in (32)–(33): min Ã_{im}, ~B_{imn} M∑ j=1 ‖a(t_j) − a^{snap}(t_j)‖^2 (34)

s.t. a solves (26) , (35) or min Ã_{im}, ~B_{imn} M∑ j=1 ‖G(a^{snap}(t_j )) − G^{snap}‖^2 . (36)

Step 4 The C-ROM has the following form:

ȧ_i = r∑ m=1 ( A_{im} + Ã^{opt}_{im} ) a_m + r∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 ( B_{imn} + ~B^{opt}_{imn} ) a_n a_m , (37)

where the optimal coefficients Ã^{opt}_{im} and ~B^{opt}_{imn} solve the minimization problems (34)–(35) or (36).

5 Calibrated Filtered ROM (CF-ROM)

The F-ROM (15) naturally fits into the general ROM calibration framework developed in Section 4. Indeed, the F-ROM (15) can be written as the weak form of the modified G- ROM (22), i.e., as the sum of the standard G-ROM (6) and the unknown ROM stress tensor contribution ( ∇ · τ_r, φ_i ) , where τ_r is defined in (16). Thus, the general ROM calibration procedure presented in Section 4 can be used as ROM closure modeling, i.e., to model the term ( ∇ · τ_r, φ_i ) in (15) as a function of the ROM coefficients (a). In the remainder of this section, we use the general ROM calibration framework developed in Section 4 to solve the closure problem in the F-ROM (15).

We start by denoting by G the unknown ROM stress tensor contribution: For i = 1, . . . , r,

G_i(a) := ( ∇ · τ_r, φ_i ) . (38)

Next, we make a linear or quadratic ansatz for G in (38) (see equations (24) and (25), respectively):

G_i = r∑ m=1 Ã_{im} a_m + r∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 ~B_{imn} a_m a_n . (39) The next step in the ROM calibration framework is solving the constrained minimization problem (28)–(29) or the unconstrained minimization problem (30). For simplicity purposes, we will solve the latter. To this end, we first compute the ROM coefficients from the snapshot data (a^{snap}_i (t_j )) by using equation (27). Next, we compute the true quantity G from the snapshot data: ∀ i = 1, . . . , r, G^{snap}_i (t_j) = ( ∇ · [ u^{snap}_d (t_j ) u^{snap}_d (t_j)^r − u^{snap}_r (t_j) u^{snap}_r (t_j ) ] , φ_i )

= ( ∇ · [(_d∑ k_1=1 a^{snap}_{k1} (t_j )φ_{k1} ) (_d ∑ k_2=1 a^{snap}_{k2} (t_j )φ_{k2} )r

− (_r ∑ k_3=1 a^{snap}_{k3} (t_j )φ_{k3} ) (_r ∑ k_4=1 a^{snap}_{k4} (t_j )φ_{k4} )] , φ_i ) , (40)

where u^{snap}_d (t_j ) = d∑ k=1 a^{snap}_k (t_j ) φ_k , u^{snap}_r (t_j ) = r∑ k=1 a^{snap}_k (t_j ) φ_k . (41)

Remark 5.1 (Computational Efficiency) In practical settings, where the rank of the snapshot matrix can be extremely large (e.g., d = O(1000)), using u^{snap}_d ∈ X^d in (40) would be extremely costly. One possible solution would be to replace u^{snap}_d with, say, u^{snap}_{2r} and the ROM projection on X^d with the ROM projection on X^{2r}. We numerically investigate the accuracy of this approximation in Section 6.

Finally, we compute the quantity G from the linear or quadratic ansatz (39) and the snapshot data: G_i ( a^{snap}(t_j) ) = r∑ m=1 Ã_{im} a^{snap}_m (t) + r∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 ~B_{imn} a^{snap}_m (t) a^{snap}_n (t) . (42) Plugging (27), (40), and (42) into the unconstrained minimization problem (30), we obtain a linear least squares problem (if we use the linear ansatz in (42)) or a nonlinear least squares problem (if we use the quadratic ansatz in (42)).

