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Abstract

The recent surge of interest in physics-informed neural network (PINN) methods has led to a wave of studies that attest to their
potential for solving partial differential equations (PDEs) and predicting the dynamics of physical systems. However, the predictive
limitations of PINNs have not been thoroughly investigated. We look at the flow around a 2D cylinder and find that data-free
PINNs are unable to predict vortex shedding. Data-driven PINN exhibits vortex shedding only while the training data (from a
traditional CFD solver) is available, but reverts to the steady state solution when the data flow stops. We conducted dynamic mode
decomposition and analyze the Koopman modes in the solutions obtained with PINNs versus a traditional fluid solver (PetIBM).
The distribution of the Koopman eigenvalues on the complex plane suggests that PINN is numerically dispersive and diffusive.
The PINN method reverts to the steady solution possibly as a consequence of spectral bias. This case study reaises concerns
about the ability of PINNs to predict flows with instabilities, specifically vortex shedding. Our computational study supports the
need for more theoretical work to analyze the numerical properties of PINN methods. The results in this paper are transparent
and reproducible, with all data and code available in public repositories and persistent archives; links are provided in the paper
repository at https://github.com/barbagroup/jcs_paper_pinn, and a Reproducibility Statement within the paper.

Keywords: computational fluid dynamics, physics-informed neural networks, dynamic mode analysis, Koopman analysis, vortex
shedding

1. Introduction

In recent years, research interest in using Physics-Informed
Neural Networks (PINNs) has surged. The idea of using neural
networks to represent solutions of ordinary and partial differ-
ential equations goes back to the 1990s [1, 2], but upon the
term PINN being coined about five years ago, the field ex-
ploded. Partly, it reflects the immense popularity of all things
machine learning and artificial intelligence (ML/AI). It also
seems very attractive to be able to solve differential equations
without meshing the domain, and without having to discretize
the equations in space and time. PINN methods incorporate the
differential equations as constraints in the loss function, and ob-
tain the solution by minimizing the loss function using standard
ML techniques. They are easily implemented in a few lines of
code, taking advantage of the ML frameworks that have become
available in recent years, such as PyTorch. In contrast, tradi-
tional numerical solvers for PDEs such as the Navier-Stokes
equations can require years of expertise and thousands of lines
of code to develop, test and maintain. The general optimism in
this field has perhaps held back critical examinations of the lim-
itations of PINNs, and the challenges of using them in practical
applications. This is compounded by the well-known fact that
the academic literature is biased to positive results, and negative
results are rarely published. We agree with a recent perspec-
tive article that calls for a view of “cautious optimism” in these
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emerging methods [3], for which discussion in the published
literature of both successes and failures is needed.

In this paper, we examine the solution of Navier-Stokes equa-
tions using PINNs in flows with instabilities, particularly vortex
shedding. Fluid dynamic instabilities are ubiquitous in nature
and engineering applications, and any method competing with
traditional CFD should be able to handle them. In a previous
conference paper, we already reported on our observations of
the limitations of PINNs in this context [4]. Although the solu-
tion of a laminar flow with vorticity, the classical Taylor-Green
vortex, was well represented by a PINN solver, the same net-
work architecture failed to give the expected solution in a flow
with vortex shedding. The PINN solver accurately represented
the steady solution at a lower Reynolds number of Re = 40, but
reverted to the steady state solution in two-dimensional flow
past a circular cylinder at Re = 200, which is known to exhibit
vortex shedding. Here, we investigate this failure in more de-
tail, comparing with a traditional CFD solver and with a data-
driven PINN that receives as training data the solution of the
CFD solver. We look at various fluid diagnostics, and also use
dynamic mode decomposition (DMD) to analyze the flow and
help explain the difficulty of the PINN solver to capture oscil-
latory solutions.

Other works have called attention to possible failure modes
for PINN methods. Krishnapriyan el al. [5] studied PINN mod-
els of simple problems of convection, reaction, and reaction-
diffusion, and found that the PINN method only works for the
simplest, slowyly varying problems. They suggested that the
neural network architecture is expressive enough to represent
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a good solution, but the landscape of the loss function is too
complex for the optimization to find it. Fuks and Tchelepi
[6] studied the limitations of PINNs in solving the Buckley-
Leverett equation, a nonlinear hyperbolic equation that models
two-phase flow in porous media. They found that the neural
network model was unable to represent the solution of the 1D
hyperbolic PDE when shocks were present, and also concluded
that the problem was the optimization process, or the loss func-
tion. The failure to capture the vortex shedding of cylinder flow
is also highlighted in a recent work by Rohrhofer et al. [7], who
cite our previous conference paper.

Our PINN solvers were built using the NVIDIA Modulus
toolkit,1 a high-level package built on PyTorch for building,
training, and fine-tuning physics-informed machine learning
models. For the traditional CFD solver, we used our own code,
PetIBM, which is open-source and available on GitHub, and has
also been peer reviewed [8]. A Reproducibility Statement gives
more details regarding all the open research objects to accom-
pany the paper, and how the interested reader can reuse them.

2. Method

We will be solving the 2D incompressible Navier-Stokes
equations in primitive-variable form:

∇ · u = 0
∂u
∂t
+ (u · ∇) u = −

1
ρ
∇p + ν∇2u

(1)

Here, u ≡ [u v]T, p, ν, and ρ denote the velocity vector, pres-
sure, kinematic viscosity, and the density, respectively. Let
x ≡

[
x y
]T
∈ Ω and t ∈ [0, T ] denote the spatial and tem-

poral domains. The velocity u and pressure p are functions
of x and t for given fluid properties ρ and ν. The solution
to the Navier-Stokes equations is subject to initial conditions
u(x, t) = [u0(x) v0(x)]T and p(x, t) = p0(x) for x ∈ Ω and
t = 0. The Dirichlet boundary conditions are u(x, t) = uD(x, t)
and v(x, t) = vD(x, t), on domain boundaries x ∈ ΓuD and ΓvD ,
respectively. The Neumann boundary conditions are ∂u

∂n (x, t) =
uN(x, t) and ∂v

∂n = vN(x, t), defined on boundaries x ∈ ΓuN and
ΓvN correspondingly. Note that in incompressible flow pres-
sure is a Lagrangian multiplier to enforce the divergence-free
condition and does not need boundary conditions theoretically.

When using physics-informed neural networks, PINNs, we
approximate the solutions to equation (1) with a neural network
model G(x, t; θ): u(x, t)

v(x, t)
p(x, t)

 ≈ G(x, t; θ), (2)

where θ represents a set of free model parameters we need to
determine later. A common choice of G is an MLP (multilayer
perceptron) network, which can be represented as follows:

1https://developer.nvidia.com/modulus

h0 ≡
[
x y t

]T
hk = σk−1

(
Ak−1hk−1 + bk−1

)
, for 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ[

u v p
]T
≈ hℓ+1 = σℓ

(
Aℓhℓ + bℓ

)
(3)

(4)

(5)

The vectors hk for 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ are called hidden layers, and carry
intermediate evaluations of the transformations that take the in-
put (spatial and temporal variables) to the output (velocity and
pressure values). ℓ denotes the number of hidden layers. The el-
ements in these vectors are called neurons, and Nk for 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ
represents the number of neurons in each hidden layer. To have
a consistent notation, we use h0 to denote the vector of the in-
puts to the model G, which contains spatial-temporal coordi-
nates. Similarly, hℓ+1 denotes the outputs of G, corresponding
to the approximate solutions u, v, and p at every spatial point
and time instant. Ak and bk for 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ are parameter matri-
ces and vectors holding the free model parameters that will be
found via optimization, θ =

{
A0,b0, · · · ,Aℓ,bℓ

}
. Finally, σk for

0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ are vector-valued functions, called activation func-
tions, that are applied element-wise to the vectors hk. In neural
networks, the activation functions are responsible for providing
the non-linearity in an MLP model. Throughout this work, we
use σ0 = · · · = σℓ = σ(z) = z

1+exp(z) , the classical sigmoid
function. The parameters ℓ, Nk, and the choices of σk together
control the model complexity of the PINNs that use MLP net-
works.

