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Abstract

We propose to accelerate a high order discontinuous Galerkin solver using
neural networks. We include a corrective forcing to a low polynomial order
simulation to enhance its accuracy. The forcing is obtained by training a
deep fully connected neural network, using a high polynomial order simu-
lation but only for a short time frame. With this corrective forcing, we can
run the low polynomial order simulation faster (with large time steps and
low cost per time step) while improving its accuracy.

We explored this idea for a 1D Burgers’ equation in [1], and we have
extended this work to the 3D Navier-Stokes equations, with and without a
Large Eddy Simulation closure model. We test the methodology with the
turbulent Taylor Green Vortex case and for various Reynolds numbers (30,
200 and 1600). In addition, the Taylor Green Vortex evolves with time and
covers laminar, transitional, and turbulent regimes, as time progresses.

The proposed methodology proves to be applicable to a variety of flows
and regimes. The results show that the corrective forcing is effective in
all Reynolds numbers and time frames (excluding the initial flow devel-
opment). We can train the corrective forcing with a polynomial order of
8, to increase the accuracy of simulations from a polynomial order 3 to 6,
when correcting outside the training time frame. The low order corrected
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solution is 4 to 5 times faster than a simulation with comparable accuracy
(polynomial order 6).

Additionally, we explore changes in the hyperparameters and use trans-
fer learning to speed up the training. We observe that it is not useful to
train a corrective forcing using a different flow condition. However, an al-
ready trained corrective forcing can be used to initialise a new training (at
the correct flow conditions) to obtain an effective forcing with only a few
training iterations.

Keywords: Deep Neural Networks, High order discontinuous Galerkin,
Navier-Stokes, Taylor Green Vortex
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1. Introduction

Neural networks (NN) are gaining popularity in scientific computing as
they are supplementing/complementing classic fluid mechanics and com-
putational fluid dynamic (CFD) techniques; see reviews by Brunton et al.
[2], Garnier et al. [3] or Vinuesa and Brunton [4], which include a sum-
mary of the possible enhancements of fluid dynamic simulations using NN.

Two trends show promise to exploit the advantages of Neural Networks
in the resolution of partial differential equations (PDEs). On the one hand,
Physical Informed Neural Networks (PINNS), see the review by Cai et al.
[5], have been proposed as an alternative to classic Computational Fluid
Dynamic methods (CFD). PINNs do not require a mesh and are therefore
very flexible and useful for combining a variety of types of data (e.g., exper-
iments and CFD). However, to attain high levels of accuracy, comparable to
classic high order methods, it is necessary to include a very wide and deep
network, which can limit the usability for turbulent flows. On the other
hand, it is possible to combine CFD and NN to accelerate classic methods
(e.g., discontinuous Galerkin). Our work belongs to this last category, al-
lowing for fast computations and accurate results.

Combinations of CFD and NN have been proposed mainly for low order
methods. Bar-Sinai et al. [6]) estimated the spatial derivatives of partial
differential equations using NNs for the Burgers’ equation on a low reso-
lution grid. In the context of turbulence modelling with NNs, Kochkove et
al. [7] used NN to reconstruct low-fidelity simulation for 2D turbulence,
showing the potential of combining CFD and NN. Guastoni et al. [8] or
Güemes et al. [9] have used NN to spatially interpolate/extrapolate wall
quantities in turbulent regimes and generate high-resolution models from
low-resolution data. Furthermore, researchers are using NN to derive tur-
bulent closure models or substitute classic LES models, see Stachenfeld et
al. [10] or Beck & Kurz [11] for reviews.

In [1], we presented a methodology to accelerate a one dimensional
Burgers’ equation using NN and a high order discontinuous Galerkin (DG)
solver. A corrective forcing, trained with a NN, was included in a low order
(low polynomial order) simulation to retrieve high accuracy. This correc-
tive forcing decreased the computational cost by reducing the number of
degrees of freedom and also by allowing larger time steps (i.e., less strin-
gent Courant–Friedrichs–Levy or CFL restriction). The encouraging accel-
erations obtained for the 1D Burgers’s equations, have lead to this new
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work where we extend the methodology to 3D Navier-Stokes turbulent
flows.

In high order DG, the physical domain is divided into different elements
inside of which the solution is approximated using high polynomial orders.
When the polynomial order of the basis is increased, this method shows
spectral convergence (for smooth flows), leading to very accurate solutions,
e.g., [12, 13, 14, 15]. An often cited bottleneck of DG methods is that,
when increasing the polynomial order, the number of degrees of freedom
dof increases to the power of the spatial dimension; typically dof = Nel ×
(P + 1)3 for 3D flows, where Nel is the number of elements in the mesh
and P is the polynomial order. This rapid increase in dof leads to a non-
negligible increase in computational cost. The methodology included in
this work bypasses this limitation and allows fast low order simulations
that can retain the accuracy of high order simulations.

In this work, we present and apply the methodology to the 3D com-
pressible Navier-Stokes equations in turbulent regimes. We chose the Tay-
lor Green Vortex case to test the acceleration of the method for different
Reynolds numbers. The TGV problem, see Section 3.1 considers the tem-
poral evolution of an initially smooth laminar flow, which transitions to
turbulence to follow an isotropic decay. This variety of regimes allows us
to test our methodology on smooth, transitional, and fully turbulent flows.
Note that in this work we do not consider the effect of walls, since 3D
turbulence is already a significant challenge for the methodology.

When considering turbulent flows, it could be tempting to interpret the
change of resolution (or polynomial order), together with the NN correc-
tion, as a turbulent subgrid closure model. However, we prefer to think of
the method as a correction for low order simulations, without the neces-
sity of defining physical scales and filters. By doing so, we can consider
a change of polynomial order in our simulations, which includes not only
turbulent effects but also changes of the overall resolution (all scales). This
simplification enables the application of the method to all flow regimes in-
cluding variety of Reynolds numbers and time-evolving flows (with laminar,
transitional, and turbulent regimes as time progresses).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. We present the method-
ology in Section 2, where we cover the mathematical grounds for the NN
acceleration, explain how to obtain the corrective forcing, the selection of
time-steps, detail post-processing, and error analysis to finalise with imple-
mentation details. In Section 3, we present and discuss the results for the
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TGV case. We include results for three Reynolds numbers (30, 200 and
1600), for a variety of time frames at Re =1600, study the effective ac-
celeration for the method. Finally, in Section 3.6, we study the effect of
hyperparameters and transfer learning to obtain an efficient method. Con-
clusions and future work are given in Section 4.