Using the quadratic ansatz in (42) seems more appropriate from a physical point of view. Indeed, the ROM stress tensor τ_r is closely connected to the nonlinearity in the NSE. Since this nonlinearity yields a quadratic term in the G-ROM (7), one would expect that the ROM stress tensor be best approximated by a quadratic term, too, just as in the quadratic ansatz in (42). From a numerical point of view, however, the resulting nonlinear least squares problem seems more challenging. In this case, one could use, e.g., Gauss-Newton methods or similar approaches (see Chapter 10 in [34]).

Using the linear ansatz in (42) does not have as much physical support as using the quadratic ansatz. From a numerical point of view, however, solving the resulting linear least squares problem is straightforward (e.g., by using Matlab). Thus, in what follows (including the numerical investigation in Section 6), we will use the linear ansatz. We plan to investigate the more physical quadratic ansatz in a future study.

Next, we show how the unconstrained minimization problem can be numerically solved with the linear ansatz. Plugging (40) and (42) with the linear ansatz into the unconstrained minimization problem (30), we obtain the following minimization problem:

min_{Ãim} M∑ j=1 r∑ i=1 | | | | r∑ m=1 Ã_{im} a^{snap}_m (t_j ) − G^{snap}_i (t_j ) | | | | 2 = min_{Ãim} f(Ã_{im}) . (43)

The optimality conditions for the minimization problem (43) yield ∂f ∂Ã_{kl} = 0 ∀ k, l = 1, . . . , r . (44) The LHS of (44) can be calculated as follows: ∂f ∂Ã_{kl} = M∑ j=1 2 (_r ∑ m=1 Ã_{km} a^{snap}_m (t_j ) − G^{snap}_k (t_j ) ) a^{snap}_l (t_j)

= 2 M∑ j=1 (_r ∑ m=1 Ã_{km} a^{snap}_m (t_j ) a^{snap}_l (t_j ) − G^{snap}_k (t_j ) a^{snap}_l (t_j ) )

= r∑ m=1 Ã_{km}^M ∑ j=1 ( a^{snap}_m (t_j ) a^{snap}_l (t_j ) ) − M∑ j=1 ( G^{snap}_k (t_j ) a^{snap}_l (t_j ) ) . (45)

Thus, the optimality conditions (44) reduce to the following matrix equation:

Ã D = E , (46)

where

D_{ml} := M∑ j=1 a^{snap}_m (t_j) a^{snap}_l (t_j) , E_{kl} := M∑ j=1 G^{snap}_k (t_j) a^{snap}_l (t_j) . (47)

Therefore, assuming that the matrix D is invertible, the matrix Ã is

Ã = E D^{−1} . (48)

The optimal coefficients Ã^{CF −ROM}_{im} that solve (48) yield the calibrated filtered ROM (CF- ROM):

ȧ_i = r∑ m=1 ( A_{im} + Ã^{CF −ROM} im ) a_m + r∑ m=1 r∑ n=1 B_{imn} a_n a_m . (49)

The CF-ROM (49) construction can be summarized in the following algorithm:

Algorithm 2 CF-ROM

1. Use (27) to compute a^{snap}_i (t_j ), i = 1, . . . , d.

2. Use (47) to assemble matrix D.

3. Use (40) to compute G^{snap}_i (t_j ), i = 1, . . . , r. Use the computationally efficient approach in Remark 5.1.

4. Use (47) to assemble matrix E.

5. Solve the matrix equation (48).

6. The CF-ROM is given by (49) with the optimal coefficients Ã^{CF −ROM}_{im} that solve the matrix equation (48) in step 5.