As with all other numerical methods for PDEs, the calcula-
tions of spatial and temporal derivatives of velocity and pres-
sure play a crucial role. While a numerical approximation
(e.g., finite difference) may be a more robust choice—as seen
in early-day literature on neural networks for differential equa-
tions [1, 2]—, it is common to see the use of automatic dif-
ferentiation nowadays. Automatic differentiation is a general
technique to find derivatives of a function by decomposing it
into elementary functions with a known derivative, and then
applying the chain rule of calculus to get exact derivative of the
more complex function. Note that the word exact here refers
to being exact in terms of the model G, rather than to the true
solution of the Navier-Stokes equations. A detailed review of
automatic differentiation can be found in reference [9]. Major
deep learning programming libraries, such as TensorFlow and
PyTorch, offer the user automatic differentiation features.

Once we have obtained derivatives, we are able to calcu-
late residuals, also called losses in the terminology of machine
learning. As shown in figure 1, given a spatial-temporal coordi-
nate (x, y, t), we can calculate up to 10 loss terms, depending on
where in the domain this spatial-temporal point is located. Fig-
ure 1 is only shown as an illustration of the PINN methodology
using the solution workflow specifically for the Navier-Stokes
equations (1). The number and definitions of loss terms may
change, for example, when we have some boundary segments
with Robin conditions or when we are solving 3D problems.

Finally, we determine the free model parameters using a
least-squares optimization, as shown in the last block in fig-
ure 1. To be specific, in this work we used the Adam stochastic
optimization method for this process. We first randomly sam-
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Network
[ u

p
]
= G(x, t; θ)

x

y

t

h1
2

h1
1

...

...

h1
N1

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

hℓ2

hℓ1

...

...

hℓNℓ

u

v

p

∂u
∂t

∂u
∂x

∂u
∂y

∂2u
∂x2

∂2u
∂y2

∂v
∂t

∂v
∂x

∂v
∂y

∂2v
∂x2

∂2v
∂y2

∂p
∂x

∂p
∂y

L5 = v − v0 if t = 0

L4 = u − u0 if t = 0

L3 =
∂v
∂t + u · ∇v + 1

ρ
∂p
∂y − ν∇

2v if x ∈ Ω

L2 =
∂u
∂t + u · ∇u + 1

ρ
∂p
∂x − ν∇

2u if x ∈ Ω

L1 = ∇ · u if x ∈ Ω

L6 = p − p0 if t = 0

L7 = u − uD if x ∈ ΓuD

L8 = v − vD if x ∈ ΓvD

L9 =
∂u
∂n − uN if x ∈ ΓuN

L10 =
∂v
∂n − vN if x ∈ ΓvN

arg min
θ∈Θ

∑
x∈Ω∪Γ

t∈T

10∑
j=1

L2
j

Optimizing/training

Automatic differentiation

Figure 1: A graphical illustration of the workflow in PINNs: x ≡
[
x y
]T
∈ Ω and t ∈ [0, T ] denote the spatial and temporal domains. u ≡ [u v]T, p, ν, and

ρ represent the velocity vector, pressure, kinematic viscosity, and the density, respectively. G(x, t; θ) is a neural network model that approximates the solution to
the Navier-Stokes equations with a set of free model parameters denoted by θ. The

{
h1

1, · · · , h
1
N1
, · · · , hℓ1, · · · , h

ℓ
Nℓ

}
, called hidden layers in neural networks, can be

deemed as some intermediate values or temporary results during the calculations of the approximate solutions. Given spatial-temporal coordinates (x, y, t), the neural
network returns an approximate solution (u, v, p) at this coordinate. We then apply automatic differentiation to obtain required derivatives. With the approximate
solutions and the derivatives, we are able to calculate the residuals (also called losses, denoted by symbol L) between the approximates and PDEs, as well as the
initial and boundary conditions. Using the aggregated squared losses, we can determine the free model parameters θ by a least-square method.

pled some spatial-temporal collocation points from the com-
putational domain, including all boundaries. These points are
called training points in the terminology of machine learning.
Depending on where a training point is located in the domain,
it may result in multiple loss terms, as described in the previ-
ous paragraph. An aggregated squared loss is obtained over
all loss terms of all training points. In this work, all loss
terms were taken to have the same weights. The Adam op-
timization then finds the optimal model parameters, i.e., θ ={
A0,b0, · · · ,Aℓ,bℓ

}
, based on the gradients of the aggregated

loss with respect to model parameters. In other words, the de-
sired model parameters are those giving the minimal aggregated
squared loss.

Note that in figure 1 we consider that if-conditions determine
the loss terms to calculate on a training point. In practice, how-
ever, we sample points in subgroups separately from within the
domain, on the boundaries, and at t = 0. Each subgroup of
training points is only responsible for specific loss terms. We
also use a batched approach for the optimization, meaning that
not all training points are used during each individual optimiza-
tion iteration. The batched approach only uses a sample of the
training points to calculate the losses and the gradients of the
aggregated loss in each optimization iteration. Hereafter, the
term training will be used interchangeably with the optimiza-
tion process.

In this section, we only introduce the specific details of
PINNs required for our work. References [1, 2, 10] provide
more details of these methods in general.

3. Verification and Validation

This section presents the verification and validation (V&V)
of our PINN solvers and PetIBM, an in-house CFD solver [8].
V&V results are necessary to build confidence in our case study
described later in section 4. For verification, we solved a 2D
Taylor-Green vortex (TGV) at Reynolds number Re = 100,
which has a known analytical solution. For validation, on the
other hand, we use 2D cylinder flow at Re = 40, which exhibits
a well-known steady state solution with plenty of experimental
data available in the published literature.

3.1. Verification: 2D Taylor-Green Vortex (TGV), Re = 100

Two-dimensional Taylor-Green vortices with periodic
boundary conditions have closed-form analytical solutions, and
serve as standard verification cases for CFD solvers. We used
the following 2D TGV configuration, wih Re = 100, to verify
both the PINN solvers and PetIBM:

u(x, y, t) = cos(x) sin(y) exp(−2νt)
v(x, y, t) = − sin(x) cos(y) exp(−2νt)

p(x, y, t) = −
ρ

4
(cos(2x) + cos(2y)) exp(−4νt)

(6)

where ν = 0.01 and ρ = 1 are the kinematic viscosity and
the density, respectively. The spatial and temporal domains are
x, y ∈ [−π, π] and t ∈ [0, 100]. Periodic conditions are applied
at all boundaries.

