arXiv:2012.03425v1 [math.NA] 7 Dec 2020

MULTIPATCH DISCONTINUOUS GALERKIN IGA FOR THE BIHARMONIC PROBLEM ON SURFACES

Stephen E. Moore

Department of Mathematics, University of Cape Coast, Ghana.

stephen.moore@ucc.edu.gh

Abstract. We present the analysis of interior penalty discontinuous Galerkin Isogeometric Analysis (dGIGA) for the biharmonic problem on orientable surfaces Ω ⊂ R^3 . Here, we consider a surface consisting of several non-overlapping patches as typical in multipatch dGIGA. Due to the non-overlapping nature of the patches, we construct NURBS approximation spaces which are discontinuous across the patch interfaces via a penalty scheme. By an appropriate discrete norm, we present a priori error estimates for the non-symmetric, symmetric and semi-symmetric interior penalty methods. Finally, we confirm our theoritical results with numerical experiments.

Key words: discontinuous Galerkin methods, surface biharmonic equation, isogeometric analysis, a priori error estimates, lapalce-beltrami.

1 Introduction

Partial Differential Equations (PDEs) defined on surfaces embedded in R^3 arise in many fields of application including material science, fluid mechanics, electromagnetics, biology and image processing. Fourth-order partial differential equations (PDEs) are particularly important in several areas of applied mechanics, the theory of elasticity, mechanics of elastic plates, and the slow flow of viscous fluids, see e.g. [23]. Some examples of physical flows modelled by fourth order PDE include fluids on the lungs [8], ice formation [18], imaging [14], designing special curves on surfaces [9], modeling of interfaces in multiphase fluid flows and the modeling of surface active agents (surfactants), see e.g. [24,19].

In this article, we consider the fourth-order boundary value problem: find u : Ω → R such that

Δ^2_Ω u + u = f in Ω, (1.1)

where f is a square integrable load vector defined on a compact smooth and orientable surface Ω ⊂ R^3 with boundary ∂Ω consisting of Dirichlet Γ_D and Neumann Γ_N boundaries, i.e. ∂Ω = Γ_D ∪ Γ_N with the following considtions

u = g_0, n · ∇_Ω u = g_1, on Γ_D, Δ_Ωu = g_2, n · ∇_Ω Δ_Ωu = g_3 on Γ_N , (1.2) where n is the outward directed normal vector to the boundary ∂Ω. We define the bi-Laplacian operator Δ^2_Ω := Δ_Ω Δ_Ω with Δ_Ω as the Laplace-Beltrami operator, and the boundary data g_0, g_1, g_2 and g_3 are smooth functions.

Surface PDEs are usually treated with surface FEM which is a very popular discretization method. However, it is well known that surface FEM has major drawbacks due to the discrete variational formulation of the PDE that is constructed on a triangulated surface which contains the finite elements space [7]. Several works concerning the discretization of fourth order PDEs on surfaces using surface FEM including an application of interior penalty Galerkin (IPG) methods have been presented, see e.g. [13]; which is an extension of the second order PDEs version [6].

Fourth order PDE require continuously differentiably (i.e.C^1−) piece-wise polynomial basis functions which are known to be practically difficult to construct as well as computationally expensive. However, in recent times, a new approximation method has been proposed that has (p − 1)−continuously differentiable basis functions i.e. C^{(p−1)}, with degree p ≥ 1 which makes it ideal towards the approximation of higher order PDEs including the biharmonic problem. This method is known as the isogeometric analysis (IGA). Moreover, IGA uses the same class of basis functions for both representing the geometry of the domain and approximating the solution of the PDEs [2,22].

Multipatch discontinuous Galerkin IGA has been introduced and analyzed for second order elliptic problems on surfaces with matching and non-matching meshes, see e.g. [12,11,20,17]. Here, the computational domain consists of several conforming non-overlapping subdomains. By applying interior penalty methodology, we construct discrete spaces on the patches allowing for discontinuity along the patch interfaces. In this regards, the results presented in this article is an extention of the dGIGA to the biharmonic problem [16]. In this article, we will present a priori error estimate for multipatch discontinuous Galerkin isogeometric analysis (dGIGA) for biharmonic problem on conforming patches with matching meshes on orientable surfaces.

We organize the article as follows; In Section 2, the function spaces, weak formulation and the isogeometric analysis framework, NURBS surfaces, geometrical mappings and isogeometric analysis. The derivation of the interior penalty discontinuous Galerkin scheme is presented in Section 3. Then, in Section 4, we present a discrete NURBS space V_h, the discrete norms ‖·‖_h and ‖·‖_{h,∗} then subsequently prove the coercivity of the bilinear forms. The boundedness of the bilinear forms is asserted in a product space V_{h,∗} × V_h, where we will need another discrete norm ‖ · ‖_{h,∗} defined on the vector space V_{h,∗}. By using the idea of equivalence of norms, we are able to present coercivity and boundedness on the norm ‖ · ‖_{h,∗}. The error analysis of the dGIGA scheme is presented in Section 5. In Section 6, we present and discuss numerical experiments to confirm our theoretical results. Finally, we draw some conclusions and discuss future works in Section 6.2.

2 Preliminaries

Let the computational domain Ω be a compact smooth and oriented surface with boundary ∂Ω. We introduce the Sobolev space H^s(Ω) := {v ∈ L_2(Ω) : D^α_Ω v ∈ L_2(Ω), for 0 ≤ |α| ≤ s}, where L_2(Ω) denote the space of square integrable functions and let α = (α_1, . . . , α_d) be a multi-index with non-negative integers α_1, . . . , α_d, |α| = α_1 + . . . + α_d, D^α_Ω := ∂^{|α|}/∂x^α, and associate with the sobolev

space H^s(Ω) the norm ‖v‖_Hs_{(Ω)} = (∑ 0≤|α|≤s ‖D α Ω v‖^2_{L2(Ω)} )_{1/2} see, e.g. [1].

The weak variational formulation of the biharmonic problem (1.1) reads: find u ∈ V_D such that a(u, v) = ℓ(v), ∀v ∈ V_0, (2.1) where the bilinear and linear forms are given by a(u, v) = ∫ Ω Δ_Ω uΔ_Ωv dx + uv dx and ℓ(v) = ∫ Ω fv dx + ∫ Γ_N (n · ∇_Ωvg_2 + vg_3)ds (2.2)

and the hyperplane and test space given by V_D := {v ∈ H^2(Ω) : v|_{ΓD} = g_0, n · ∇_Ωv|_{ΓD} = g_1} and V_0 := {v ∈ H^2(Ω) : v|_{ΓD} = 0, n · ∇_Ωv|_{ΓD} = 0}.