6 Numerical Results

In this section, we numerically investigate the CF-ROM (49) applied to the Burgers equation, which has become a common benchmark problem in ROM testing [14, 29, 42] due to its being a one-dimensional (1D) problem but yet displaying complex solution structure. Indeed, Burgers equation is used to model phenomena in statistical mechanics, vehicle traffic, adhesion in cosmology, as well as simplistic modeling of fluid dynamics [10]. In Section 6.1, we describe the mathematical and computational setting of the test problem. In Section 6.2, we construct the CF-ROM for the Burgers equation, following a procedure that is analogous to that used above for the CF-ROM construction for the 3D NSE. In Section 6.3, we compare the CF-ROM with the standard G-ROM, both in terms of numerical accuracy and computational efficiency. Finally, in Section 6.4, we compare the CF-ROM with some of the most recent ROMs, both in terms of numerical accuracy and computational efficiency.

6.1 Burgers Equation

For the test problem in the CF-ROM numerical investigation, we use the 1D Burgers equation as mathematical model, which was also used in [14, 29, 42]:

u_t − ν u_{xx} + u u_x = 0 x ∈ [0, 1], u(x, 0) = u_0(x) x ∈ [0, 1], u(0, t) = u(1, t) = 0 ,

(50)

where ν = 10^{−3} is the diffusion parameter and t ∈ [0, 1]. We use the following initial condition:

u_0(x) = { 1 x ∈ ( 0,^1_2 ] , 0 x ∈ (_1 2 , 1 ) . (51)

For the direct numerical simulation (DNS) (see Fig. 1), we use a uniform mesh with Δx = 1/1024 and a linear FE for the spatial discretization and the backward Euler method with a time step Δt = 10^{−3} for the time discretization. For all the ROMs, we use the forward Euler method with a time step Δt = 10^{−4} for the time discretization. To generate the POD basis, we collect 101 snapshots in the time interval [0, 1].

Figure 1: Shown above is a plot of the solution of the Burgers equation DNS.

6.2 CF-ROM for Burgers Equation

In Section 5, the entire derivation of the CF-ROM is carried out for the general 3D NSE. We now adapt the CF-ROM framework to the 1D Burgers equation (50), for which the F-ROM (15) becomes the following: ∀ i = 1, . . . , r, ( ∂u_r ∂t , φ_i ) + ν ( ∂u_r ∂x , ∂φ_i ∂x ) + ( u_r ∂u_r ∂x , φ_i ) + ( f(a, X^r), φ_i ) = 0 . (52)

Thus, G_i(a) in (38) becomes the following: ∀ i = 1, . . . , r,

G_i(a) := ( u_d ∂u_d ∂x r − u_r ∂u_r ∂x , φ_i ) . (53)

This, in turn, implies that (40) becomes: ∀ i = 1, . . . , r,

G^{snap}_i (t_j) = ([(_d∑ k_1=1 a^{snap}_{k1} (t_j)φ_{k1} ) (_d ∑ k_2=1 a^{snap}_{k2} (t_j) ∂φ_{k2} ∂x )r

− (_r ∑ k_3=1 a^{snap}_{k3} (t_j )φ_{k3} ) (_r ∑ k_4=1 a^{snap}_{k4} (t_j ) ∂φ_{k4} ∂x )] , φ_i ) . (54)

To compute the first term in the inner product (54), we use the definition of the ROM projection (9): ∀ j = 1, . . . , r, (_r ∑ k=1 b_k φ_k, φ_j ) = ((_d ∑ k_1=1 a^{snap}_{k1} (t_j )φ_{k1} ) (_d ∑ k_2=1 a^{snap}_{k2} (t_j ) ∂φ_{k2} ∂x ) , φ_j ) . (55)

Solving for b_k, k = 1, . . . , r in (57), we get (_d ∑ k_1=1 a^{snap}_{k1} (t_j)φ_{k1} ) (_d ∑ k_2=1 a^{snap}_{k2} (t_j) ∂φ_{k2} ∂x )r = r∑ k=1 b_k φ_k , (56)

which allows us to compute G^{snap}_i (t_j) in (54). At this stage, we have all the information needed to apply Algorithm 2 and construct the CF-ROM (49) for the Burgers equation.