In PetIBM, we used the Adams-Bashforth and the Crank-
Nicolson schemes for the temporal discretization of convection

3



Figure 2: Grid-convergence test and verification of PetIBM using 2D TGV at
Re = 100. The spatial-temporal L2 error is defined in equation (7). Taking the
cubic root of the total spatial-temporal solution points gives the characteristic
cell size. Both u and v velocities follow second-order convergence, while the
pressure p follows the trend with some fluctuation.

and diffusion terms, respectively. The spatial discretization is
central difference for all terms. Theoretically, we expect to see
second-order convergence in both time and space for this 2D
TGV problem in PetIBM. We used the following L2 spatial-
temporal error to examine the convergence:

L2,sp−t ≡

√√√ 1
LxLyT

∫∫∫
x,y,t

∥ f − fre f ∥
2 dx dy dt

=

√√√√
1

NxNyNt

Nx∑
i=1

Ny∑
j=1

Nt∑
k=1

(
f (i, j,k) − f (i, j,k)

re f

)2 (7)

Here, Nx, Ny, and Nt represent the number of solution points
in x, y, and t; Lx and Ly are the domain lengths in x and y;
T is the total simulation time; f is the flow quantity of inter-
est, while fre f is the corresponding analytical solution. The su-
perscript (i, j, k) denotes the value at the (i, j, k) solution point
in the discretized spatial-temporal space. We used Cartesian
grids with 2n × 2n cells for i = 4, 5, . . . , 10. The time step
size ∆t does not follow a fixed refinement ratio, and takes
the values ∆t = 1.25 × 10−1, 8 × 10−2, 4 × 10−2, 2 × 10−2,
1 × 10−2, 5 × 10−3, and 1.25 × 10−3, respectively. ∆t was
determined based on the maximum allowed CFL number and
whether it was a factor of 2 to output transient results every 2
simulation seconds. The velocity and pressure linear systems
were both solved with BiCGSTAB (bi-conjugate gradient sta-
bilized method). The preconditioners of the two systems are the
block Jacobi preconditioner and the algebraic multigrid precon-
ditioner from NIVIDA’s AmgX library. At each time step, both
linear solvers stop when the preconditioned residual reaches
10−14. The hardware used for PetIBM simulations contains 5
physical cores of Intel E5-2698 v4 and 1 NVIDIA V100 GPU.

Figure 2 shows the spatial-temporal convergence results of
PetIBM. Both u and v follow an expected second-order con-
vergence before the machine round-off errors start to dominate

Figure 3: Learning-rate history of 2D TGV Re = 100 w/ PINN The exponential
learning rate scheduler is denoted as Exponential, and the cyclical scheduler is
denoted as Cyclical.

on the 1024 × 1024 grid. The pressure follows the expected
convergence rate with some fluctuations. Further scrutiny re-
vealed that the AmgX library was not solving the pressure sys-
tem to the desired tolerance. The AmgX library has a hard-
coded stop mechanism when the relative residual (relative to the
initial residual) reaches machine precision. So while we config-
ured the absolute tolerance to be 10−14, the final preconditioned
residuals of the pressure systems did not match this value. On
the other hand, the velocity systems were solved to the desired
tolerance. With this minor caveat, we consider the verification
of PetIBM to be successful, as the minor issue in the conver-
gence of pressure is irrelevant to the code implementation in
PetIBM.

Next, we solved this same TGV problem using an unsteady
PINN solver. For the optimization, we used PyTorch’s Adam
optimizer with the following parameters: β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999,
and ϵ = 10−8. The total iteration number in the optimization is
400,000. Two learning-rate schedulers were tested: the expo-
nential learning rate and the cyclical learning rate. Both learn-
ing rates are from PyTorch and were used merely to satisfy our
curiosity. The exponential scheduler has only one parameter in
PyTorch: γ = 0.95

1
5000 . The cyclical scheduler has the following

parameters: ηlow = 1.5×10−5, ηhigh = 1.5×10−3, Nc = 5000, and
γ = 9.999,89×10−1. These values were chosen so that the peak
learning rate at each cycle is slightly higher than the exponential
rates. Figure 3 shows a comparison of the two schedulers.

The MLP network used consisted of 3 hidden layers and 128
neurons per layer. 8192×104 spatial-temporal points were used
to evaluate the PDE losses (i.e., the L1, L2, and L3 in figure
1). We randomly sampled these spatial-temporal points from
the spatial-temporal domain[−π, π]× [−π, π]× (0, 100]. During
each optimization iteration, however, we only used 8192 points
to evaluate the PDE losses. It means the optimizer sees each
point 40 times on average because we have a total of 4 × 105

iterations. Similarly, 8192 × 104 spatial-temporal points were
sampled from x, y ∈ [−π, π]] × [−π, π] and t = 0 for the initial
condition loss (i.e., L4 to L6). And the same number of points
were sampled from each domain boundary (x = ±π and y = ±π)
and t ∈ (0, 100] for boundary-condition losses (L7 to L10). A
total of 8192 points were used in each iteration for these losses
as well.

We used one NVIDIA V100 GPU to run the unsteady PINN
solver for the TGV problem. Note that the PINN solver used
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Figure 4: Histories with respect to optimization iterations for the total loss and
the L2 errors of u at t = 0 and 40 in the TGV verification of the unsteady PINN
solver. The left vertical axis corresponds to the total loss and the errors. The
right vertical axis corresponds to the run time. The cyclical scheduler has a
slightly better accuracy at t = 40 with a slightly more time cost, though its total
loss is higher.

single-precision floats, which is the default in PyTorch.

After training, we evaluated the PINN solver’s errors at cell
centers in a 512 × 512 Cartesian grid and at t = 0, 2, 4, · · · , 100.
Figure 4 shows the histories of the optimization loss and the L2
errors at t = 0 and t = 40 of the u velocity on the left vertical
axis. The same figure also shows the run time (wall time) on
the right vertical axis. The total loss converges to an order of
magnitude of 10−6, which may reflect the fact that PyTorch uses
single-precision floats. The errors at t = 0 and t = 40 converge
to the orders of 10−4 and 10−2, respectively. This observation
is reasonable because the net errors over the whole temporal
domain is, by definition, similar to the square root of the total,
which is 10−3. The PINN solver got exact initial conditions
for training (i.e., L4 to L6), so it is reasonable to see a better
prediction accuracy at t = 0 than later times. Finally, though
the computational performance is not the focus of this paper, for
the interested reader’s benefit we would like to point out that the
PINN solver took about 6 hours to converge with a V100 GPU,
while PetIBM needed less than 10 seconds to get an error level
of 10−2 using a very dated K40 GPU (and most of the time was
overhead to initialize the solver).

In sum, we determined the PINN solution to be verified, al-
though the accuracy and the computational cost were not satis-
fying. The relatively low accuracy is likely a consequence of
the use of single-precision floats and the intrinsic properties of
PINNs, rather than implementation errors. Figure 5 shows the
contours of the PINN solver’s predictions at t = 40 for refer-
ence.

Figure 5: Contours at t = 40 of 2D TGV at Re = 100 primitive variables
and errors using the unsteady PINN solver. Roughly speaking, the absolute
errors are at the level of 10−3 for primitive variables (u, v, and p), which cor-
responds to the square root of the total loss. The vorticity was obtained from
post-processing and hence was augmented in terms of errors.

3.2. Validation: 2D Cylinder, Re = 40

We used 2D cylinder flow at Re = 40 to validate the solvers
because it has a similar configuration with the Re = 200 case
that we will study later. The Re = 40 flow, however, does
not exhibit vortex shedding and reaches a steady-state solu-
tion, making it suitable for validating the core functionality of
the code. Experimental data for this flow configuration is also
widely available.

The spatial and temporal computational domains are [−10,
30] × [−10, 10] and t ∈ [0, 20]. A cylinder with a nondimen-
sional radius of 0.5 sits at x = y = 0. Density is ρ = 1, and
kinematic viscosity is ν = 0.025. The initial conditions are
u = 1 and v = 0 everywhere in the spatial domain. The bound-
ary conditions are u = 1 and v = 0 on x = −10 and y = ±10.
At the outlet, i.e., x = 30, the boundary conditions are set to 1D
convective conditions:

∂

∂t

[
u
v

]
+ c
∂

∂n

[
u
v

]
= 0, (8)

5



where n is the normal vector of the boundary (pointing out-
ward), and c = 1 is the convection speed.

We ran the PetIBM validation case on a workstation with one
(very old) NVIDIA K40 GPU and 6 CPU cores of the Intel i7-
5930K processor. The grid resolution is 562 × 447 with ∆t =
10−2. The tolerance for all linear solvers in PetIBM was 10−14.
We used the same linear solver configurations as those in the
TGV verification case.