The existence and uniqueness of the variational problem (2.1) follows the wellknown Lax-Milgram lemma see e.g. [4].

2.1 NURBS Geometrical Mapping and Surfaces

For the parameter domain ^Ω, we define a vector-valued independent variable in the parameter domain ^Ω by ξ = (ξ_1, ξ_2) ∈ R^2 . By means of a smooth and invertible geometrical mapping Φ, the computational domain Ω ⊂ R^3 is defined as

Φ : ^Ω → Ω ⊂ R^3 , ξ → x = Φ(ξ), (2.3)

where ^Ω ⊂ R^2 is the parameter domain as illustrated in Figure 1.

We introduce briefly some important mathematical tools necessary for the analysis of surface PDEs. The following objects are obtained by means of the geometrical mapping (2.3) in the parameter domain. The Jacobian ^J, first fundamental form ^F and the determinant ^g of the geometrical mapping are respectively given by ^J := [ ∂Φ_k ∂ξ_l ] ∈ R^{3×2} , k = 1, 2, 3, l = 1, 2, (2.4) ^F (ξ) = ( ^J(ξ) )_T ^J(ξ) ∈ R^{3×3} and ^g(ξ) = √ det ( ^F (ξ) ) ∈ R. (2.5)

Fig. 1. Illustration of the geometrical map Φ : ^Ω ⊂ R^2 → Ω ⊂ R^3 for a patch.

Next, we present some differential operators by using notations in the parameter domain. We consider a smooth function ϕ defined on the manifold Ω, by using the invertible geometrical mapping (2.3) to obtain ϕ(x) = ^ϕ(ξ) ∘ Φ^{−1}(x), x ∈ Ω, (2.6) where ^ϕ(ξ) = ϕ(Φ(ξ)). Using the gradient operator in the parameter space ∇^ϕ, the tangential gradient of the manifold is given by ∇_Ωϕ(x) := ^J(ξ) ^F^{−1}(ξ)∇^ϕ(ξ) ∘ Φ^{−1}(x). (2.7) The divergence operator for the vector-valued function can be written as

∇_Ω · φ(x) := 1 ^gξ) ∇ · [ ^g(ξ) ^F^{−1}(ξ) ^J^T (ξ) ^φ(ξ) ] ∘ Φ^{−1}(x). (2.8)

The Laplace-Beltrami operator on the manifold Ω is defined for a twice continuously differentiable function ϕ : Ω → R as Δ_Ωϕ(x) = 1 ^g(ξ) ∇ · [ ^g(ξ) ^F^{−1}(ξ)∇^ϕ(ξ) ] ∘ Φ^{−1}(x). (2.9)

The surface gradient of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on the manifold Ω is defined for a thrice continuously differentiable function ϕ : Ω → R as ∇_ΩΔ_Ωϕ(x) = [ ^J(ξ) ^F^{−1}(ξ)∇ ( 1 ^g(ξ) ∇ · [ ^g(ξ) ^F^{−1}(ξ)∇^ϕ(ξ) ])] ∘ Φ^{−1}(x). (2.10)

The unit normal vector on the manifold Ω ⊂ R^3 is obtained by the geometrical mapping of

^n(ξ) :=

^t_1(ξ) × ^t_2(ξ) ‖^t_1(ξ) × ^t_2(ξ)‖ , (2.11)

where ^t_l(ξ) := ∂Φ(ξ)/∂ξ_l is the tangent vector to a curve in R^3 with l = 1, 2. The manifold Ω has a tangent plane at ξ if the tangent vectors are linearly independent.

Finally, by means of the geometrical mapping (2.3), we can write the Jacobian, first fundamental form and the determinant on the computational domain Ω as follows

J(x) = ^J(ξ) ∘ Φ^{−1}(x), F (x) = ^F (ξ) ∘ Φ^{−1}(x) and g(x) = ^g(ξ) ∘ Φ^{−1}(x). (2.12)

2.2 B-Spline, NURBS and Isogeometric Analysis

For a comprehensive understanding of isogeometric analysis, we refer the reader to [5] and the references therein. However, for the purpose of completion, we present in this article briefly some vital information necessary for the formulation and discussion of multipatch isogeometric analysis. For positive integers p and n, let us define a vector Ξ = {0 = ξ_1, . . . , ξ_{n+p+1} = 1} with a non-decreasing sequence of real numbers in the parameter domain ^Ω = [0, 1] called a knot vector on the unit interval ^Ω = [0, 1]. Given Ξ with p ≥ 1 and n as the number of basis functions, the univariate B-spline basis functions are defined by the Cox -de Boor recursion formula ^B_{i,0}(ξ) = { 1 if ξ_i ≤ ξ < ξ_{i+1}, 0 else, ^B_{i,p}(ξ) = ξ − ξ^i ξ_{i+p} − ξ_i ^B_{i,p−1}(ξ) + ξ^{i+p+1} − ξ ξ_{i+p+1} − ξ_{i+1} ^B_{i+1,p−1}(ξ), (2.13) where any division by zero is defined to be zero. We note that a basis function of degree p is (p − m) times continuously differentiable across a knot value with the multiplicity m. For example, if all internal knots have the multiplicity m = 1, then B-splines of degree p are globally (p − 1)−continuously differentiable.

In general for higher-dimensional problems, the B-spline basis functions are tensor products of the univariate B-spline basis functions. We define tesor product basis functions as follows: let Ξ_α = {ξ_{1,α}, . . . , ξ_{nα+pα+1,α}} be the knot vectors for every direction α = 1, . . . , d. Let i := (i_1, . . . , i_d), p := (p_1, . . . , p_d) and the set I = {i = (i_1, . . . , i_d) : i_α = 1, 2, . . . , n_α; α = 1, 2, . . . , d} be multi-indicies. Then the tensor product B-spline basis functions are defined by

^B_{i,p}(ξ) := d∏ α=1 ^B_{iα,pα} (ξ_α), (2.14)

where ξ = (ξ_1, . . . , ξ_d) ∈ ^Ω = (0, 1)^d. The univariate and multivariate B-spline basis functions are defined in the parametric domain by means of the corresponding B-spline basis functions { ^B_{i,p}}_{i∈I} .