6.3 CF-ROM vs G-ROM

For our first test, we compare the new CF-ROM (49) with the standard G-ROM. We consider the following r values: r = 6, r = 10, and r = 15. Table 1 shows the maximum errors in these ROMs (comparing to the DNS solution in the L^2 norm at each time step, and then taking the average over the time steps). We observe that the CF-ROM error is consistently lower than the G-ROM error, generally by a factor of two. To better illustrate the improvement of CF-ROM over G-ROM, we show in Figure 2 the respective solutions with r = 15.

We also investigate the efficiency of methods and give timings for the various simulations in Table 1. Although the CF-ROM is more accurate than the G-ROM, it is less efficient, and so a comparison is in order. In its original form, the CF-ROM uses (40) to compute G^{snap}_i (t_j), i = 1, . . . , r. As mentioned in Remark 5.1, this computation utilizes u^{snap}_d ∈ X^d. Since d = O(1000) in some practical settings, this could make the CF-ROM computationally costly. Hence, following Remark 5.1, we replace u^{snap}_d in (40) with u^{snap}_m , where r ≤ m ≤ d: u^{snap}_d ≈ u^{snap}_m r ≤ m ≤ d . (57)

When m in (57) is low (i.e., close to r), the CF-ROM computational cost will be low, but the accuracy will also be low. On the other hand, when m in (57) is large (i.e., close to d), the CF-ROM accuracy will be high, but the computational cost will also be high. Thus, we need to find an m value in (57) that ensures a compromise between accuracy and efficiency in the CF-ROM. From Table 1, we observe that m = 2r seems to achieve compromise between accuracy and efficiency in the CF-ROM.

Method Proj. Space ‖u_{DNS} − u_{ROM} ‖ CPU time (seconds) r=6 r=10 r=15 r=6 r=10 r=15 G-ROM 0.2208 0.1589 0.0848 2.06 3.28 4.79 CF-ROM X^r 0.2208 0.1589 0.0848 2.06 3.28 4.79 CF-ROM X^{r+1} 0.1214 0.0854 0.0654 2.16 3.43 4.95 CF-ROM X^{2r} 0.0928 0.0627 0.0446 2.75 4.42 6.67 CF-ROM X^{3r} 0.0923 0.0632 0.0452 3.44 5.61 8.57 CF-ROM X^d 0.0931 0.0638 0.0454 14.21 15.06 16.06

Table 1: G-ROM and CF-ROM errors and timings for r = 6, r = 10 and r = 15 for Burgers equation simulation, using varying r and ROM projection spaces.

GROM (r=15) CF-ROM(r=15)

Figure 2: Shown above are plots for r=15 GROM (left) and CF-ROM (right) for the Burgers equation simulations.

6.4 CF-ROM vs. State-Of-The-Art ROMs

Above we have shown that the new CF-ROM is a clear improvement over the standard G- ROM, and a natural question is whether the CF-ROM is also an improvement over other, more accurate ROMs. To address this question, we consider two recently proposed ROMs for fluid flows. The first type of ROM that we consider is regularized ROMs (Reg-ROMs) [49]. We consider two Reg-ROMs: the Leray ROM (L-ROM) and the evolve-then-filter ROM (EF-ROM). We consider a differential filter in both Reg-ROMs, since this ensured the most accurate results in [49]. The second type of ROM that we consider is an LES-ROM: the approximate deconvolution ROM (AD-ROM) proposed in [50].

We compare the new CF-ROM with the AD-ROM, the L-ROM and the EF-ROM. We test all ROMs on the Burgers equation test problem considered in this section. We list the errors in Table 2. The CF-ROM errors are slightly lower than all the other ROM errors. We list the CPU times in Table 3. The CF-ROM CPU time is significantly lower than the CPU times of the other ROMs. The results in Table 2 and Table 3 consistently show that, for this test problem, the CF-ROM is at least competitive with the other ROMs.