We validated two implementations of the PINN method with
this cylinder flow because both codes were used in the Re = 200
case (section 4). The first implementation is an unsteady PINN
solver, which is the same piece of code used in the verification
case (section 3.1). It solves the unsteady Navier-Stokes equa-
tions as shown in figure 1. The second one is a steady PINN
solver, which solves the steady Navier-Stokes equations. The
workflow of the steady PINN solver works similar to that in fig-
ure 1 except that all time-related terms and losses are dropped.

Both PINN solvers used MLP networks with 6 hidden lay-
ers and 512 neurons each. The Adam optimizer configuration
is the same as that in section 3.1. The learning rate sched-
uler is a cyclical learning rate with ηlow = 10−6, ηhigh = 10−2,
Nc = 5000, and γ = 9.9998e − 1. We ran all PINN-related
validations with one NVIDIA A100 GPU, all using single-
precision floats.

To evaluate PDE losses, 256,000,000 spatial-temporal points
were randomly sampled from the computational domain and the
desired simulation time range. The PDE losses were evaluated
on 25,600 points in each iteration, so the Adam optimizer would
see each point 40 times on average during the 400,000-iteration
optimization. On the boundaries, 25,600,000 points were sam-
pled at y = ±10, and 12,800,000 at x = −10 and x = 30. On
the cylinder surface, the number of spatial-temporal points were
5,120,000. In each iteration, 2560, 1280, and 512 points were
used, respectively.

Figure 6 shows the training history of the PINN solvers. The
total loss of the steady PINN solver converged to around 10−4,
while that of the unsteady PINN solver converged to around
10−2 after about 26 hours of training. Readers should be aware
that the configuration of the PINN solvers might not be opti-
mal, so the accuracy and the computational cost shown in this
figure should not be treated as an indication of PINNs’ general
performance. In our experience, it is possible to reduce the run
time in half but obtain the same level of accuracy by adjusting
the number of spatial-temporal points used per iteration.

Figure 7 gives the drag and lift coefficients (CD and CL) with
respect to simulation time, where PINN and PetIBM visually
agree. Table 1 compares the values of CD against experimental
data and simulation data from the literature. Values from differ-
ent works in the literature do not closely agree with each other.
Though there is not a single value to compare against, at least
the CD from the PINN solvers and PetIBM fall into the range of
other published works. We consider the results of CD validated
for the PINN solvers and PetIBM.

Figure 8 shows the pressure distribution on the cylinder sur-
face. Again, though there is not a single solution that all works
agree upon, the results from PetIBM and the PINN solvers vi-
sually agree with the published literature. We consider PetIBM

Figure 6: Training convergence history of 2D cylinder flow at Re = 40 for both
steady and unsteady PINN solvers.

Figure 7: Drag and lift coefficients of 2D cylinder flow at Re = 40 w/ PINNs.

Figure 8: Surface pressure distribution of 2D cylinder flow at Re = 40

6



Figure 9: Contour plots for 2D cylinder flow at Re = 40
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and both PINN solvers validated. Finally, figure 9 compares
the steady-state flow fields (i.e., the snapshots at t = 20 for
PetIBM and the unsteady PINN solver). The PINN solvers’
results visually agree with PetIBM’s. The variation in the vor-
ticity of PINNs only happens at the contour line of 0, so it is
likely caused by trivial rounding errors. Note that vorticity is
obtained by post-processing for all solvers. PetIBM used cen-
tral difference to calculate the vorticity, while the PINN solvers
used automatic differentiation to obtain it.

CD CDp CD f

Steady PINN 1.62 1.06 0.55
Unsteady PINN 1.60 1.06 0.55
PetIBM 1.63 1.02 0.61
Rosetti et al., 2012[11]1 1.74(9) n/a n/a
Rosetti et al., 2012[11]2 1.61 n/a n/a
Sen et al., 2009[12]2 1.51 n/a n/a
Park et al., 1988[13]2 1.51 0.99 0.53
Tritton, 1959[14]1 1.48–1.65 n/a n/a
Grove et al., 1964[15]1 n/a 0.94 n/a
1 Experimental result
2 Simulation result

Table 1: Validation of drag coefficients. CD, CDp , and CD f denote
the coefficients of total drag, pressure drag, and friction drag, re-
spectively.

4. Case Study: 2D Cylinder Flow at Re = 200

The previous section presented successful verification with a
Taylor-Green vortex having an analytical solution, and valida-
tion of the solvers with the Re = 40 cylinder flow, which ex-
hibits a steady state solution. Those results give confidence that
the solvers are correctly solving the Navier-Stokes equations,
and able to model vortical flow. In this section, we study the
case of cylinder flow at Re = 200, exhibiting vortex shedding.

4.1. Case configurations
The computational domain is [−8, 25] × [−8, 8] for x and

y, and t ∈ [0, 200]. Other boundary conditions, initial condi-
tions, and density were the same as those in section 3.2. The
non-dimensional kinematic viscosity is set to 0.005 to make the
Reynolds number 200.

The PetIBM simulation was done with a grid resolution of
1485 × 720 and ∆t = 5 × 10−3. The hardware used and the
configurations of the linear solvers were the same as described
in section 3.2.

As for the PINN solvers, in addition to the steady and un-
steady solvers, a third PINN solver was used: a data-driven
PINN. The data-driven PINN solver is the same as the unsteady
PINN solver but replaces the three initial condition losses (L4
to L6) with: 

L4 = u − udata

L5 = v − vdata

L6 = p − pdata

, if
x ∈ Ω
t ∈ Tdata

(9)

where subscript data denotes data from a PetIBM simulation.
Tdata denotes the time range for which we feed the PetIBM
simulation data to the data-driven PINN solver. In this case,
Tdata ≡ [125, 140]. The PetIBM simulation outputted tran-
sient snapshots every 1 second in simulation time, hence the
data fed to the data-driven PINN solver consisted of 16 snap-
shots. These snapshots contain around 3 full periods of vortex
shedding. The total number of spatial-temporal points in these
snapshots is around 17,000,000, and we only used 6400 every
iteration, meaning each data batch was repeated approximately
every 2650 iterations. Except for replacing the IC losses with
a data-driven approach, all other loss terms and the code in the
data-driven PINN solver remain the same as the unsteady PINN
solver.

Note that for the data-driven PINN solver, the PDE and
boundary condition losses were evaluated only in t ∈ [125, 200]
because we treated the PetIBM snapshots as if they were initial
conditions. Another note is the use of steady PINN solver. The
Re = 200 cylinder flow is not expected to have a steady-state
solution. However, it is not uncommon to see a steady-state
flow solver used for unsteady flows for engineering purposes,
especially two or three decades ago when computing power was
much more restricted.

The MLP network used on all PINN solvers has 6 hidden
layers and 512 neurons per layer. The configurations of spatial-
temporal points are the same as those in section 3.2. The Adam
optimizer is also the same, except that now we ran for 1,000,000
optimization iterations. The parameters of the cyclical learning
rate scheduler are now: ηlow = 1 × 10−6, ηhigh = 1 × 10−2,
Nc = 5000, and γ = 0.999,991,5. The hardware used was one
NVIDIA A100 GPU for all PINN runs.

4.2. Results
The overall run times for the steady, unsteady, and data-

driven PINN solvers were about 28 hours, 31 hours, and 33.5
hours using one A100 GPU. The PetIBM simulation, on the
other hand, took around 1.7 hours with a K40 GPU, which is
5-generation-behind in terms of the computing technology.

Figure 10 shows the aggregated loss convergence history of
all cases. It shows both the losses and the run times of the
three PINN solvers. As seen in section 3.2, the unsteady PINN
solver converges to a higher total loss than the steady PINN
solver does. Also, the data-driven PINN solver converges to
an even higher total loss. However, it is unclear at this point
if having a higher loss means a higher prediction error in data-
driven PINN because we replaced the initial condition losses
with 16 snapshots from PetIBM and only ran the data-driven
PINN solver for t ∈ [125, 200].