The distinct values ξ_i, i = 1, . . . , n of the knot vectors Ξ provides a partition of (0, 1)^d creating a mesh ^K_h in the parameter domain where ^K is a mesh element.

The computational domain is described by means of a geometrical mapping Φ such that Ω = Φ( ^Ω) and

Φ(ξ) := ∑ i∈I C_i ^B_{i,p}(ξ), (2.15)

where C_i are the control points. Next, we describe NURBS bassis functions. These basis functions are usually prefered in industry due to their ability to exactly represent most shapes and particularly conic families. The NURBS basis functions are obtained from the B-spline basis functions by means of a geometrical mapping as follows

Φ(ξ) := n∑ i=1 ^N_{i,p}(ξ)P_i and ^N_{i,p}(ξ) := w^i∑_n j=1 ^B_{j,p}(ξ)

^B_{i,p}(ξ), (2.16)

where P_i, i = 1, . . . , n are the control points in the physical space and ^N_{i,p}(ξ) are the NURBS basis functions obtained by projective transformation of the B-spline basis functions with weight w_i ∈ R and n the number of basis functions. The basis functions in the computational domain are defined by means of the geometrical mapping as N_{i,p} := ^N_{i,p} ∘ Φ^{−1} and the discrete function spaces by

V_h = span{N_{i,p} : i ∈ I}. (2.17)

In several real life applications, the computational domain Ω is usually decomposed into N non-overlapping sub-domains Ω_i called patches denoted by T_h := {Ω_i}^N_{i=1} such that Ω = ⋃_N i=1 Ω_i and Ω_i ∩Ω_j = ∅ for i ≠ j. Each patch is the image of an associated geometrical mapping Φ_i such that Φ_i( ^Ω) = Ω_i, i = 1, . . . , N, see Figure 2. We denote by F_{ij} = ∂Ω_i ∩ ∂Ω_j , i ≠ j, the interior facets of two patches as illustrated in Figure 3. The collection of all such interior facets is denoted by F_I , the set of Dirichlet facets F_i on Γ_D by F_D and the set of Neumann facets F_i on Γ_N by F_N . Furthermore, the collection of all internal, Dirichlet and Neumann facets is denoted by F := F_I ∪ F_D ∪ F_N .

We assume that for each patch Ω_i, i = 1, . . . , N, the underlying mesh K_{h,i} is quasi-uniform i.e.

h_K ≤ h_i ≤ C_uh_K , for all K ∈ K_{h,i}, i = 1, . . . , N, (2.18)

where C_u ≥ 1 and h_i = max{h_K , K ∈ K_{h,i}} is the mesh size of Ω_i and h_K is the diameter of of the mesh element K.

3 Interior Penalty Variational Formulation

We introduce function spaces necessary for the derivation of interior penalty Galerkin schemes. Also, we assign to each patch Ω_i an integer s_i and collect them in the vector s = {s_1, . . . , s_N }. We define the broken Sobolev space

H^s(Ω, T_h) := {v ∈ L_2(Ω) : v|_{Ωi} ∈ H^{si} (Ω_i), i = 1, . . . , N}, (3.1)

Fig. 2. Illustration of the multi-patch isogeometric analysis map Φ_i( ^Ω) = Ω_i and Φ_j( ^Ω) = Ω_j, i ≠ j.

Fig. 3. Illustration of the underlying mesh of the multi-patch isogeometric

and the corresponding broken Sobolev norm and semi-norm ‖v‖_Hs_{(Ω,Th)} := (_N ∑ i=1 ‖v‖^2_Hs_{i (Ωi)} )_{1/2} and |v|_Hs_{(Ω,Th)} := (_N ∑ i=1 |v|^2_Hs_{i (Ωi)} )_{1/2} , (3.2) respectively. We define the jump and average of the normal derivatives across the interior facets F_{ij} ∈ F_I of v ∈ H^2(Ω, T_h) by

�∇_Ωv� := n_i · ∇_Ω v_i + n_j · ∇_Ω v_j, and {∇_Ω v} := 1 2 (n_i · ∇_Ω v_i + n_j · ∇_Ω v_j) , (3.3) whereas the jump and average functions on the Dirichlet facets F_i ∈ F_D are given by �∇_Ωv� := n_i · ∇_Ωv_i, and {∇_Ωv} := n_i · ∇_Ωv_i. (3.4)

The following equality on the interior facets F_{ij} ∈ F_I is obtained by using the definitions of jumps and averages as �uv� = {a}�b� + {b}�a�, ∀a, b ∈ R. (3.5) The interior penalty variational scheme reads: find u ∈ H^4(Ω, T_h) such that, a_h(u, v) = ℓ_h(v), ∀v ∈ H^4(Ω, T_h), (3.6) where the bilinear form is given by a_h(u, v) = N∑ i=1 ∫ Ω_i (Δ_Ω uΔ_Ωv + uv) dx − ∑ F ∈F ∫ F �∇_Ωv�{Δ_Ω u} ds − β_0 ∑ F ∈F ∫ F �∇_Ωu�{Δ_Ωv} ds + ∑ F ∈F ∫ F {∇_Ω Δ_Ω u}�v� ds + β_1 ∑ F ∈F ∫ F {∇_ΩΔ_Ω v}�u� ds + ∑ F ∈F δ_1 h^3_i ∫ F �u�v� ds + ∑ F ∈F δ_0 h_i ∫ F �∇_Ωu�∇_Ωv� ds, (3.7) and the linear form reads as

ℓ_h(v) = N∑ i=1 ∫ Ω_i fv dx + ∑ F_i∈F_D ∫ F_i (δ_1v + β_1n_i · ∇_Ω Δ_Ωv)g_0 ds + ∑ F_i∈F_D ∫ F_i (δ_0n_i · ∇_Ωv + β_0Δ_Ωv)g_1 ds + ∑ F_i∈F_N ∫ F_i (n_i · ∇_Ωv g_2 + vg_3) ds.