L-DF EF-ROM AD-ROM CF-ROM(X^{2r}) r = 6 0.1385 0.1005 0.1096 0.0928 r = 10 0.1135 0.0699 0.0633 0.0627 r = 15 0.1037 0.0549 0.0532 0.0446

Table 2: Burgers equation, ROM comparison: Errors for L-ROM-DF, EF-ROM-DF, AD- ROM and the new CF-ROM with m = 2r in (57).

L-DF EF-ROM AD-ROM CF-ROM(X^{2r}) r = 6 4.12 4.25 4.44 2.27 r = 10 6.72 6.91 7.26 4.42 r = 15 9.97 10.14 10.32 6.67

Table 3: Burgers equation, ROM comparison: CPU times for L-ROM-DF, EF-ROM-DF, AD-ROM and the new CF-ROM with m = 2r in (57).

7 Conclusions and Outlook

In this paper, we proposed a novel ROM framework for the numerical simulation of general nonlinear PDEs. This framework was based on explicit ROM spatial filtering and calibration. The explicit ROM spatial filtering ensured computational efficiency of the filtered ROM. The calibration procedure solved the ROM closure problem in the filtered ROM. We numerically investigated the resulting CF-ROM in the simulation of the 1D Burgers equation. First, we compared the new CF-ROM with the standard G-ROM. The CF-ROM was significantly more accurate than the G-ROM. Furthermore, the computational costs of the CF-ROM and G-ROM were similar, both costs being orders of magnitude lower than the computational cost of the full order model. We also compared the new CF-ROM with state-of-the-art LES-ROMs. The CF-ROM was as accurate as state-of-the-art LES-ROMs. However, the CF-ROM was significantly more efficient than these LES-ROMs.

Although these preliminary results are encouraging, the new CF-ROM framework’s full potential still needs to be explored. Next, we outline several research directions that could be pursued.

Quadratic Ansatz: In the CF-ROM’s numerical investigation in Section 6, we used the linear ansatz (i.e., we considered ~B_{imn} = 0 in (39)) to model the ROM stress tensor τ_r. Of course, this ensured a simple numerical treatment of the resulting linear least squares problem in Section 5. We emphasize, however, that from a physical point of view, the quadratic ansatz (i.e., ~B_{imn} ≠ 0 in (39)) is more appropriate. Indeed, the ROM stress tensor τ_r is closely connected to the quadratic nonlinearity in the NSE. Thus, we expect the ROM stress tensor be best approximated by a quadratic term, too, just as in the quadratic ansatz. Although using the quadratic ansatz will result in a more challenging nonlinear least squares problem, we believe that this will significantly increase the CF-ROM’s physical accuracy. In fact, given the low physical accuracy of the linear ansatz used in the numerical investigation in Section 6, the fact the CF-ROM results were qualitatively comparable to those from state-of-the-art LES-ROMs is impressive.

CF-ROM’s Potential Generality: Although the particular form of the CF-ROM will change with the underlying physical system, certain classes of physical systems might yield similar types of CF-ROMs. For example, for some classes of systems the linear ansatz could suffice, whereas for some other classes of systems the quadratic ansatz could be needed. Furthermore, for certain classes of systems, one could determine variation intervals for the CF-ROM coefficients.

CF-ROM’s Universality: We constructed and tested the CF-ROM in a fluid dynamics setting: We used the NSE to build the CF-ROM and the Burgers equation to numerically investigate it. We emphasize, however, that the CF-ROM framework can be applied to any type of nonlinear PDE that is amenable to reduced order modeling. Indeed, the only input needed in the CF-ROM framework is the FOM data. Once those are supplied, the CF-ROM proceeds in two steps. (i) First, the given nonlinear PDE is spatially filtered. The nonlinearity yields a nonlinear stress tensor (which will generally be different from the stress tensor τ_r used in this paper). (ii) In the second step of the CF-ROM construction, the available FOM data is used to compute an approximation for the true stress tensor in the filtered ROM in (i) and an optimization problem is employed to calibrate the CF-ROM accordingly. We emphasize again that the entire CF-ROM procedure does not use any phenomenological arguments that would restrict it to the particular physical system modeled by the given nonlinear PDE. This is in stark contrast with, e.g., ROM closure models of eddy viscosity type [27, 35, 48], which cannot be directly applied to other classes of PDEs. Since the CF-ROM is built upon general principles (i.e., filtering and calibration), we expect it to be successful in the numerical simulation of general mathematical models (e.g., from elasticity or bioengineering).