2. Methodology

Let us consider a High Order (HO) DG discretisations of the 3D NS
equations:

dqHO
dt

= pHO(qHO), (1)

where qHO ∈ RdofHO contains the state variables of the compressible NS,
see Appendix A, including (ρ, ρu, ρv, ρw, ρe)T for all dofHO in the DG mesh
(including the h-mesh and the polynomial p-mesh). The discrete operator
pHO : RdofHO → RdofHO is a discrete approximation of the NS operator.
Here, dofHO = Nel× (PHO +1)3 denotes the high order degrees of freedom
for 3D flows, where Nel is the number of elements in the mesh and P is the
polynomial order.

We define a filter (or projection) as a lineal operator G : RdofHO →
RdofLO such that qHO = GqHO. We apply the filter to Eq. (1) to obtain an
evolution for the filtered high order equation:

dqHO
dt

= GpHO(qHO), (2)

where qHO ∈ RdofLO is a low order solution obtained once filtered, and
is expected to be more accurate that a low order solution; and dofLO =
Nel × (PLO + 1)3. Additionally, we define a low order evolution equation

dqLO
dt

= pLO(qLO), (3)

where qLO ∈ RdofLO and pLO : RdofLO → RdofLO .
It is easy to see that, in general qHO 6= qLO since they are obtained

from different evolution equations. Furthermore, due to the non-linearity
of the NS operator p, it is clear that the filtered high order Eq. (2) and
the low order Eq. (3) do not provide the same solution or accuracy, since
GpHO(qHO) 6= pLO(qLO).
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In this work, we propose to find an approximation for the high order
filtered solution qNN ≈ qHO using a low order evolution operator which is
complemented with a corrective forcing. We rewrite Eq. (2) with an ad-
ditional corrective forcing s(qNN , qHO) that accounts for the missing scales
and interactions between low and high order solutions, and call the new
variable qNN :

dqNN
dt

= pLO(qNN) + s(qNN , qHO), (4)

where the corrective forcing s(qNN , qHO) : RdofLO × RdofHO → RdofLO is a
function of both low and high order solutions and corrects the low order
operator to retrieve a high order filtered evolution in time.

Since we seek the same dynamics for qNN ≈ qHO, we can try to find a
corrective forcing that satisfies dqNN/dt = dqHO/dt. To do so, we subtract
Eq. (4) from Eq. (1), and obtain an expression for the corrective forcing:

s(qNN , qHO) = GpHO(qHO)− pLO(qNN), (5)

where s(qNN , qHO) is an unknown operator that takes into account high
order modes and the nonlinear interactions between low- and high-order
modes. This term will be modelled through a deep neural network and is
key to the proposed methodology.

Eq. (5) is an explicit expression for the corrective forcing that enables
the calculation of s(qNN , qHO) as long as the high order solution qHO and
the low order solution qNN are known. To bypass the limitation of need-
ing the high order solution, we will train a neural network only for a limit
amount of time using the high order solution, to then correct the low or-
der solution, after the training is completed. This procedure allows us to
extrapolate the corrective forcing and increase the accuracy of a low order
solution, for times where the high order solution is unknown.

Finally, we consider a temporal disretisation to advance the high and
low order corrected systems in time Eq. (1) and Eq. (4). For example, the
corrected system Eq. (4) becomes:

qn+1
NN = qnNN + ∆t[pLO(qnNN) + sn(qnNN , q

n
HO)], (6)

where ∆t = tn+1 − tn. For simplicity, we have considered explicit Euler
time advancement, but the methodology can be easily generalised to other
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explicit time marching schemes. In the remaining of this paper, we use a
third-order Runge-Kutta scheme.

There are advantages of using a low polynomial order with a corrective
forcing (as opposed to a high polynomial order) that lead to reducing the
computational cost:

1. Reduction in degrees of freedom.
2. In explicit schemes, there is less restriction in the time step due to the

CFL (Courant–Friedrichs–Levy condition).

Our methodology takes advantage of these two points by requiring less
costly evaluations per time step (fewer degrees of freedom) and fewer num-
ber of iterations (less restrictive CFL).

Note that the decomposition presented in this section is reminiscent of a
Large Eddy Simulation approach, where s could denote the subgrid model.
However, in our methodology, we prefer to pose the problem in terms of
high and low order discretisations, where s can include turbulent effects
but also changes in polynomial resolution (not necessarily fine scales). This
generality enables us to consider more extreme changes of polynomial or-
ders and to cope with a variety of flow regimes (e.g., laminar, transitional,
and turbulent).

2.1. Neural Network acceleration
We use a fully connected deep-NN to perform the correlation between

the forcing term s(qNN , qHO) and the low order state variable qNN . Note
that the forcing will also take into account, during training, the effect of
the high order solution qHO. We define three steps (see Algorithm 1):

1. High order evolution (for a short time)
2. Neural network training (for a short time)
3. Low order evolution with corrective forcing (for a long time)

1. High and low order evolution. To generate/train the corrective forc-
ing, we need to generate high order data. High order data is expensive
to generate (large number of degrees of freedom and small time steps are
required) and for this reason we run the high order solver for short time
frames. In fact, in this work we generate high order data for long times to
be able to evaluate the errors a posteriori (comparing high order filtered
solutions with the low order corrected solution), but the high order data
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Figure 1: Sketch of the time advancement algorithm. Left: The low order time steps
(modelled with NN) ∆tn are larger than the high order time step ∆tm. Right: Evolution
of the high order variables (blue), which evolve several times to match one single time
step from the low order solution (red continuous line). Low order state variables qLO

require a corrective forcing s to recover high accuracy qHO.

are only strictly necessary for short training times. In addition, we gener-
ate high order filtered data, which is also needed for training. In summary,
during this step, we obtain high order solutions qHO and filtered solutions
qNN = qHO.