(3.8) The parameters β_0, β_1 ∈ {−1, 1} and determine the interior penalty Galerkin (IPG) scheme. Here, we will describe the four main schemes a follows; 1. β_0 = β_1 = −1 is the non-symmetric interior penalty Galerkin (NIPG) 2. β_0 = β_1 = 1 is the symmetric interior penalty Galerkin (SIGP) 3. β_0 = −1, β_1 = 1 is the semi-symmetric interior penalty Galerkin (SSIGP1) 4. β_0 = 1, β_1 = −1 is the semi-symmetric interior penalty Galerkin (SSIGP2) Remark 1. Although, there is no current literature on the choice of the penalty parameters for the bilinear form (3.8), we choose δ_0 = δ_1 = (p + 1)(p + d)/d where p is the degree of the NURBS and d is the dimension of the computational surface i.e. d = 3 and Ω ⊂ R^3 . This choice of the penalty parameters yielded accurate simulations for the NIPG case presented in [16].

For the weak continuity of the fluxes on the interior facets, the exact solution u must satisfy the following

�u� = 0, �∇_Ω u� = 0, �Δ_Ω u� = 0, �∇_Ω Δ_Ωu� = 0, ∀F ∈ F.

This enables us to show that the interior penalty Galerkin scheme is consistent, i.e. if u ∈ H^4(Ω) is the solution of (2.1). Then u is the solution to dGIGA variational identity (3.6), see [16] and [21, Lemma 3].

4 Analysis of the dGIGA Scheme

In this section, we consider the existence and uniqueness of the bilinear form in the discrete setting. Thus, we require discrete spaces for the whole computational domain Ω. Since the domain consists of several subdomains or patches, we associate with each subdomain a discrete space as follows: Let us consider the B-Spline space V_h ⊂ H^4(Ω, T_h) defined as V_h := {v ∈ L_2(Ω) : v|_{Ωi} ∈ V_{h,i} , i = 1, . . . , N}, (4.1) where the B-Spline space V_{h,i} corresponds to the patch Ω_i, i = 1, . . . , N for Bsplines of degree p_i ≥ 3. The discrete dGIGA scheme then reads as: find u_h ∈ V_h such that

a_h(u_h, v_h) = ℓ(v_h), ∀v_h ∈ V_h. (4.2)

An immediate consequence of the consistency results as discussed in the latter part of section 3 is the Galerkin orthogonality property, i.e.,

a_h(u − u_h, v_h) = 0, ∀v_h ∈ V_h. (4.3)

Next, for v ∈ H^2(Ω, T_h), we show that the bilinear form a_h(·, ·), is coercive with respect to the following norm

‖v‖^2_h := N∑ i=1 ‖Δ_Ω v‖^2_{L2(Ωi)} + N∑ i=1 ‖v‖^2_{L2 (Ωi)} + ∑ F ∈F δ_1 h^3_i

‖�v�‖^2_{L2(F )} + ∑ F ∈F δ_0 h_i ‖�∇_Ω v�‖^2_{L2(F )}.

(4.4)

Remark 2. For some function v ∈ H^2(Ω, T_h), if ‖v‖_h = 0, then

Δ_Ω v = 0 in Ω_i for all i = 1, . . . , N

�v� = 0, �∇_Ω v� = 0 on F ∈ F. (4.5)

Thus using the theory of elliptic interface problems v = 0 in the whole domain Ω since it is a weak solution to (4.5).

The analysis of the dGIGA scheme requires the patch-wise inverse and trace inequalities given by the following lemmata, see [15, chapter 2].

Lemma 1. Let K_i ∈ K_{h,i}, i = 1, . . . , N. Then the inverse inequalities, ‖∂^j v‖_{L2 (Ωi)} ≤ C_{inv,1,u}h^{−1}_i ‖∂^{j−1}v‖_{L2(Ωi)}, (4.6) ‖v‖_{L2 (∂Ωi)} ≤ C_{inv,0,u}h^{−1/2}_i ‖v‖_{L2 (Ωi)}, (4.7) hold for all j ≥ 1, v ∈ V_h, where C_{inv,1,u} and C_{inv,0,u} are positive constants, which are independent of h_i and Ω_i.

Lemma 2. Let a_h(·, ·) : V_h ×V_h → R be the discrete bilinear form defined in (4.2) with β_0, β_1 ∈ {−1, 1} and let c_0 and c_1 be nonnegative constants to be determined in the proof. Assume σ_0 > 0 and σ_1 > 0 and suppose that δ_0 ≥ c_0 and δ_1 ≥ c_1. Then, there exists a positive constant μ_c such that a_h(v_h, v_h) ≥ μ_c‖v_h‖^2_h, ∀v_h ∈ V_h. (4.8) Proof. By setting u_h = v_h in (3.7), we proceed as follows

a_h(v_h, v_h) = N∑ i=1 ∫ Ω_i (Δ_Ωv_h)^2 dx + ∑ F ∈F δ_1 h^3_i ∫ F �v_h�^2 ds + ∑ F ∈F δ_0 h_i ∫ F �∇_Ωv_h�^2 ds

− (1 + β_0) ∑ F ∈F ∫ F �∇_Ωv_h�{Δ_Ωv_h} ds + (1 + β_1) ∑ F ∈F ∫ F �v_h�{∇_Ω Δ_Ωv_h} ds

= N∑ i=1 ‖Δ_Ω v_h‖^2_{L2(Ωi)} + ∑ F ∈F δ_1 h^3_i

‖�v_h�‖^2_{L2(F )} + ∑ F ∈F δ_0 h_i ‖�∇_Ωv_h�‖^2_{L2(F )}

− (1 + β_0) ∑ F ∈F ‖�∇_Ωv_h�‖_{L2(F )}‖{Δ_Ω v_h}‖_{L2 (F )} + (1 + β_1) ∑ F ∈F ‖�v_h�‖_{L2(F )}‖{∇_Ω Δ_Ω v_h}‖_{L2 (F )}. (4.9)

Using Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, Lemma 1 and Young’s inequality, we obtain

(1 + β_0) ∑ F ∈F ‖�∇_Ωv_h�‖_{L2(F )}‖{Δ_Ω v_h}‖_{L2(F )}

≤ (1 + β_0) ( ∑ F ∈F C^2_{inv,0} 2h_iσ_0

‖�∇_Ω v_h�‖^2_{L2(F )} + σ_0 2 N∑ i=1 ‖Δ_Ω v_h‖^2_{L2(Ωi)} ) . (4.10)

(1 + β_1) ∑ F ∈F ‖�v_h�‖_{L2(F )}‖{∇_Ω Δ_Ω v_h}‖_{L2(F )}

≤ (1 + β_1) ( ∑ F ∈F C^2_{inv,0} 2h^3_i σ_1

‖�v_h�‖^2_{L2(F )} + σ_1 2 N∑ i=1 ‖Δ_Ω v_h‖^2_{L2(Ωi )} ) . (4.11)