Spatial Filtering: In Section 3, we used the ROM projection (9) as a ROM spatial filter to construct the F-ROM (15). This choice of ROM spatial filter was essential for being able to write the F-ROM decomposition in (18) and to explain why most ROM closure models amount to adding extra terms to the standard G-ROM. (Indeed, the ROM projection yielded identity (14), which in turn allowed the formal F-ROM decomposition (18).) We emphasize, however, that other ROM spatial filters could be used in the new CF-ROM framework. For example, the ROM differential filter (which was successfully used in developing LES- ROMs [49, 50]) could be used as a ROM spatial filter to construct the F-ROM (15).

References

[1] B. Abou El Majd and L. Cordier. New regularization method for calibrated POD reduced-order models. Math. Model. Anal., 21(1):47–62, 2016.

[2] D. Amsallem and C. Farhat. Stabilization of projection-based reduced-order models.

Int. J. Num. Meth. Eng., 91(4):358–377, 2012.

[3] S. Aradag, S. Siegel, J. Seidel, K. Cohen, and T. McLaughlin. Filtered POD-based low-dimensional modeling of the 3D turbulent flow behind a circular cylinder. Int. J. Num. Meth. Fluids, 66(1):1–16, 2011.

[4] N. Aubry, P. Holmes, J. L. Lumley, and E. Stone. The dynamics of coherent structures in the wall region of a turbulent boundary layer. J. Fluid Mech., 192:115–173, 1988.

[5] M. J. Balajewicz, E. H. Dowell, and B. R. Noack. Low-dimensional modelling of high- Reynolds-number shear flows incorporating constraints from the Navier–Stokes equation. J. Fluid Mech., 729:285–308, 2013.

[6] M. J. Balajewicz, I. Tezaur, and E. H. Dowell. Minimal subspace rotation on the Stiefel manifold for stabilization and enhancement of projection-based reduced order models for the compressible Navier–Stokes equations. J. Comput. Phys., 321:224–241, 2016.

[7] F. Ballarin, E. Faggiano, S. Ippolito, A. Manzoni, A. Quarteroni, G. Rozza, and R. Scrofani. Fast simulations of patient-specific haemodynamics of coronary artery bypass grafts based on a POD–Galerkin method and a vascular shape parametrization. J. Comput. Phys., 315:609–628, 2016.

[8] F. Ballarin, A. Manzoni, A. Quarteroni, and G. Rozza. Supremizer stabilization of POD–Galerkin approximation of parametrized steady incompressible Navier–Stokes equations. Int. J. Numer. Meth. Engng., 102:1136–1161, 2015.

[9] M. F. Barone, I. Kalashnikova, D. J. Segalman, and H. K. Thornquist. Stable Galerkin reduced order models for linearized compressible flow. J. Comput. Phys., 228(6):1932– 1946, 2009.

[10] J. Bec and K. Khanin. Burgers turbulence. Phys. Rep., 447:1–66, 2007.

[11] M. Benosman, J. Borggaard, and B. Kramer. Robust reduced-order model stabilization for partial differential equations based on Lyapunov theory and extremum seeking with application to the 3D Boussinesq equations. arXiv preprint

http: // arxiv. org/ abs/ 1604. 04586 , 2016.

[12] M. Bergmann, C. H. Bruneau, and A. Iollo. Enablers for robust POD models. J.