2. Training in neural networks. In this second step, we use a fully
connected deep NN to approximate the corrective forcing s(qNN , qHO), us-
ing the loss function (explicit expression for s) defined by Eq. (5). The
input of the NN is the vector of filtered state variables qHO and the output
is the corrective forcing s at each time step, which has been trained to fulfill
the loss function Eq. (5). The weights obtained during training allow us
to evaluate s given any low order data qNN . More details are provided in
Section 2.2.

3. Low order evolution. We can now evolve in time the low order sim-
ulation using the corrective forcing given by the NN, which only depends
on the low order data qNN and was trained to match the forcing term for
high order filtered data. Of course, we assume that the corrective forc-
ing will enhance the accuracy of the low order simulation during training,
but this would not provide any speed ups. For this reason, we also use
the corrective forcing for time evolution outside the training time, which
can provide significant speed-ups (see Results section). Let us remind the
reader that evolving the low order solution is much faster since fewer de-
grees of freedom are needed and a larger time step can be selected (see
Figure 1 and algorithm 1).
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Algorithm 1: Pseudo-algorithm of the proposed methodology.
Modified version from [1]
// High order evolution

1 for n in number of high order iterations do
2 match low order with filtered high order qnNN = qnHO
3 save and advance qnNN → qn+1

NN (without correction)
4 for m in ∆tLO/∆tHO do
5 advance qm+1

HO

6 filter qn+1
HO to obtain qn+1

HO

7 compute and save sn = (qn+1
HO − q

n+1
NN )/∆tn

// NN training

8 Train corrective forcing sn using a deep NN.
// Low order evolution

9 for n in number of low order iterations do
10 advance qn+1

NN (without correction)
11 compute sn
12 correct qn+1

NN ← qn+1
NN + ∆tnsn

An additional step (not compulsory) can be added after advancing for
arbitrary times the low order solution. This step will recover a high order
solution from a low order solution and is not included in the paper since
it is not essential to the methodology. We detailed a simplified version of
this step in [1] for the 1D Burgers’ equation. In 3D more sophisticated
reconstructions can be used to recover the high order solution from the
low order solution. For example, Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs)
have shown promise [9]. In what follows we only focus on advancing
accurately and fast a low order solution, without taking into account the
reconstruction.

2.2. Corrective forcing
We construct a corrective forcing s for each degree of freedom in the

low order mesh. We choose a fully connected Neural Network for its effi-
ciency and simplicity, although other alternatives (convolutional or recur-
sive could have been considered). The NN has Nla = 4− 5 layers, and uses
for the first and last layers linear, while relu are used for all intermediate
hidden layers, as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Fully connected deep neural network scheme. The input is a vector containing
the nodal values for ρu, ρv and ρw inside the element, and the output is a vector containing
the nodal values for the forcing (s2, s3 and s4) inside the element.

We choose to have the same NN architecture for every element and to
use all elements to train the network. This is advantageous in the selected
turbulent case because the Taylor Green Vortex does not show large vari-
ations between elements, since we are dealing with almost homogeneous
flow fields (no walls). Therefore, all data can contribute to the training,
since an element can represent the flow field of another element shifted in
time or space.

Regarding the state vectors, we performed a preliminary test where all
variables (density, momentum, and energy) were included in the training
but noticed that we could not obtain a valid corrective forcing. Indeed, our
test case considers incompressible flows (Ma = 0.08) leading to a large dis-
parity of scales between density/energy on the one hand and momentum
on the other. To avoid this problem, we only use the three components of
momentum for the training and re-scale the values in each node. Therefore,
the corrective forcing only has three components: s = (0, s2, s3, s4,0)T.

2.3. Reduction of degrees of freedom and faster time-steps
In this section, we estimate the reduction of the number of degrees of

freedom and the possibility of using larger time steps. In the remaining of
this text, we select PHO = 8 for the high polynomial order and PLO = 2
or PLO = 3 for the low polynomial order, depending on the case; see the
results Section 3.

We can estimate the reduction in the number of degrees of freedom
when switching from PHO = 8 to PLO = 3, by calculating the ratio be-
tween dofP = Nel × (P + 1)3 for high and low polynomial orders, to obtain
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savingdof = dofP=8

dofP=3 = (9/4)3 = 11.39. This estimation shows that the po-
tential gain in terms of the number of degrees of freedom is 11. Of course,
evaluating the corrective forcing is costly and the effective decrease in cost
per time step never achieves the theoretical factor of 11.

Regarding the time step selection, we use explicit time schemes and
therefore the time step is limited by the Courant–Friedrichs–Levy number
(CFL). In compressible viscous solvers, there are convective and viscous
CFL restrictions:

CFLa ∝
c∆t

∆x
(P + 1) ; CFLv ∝

∆tν

∆x2
(P + 1)2. (7)

Again, we can estimate the potential gains by calculating the ratio between
or CFLs for high and low polynomial orders:

CFLP=8
a

CFLP=3
a

= 2.25
∆tP=8

∆tP=3

;
CFLP=8

v

CFLP=3
v

= 5.06
∆tP=8

∆tLO
. (8)

We can consider the same CFL number (for high and low order polynomial
orders) to explore the ratio of time steps and the speed ups associated
with using larger times in low order methods. Eq. (8) shows that when
switching from P=8 to P=3 we can gain a factor of 2 (advection) and
5 (viscous) in terms of the time step. Note that in practise, the CFL for
low order is less restrictive (and can reach one) than for high order and
therefore further speed-ups are possible when considering different CFLs
for high and low orders.

Here we fix to CFLP=8 = CFLP=3 ≈ 0.4. The next step is to calculate
the time step ∆t for CFL = 4 for each polynomial order (see Figure 3a.left)
and using Eq. (8) calculate the ratio between high and low order time
steps. This is depicted in Figure 3b.right), where we truncate the ratio to
integer numbers. We can see that if the switch from P = 8 to P = 1 we
can accelerate by a factor of 9, while when switching from P = 8 to P = 6
the ratio is only 2, showing the potential acceleration of our methodology
when considering the time advancement speed.