Substituting (4.10) and (4.11) into (4.9) yields a_h(v_h, v_h) ≥ N∑ i=1 ( 1 − σ_0 2 (1 + β_0) − σ_1 2 (1 + β_1) ) ‖Δ_Ω ‖^2_{L2(Ωi)}

+ ∑ F ∈F ( δ_0 − C^2_{inv,0,1} 2σ_0

(1 + β_0) ) ‖�∇_Ωv_h�‖^2_{L2(F )}

+ ∑ F ∈F ( δ_1 − C^2_{inv,0} 2σ_1

(1 + β_1) ) ‖�v_h�‖^2_{L2(F )}. (4.12)

The ellipticity constant is given by

μ_c = 1 − σ_0 2 (1 + β_0) − σ_1 2 (1 + β_1),

and determined by the choices of σ_0 and σ_1 as well as β_0 and β_1. The last two terms (4.12) hold for δ_0 ≥ c_0 and δ_1 ≥ c_1 where

c_0 =

(1 + β_0) 2σ_0

C^2_{inv,0,1} and c_1 =

(1 + β_1)

2σ_1 C^2_{inv,0}, which completes the proof. ⊓⊔ Finally, we obtain the coercivity of the bilinear forms and the corresponding penalty parameters δ_0 and δ_1 in the next theorem.

Theorem 1. Let a_h(·, ·) be the discrete bilinear form defined in (4.2) with positive constants δ_0 and δ_1 and let c_0 and c_1 be nonnegative constants as in Lemma 2. Suppose that for Then there exists a positive constant μ_c such that a_h(v_h, v_h) ≥ μ_c‖v_h‖^2_h, ∀v_h ∈ V_h. Proof. The proof follows from Lemma 2 and the method is determined by the choice of β_0 and β_1. ⊓⊔ From Theorem 1, we obtain the uniqueness of the solution of the discrete variational problem (4.2). Since the discrete variational problem is in the finite dimensional space V_h, the uniqueness therefore yields the existence of the solution u_h ∈ V_h of (4.2).

Lemma 3. Let K ∈ K_{h,i}, i = 1, . . . , N and ^K = Φ^{−1}_i (K). Then the scaled trace inequality ‖v‖_{L2 (∂Ωi)} ≤ C_{tr,u}h^{−1/2}_i ( ‖v‖_{L2 (Ωi)} + h_i|v|_H1_{(Ωi)} ) , (4.13) holds for all v ∈ H^1(Ω_i), where h_i denotes the global mesh size of patch Ω_i in the physical domain, and C_{tr,u} is a positive constant that only depends on the quasi-uniformity and shape regularity of the mapping Φ_i.

To enable us derive uniform boundedness of the bilinear form a_h(·, ·) : V_{h,∗} ×V_h → R, where V_{h,∗} := V_D ∩ H^s(Ω, T_h) + V_h with s ≥ 4 and equipped with the norm ‖v‖^2_{h,∗} = ‖v‖^2_h + ∑ F ∈F h^3_i δ_1

‖{∇_Ω Δ_Ωv}‖^2_{L2 (F )} + ∑ F ∈F h_i δ_0

‖{Δ_Ω v}‖^2_{L2 (F )}. (4.14)

Indeed, the norm (4.4) is also a norm on H^4(Ω, T_h) since H^4(Ω, T_h) ⊂ H^2(Ω, T_h).

Lemma 4. Let a_h(·, ·) : V_{h,∗}×V_h be the bilinear form defined in (3.7) with β_0, β_1 ∈ {−1, 1} and δ_0, δ_1 > 0. Then there exists a positive constant μ_b, such that |a_h(u, v_h)| ≤ μ_b‖u‖_{h,∗}‖v_h‖_h, ∀u ∈ V_{h,∗}, v_h ∈ V_h. (4.15) Proof. The proof follows by using the he Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to estimate the terms in the bilinear form (3.7). However, concerning the concerning the third term, we apply the inverse inequality (4.7) for v_h ∈ V_h as follows | | | ∑ F ∈F ∫ F {Δ_Ω v_h}�∇_Ωu� ds | | | ≤ (_N ∑ i=1 C^2_{inv,0,u} δ_0 ‖Δ_Ω v_h‖^2_{L2(Ωi)} )^1_2 ( ∑ F ∈F δ_0 h_i ‖�∇_Ω u�‖^2_{L2(F )}

) 1_2 . The fifth term is also estimated by using the inverse inequalities (4.6) and (4.7) for v_h ∈ V_h, to obtain | | ∑ F ∈F ∫ F {∇_Ω Δ_Ωv_h}�u� ds | | ≤ (_N ∑ i=1 C^2_{inv,0,1} δ_1 ‖Δ_Ω v_h‖^2_{L2(Ωi)} )^1_2 ( ∑ F ∈F ∫ F δ_1 h^3_i

‖�u�‖^2_{L2(F )}

) 1_2 , (4.16)

where C^2_{inv,0,1} = C^2_{inv,0,u}C^2_{inv,1,u}. By puttting all the terms together and using Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, we complete the proof with the boundedness constant given as μ_b = 2 √ max{1, (1 + C^2_{inv,0,1}|β_1|/δ_1 + C^2_{inv,0,u}|β_0|/δ_0)}. ⊓⊔ It is also possible to show the existence and uniqueness results for the norm ‖·‖_{h,∗} due to the uniform equivalence of norms on V_h.

Lemma 5. The norms ‖ · ‖_h and ‖ · ‖_{h,∗} are uniformly equivalent on the discrete space V_h such that C^∗‖v_h‖_{h,∗} ≤ ‖v_h‖_h ≤ ‖v_h‖_{h,∗}, ∀v_h ∈ V_h, (4.17) where C^∗ is a mesh independent positive constant.