Comput. Phys., 228(2):516–538, 2009.

[13] D. A. Bistrian and I. M. Navon. An improved algorithm for the shallow water equations model reduction: Dynamic mode decomposition vs POD. Int. J. Num. Meth. Fluids, 78(9):552–580, 2015.

[14] J. Borggaard, T. Iliescu, and Z. Wang. Artificial viscosity proper orthogonal decomposition. Math. Comput. Modelling, 53(1-2):269–279, 2011.

[15] M. Buffoni, S. Camarri, A. Iollo, and M. V. Salvetti. Low-dimensional modelling of a confined three-dimensional wake flow. J. Fluid Mech., 569:141–150, 2006.

[16] K. Carlberg, M. Barone, and H. Antil. Galerkin v. least-squares Petrov–Galerkin projection in nonlinear model reduction. J. Comput. Phys., 330:693–734, 2017.

[17] L. Cordier, B. Abou El Majd, and J. Favier. Calibration of POD reduced-order models using Tikhonov regularization. Int. J. Num. Meth. Fluids, 63(2):269–296, 2010.

[18] M. Couplet, C. Basdevant, and P. Sagaut. Calibrated reduced-order POD-Galerkin system for fluid flow modelling. J. Comput. Phys., 207(1):192–220, 2005.

[19] M. Couplet, P. Sagaut, and C. Basdevant. Intermodal energy transfers in a proper orthogonal decomposition–Galerkin representation of a turbulent separated flow. J. Fluid Mech., 491:275–284, 2003.

[20] C. Foiaş, O. Manley, R. Rosa, and R. Temam. Navier–Stokes Equations and Turbulence.

Cambridge University Press, 2001.

[21] B. Galletti, A. Bottaro, C.-H. Bruneau, and A. Iollo. Accurate model reduction of transient and forced wakes. Eur. J. Mech. B-Fluid., 26(3):354–366, 2007.

[22] B. Galletti, C. H. Bruneau, L. Zannetti, and A. Iollo. Low-order modelling of laminar flow regimes past a confined square cylinder. J. Fluid Mech., 503:161–170, 2004.

[23] S. Giere, T. Iliescu, V. John, and D. Wells. SUPG reduced order models for convectiondominated convection-diffusion-reaction equations. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., 289:454–474, 2015.

[24] A. Gouasmi, E. Parish, and K. Duraisamy. Characterizing memory effects in coarse-grained nonlinear systems using the Mori-Zwanzig formalism. arXiv preprint,

http: // arxiv. org/ abs/ 1611. 06277 , 2016.

[25] M. Gunzburger, N. Jiang, and M. Schneier. An ensemble-proper orthogonal decomposition method for the nonstationary Navier-Stokes equations. SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 2017. to appear.

[26] J. S. Hesthaven, G. Rozza, and B. Stamm. Certified Reduced Basis Methods for Parametrized Partial Differential Equations. Springer, 2015.

[27] P. Holmes, J. L. Lumley, and G. Berkooz. Turbulence, Coherent Structures, Dynamical Systems and Symmetry. Cambridge, 1996.

[28] T. J. R. Hughes, G. R. Feijóo, L. Mazzei, and J.-B. Quincy. The variational multiscale methoda paradigm for computational mechanics. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., 166(1):3–24, 1998.

[29] K. Kunisch and S. Volkwein. Galerkin proper orthogonal decomposition methods for parabolic problems. Numer. Math., 90(1):117–148, 2001.

[30] W. J. Layton and L. G. Rebholz. Approximate Deconvolution Models of Turbulence:

Analysis, Phenomenology and Numerical Analysis, volume 2042. Springer, 2012.

[31] B. R. Noack, M. Morzynski, and G. Tadmor. Reduced-Order Modelling for Flow Control, volume 528. Springer Verlag, 2011.