In addition, this procedure allows us to determine how many iterations
we must run for the high order simulation to match the time advancement
of one low order iteration. Note that the ratio presented is only an estimate
since the CFL condition depends on the local flow velocity and should be
checked in each stage of the simulation.
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(b) Ratio ∆tP /∆tP=8 for a 83 mesh with
CFL = 0.4

Figure 3: Temporal time step difference depending on the time step.

2.4. Post-processing and filtering
Throughout the results section, we show the time evolution of the infi-

nite norm for the difference between the high order solution PHO = 8 and
low order solutions (with and without corrective forcing) PLO = 2, 3:

en = ‖qnLO − qnHO‖∞, (9)

where n denotes the iteration in time. To compute this norm, we filter
the high order solution and compare it with the low order solution as
time progresses. For each case we include three figures: a) error for the
x-momentum ρu, b) error for the y-momentum ρv and c) error for the z-
momentum ρw. We do not present errors in ρ or ρe because the flow is
incompressible; and hence density is constant and the energy equation ir-
relevant.

2.5. Error analysis and modelling
In Appendix B, we include an error analysis for the NN corrective forc-

ing. Based on the error analysis, we propose a simple model to predict
the error behaviour as time evolves, when using our methodology. The
approximate evolution of the error can be approximated as

d‖ε‖
dt
≈ α‖ε‖+ β, (10)
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where ε represents the error associated with the difference between the
high and low order solution with corrective forcing, α is an effective value
that represents the system Jacobian (i.e., the maximum eigenvalue when
considering the L2 norm) and β is a term independent of the error ε. When
including the corrective forcing, α is associated with the effective Jacobian,
which includes two contributions: a Jacobian coming from the NS equa-
tions (‖∂pLO/∂q‖) and a second Jacobian related to the linearisation of
the NN (‖∂s/∂q‖), while β represents the error of the NN (‖e‖) and can be
controlled through modifications in the hyperparameters; see Appendix B
for details.

Figures 4a and 4b show error curves for different values of α and β, and
allow us to study the error behaviour as time progresses. Figure 4a shows
that low values of α lead to a sharper slope in the simulation with corrective
forcing, which minimises the usefulness of the corrective forcing, since the
error of the corrected scheme soon reaches the noncorrected error. The
effect of β is to shift the entire curve down/up. Consequently, we prefer
a low value of α and a low value for β. Note that α relates to the system
Jacobian (including NS and NN) and hence cannot be modified/controlled
easily, while β relates to the NN error which can be controlled through
modifications in the hyperparameters; see Section 3.6.

Figure 4b shows the effect of varying β for t > 0.25. This relates to the
neural network being a good extrapolating model for the window including
the training data, but not afterward. We see that a sudden change in the
NN error β leads to a sudden increase in errors.

These simple models can help us to understand the different causes of
errors in the figures included in the results section 3.

2.6. Implementation Details
On the one hand, the simulations are run using HORSES3D, a nodal

high-order discontinuous Galerkin spectral element method (DGSEM), [16],
written in modern object–oriented Fortran. The background of the DGSEM
formulation can be found in [17]. One peculiarity of this efficient high or-
der method is the use of nodal Lagrange bases. To perform the filtering
necessary in the proposed methodology, we transform from nodal to modal
space, filter, and re-project into nodal values. This is a common procedure
in DG schemes, and details can be found in our previous work [18, 19].

On the other hand, neural networks are evaluated in Python using

13
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t > 0.25

Figure 4: Evolution of the theoretical error over time.

KERAS. To evaluate and import into HORSES3D a trained deep neural net-
works (weights and biases), we use the library Fortran to keras bridge [20].

While HORSES3D is parallelised with OpenMPI, all Python trainings are
run in serial, which is an influencing factor when computing the training
times and reported in the result section. All simulations and trainings have
been run on a desktop computer with Intel(R) Core(TM) i7 CPU 3.07 GHz
and RAM 14,0 GB.

3. Results and discussions

3.1. The Taylor Green Vortex problem
Numerical experiments have been performed with the Taylor–Green

Vortex (TGV) [21] for a range of Reynolds numbers Re = 30, 200 and
1600, see Figure 5. The TGV problem has been widely used to study nu-
merical methods to analyse how they can reproduce different flow regimes
(for Reynolds numbers large enough> 200). An initial unstable laminar
flow, a transitional laminar-turbulent flow, and a fully turbulent flow with
isotropic decay, see, for example, [22].

The configuration of the TGV problem is a three-dimensional periodic
box [−π, π]3 with the initial condition,

14



ρ = ρ0,

v1 = V0 sinx cos y cos z,

v2 = −V0 cosx sin y cos z,

v3 = 0,

p =
ρ0V

2
0

γM2
0

+
ρ0V

2
0

16
(cos 2x+ cos 2y)(cos 2z + 2).

(11)

All simulations are run in a coarse h-mesh with 83 elements and polynomial
orders ranging from P = 2 to 8, see the mesh in Figure 5a. Details on our
particular DG formulations can be found in [16]. We use Roe [23] for
advective fluxes and Bassi Rebay 1 [24] for viscous fluxes. We use a third-
order three-stage Runge–Kutta scheme to march the equations in time. The
flow is incompressible with a Mach number of M0 = 0.08 in all simulations.

For Re=1600, we also present results using a Smagorinsky large eddy
viscosity model, as this helps us to generalise our methodology to DNS and
LES type simulations, with varying polynomials.

3.2. Three Reynolds numbers
In this section, we analyse the effect of including the corrective forcing

in the TGV simulations. We study three Reynolds numbers, hyperparam-
eters, and the usefulness of the forcing to correct the solution in different
stages of the simulation (laminar, transitional, and turbulent).

A summary of cases is provided in Table 1, where we can see three cases
for three Reynolds numbers.

• Case 1: Reynolds number Re = 30

• Case 2: Reynolds number Re = 200

• Case 3: Reynolds number Re = 1600

We have selected different Reynolds numbers to address the usefulness of
the corrective forcing for smooth flows (low Re) and less smooth flows
(high Re). Figure 5 shows the velocity contours of the flow field in the three
Reynolds numbers and illustrates the smoothness of the solution. High or-
der methods provide spectral convergence (exponential decay of the error)
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(a) Mesh. (b) Re = 30. (c) Re = 200. (d) Re = 1600 LES.