Figure 11 shows the drag and lift coefficients versus simu-
lation time. The coefficients from the steady case are shown
as just a horizontal line since there is no time variable in this
case. The unsteady case, to our surprise, does not exhibit oscil-
lations, meaning it results on no vortex shedding, even though it
fits well with the PetIBM result before vortex shedding starts (at
about t = 75). Comparing the coefficients between the steady,
unsteady, and PetIBM’s values before shedding, we believe the
unsteady PINN in this particular case behaves just like a steady
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Figure 10: Training convergence history of 2D cylinder flow at Re = 200 w/
PINNs

Figure 11: Drag and lift coefficients of 2D cylinder flow at Re = 200 w/ PINNs

solver. This is supported by the values in table 2, in which we
compare CD against published values in the literature of both
unsteady and steady CFD simulations. The CD obtained from
the unsteady PINN is the same as the steady PINN and close to
those steady CFD simulations.

As for the data-driven case, its temporal domain is t ∈ [125,
200], so the coefficients’ trajectories start from t = 125. The re-
sult, again unexpected to us, only exhibits shedding in the time-
frame with PetIBM data, i.e., t ∈ [125, 140]. This result also
implies that data-driven PINNs may be more difficult to train,
compared to data-free PINNs and regular data-only model fit-
ting. Even in the time range with PetIBM data, the data-driven
PINN solver is not able to reach the given maximal CL, and the
CD is obviously off from the given data. After t = 140, the tra-
jectories quickly fall back to the no-shedding pattern, though it
still deviates from the trajectories of the steady and unsteady
PINNs. Combining the loss magnitude shown in figure 10,
the deviation of CD and CL from the data-driven PINN may be
caused by not enough training. As figure 10 shows data-driven

CD

PetIBM 1.38
Steady PINN 0.95
Unsteady PINN 0.95
Deng et al., 2007[16]1 1.25
Rajani et al., 2009[17]1 1.34
Gushchin & Shchennikov, 1974[18]2 0.97
Fornberg, 1980[19]2 0.83
1 Unsteady simulations.
2 Steady simulations.

Table 2: PINNs, 2D Cylinder, Re = 200: validation of
drag coefficients.The data-driven case is excluded because
it does not have an obvious periodic state nor a steady-state
solution.

PINN had already converged, other optimization techniques or
hyperparameter tuning may be required to further reduce the
loss. Insufficient training only explains why the data-driven
case deviates from the PetIBM’s data in t ∈ [125, 140] and from
the other two PINNs for t > 140. Even with a better optimiza-
tion and eventually a lower loss, based on the trajectories, we
do not believe the shedding will continue after t = 140.

To examine how the transient flow develops, we visually
compared several snapshots of the flow fields from PetIBM, un-
steady PINN, and the data-driven PINN, shown in figures 12,
13, 14, and 15. We also present the flow contours from the
steady PINN in figure 16 for reference.

At t = 10, we can see the wake is still developing, and the un-
steady PINN visually matches PetIBM. At t = 50, the contours
again show the unsteady PINN matching the PetIBM simula-
tion before shedding. These observations verify that the un-
steady PINN is indeed solving unsteady governing equations.
The data-driven PINN does not show meaningful results be-
cause t = 10 and 50 are out of the data-driven PINN’s temporal
domain. These results also indicate that the data-driven PINN
is not capable of extrapolating backward in time in dynamical
systems.

At t = 140, vortex shedding has already happened. How-
ever, the unsteady PINN solution does not show any shedding.
Moreover, the unsteady PINN’s contour plot is similar to the
steady case in figure 16. t = 140 is also the last snapshot we fed
into the data-driven PINN for training. The contour of the data-
driven PINN at this time shows that it at least could qualitatively
capture the shedding, which is expected. At t = 144, it is just
4 time units from the last snapshot being fed to the data-driven
PINN. At such time, the data-driven PINN has already stopped
generating new vortices. The existing vortex can be seen mov-
ing toward the boundary, and the wake is gradually restoring to
the steady state wake. Flow at t = 190 further confirms that
the data-driven PINN’s behavior is tending toward that of the
unsteady PINN, which behaves like a steady state solver. On
the other hand, the solutions from the unsteady PINN for these
times remain steady.

Figure 17 shows the vorticity from PetIBM and the data-
driven PINN in the vicinity of the cylinder in t ∈ [140, 142.5],
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Figure 12: u-velocity comparison of 2D cylinder flow of Re = 200 between PetIBM, unsteady PINN, and data-driven PINN.

Figure 13: v-velocity comparison of 2D cylinder flow of Re = 200 between PetIBM, unsteady PINN, and data-driven PINN.

10



Figure 14: Pressure comparison of 2D cylinder flow of Re = 200 between PetIBM, unsteady PINN, and data-driven PINN.

Figure 15: Vorticity (ωz) comparison of 2D cylinder flow of Re = 200 between PetIBM, unsteady PINN, and data-driven PINN.
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Figure 16: Contours of 2D cylinder flow at Re = 200 w/ steady PINN.

which contains a half cycle of vortex shedding. These contours
compare how vorticity was generated right after we stopped
feeding PetIBM data into the data-driven PINN. These compar-
isons might shed some light on why the data-free PINN cannot
generate vortex shedding and why the data-driven PINN stops
to do so after t = 140.

At t = 140, PetIBM and the data-driven PINN show visu-
ally indistinguishable vorticity contours. This is expected as
the data-driven PINN has training data from PetIBM at this
time. At t = 141 in PetIBM’s results, the main clockwise vortex
(the blue circular pattern in the domain of [1, 2] × [−0.5, 0.5])
moves downstream. It slows down the downstream u velocity
and accelerates the v velocity in y < 0. Intuitively, we can treat
the main clockwise vortex as a blocker that blocks the flow in
y < 0 and forces the flow to move upward. The net effect is
the generation of a counterclockwise vortex at around x ≈ 1
and y ∈ [−0.5, 0]. This new counterclockwise vortex further
generates a small but strong secondary clockwise vortex on the
cylinder surface in y ∈ [−0.5, 0]. On the other hand, the re-
sult of the data-driven PINN at t = 141 shows that the main
clockwise vortex becomes more dissipated and weaker, com-
pared to that in PetIBM. It is possible that the main clockwise
vortex is not strong enough to slow down the flow in y < 0 nor
to bring the flow upward. The downstream flow in y < 0 (the
red arm-like pattern below the cylinder) thus does not change

Figure 17: Vorticity generation near the cylinder for 2D cylinder flow of Re =
200 at t = 140, 141, 142, and 142.5 w/ data-driven PINNs.
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its direction and keeps going straight down in the x direction.
In the results of t = 142 and t = 142.5 from PetIBM, the flow
completes a half cycle. That is, the flow pattern at t = 142.5 is
an upside down version of that at t = 140. The results from the
data-driven PINN, however, do not have any new vortices and
the wake becomes more like steady flow. These observations
might indicate that the PINN is either diffusive or dissipative
(or both).

Next, we examined the Q-criterion in the same vicinity of the
cylinder in t ∈ [140, 142.5], shown in figure 18. The Q-criterion
is defined as follows [20]:

Q ≡
1
2

(
∥Ω∥2 − ∥S ∥2

)
, (10)

where Ω ≡ 1
2

(
∇u − ∇uT

)
is the vorticity tensor; S ≡

1
2

(
∇u + ∇uT

)
is the strain rate tensor; and ∇u is the velocity

gradient tensor. A criterion Q > 0 identifies a vortex structure
in the fluid flow, that is, where the rotation rate is greater than
the strain rate.

We observe that vortices in the data-driven PINN are diffu-
sive and could be dissipative. Moreover, judging by the loca-
tions of vortex centers, vortices also move slower in the PINN
solution than with PetIBM. The edges of the vortices move at a
different speed from that of the vortex centers in the PINN case.
This might be hinting at the existence of numerical dispersion
in the PINN solver.