[32] B. R. Noack, P. Papas, and P. A. Monkewitz. The need for a pressure-term representation in empirical Galerkin models of incompressible shear flows. J. Fluid Mech., 523:339–365, 2005.

[33] B. R. Noack, M. Schlegel, B. Ahlborn, G. Mutschke, M. Morzynski, P. Comte, and G. Tadmor. A finite-time thermodynamics of unsteady fluid flows. J. Non-Equil. Thermody., 33(2):103–148, 2008.

[34] J. Nocedal and S. Wright. Numerical optimization. Springer Science & Business Media, 2006.

[35] J. Östh, B. R. Noack, S. Krajnović, D. Barros, and J. Borée. On the need for a nonlinear subscale turbulence term in POD models as exemplified for a high-Reynolds-number flow over an Ahmed body. J. Fluid Mech., 747:518–544, 2014.

[36] S. Perotto, A. Reali, P. Rusconi, and A. Veneziani. HIGAMod: A Hierarchical IsoGeometric Approach for MODel reduction in curved pipes. Comput. & Fluids, 142:21–29, 2017.

[37] B. Protas, B. R. Noack, and J. Östh. Optimal nonlinear eddy viscosity in Galerkin models of turbulent flows. J. Fluid Mech., 766:337–367, 2015.

[38] A. Quarteroni, A. Manzoni, and F. Negri. Reduced Basis Methods for Partial Differential Equations: An Introduction, volume 92. Springer, 2015.

[39] T. Chacón Rebollo and R. Lewandowski. Mathematical and Numerical Foundations of Turbulence Models and Applications. Springer, 2014.

[40] F. Sabetghadam and A. Jafarpour. α regularization of the POD-Galerkin dynamical systems of the Kuramoto–Sivashinsky equation. Appl. Math. Comput., 218(10):6012– 6026, 2012.

[41] P. Sagaut. Large Eddy Simulation for Incompressible Flows. Scientific Computation.

Springer-Verlag, Berlin, third edition, 2006.

[42] O. San and T. Iliescu. Proper orthogonal decomposition closure models for fluid flows:

Burgers equation. Int. J. Numer. Anal. Mod., Series B, 5(3):285–305, 2014.

[43] S. Sirisup and G. E. Karniadakis. A spectral viscosity method for correcting the longterm behavior of POD models. J. Comput. Phys., 194(1):92–116, 2004.

[44] L. Sirovich. Turbulence and the dynamics of coherent structures. Parts I–III. Quart.

Appl. Math., 45(3):561–590, 1987.

[45] R. Ştefănescu, A. Sandu, and I. M. Navon. POD/DEIM reduced-order strategies for efficient four dimensional variational data assimilation. J. Comput. Phys., 295:569–595, 2015.

[46] K. Taira, S. L. Brunton, S. Dawson, C. W. Rowley, T. Colonius, B. J. McKeon, O. T.

Schmidt, S. Gordeyev, V. Theofilis, and L. S. Ukeiley. Modal analysis of fluid flows: An overview. Available as arXiv preprint at http: // arxiv. org/ abs/ 1702. 01453 , 2017.

[47] Y. Wang, I. M. Navon, X. Wang, and Y. Cheng. 2D Burgers equation with large Reynolds number using POD/DEIM and calibration. Int. J. Num. Meth. Fluids, 82(12):909–931, 2016.

[48] Z. Wang, I. Akhtar, J. Borggaard, and T. Iliescu. Proper orthogonal decomposition closure models for turbulent flows: A numerical comparison. Comput. Meth. Appl. Mech. Eng., 237-240:10–26, 2012.

[49] D. Wells, Z. Wang, X. Xie, and T. Iliescu. An evolve-then-filter regularized reduced order model for convection-dominated flows. Int. J. Num. Meth. Fluids, 2017. To appear. Available as arXiv preprint at http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.07555.

[50] X. Xie, D. Wells, Z. Wang, and T. Iliescu. Approximate deconvolution reduced order modeling. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., 313:512–534, 2017.