Figure 5: Q-criterion for different Reynolds numbers Re =30, 200 and 1600, at t = 7 s

for smooth flows [17, 25, 26, 27] and therefore showing that our correc-
tive forcing can be useful for non-smooth flows is interesting. Note that we
need to simulate a low polynomial order with the corrective forcing.

In addition, note that we initialise the flow field with C∞ functions and,
hence, at the start of the simulation, the flow is smooth but not isotropic.
After some time (t > 6 s) the flow generates small scales. Therefore, the
flow is expected to change significantly during the first seconds of the simu-
lation, and we could suspect that the neural network will not perform well
outside the training region. When the flow develops (t > 6 s) the solution
becomes isotropic and smaller scales develop. In these advanced times, the
training data can be better extrapolated and used outside the training re-
gion (at least for a short time). To take this reasoning into account, in this
section, we have tested the methodology for each Reynolds number at the
starting conditions (t = 0 s) and at advanced times (t = 7 s). Note that
in section 3.4 we will test the methodology for Reynolds Re = 1600 and
additional time frames.

Each Reynolds number case is described in Table 1 and includes sub-
cases: a) simulations at starting time t = 0 s, b) and c) have advanced time
t = 7 s. In each subcase, we detail the set of equations used for the high or-
der (HO scheme equations) and low order (LO scheme equations), includ-
ing Navier-Stokes (NS), Large Eddy Simulation using Smagorinsky (LES),
and NN when using the neural network corrective forcing. The polynomial
orders for the high and low order solutions are detailed by High Order, PHO
and Low Order, PLO, respectively We also present the time steps for both
the high order and low order schemes ∆tHO and ∆tLO. Hyperparameters
are also included: the number of layers, epochs, and batches for each case.

16



(a) t = 4 s. (b) t = 7 s. (c) t = 10 s. (d) t = 13 s.

Figure 6: Q-criterion for Re =1600 at different times t =4, 7, 10 and 13 s.

The data used for training is in the interval given by the row: train time
interval. From the results we can see the time necessary for the high or-
der scheme to perform 400 low order time steps in column HO time 400
iter (S), and the time necessary for the low order scheme with and without
corrective forcing to do 400 low order time steps in rows LO time 400 iter
(S) and LO without neural network (s), respectively. The ratio between the
HO time cost and the LO time cost is presented in the row Ratio HO/LO.
Finally, we include the time to train the neural network in the NN train
time and the loss error achieved, measured as the mean square error.

3.3. Results for Re =30, 200 and 1600 at t =0 and 7 s
For each Reynolds number (case 1, case 2 and case 3), we test the

methodology at the start (t = 0 s) and at the middle of the simulation
(t = 7 s).

Figures 7a, 7b and 7c, show the results for Re = 30, 200, and 1600
at the start (t = 0 s). We train for a short time window of 0.3 seconds
and see that the corrective forcing is only capable of keeping a lower error
for another 0.3 seconds. In this case, the corrective forcing, trained for
t < ttrain, cannot be efficiently extrapolated to later times t > ttrain and
confirms our hypothesis: during the start, the physics changes significantly
(generating new flow scales), and the extrapolation from one window in
time to another is not efficient.

Figure 8 shows case1.b (Re = 30), which is trained in the middle of
the simulation (t = 7 s). Here, we obtain encouraging results since the
corrective forcing allows us to decrease the error for another approximately
0.6 seconds (while the training window included 0.3s). In this case, we can
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Case
Number Case 1 Case 2 Case 3

Reynolds
Number 30 200 1600

sub
case a b a b c a b c

HO scheme
equations NS NS NS NS NS NS LES LES

LO scheme
equations NS + NN NS + NN NS + NN NS + NN NS + NN NS + NN NS + NN LES + NN

Starting
time 0 7 0 7 7 0 7 7

Polynomial
order, PHO

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Polynomial
order, PLO

2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3

time step
∆tHO

5 · 10−4 5 · 10−4 5 · 10−4 5 · 10−4 5 · 10−4 5 · 10−4 5 · 10−4 5 · 10−4

time step
∆tLO

3 · 10−3 3 · 10−3 3 · 10−3 3 · 10−3 1.5 · 10−3 3 · 10−3 1.5 · 10−3 1.5 · 10−3

Number
of Layers 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5

Number
of epochs 30 30 30 30 30 30 35 50

Number
of batches 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

train time
interval (s) [0, 0.3] [7, 7.3] [0, 0.3] [7, 7.3] [7, 7.15] [0, 0.3] [7, 7.15] [7, 7.15]

HO time
400 iter (s) 1176.62 1443.83 1351.88 1273.51 601.08 1393.66 725.02 741.94

LO time
400 iter (s) 18.04 29.57 35.34 23.58 50.84 26.45 43.65 59.49

Ratio
HO/LO 65 49 38 54 11.8 53 16.6 12.5

LO no
nn (s) 14.5 20.89 21.83 20.63 31.35 17.91 26.94 34.29

NN train
time (s) 163.75 181.39 171.36 175.60 317.36 178.67 435.64 829.10

Loss
Error 8.98 · 10−5 1.07 · 10−4 8.9033 · 10−5 9.72 · 10−5 7.31 · 10−5 8.95 · 10−5 1.09 · 10−4 1.60 · 10−4

Table 1: Summary of the test cases: Case 1, 2 and 3 include Reynolds numbers of 30, 200
and 1600, respectively. The description of the subcases and notation are detailed in the
main text.
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(a) Case1.a: Re = 30.

(b) Case2.a: Re = 200.

(c) Case3.a: Re = 1600.

Figure 7: Cases 1.a 2a and 3.a. with starting time t = 0, showing infinite error in ρu (left),
ρv (centre), and ρw (right). In all cases PHO = 8 to PLO = 2 and the training windows
include t = 0 to t = 0.3 s.