Proof. The upper bound follows immediately. The lower bound is derived by applying the inverse inequalities of Lemma 1 where we coplete the proof with C^∗ = ( 1 + C^2_{inv,0,1}/δ_0 + C^2_{inv,0,u}/δ_1 )_{−1} and C^2_{inv,0,1} = C^2_{inv,0,u}C^2_{inv,1,u}. ⊓⊔ Due to Lemma 4.17, we can derive coercivity and boundedness results for the bilinear form a_h(·, ·) in the norm ‖ · ‖_{h,∗}. By using the results from Theorem 1, the coercivity on V_h yields a_h(v_h, v_h) ≥ ~μ_c‖v_h‖^2_{h,∗}, ∀v_h ∈ V_h, (4.18) where ~μ_c = C^∗μ_c is a nonnegative constant independent of h. Also, the boundedness of the bilinear form following from Lemma 4 is given by |a_h(u_h, v_h)| ≤ μ̃_b‖u_h‖_{h,∗}‖v_h‖_{h,∗}, ∀(u, v_h) ∈ V_{h,∗} × V_h, (4.19) with μ̃_b independent of h.

5 Error Estimates for dGIGA discretization scheme

To obtain a priori error estimates in both ‖ · ‖_h and ‖ · ‖_{h,∗} norms, we require approximation estimates by means of a quasi-intepolant. We denote by Π_h : L_2(Ω_i) → V_{h,i} such a quasi-interpolant that yields optimal approximation results for each patch or subdomain Ω_i, i = 1, . . . , N, see [2,3] for the proof.

Lemma 6. Let l_i and s_i be integers with 0 ≤ l_i ≤ s_i ≤ p_i + 1 and K ∈ K_{h,i}. Then there exist an interpolant Π_hv ∈ V_{h,i} for all v ∈ H^{si} (Ω_i) and a constant C_s > 0 such that the following inequality holds ∑ K∈K_{h,i} |v − Π_hv|^2_{Hl(K)} ≤ C_sh^{2(si−li)}_i ‖v‖^2_Hs_{i (Ωi)}, (5.1)

where h_i is the mesh size in the physical domain, and p denotes the underlying polynomial degree of the B-spline or NURBS.

If the multiplicity of the inner knots is not larger than p_i + 1 − l_i and Π_hv ∈ V_h ∩ H^{li} (Ω_i) for each patch Ω_i, i = 1, . . . , N, then the local estimate (5.1) yields a global estimate.

Proposition 1. Let us assume that the multiplicity of the inner knots is not larger than p_i + 1 − l_i. Given the integers l_i and s_i such that 0 ≤ l_i ≤ s_i ≤ p_i + 1, there exist a positive constant C_s such that for a function v ∈ H^{si} (Ω_i) |v − Π_hv|_Hl_{i (Ωi)} ≤ C_sh^{(si−li)}_i ‖v‖_Hs_{i (Ωi)}, (5.2) where h_i denotes the maximum mesh-size parameter in the physical domain and the generic constant C_s only depends on l_i, s_i and p_i, the shape regularity of the physical domain Ω_i described by the mapping Φ and, in particular, ∇_ΩΦ.

Proof. See [22, Proposition 3.2]. ⊓⊔

We consider that the quasi-interpolant is the same for each patch, i.e. Π_h : V_D ∩ H^s(Ω, T_h) → V_h with s ≥ 4.

Lemma 7. Let v ∈ V_D ∩ H^s(Ω, T_h) with a positive integer s ≥ 4 and let F ∈ F_I ∪ F_D be the facets. Also, let δ_0 and δ_1 be chosen as in Theorem 1. By assuming quasi-uniform meshes, then there exists a quasi-interpolant Π_h such that Π_hv ∈ V_h and the following estimates hold;

‖∇^q_Ω (v − Π_hv)‖^2_{L2 (∂Ωi)} ≤ c_2h^{2(ri −q)−1}_i ‖v‖^2_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.3) ∑ F ∈F δ_1 h^3_i

‖�v − Π_hv�‖^2_{L2(F )} ≤ c_3 N∑ i=1 h^{2(ri−2)} i ‖v‖^2_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.4) ∑ F ∈F δ_0 h_i ‖�∇_Ω(v − Π_hv)�‖^2_{L2(F )} ≤ c_4 N∑ i=1 h^{2(ri−2)} i ‖v‖^2_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.5) ∑ F ∈F h_i δ_0 ‖{Δ_Ω (v − Π_hv)}‖^2_{L2 (F )} ≤ c_5 N∑ i=1 h^{2(ri−2)} i ‖v‖^2_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.6) ∑ F ∈F h^3_i δ_1

‖{∇_Ω Δ_Ω (v − Π_hv)}‖^2_{L2 (F )} ≤ c_6 N∑ i=1 h^{2(ri−2)} i ‖v‖^2_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.7)

where q is a positive integer, r_i = min{s_i, p_i + 1} and the generic constants c_2, c_3, c_4, c_5 and c_6 are independent of the mesh size.

Proof. By using the trace inequality (4.13) and the approximation estimate (5.2), we obtain the proof, see [16]. ⊓⊔

In the next lemma, we present estimates in the discrete norms ‖ · ‖_h and ‖ · ‖_{h,∗} necessary for deriving the a priori error estimates.

Lemma 8. Let v ∈ V_D ∩ H^s(Ω, T_h) for s := (s_1, s_2, . . . , s_N ) ≥ 4 and Π_hv ∈ V_h be a projection. Then, for p := (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_N ) ≥ 3, we have

‖v − Π_hv‖^2_h ≤ c_7 N∑ i=1 h^{2(ri−2)} i ‖u‖^2_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.8)

‖v − Π_hv‖^2_{h,∗} ≤ c_8 N∑ i=1 h^{2(ri−2)} i ‖u‖^2_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.9)

where r_i := min{s_i, p_i + 1}, p_i is the degree of the B-spline and the constants c_7 and c_8 are independent of mesh size h_i.

Proof. The proof follows by using Lemma 7 together with the definitions of the norms (4.4) and (4.14). ⊓⊔

Finally, we present the a priori error estimate in the norm ‖ · ‖_h and ‖ · ‖_{h,∗} as follows

Theorem 2. Let u ∈ V_D ∩ H^s(Ω, T_h) with s = {s_i, i = 1, . . . , N}, s_i ≥ 4 be the solution of (3.6) for non-negative real numbers δ_0 and δ_1 chosen as in Theorem 1.

Let u_h ∈ V_h be the solution of (4.2), then there exists c > 0 independent of h_i and N such that the following holds: ‖u − u_h‖_h ≤ c N∑ i=1 h^{ri−2}_i ‖u‖_Hr_{i (Ωi)} (5.10) where r_i = min{s_i, p_i + 1}.