4.3. Dynamical Modes and Koopman Analysis

We conducted spectral analysis on the cylinder flow to ex-
tract frequencies embedded in the simulation results. Fluid flow
is a dynamical system, and how information (or signals) prop-
agates in time plays an important role. Information with dif-
ferent frequencies advances at different speeds in the temporal
direction, and the superposition of information forms compli-
cated flow patterns over time. Spectral analysis reveals a set
of modes, each associated with a fixed oscillation frequencies
and decay or growth rate, called dynamic modes in fluid dy-
namics. By comparing the dynamic modes in the solutions ob-
tained with PINNs and PetIBM, we may examine how well or
how badly the data-driven PINN learned information with dif-
ferent frequencies. Koopman analysis is a method to achieve
such spectral analysis for dynamical systems. Please refer to
the method of snapshots in reference [21] and reference [22]
for the theory and the algorithms used in this work.

We analyzed the results from PetIBM and the data-driven
PINN in t ∈[125, 140], which contains about three full cycles
of vortex shedding. A total of 76 solution snapshots were used
from each solver. The time spacing is ∆t = 0.2. The Koopman
analysis would result in 75 modes. Since the snapshots cover
three full cycles, we would expect only 25 distinct frequencies
and 25 nontrivial modes—only 25 out of 76 snapshots are dis-
tinct. However, this expectation only happens when the data are
free from noise and numerical errors and when the number of
three periods is exact. We would see more than 25 distinct fre-
quencies and modes if the data were not ideal. In t ∈ [125, 140],

Figure 18: Q-criterion generation near the cylinder for 2D cylinder flow of
Re = 200 at t = 140, 141, 142, and 142.5 w/ data-driven PINNs.
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Figure 19: Distribution of the Koopman eigenvalues on the complex plane for
2D cylinder flow at Re = 200 obteined with PetIBM and with data-driven
PINN.

the data-driven PINN was trained against PetIBM’s data, so we
expected to see similar spectral results between the two solvers.

To put it simply, each dynamic mode is identified by a com-
plex number. Taking logarithm on the complex number’s ab-
solute value gives a mode’s growth rate, and the angle of the
complex number corresponds to a mode’s frequency. Figure 19
shows the distributions of the dynamic modes on the complex
plane. The color of each dot represents the normalized strength
of the corresponding mode, which is also obtained from the
Koopman analysis. The star marker denotes the mode with
a frequency of zero, i.e., a steady or time-independent mode.
This mode usually has much higher strength than others, so we
excluded it from the color map and annotated its strength di-
rectly. Koopman analysis delivers dynamical modes with com-
plex conjugate pairs, so the modes are symmetric with respect
to the real-number axis. A conjugate pair has an opposite sign
in the frequencies mathematically but has the same physical fre-
quency.

We also plotted a circle with a radius of one on each figure.
As flow has already reached a fully periodic regime, the growth
rates should be zero because no mode becomes stronger nor
weaker. In other words, all modes were expected to fall on this
circle on the complex plane. If a mode falls inside the circle, it
has a negative growth rate, and its contribution to the solution
diminishes over time. Similarly, a mode falling outside the cir-
cle has a positive growth rate and becomes stronger over time.

On the complex plane, all the modes captured by PetIBM (the
left plot in figure 19) fall onto the circle or very close to the cir-
cle. The plot shows 75—rather than 25—distinct λ j and modes,
but the modes are evenly clustered into 25 groups. Each group
has three modes, among which one or two modes fall on the cir-
cle, while the remaining one(s) falls inside but very close to the
circle. Modes within each group have a similar frequency, and
the one precisely on the circle has significantly higher strength
than other modes (if not all modes in the group are weak). Due
to the numerical errors in PetIBM’s solutions, data in a vortex

period are similar to but not exactly the same as those in an-
other period. The strong modes falling precisely on the circle
may represent the period-averaged flow patterns and are the 25
modes we expected earlier. The effect of numerical errors was
filtered out from these modes. We call these 25 modes primary
modes and all other modes secondary modes. Secondary modes
are mostly weak and may come from the numerical errors in the
PetIBM simulation. The plot shows these secondary modes are
slightly dispersive but non-increasing over time, which is rea-
sonable because the numerical schemes in PetIBM are stable.

As for the PINN result (the right pane in figure 19), the
mode distribution is not as structured as with PetIBM. It is hard
to distinguish if all 25 expected modes also exist in this plot.
However, we observe that at least the top 7 primary modes
(the steady mode, two purple and 4 orange dots on the cir-
cle) also exist in the PINN case. Secondary modes spread out
more widely on and inside the circle, compared to the clustered
modes in PetIBM. We believe this means that PINN is more
numerically dispersive and noisy. The frequencies of many of
these secondary modes do not exist in PetIBM. So one possible
source of these additional frequencies and modes may be the
PINN method itself. It could be insufficient training or that the
neural network itself inherently is dispersive. However, sec-
ondary modes on the circle are weak. We suspect that their
contribution to the solution may be trivial.

A more concerning observation is the presence of damped
modes (modes that fall inside the circle). These modes have
negative growth rates and hence are damped over time. We
believe these modes contribute significantly to the solution be-
cause their strengths are substantial. The existence of the
damped modes also means that PINN’s predictions have more
important discrepancies from one vortex period to another vor-
tex period, compared to the PetIBM simulation. In addition, the
flow pattern in PINN would keep changing after t = 140. They
may be the culprits causing the PINN solution to quickly fall
back to a non-oscillating flow pattern for t > 140. We may con-
sider these errors as numerical dissipation. However, whether
these errors came from insufficient training or were inherent in
the PINN is unclear.

Note that the spectral analysis was done against data in t ∈
[125, 140]. It does not mean the solutions in t > 140 also have
the same spectral characteristics: the flow system is nonlinear,
but the Koopman analysis uses linear approximations [22].

Figure 20 shows mode strengths versus frequencies. The
plots use nondimensional frequency, i.e., Strouhal number, in
the horizontal axes. We only plotted modes with positive nu-
merical frequencies for a concise visualization. Plots in this
figure also show the same observations as in the previous para-
graphs: the data-driven PINN is more dispersive and dissipa-
tive.

An observation that is now clearer from figure 20 is the
strength distribution. In PetIBM’s case, strengths decrease
exponentially from the steady mode (i.e., S t = 0) to high-
frequency modes. One can deduce a similar conclusion from
PetIBM’s simulation result. The vortex shedding is dominated
by a single frequency (this frequency is S t ≈ 0.2 because
t ∈ [125, 140] contains three periods). Therefore, the flow
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Figure 20: Mode strengths versus mode frequencies for 2D cylinder flow at
Re = 200. Note that we use a log scale for the vertical axis.

S t Strength Growth Rate Contours

0 0.96 1.3e-7 Figure A.21
0.201 0.20 -4.3e-7 Figure A.22
0.403 0.04 1.7e-6 Figure A.23
0.604 0.03 2.7e-6 Figure A.24

Table 3: 2D Cylinder, Re = 200: top 4 primary dynamic modes
(sorted by strengths) for PetIBM

should be dominated by the steady mode and a mode with a fre-
quency close to S t = 0.2. We can indeed verify this statement
for PetIBM’s case in figure 20: the primary modes of S t = 0
and S t ≈ 0.2 are much stronger than others. The strength of
the immediately next mode, i.e., S t ≈ 0.4, drops by an order of
magnitude. Note the use of a logarithmic scale. If we re-plot
the figure using a regular scale, only S t = 0 and S t = 0.2 would
be visible in the figure.