19



Figure 8: Case1.b: Infinite error in ρu, ρv and ρw, Re = 30 and transformation from
PHO = 8 to PLO = 2 with a starting time t = 7 s. Trained from t = 7 to t = 7.3 s.

check the cost per simulation to see if we obtain accelerations. We measure
the time for 400 iterations with the high order scheme and the low order
scheme to see that the cost of high order was 65 times larger than for the
neural network case, see Table 1.

Encouraged by the previous results, we try Re =200 at t = 7, see Figure
9a, to observe bad results (we cannot use the trained corrective forcing
efficiently after the training window). Indeed, for Re =200, the flow is
more complex (with a wider variety of scales) than for Re =30, see Figure
5 and seems to be too demanding for the corrective forcing. To overcome
this difficulty, we increase the low polynomial order to PLO = 3. This small
change in the low polynomial order improves the solution significantly so
that we can train the corrective forcing only for 0.15 seconds to obtain
improvements for 0.6 seconds, see Figure 9b.

Finally, we simulateRe =1600. In the high order solution, uses PHO = 8
and includes a Smagorinsky LES scheme. This allows us to study how
general our methodology is as it can correct low order solutions with and
without turbulent models. Regarding the low polynomial orders with cor-
rective forcing, we tested two cases for t = 7 s: case3.b which does not use
a Smagorinsky LES model (Figure 10a) and case3.c where we include the
corrective forcing in addition to the Smagorinsky LES model (Figure 10b).
Comparing these alternatives in Figure 10, we can see that it is better to
exclude the Smagorinsky LES model from the low order solution and allow
the corrective forcing to account for the subgrid model. This suggests that
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(a) Case2.b: PHO = 8 to PLO = 2 and trained from t = 7 to t = 7.3 s.

(b) Case2.c: PHO = 8 to PLO = 3 and trained from t = 7 to t = 7.15 s.

Figure 9: Cases 2.b and 2.c. Re =200 with starting time t = 7 s, showing an infinite error
in ρu (left), ρv (centre), and ρw (right).
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NN has the potential to be used as a subgrid scale model, as also shown
by Beck et al. [28]. However, let us note that our low order simulation is
very coarse and hence our corrective forcing is doing more that modelling
the effect of small scales, showing that our methodology is not focused on
turbulence modelling but rather on accounting for all missing scales in the
flow (independently of their size).

We conclude that the proposed methodology can improve the accuracy
of the simulation for all Reynolds numbers considered. We have noted
that the corrective forcing is not very useful for very in-homogeneous flows
(t =0 s) but that once the flow has reached a certain degree of homogeneity,
we obtain accurate results. To further explore this last point, we analyse
the errors for various times (and Re =1600).

3.4. Results for various time frames (flow regimes) at Re =1600
In the TGV problem, the flow evolves considerable throughout the sim-

ulation, including laminar, transitional, and turbulent flows. In this section,
we verify that our methodology is useful at different stages of the simula-
tion, in addition to t =7 s, which was already considered in section 3.3. We
consider t = 4 s, t = 10 s, and t = 13 s. These three situations have been
chosen because they are representative conditions in the TGV test case (see
Figure 6). The NN architecture is unchanged in all cases and trained for
100 iterations (0.15 s) from the beginning of each time frame. The low or-
der simulation with corrective forcing does not include an LES model. The
error curves are shown in Figure 11. The errors obtained for P =3, includ-
ing corrective forcing, show significantly lower errors than when forcing is
not included and for a long time after training.

In summary, the corrective forcing provides accuracy for the different
flow regimes covered by the different times included in this section.

3.5. Effective accuracy and acceleration
The error achieved by the corrective forcing has been in multiple cases

lower than the error given by the low order solution without forcing, show-
ing the usefulness of the proposed methodology. However, we have not
addressed the issue of accuracy achieved. In this section, we ask: What is
the real accuracy of the corrected low-order method? and how much faster
is our corrected solution for a given accuracy?
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(a) Case3.b: Only the high order solution has a LES model.

(b) Case3.c: Both the high order and low order solutions have a LES model.

Figure 10: Cases 3.b and 3.c. Re =1600 with starting time t = 7 s, showing infinite error
in ρu (left), ρv (centre), and ρw (right). In all cases PHO = 8 to PLO = 3 and the training
windows include t = 7 to t = 7.15 s.
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(a) t =4 s.

(b) t =10 s.

(c) t =13 s.

Figure 11: Re =1600 for 3 different simulation times: t =4, 10 and 13 s, showing infinite
error in ρu (left), ρv (centre), and ρw (right). In all cases PHO = 8 and PLO = 3.
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Figure 12: Re =1600 simulated with various polynomial orders: P =3, P =3+NN, P =5
and P =6, showing infinite error in ρu (left), ρv (centre), and ρw (right). For the neural
network case (P =3+NN) we have used 8 layers with 30 epochs and the corrective forcing
was trained with data from t = 7 s to t = 7.2 s.

To answer these questions, we consider Re=1600 at t =7 s (case 3b),
with a high polynomial order of PHO = 8 and a reduction to a low poly-
nomial order of PLO = 3. We run additional simulations for polynomial
orders P =5 and 6. We computed the errors with respect to the high poly-
nomial order and depict the error curves in Figure 12. It can be seen that
the P =3 solution that includes the corrective forcing (P3+NN) provides
comparable accuracy to the P =5 (P5) and P =6 (P6) solutions, and much
better accuracy than the P =3 without forcing (P3).

In addition, in Table 2, the time steps used, the wall clock time to sim-
ulate 200 iterations, and the ratio of wall clock times for all simulations,
with respect to P = 3 with the corrective forcing (PLO+NN). As expected,
the computational cost increases when the polynomial order increases. We
can see that including the corrective forcing doubles the cost of simulating
without forcing, but leads to an accuracy improvement of roughly 3 poly-
nomial orders. Since the accuracy of PLO + NN is similar to P =5-6 (see
Figure 12), we can conclude that the proposed method is between 3.23 and
4.94 times faster, for this particular flow condition. We conclude that the
proposed methodology improves accuracy while achieving accelerations for
3D turbulent cases.