Proof. Using the coercivity result of Lemma 2, the Galerkin orthogonality (4.3) and the boundedness of Lemma 4, we can derive the following estimates μ_c‖Π_hu − u_h‖^2_h ≤ a_h(Π_hu − u_h, Π_hu − u_h) = a_h(Π_hu − u, Π_hu − u_h) ≤ μ_b‖Π_hu − u‖_{h,∗}‖Π_hu − u_h‖_h. Thus, we have μ_c‖Π_hu − u_h‖_h ≤ μ_b‖Π_hu − u‖_{h,∗}. (5.11) Using (5.11) and the estimates from Lemma 8, we obtain by using triangle inequality the following estimate ‖u − u_h‖_h ≤ ‖u − Π_hu‖_h + μ_b‖Π_hu − u‖_{h,∗} ≤ ( c^{1/2}_7 + (μ_b/μ_c)c^{1/2}_8 )^N∑ i=1 h^{ri−2}_i ‖u‖_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.12)

with c = (c^{1/2}_7 + (μ_b/μ_c)c^{1/2}_8 ). ⊓⊔ Corollary 1. Following the hypothesis and assumptions of Theorem 2, then there exists a constant c_9 such that the following estimate holds ‖u − u_h‖_{h,∗} ≤ c_9 N∑ i=1 h^{ri−2}_i ‖u‖_Hr_{i (Ωi)}, (5.13) where r_i = min{s_i, p_i + 1}.

Proof. The proof follows similar argument as in Theorem 2 using (4.18) and (4.19) with c_9 = (c^{1/2}_7 + ( ~μ_b/ ~μ_c)c^{1/2}_8 ). ⊓⊔ The estimates from Theorem 2 yields a sharper bound since the estimate from corollary 1 relies on the norm equivalence i.e. Lemma 5.

6 Numerical Results

In this section, we present numerical results for the model problem (1.1). The numerical experiments are carried out in G+SMO; an open source object-oriented simulation tool developed solely for IGA, see, [10]. The penalty parameters δ_0 = δ_1 = (p + 1)(p + 3)/3 where p is the NURBS degree, see Remark 1. We consider for the open surface, a quarter cylinder and for the closed surface, a torus as computational domains. Each of the surfaces considered consists of four (4) patches with matching underlying meshes. The resulting linear system from the discrete dGIGA scheme (4.2) has been solved using the SuperLU on an Intel Core (TM) i5-4300 CPU @1.90GHz. The convergence rate is computed using the formula rate = log_2 (e_i/e_{i+1}) , where e_{i+1} = ‖u − u_{h,i+1}‖_h and e_i = ‖u − u_{h,i}‖_h to study the discrete solution of the model problem.

6.1 Open Surface

We consider a Dirichlet biharmonic problem on an open surface Ω that is given by a quarter cylinder in the first quadrant i.e. x ≥ 0 and y ≥ 0 with unitary radius and height L = 4. The computational domain Ω is decomposed into 4 patches, with each of the patches having a unit height of one (1) and depicted by a different color as seen on the left-hand side of Figure 4. The knot vectors representing the geometry of each patch are given by Ξ_1 = {0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 1} and Ξ_2 = {0, 0, 1, 1} in the ξ_1−direction and ξ_2−direction respectively. The exact solution is chosen as u(ϕ, z) = ϱg_{ϕ,1}(ϕ)g_z (z), where ϕ := arctan (_x y ) , g_{ϕ,1}(ϕ) = (1 − cos(ϕ))(1 − sin(ϕ)) and g_z(z) = sin(σπz/L) are in cylindrical coordinates (r, ϕ, z) which yields the source function

f(ϕ, z) = ϱg_z(z) ( 2π^4σ^4 + (π^2σ^2 + 4L^2)^2 sin(2ϕ) − 2(π^2σ^2 + L^2)^2(sin(ϕ) + cos(ϕ)) )

2L^4 . In the numerical experiments, we set σ = 3, ϱ = 1/ ( 3/2 − √ 2 ) and present the contours of the solution, see, Figure 4 (right). The rate of convergence for all four (4) dGIGA schemes with respect to the discrete norm ‖ · ‖_h is presented in Table 6.1 by successive mesh refinement for NURBS degree 2 ≤ p ≤ 6. We observe the optimal convergence rate O(h^{(p−1)}) as theoretically predicted in Theorem 2. Since the discrete norm ‖ · ‖_h is indeed a norm on H^2(Ω, T_h), we require at least a continuously differentiable basis function i.e. C^{p−1}, p ≥ 2 to obtain optimal convergence rates.

6.2 Closed Surface

We consider for the closed surface, a torus,

Ω = {(x, y) ∈ (−3, 3)^2, z ∈ (−1, 1) : r^2 = z^2 + ( √ x^2 + y^2 − R^2)},

Fig. 4. 2−dimensional computational domain of a quarter cyliinder (left) consisting of four patches illustrated with different colors and the solution contours (right).

Method SIPG SSIPG1 SSIPG2 NIPG 0.95 0.99 0.94 1.14 p = 2 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.01 2.05 2.02 2.14 p = 3 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.04 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.03 3.05 3.15 3.43 p = 4 3.00 3.00 3.09 3.11 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.07 4.26 4.04 4.13 p = 5 4.02 4.02 4.00 4.01 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.06 5.13 5.01 5.01 p = 6 5.01 5.03 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

Table 1. Convergence rates for the open surfaace problem ‖ · ‖_h.

that is decomposed into 4 patches as depicted on the left-hand side of Figure 5. Each of the NURBS patches is described by the knot vectors Ξ_2 = {0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 1} and Ξ_1 = {0, 0, 0, 0.25, 0.25, 0.50, 0.50, 0.75, 0.75, 1, 1, 1}. For the surface biharmonic problem, we consider an exact solution given by u(ϕ, θ) = sin(3ϕ) cos(3θ + ϕ), see also [13]. We chose the exact solution u and the force term f such that the zero mean compatibility condition holds. The rate of convergence for all four (4) dGIGA schemes with respect to the discrete norm ‖ · ‖_h is presented in Table 6.2 by successive mesh refinement for NURBS degree 2 ≤ p ≤ 6. We observe the optimal convergence rate O(h^{(p−1)}) as theoretically predicted in Theorem 2. Since the discrete norm ‖ · ‖_h is indeed a norm on H^2(Ω, T_h), we require at least a continuously differentiable basis function i.e. C^{p−1}, p ≥ 2 to obtain optimal convergence rates.