The strength distribution in the case of PINN also shows that
S t = 0 and S t ≈ 0.2 are strong. However, they are not the
only dominating modes. Some other modes also have strengths
at around 10−1. As discussed in the previous paragraphs, these
additional strong modes are damped modes. We also observed
that some damped modes have the same frequencies as pri-
mary modes. For example, the secondary modes at S t = 0 and
S t = 0.2 are damped modes. Note that for S t = 0, if a mode
is damped, then it is not a steady mode anymore because its
magnitude changes with time, though it is still non-oscillating.

Table 3 summarizes the top 4 modes (ranked by their
strengths) in PetIBM’s spectral result. For reference, these
modes’ contours are provided in the appendex as denoted in the
table. The dynamic modes are complex-valued, and the con-
tours include both the real and the imaginary parts. Note the
growth rates of these 4 modes are not exactly zero but around
10−6 and 10−7. We were unsure if we could treat them as zero
at these orders of magnitude. If not, and if they do cause the
primary modes to be slightly damped or augmented over time,
then we believe they also serve as a reasonable explanation for
the existence of the other 50 non-primary modes in PetIBM—to
compensate for the loss or the gain in the primary modes.

Table 4 lists the PINN solution’s top 4 primary modes, which
are the same as those in table 3. Table 5 shows the top 4 sec-

S t Strength Growth Rate Contours

0 0.97 -2.2e-6 Figure A.25
0.201 0.18 -9.4e-6 Figure A.26
0.403 0.03 2.3e-5 Figure A.27
0.604 0.03 -8.6e-5 Figure A.28

Table 4: 2D Cylinder, Re = 200: top 4 primary dynamic modes
(sorted by strengths) for PINN

S t Strength Growth Rate Contours

1.142 0.12 -0.24 Figure A.29
1.253 0.08 -0.22 Figure A.30
0.633 0.05 -0.14 Figure A.31
0.761 0.04 -0.13 Figure A.32

Table 5: 2D Cylinder, Re = 200: top 4 damped dynamic modes
(sorted by strengths) for PINN

ondary modes in the PINN method’s result. Corresponding
contours are also included in the appendix and denoted in the
tables for readers’ reference. The growth rates of the primary
modes in the PINN method’s result are around 10−5 and 10−6,
slightly larger than those of PetIBM. If these orders of magni-
tude can not be deemed as zero, then these primary modes are
slightly damped and dissipative, though the major source of the
numerical dissipation may still be the secondary modes in table
5.

5. Discussion

This case study raises significant concerns about the ability
of the PINN method to predict flows with instabilities, specifi-
cally vortex shedding. In the real world, vortex shedding is trig-
gered by natural perturbations. In traditional numerical simula-
tions, however, the shedding is triggered by various numerical
noises, including rounding and truncation errors. These numer-
ical noises mimic natural perturbations. Therefore, a steady so-
lution could be physically valid for cylinder flow at Re = 200
in a perfect world with no numerical noise. As PINNs are also
subject to numerical noise, we expected to observe vortex shed-
ding in the simulations, but the results show that instead the
data-free unsteady PINN converged to a steady-state solution.
Even the data-driven PINN reverted back to a steady-state solu-
tion beyond the timeframe that was fed with PetIBM’s data. It is
unlikely that the steady-state behavior has to do with perturba-
tions. In traditional numerical simulations, it is sometimes chal-
lenging to induce vortex shedding, particularly in symmetrical
computational domains. However, we can still trigger shedding
by incorporating non-uniform initial conditions, which serve as
perturbations to the steady state solution. In the data-driven
PINN, the training data from PetIBM can be considered as such
non-uniform initial conditions. The vortex shedding already ex-
ists in the training data, yet it did not continue beyond the period
of data input, indicating that the perturbation is not the primary
factor responsible for the steady-state behavior. This suggests
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that PINNs have a different reason for their inability to gener-
ate vortex shedding compared to traditional CFD solvers. Other
results in the literature that show the two-dimensional cylinder
wake [23] in fact are using high-fidelity DNS data to provide
boundary and initial data for the PINN model. The failure to
capture vortex shedding in the data-free mode of PINN was
confirmed in recent work by Rohrhofer et al. [7].

The steady-state behavior of the PINN solutions may be at-
tributed to spectral bias. Rahaman et al. [24] showed that neural
networks exhibit spectral bias, meaning they tend to prioritize
learning low-frequency patterns in the training data. For cylin-
der flow, the lowest frequency corresponds to Strouhal number
S t = 0. The data-free unsteady PINN may be prioritizing learn-
ing the mode at S t = 0 (i.e., the steady mode) from the Navier-
Stokes equations. The same may apply to the data-driven
PINN beyond the timeframe with training data from PetIBM,
resulting in a rapid restoration to the non-oscillating solution.
Even within the timeframe with the PetIBM training data, the
data-driven PINN may prioritize learning the S t = 0 mode in
PetIBM’s data. Although the vortex shedding in PetIBM’s data
forces the PINN to learn higher-frequency modes to some ex-
tent, the shedding modes are generally more difficult to learn
due to the spectral bias. This claim is supported by the history
of the drag and lift coefficients of the data-driven PINN (the red
dashed line in figure 11), which was still unable to predict the
peak values in t ∈ [125, 140], despite extensive training.

The suspicion of spectral bias prompted us to conduct spec-
tral analysis by obtaining Koopman modes, presented in section
4.3. The Koopman analysis results are consistent with the exis-
tence of spectral bias: the data-driven PINN is not able to learn
discrete frequencies well, even when trained with PetIBM’s
data that contain modes with discrete frequencies.

The Koopman analysis on the data-driven PINN’s predic-
tion reveals many additional frequencies that do not exist in
the training data from PetIBM, and many damped modes that
have a damping effect and reduce or prohibit oscillation. These
damped modes may be the cause of the solution restoring to a
steady-state flow beyond the timeframe with PetIBM’s data.

From a numerical-method perspective, the Koopman analy-
sis shows that the PINN methods in our work are dissipative
and dispersive. The Q-criterion result (figure 18) also demon-
strates dissipative behavior, which inhibits oscillation and in-
stabilities. Dispersion can also contribute to the reduction of
oscillation strength. However, it is unclear whether dispersion
and dissipation are intrinsic numerical properties or whether we
did not train the PINNs sufficiently, even though the aggregated
loss had converged (figure 10). Unfortunately, limited com-
puting resources prevented us from continuing the training—
already taking orders of magnitude longer than the traditional
CFD solver. More theoretical work may be necessary to study
the intrinsic numerical properties of PINNs beyond computa-
tional experiments.

Another point worth discussing is the generalizability of
data-driven PINNs. Our case study demonstrates that data-
driven PINNs may not perform well when predicting data they
have not seen during training, as illustrated by the unphysical
predictions generated for t = 10 and t = 50 in figures 12, 13,

14, and 15. While data-driven PINNs are believed to have the
advantage of performing extrapolation in a meaningful way by
leveraging existing data and physical laws, our results suggest
that this “extrapolation” capability may be limited. In data-
driven approaches, the training data typically consists of ob-
servation data (e.g., experimental or simulation data) and pure
spatial-temporal points. The “extrapolation” capability is there-
fore constrained to the coordinates seen during training, rather
than arbitrary coordinates beyond the observation data.

For example, in our case study, t ∈ [0, 125] corresponds to
spatial-temporal points that were never seen during training,
t ∈ [125, 140] contains observation data, and t ∈ [140, 200]
corresponds to spatial-temporal points seen during training but
without observation data. The PINN method’s prediction for
t ∈ [125, 140] is considered interpolation. Even if we accept the
steady-state solution as physically valid, then the data-driven
PINN can only extrapolate for t ∈ [140, 200], and fails to ex-
trapolate for t ∈ [0, 125]. This limitation means that the PINN
method can only extrapolate on coordinates it has seen during
training. If the steady-state solution is deemed unacceptable,
then the data-driven PINN lacks extrapolation capability alto-
gether and is limited to interpolation. This raises the interesting
research question of how data-driven PINNs compare to tradi-
tional deep learning approaches (i.e., those not using PDEs for
losses), particularly in terms of performance and accuracy ben-
efits.