We can conclude from this section that our methodology enables im-
proved accuracy and provides faster computations, for an equivalent accu-
racy.
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Case Order ∆t
Cost (s)/
200 iter Ratio

PLO 3 20 · 10−4 13.47 0.50
PLO +NN 3 20 · 10−4 26.88 1

PIO

4 10 · 10−4 36.16 1.35
5 6.7 · 10−4 86.94 3.23
6 6.7 · 10−4 132.79 4.94

PHO 8 5.0 · 10−4 532.07 19.79

Table 2: Effective acceleration for Re=1600 at t =7 s.

3.6. Influence of the hyperparameters and transfer learning
In this final section, we apply the methodology for t = 10 s and eval-

uate the hyperparameters (layers and epochs) of the NN used to train the
corrective forcing. Furthermore, we will study transfer learning for a NN
trained at t =0 s and used at t =7s, and also between Reynolds numbers
Re =200 and Re =1600.

Figure 14 considers the case1.b (Re =30), where we increase the num-
ber of epochs and layers to show the potential for further improvement
when considering more complex NNs to calculate the corrective forcing.
We consider 4 cases:

• Original: Without neural network

• Neural network 1: 30 epochs and 4 layers (case 1b)

• Neural network 2: 40 epochs and 4 layers

• Neural network 3: 40 epochs and 5 layers

We observe significant variations towards the end of the simulated window,
where the most costly NN (40 epochs and 5 layers) provides lower errors.
However, these effects are not significant, and benefits and accelerations
are already seen when using 30 epochs and 4 layers (case 1b), which is the
setting retained throughout this work.

An interesting and popular possibility within the machine learning com-
munity is to perform transfer learning [29], where an NN trained for a
particular flow condition is then used to evaluate a corrective forcing for
another flow. This technique minimises training costs, since one can train

26



Figure 13: Sensitivity to the hyperparameters for Re =30 (case 1b with modifications),
showing infinite error in ρu (left), ρv (centre), and ρw (right). In all cases PHO = 8 to
PLO = 2 and starting time is t = 10 s.

an NN only once and reuse it for other flow conditions. We use Re = 30 to
analyse this possibility by training a corrective forcing for t =0 s and using
it to correct the low order solution at using a NN at t =10 s. This possibility
is called (Starting nn) and the results are shown in Figure 14. It can be
seen that the errors are much larger than when not using any NN (Origi-
nal), showing that for this case the flow changes significantly from t =0 s
to t =10 s (see Figure 5) and therefore the corrective forcing is not useful
at t =10 s. An alternative is to use the weights and bias (i.e., the corrective
forcing) obtained when training at t =0 s, as the initial condition for the
NN that we use at t =10 s, and retrain. We call this option (Retrained nn)
and Figure 5 shows that we obtain very similar results to when training
directly at t =10 s (Neural network). However, when reusing the initial
NN, we only need 10 epochs to find the ideal corrective forcing, which
translates into spending 69.995 seconds of wall-clock computer time for
training, instead of 181.39 seconds.

Finally, we explore the possibility of performing transfer learning from
Re =1600 (case 3b) to Re =200 (case 2c), since these flows are visually
similar; see Figure 5. Figure 15 shows that using the corrective forcing
trained for Re =1600 provides larger errors than when using no forcing
(Original). However, once again if we use the weights and bias (i.e., the
corrective forcing), obtained for Re =1600, as an initial condition to opti-
mise the neural network at Re =200 (Retrained), we obtain good results,
which are comparable to the corrective forcing trained for Re =200. The
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Figure 14: Transfer learning between different time frames at Re = 30 (case 1b), showing
infinite error in ρu (left), ρv (centre), and ρw (right). In all cases PHO = 8 to PLO = 2
and starting time is t = 10 s.

re-trained NN converges in only 20 iterations, taking 227.00 seconds of
wall-clock time for training, while the NN trained directly at Re =200 takes
440 seconds of wall-clock time.

The results included in this section show that the selected hyperparam-
eters are appropriate to provide an accurate forcing at reasonable cost, but
of course these can be improved in further work. Furthermore, we have
shown that transfer learning cannot be applied directly, but that retraining
an already trained forcing (under different flow conditions) can be very
advantageous.

4. Conclusions

This paper is a continuation of [1], where we presented simulations
for the 1D Burgers equation. In this work, we extend the methodology
for 3D turbulent flows governed by the Navier-Stokes equations with and
without a Large Eddy Simulation closure model. The methodology evolves
a solution with a low-order polynomial and includes a corrective forcing to
obtain a more accurate solution. The corrective forcing is obtained using a
fully connected deep NN.

We have provided results for the 3D Taylor Green Vortex case, which
includes laminar, transitional, and turbulent regimes as time progresses.
We show the usefulness of the method in providing accurate results for
various Reynolds values (30, 200 and 1600) and for different times (and
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Figure 15: Transfer learning between Reynolds numbers (for case 2c at Re = 200),showing
infinite error in ρu (left), ρv (centre), and ρw (right). In all cases PHO = 8 to PLO = 3
and starting time is t = 10 s.

flow regimes) during the simulation. In all cases, the methodology proved
to be useful, as it was able to correct the solution outside the time frame
considered for training. We have compared the accuracy provided by the
methodology with simulations with other polynomial orders and showed
an effective acceleration of 4-5.

We analyse the effect of changes in hyperparameters and also explore
transfer learning. Regarding the former, we conclude that the hyperparam-
eters need to be tuned for each flow condition, but that the selected ones
provide reasonable accuracy for a variety of Reynolds and simulation times.
Regarding the latter, the use of an NN trained with other flow conditions
did not prove useful in our case. However, using an already trained NN as
the initial condition for a new training, we showed that we could obtain an
appropriate corrective forcing only with few training iterations.