Fig. 5. 2−dimensional computational domain of a torus (left) consisting of four patches illustrated with different colors and the solution contours (right).

Method SIPG SSIPG1 SSIPG2 NIPG 1.09 1.12 1.07 1.11 p = 2 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.02 2.09 2.05 2.11 p = 3 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.01 3.07 3.03 3.10 p = 4 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.02 4.07 4.10 4.09 p = 5 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.02 5.03 5.10 5.07 p = 6 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

Table 2. Convergence rates for the closed surfaace problem ‖ · ‖_h.

Conclusion

We have presented a priori error estimates for the multipatch discontinuous Galerkin isogeometric analysis (dGIGA) for the surface biharmonic problem on orientable computational domains. We assumed non-overlapping subdomains usually referred to as patches such that the solution could be discontinuous on the internal facets and applied interior penalty Galerkin techniques. We arrived at four bilinear forms namely; symmetric (SIPG), non-symmetric (NIPG), semisymmetric 1 (SSIPG1) and semi-symmetric 2 (SSIPG2) interior penalty Galerkin methods. We showed optimal a priori error estimates with respect to two discrete norms ‖ · ‖_h and ‖ · ‖_{h,∗} and presented numerical results for closed and open surfaces that confirmed the analysis presented. We will extend the current results to biharmonic problems with singularities as treated for the second order elliptic PDE in [15, Chapter 4].

References

1. R. A. Adams and J. J. F. Fournier. Sobolev Spaces. Pure and Applied Mathematics 140, Elsevier/Academic Press, second edition, 2008.

2. Y. Bazilevs, L. Beirão da Veiga, J. A. Cottrell, T. J. R. Hughes, and G. Sangalli. Isogeometric analysis: Approximation, stability and error estimates for h-refined meshes. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., 194:4135–4195, 2006.

3. L. Beirão da Veiga, A. Buffa, G. Sangalli, and R. Vázquez. Mathematical analysis of variational isogeometric methods. Acta Numerica, 23:157–287, 5 2014.

4. P. G. Ciarlet. The Finite Element Method for Elliptic Problems. Classics in Applied Mathematics. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (SIAM, 3600 Market Street, Floor 6, Philadelphia, PA 19104), 2002.

5. J. A. Cottrell, T. J. R. Hughes, and Y. Bazilevs. Isogeometric analysis: Toward Integration of CAD and FEA. John Wiley & Sons, Chichester, 2009.

6. A. Dedner, P. Madhavan, and B. Stinner. Analysis of the discontinuous Galerkin method for elliptic problems on surfaces. IMA J. Numer. Anal., 33(3):952–973, 2013.

7. G. Dziuk and C.M. Elliott. Finite element methods for surface PDEs. Acta Numerica, 22:289–396, 2013.

8. D. Halpern and E. O. Jensen andJ. B. Grotberg. A theoretical study of surfactant and liquid delivery into the lung. J. Appl Physiol, 85(1):333–352, 1998.

9. M. Hofer and H. Pottmann. Energy-minimizing splines in manifolds. ACM Trans. Graph., 23(3):284–293, 2004.

10. B. Jüttler, U. Langer, A. Mantzaflaris, S. E. Moore, and W. Zulehner. Geometry + Simulation Modules: Implementing Isogeometric Analysis. PAMM, 14(1):961–962, 2014.

11. U. Langer, A. Mantzaflaris, S. E. Moore, and I. Toulopoulos. Multipatch discontinuous galerkin isogeometric analysis. In Bert Jüttler and Bernd Simeon, editors, Isogeometric Analysis and Applications 2014, volume 107 of Lecture Notes in Computational Science and Engineering, pages 1–32. Springer, 2015.

12. U. Langer and S. E. Moore. Domain decomposition methods in science and engineering xxii.

In T. Dickopf, J. M. Gander, L. Halpern, R. Krause, and F. Luca Pavarino, editors, Domain Decomposition Methods in Science and Engineering XXII, chapter Discontinuous Galerkin Isogeometric Analysis of Elliptic PDEs on Surfaces, pages 319–326. Springer, Cham, 2016.

13. K. Larsson and M. G. Larson. A continuous/discontinuous galerkin method and a priori error estimates for the biharmonic problem on surfaces. Mathematics of Computation, 8:2613– 2649, 2017.

14. Facundo M˙Implicit brain imaging. NeuroImage, 23:S179–S188, 2004. Mathematics in Brain Imaging.

15. S. E. Moore. Nonstandard Discretization Strategies In Isogeometric Analysis for Partial Differential Equations. PhD thesis, Johannes Kepler University, January 2017.

16. S. E. Moore. Discontinuous galerkin isogeometric analysis for the biharmonic equation.

Computers & Mathematics with Applications, 76(4):673 – 685, 2018.

17. S. E. Moore. Discontinuous galerkin isogeometric analysis for elliptic problems with discontinuous diffusion coefficients on surfaces. Numerical Algorithms, 284:1075–1094, 2020.

18. T. G. Myers and J. P. F. Charpin. A mathematical model for atmospheric ice accretion and water flow on a cold surface. International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer, 47(25):5483 – 5500, 2004.

19. O. Nemitz, M.B. Nielsen, M. Rumpf, and R. Whitaker. Finite element methods on very large, dynamic tubular grid encoded implicit surfaces. SIAM J. on Sci. Comput., 31(3):2258–2281, 2009.

20. V. P. Nguyen, P. Kerfriden, M. Brino, S. P. A. Bordas, and E. Bonisoli. Nitsche’s method for two and three dimensional nurbs patch coupling. Comput. Mech., 53(6):1163–1182, Jun 2014.

21. E. Süli and I. Mozolevski. hp-version interior penalty DGFEMs for the biharmonic equation.

Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., 196(13-16):1851 – 1863, 2007.

22. A. Tagliabue, L. Dede, and A. Quarteroni. Isogeometric analysis and error estimates for high order partial differential equations in fluid dynamics. Computers & Fluids, 102(0):277 – 303, 2014.

23. S. Timoshenko and S. Woinowsky-Krieger. Theory of plates and shells. Engineering societies monographs. McGraw-Hill, 1959.

24. G. Wheeler. Fourth order geometric evolution equations. Bulletin of the Australian Mathematical Society, 82(3):523–524, 2010.