It is worth noting that Cai et al. [10] argue that data-driven
PINNs are useful in scenarios where only sparse observation
data are available, such as when an experiment only measures
flow properties at a few locations, or when a simulation only
saves transient data at a coarse-grid level in space and time.
In such cases, data-driven PINNs may outperform traditional
deep learning approaches, which typically require more data
for training. However, as we discussed in our previous work
[4], using PDEs as loss functions is computationally expensive,
increasing the overall computational graph exponentially. Thus,
even in the context of interpolation problems under sparse ob-
servation data, the research question of how much additional
accuracy can be gained at what cost in computational expense
remains an open and interesting question.

Other works have brought up concerns about the limitations
of PINN methods in certain scenarios, like flows with shocks
[6] and flows with fast variations [5]. These researchers sug-
gested that the optimization process on the complex landscape
of the loss function may be the cause of the failure. And other
works have also highlighted the performance penalty of PINNs
compared to traditional numerical methods [25]. In compari-
son with finite element methods, PINNs were found to be or-
ders of magnitude slower in terms of wall-clock time. We
also observed a similar performance penalty in our case study,
where the PINN method took orders of magnitude longer to
train than the traditional CFD solver. We purposely used a very
old GPU (NVIDIA Tesla K40) with PetIBM, running on our
lab-assembled workstation, while the PINN method was run on
a modern GPU (NVIDIA Tesla A100) on a high-performance
computing cluster. However, we did not conduct a thorough
performance comparison. It is unclear what a “fair” perfor-
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mance comparison would look like, as the factors affecting run-
time are so different between the two methods.

An interesting third option was proposed recently, where the
discretized form of the differential equations is used in the loss
function, rather than the differential equations themselves [26].
This approach foregoes the neural-network representation alto-
gether, as the unknowns are the solution values themselves on a
discretization grid. It shares with PINNs the features of solving
a gradient-based optimization problem, taking advantae of au-
tomatic differentiation, and being easily implemented in a few
lines of code thanks to modern ML frameworks. But it does
not suffer from the performance penalty of PINNs, showing
an advantage of several orders of magnitude in terms of wall-
clock time. Given that this approach uses a completely different
loss function, it supports the claims of other researchers that the
loss-function landscape is the source of problems for PINNs.

6. Conclusion

In this study, we aimed to expand upon our previous work [4]
by exploring the effectiveness of physics-informed neural net-
works (PINNs) in predicting vortex shedding in a 2D cylinder
flow at Re = 200. It should be noted that our focus is limited
to forward problems involving non-parameterized, incompress-
ible Navier-Stokes equations.

To ensure the correctness of our results, we verified and val-
idated all involved solvers. Aside from using as a baseline
results obtained with PetIBM, we used three PINN solvers in
the case study: a steady data-free PINN, an unsteady data-free
PINN, and a data-driven PINN. Our results indicate that while
both data-free PINNs produced steady-state solutions similar
to traditional CFD solvers, they failed to predict vortex shed-
ding in unsteady flow situations. On the other hand, the data-
driven PINN predicted vortex shedding only within the time-
frame where PetIBM training data were available, and beyond
this timeframe the prediction quickly reverted to the steady-
state solution. Additionally, the data-driven PINN showed lim-
ited extrapolation capabilities and produced meaningless pre-
dictions at unseen coordinates. Our Koopman analysis suggests
that PINN methods may be dissipative and dispersive, which
inhibits oscillation and causes the computed flow to return to a
steady state. This analysis is also consistent with the observa-
tion of a spectral bias inherent in neural networks [24].

One interesting research question that arises from our find-
ings is how the cost-performance ratio of data-driven PINNs
compares to classical deep learning approaches. While data-
free PINNs are commonly considered as numerical methods
for solving PDEs, data-driven PINNs are more akin to super-
vised machine/deep learning. However, data-free PINNs have
been shown to have inferior cost-performance ratios compared
to traditional numerical methods for PDEs (in terms of forward
and non-parameterized problems). The literature suggests that
PINNs are best utilized in a data-driven configuration, rather
than data-free settings. Therefore, it would be valuable to quan-
titatively compare the benefits of data-driven PINNs to those of
classical deep learning approaches and understand the associ-
ated cost-performance trade-offs.

7. Reproducibility statement

In our work, we strive for achieving reproducibility of the
results, and all the code we developed for this research is
available publicly on GitHub under an open-source license,
while all the data is available in open archival repositories.
PetIBM is an open-source CFD library based on the immersed
boundary method, and is available at https://github.com/
barbagroup/PetIBM under the permissive BSD-3 license.
The software was peer reviewed and published in the Jour-
nal of Open Source Software [8]. Our PINN solvers based
on the NVIDIA Modulus toolkit can be found following the
links in the GitHub repository for this paper, located at https:
//github.com/barbagroup/jcs_paper_pinn/. There, the
folder prefixed by repro-pack corresponds to a git submodule
pointing to the relevant commit on a branch of the repository for
the full reproducibility package of the first author’s PhD disser-
tation [27]. The branch named jcs-paper contains the modi-
fied plotting scripts to produce the publication-quality figures in
this paper. A snapshot of the repro-pack is archived on Zenodo,
and the DOI is 10.5281/zenodo.7988067. As described in the
README of the repro-pack, readers can use pre-generated data
for plotting the figures in this paper, or they can re-run the so-
lutions using the code and data available in the repro-pack. The
latter option is of course limited by the computational resources
available to the reader. For the first option, the reader can
find the raw data in a Zenodo archive, with DOI: 10.5281/zen-
odo.7988106. To facilitate reproducibility of the computational
environment, we execute all cases using Singularity/Apptainer
images for both the PetIBM and PINN cases. All the container
recipes are included in the repro-pack under the resources

folder. The Modulus toolkit was open-sourced by NVIDIA in
March 2023,2 under the Apache License 2.0. This is a permis-
sive license that requires preservation of copyright and license
notices and provides an express grant of patent rights. When
we started this research, Modulus was not yet open-source, but
it was publicly available through the conditions of an End User
Agreement. Documentation of those conditions can be found
via the May 21, 2022, snapshot of the Modulus developer web-
site on the Internet Archive Wayback Machine.3 We are confi-
dent that following the best practices of open science described
in this statement provides good conditions for reproducibility
of our results. Readers can inspect the code if any detail is un-
clear in the paper narrative, and they can re-analyze our data
or re-run the computational experiments. We spared no effort
to document, organize, and preserve all the digital artifacts for
this work.
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Figure A.21: The 1st mode in PetIBM.

Figure A.22: The 2nd mode in PetIBM.
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Figure A.23: The 3rd mode in PetIBM.

Figure A.24: The 4th mode in PetIBM.
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Figure A.25: The 1st primary mode in data-driven PINN.

Figure A.26: The 2nd primary mode in data-driven PINN.

21



Figure A.27: The 3rd primary mode in data-driven PINN.

Figure A.28: The 4th primary mode in data-driven PINN.

22



Figure A.29: The 1st damped mode in data-driven PINN.

Figure A.30: The 2nd damped mode in data-driven PINN.
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Figure A.31: The 3rd damped mode in data-driven PINN.

Figure A.32: The 4th damped mode in data-driven PINN.

24


	Introduction
	Method
	Verification and Validation
	Verification: 2D Taylor-Green Vortex (TGV), Re=100
	Validation: 2D Cylinder, Re=40

	Case Study: 2D Cylinder Flow at Re=200
	Case configurations
	Results
	Dynamical Modes and Koopman Analysis

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Reproducibility statement
	Supplement