In future work, the process of training, advancing a corrected low order
scheme and retraining will be made automatic throughout a long simula-
tion. For this, we will reuse an already trained corrective forcing thought
transfer learning and retrain it, for a shot time, once the errors become
large. In addition, more sophisticated neural network architectures (e.g.,
convolutional or recurrent) will be explored, where scale interactions in
space and time can be exploited to obtain a more accurate corrective forc-
ing.
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Appendix A. Compressible Navier-Stokes Equations

The 3D Navier-Stokes equations can be compactly written as

∂tq = −∇ · ~fa +∇ · ~f ν , (A.1)

where q = [ρ, ρv1, ρv2, ρv3, ρe]
T is the vector of the conservative variable, ~fa

are the fluxes of the inviscid or Euler equations,

~fa =


ρv1 ρv2 ρu3

ρv21 + p ρv1v2 ρv1v3
ρv1v2 ρv22 + p ρv2v3
ρv1v3 ρv2v3 ρv23 + p
ρv1H ρv2H ρv3H

 , (A.2)

where ρ, e, H and p are the density, total energy, total enthalpy and pres-
sure, respectively, and ~v = [v1, v2, v3]

T is the velocity. Additionally, ~Fv de-
fines the viscous fluxes,

~f ν(µ,~v,∇~v) =


0 0 0
τxx τxy τxz
τyx τyy τyz
τzx τzy τzz∑3

j=1 vjτ1j + κTx
∑3

j=1 vjτ2j + κTy
∑3

j=1 vjτ3j + κTz

 ,
(A.3)

where κ is the thermal conductivity, Tx, Ty and Tz denote the temperature
gradients and the stress tensor τ is defined as τ = µ(∇~v+(∇~v)T )−2/3µI∇·
~v, with µ the dynamic viscosity and I is the three-dimensional identity
matrix.

Appendix B. Error Analysis Details

In this Appendix, we develop a model for the errors arising from the
described methodology. Let us define the following variables:

qNN = qHO + εNN (B.1)

and
qT = qHO + εT (B.2)
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where the subindex NN denotes the solution with corrective forcing (neu-
ral network corrected), T stands for the low order solution (not corrected),
and the overbar means a high order filtered solution. Variables εNN and εT
are the error in each case. Consider the evolution of the corrected variable:

dqNN
dt

= pLO(qNN) + s(qNN , qHO), (B.3)

while evolution system without any correction is:

dqT
dt

= pLO(qT ). (B.4)

In Eq. (B.3) and in the main text we have considered an exact corrective
forcing s. However, to estimate errors, we consider that the corrective
forcing is not exact and has an associated error:

sNN = s+ e, (B.5)

We can derive an equation for the nonexact corrective forcing:

dqNN
dt

= pLO(qNN) + sNN(qNN). (B.6)

Using both definitions of Eq. (B.1) and Eq. (B.2) and introducing them
into their respective evolution equations:

dqHO
dt

+
dεT
dt

= pLO(qHO + εT ), (B.7)

and

dqHO
dt

+
dεNN
dt

= pLO(qHO + εNN) + sNN(qHO + εNN). (B.8)

We subtract Eq. (B.3) from Eq. (B.7) and Eq. (B.8) to obtain:

dεT
dt

= pLO(qHO + εT )− pLO(qHO)− s(qHO), (B.9)

and

dεNN
dt

= pLO(qHO+εNN)+sNN(qHO+εNN)−pLO(qHO)−s(qHO). (B.10)
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In both cases, if the error is small enough (in comparison to the state vari-
ables), then it is possible to expand the equation operators pLO and sNN
using Taylor series:

pLO(qHO + ε) ≈ pLO(qHO) +
∂pLO
∂q

ε +O(ε2), (B.11)

and

sNN(qHO + ε) ≈ sNN(qHO) +
∂sNN
∂qHO

ε +O(ε2). (B.12)

where e is the error of the NN.
We can now introduce Eq. (B.11), Eq. (B.12) and Eq. (B.5) into Eq.

(B.9) and Eq. (B.10) to obtain:

dεT
dt

=
∂pLO
∂q

εT − s(qHO), (B.13)

and

dεNN
dt

=
∂pLO
∂qHO

εNN +
∂sNN
∂qHO

εNN + e. (B.14)

Finally, we can consider the norms for Eq. (B.13) and Eq. (B.14) to find
the evolution:

d‖εT‖
dt

≤
∥∥∥∥ ∂pLO∂qHO

∥∥∥∥‖εT‖+ ‖s(qHO)‖ (B.15)

d‖εNN‖
dt

≤
∥∥∥∥ ∂pLO∂qHO

∥∥∥∥‖εNN‖+

∥∥∥∥∂sNN∂qHO

∥∥∥∥‖εNN‖+ ‖e‖ (B.16)

In these equations, there are two different types of terms in the equa-
tions. Those multiplied by the error itself, which are sensitivity types of
error, and those that are not linearly proportional to the error. In the error
from the truncated solution (Eq. (B.15) without the NN model), we see
that the error is proportional to the Jacobian of the governing equations
(NS) and there is a source of error, the forcing term, which was missing in
the formulation of the evolving equations. On the other hand, when mod-
elling the forcing term with an NN in Eq. (B.16) we have the sensitivity
of both the governing equations (NS) and also the sensitivity of the NN. In
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addition, there is a source of error that comes from the fact that the NN is
not perfect.

We can make a simple model to predict the time evolution of the errors.
Both the Jacobians from the NS equations and the NN will be time depen-
dent in a sense that their norms will change depending on the solution and
moment in time. The first simplification is to consider some “effective” and
constant coefficient α which for the truncated case represents the Jacobian
of the NS equations but for the NN case is the Jacobian for both the NS
equations and the NN. Regarding the term independent of the error, we
can also introduce some “effective” source term β, which for the NS equa-
tion is the missing source term but for the NN model is the error concurred
by the NN. Eq. (B.15) and (B.16) simply to:

d‖εNN‖
dt

≈ α1‖εNN‖+ β1, (B.17)

d‖εT‖
dt

≈ α2‖εT‖+ β2. (B.18)

We can integrate both Eq. (B.17) and Eq. (B.18) to find an analytical
evolution for the errors:

‖εNN‖ ≈
β1
α1

(
eα1t − 1

)
, (B.19)

and

‖εT‖ ≈
β2
α2

(
eα2t − 1

)
. (B.20)

We can see that both error evaluations are similar when α1 = α2 and β1 =
β2. In the main text of this manuscript, we provide values for α and β and
explore the behaviour of these errors; see Section 2.5.
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