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Abstract
Modern digital engineering design process commonly involves expensive repeated simulations on
varying three-dimensional (3D) geometries. The efficient prediction capability of neural networks
(NNs) makes them a suitable surrogate to provide design insights. Nevertheless, few available NNs
can handle solution prediction on varying 3D shapes. We present a novel deep operator network
(DeepONet) variant called Geom-DeepONet, which encodes parameterized 3D geometries and
predicts full-field solutions on an arbitrary number of nodes. To the best of the authors’ knowledge,
this is the first attempt in the literature and is our primary novelty. In addition to expressing shapes
using mesh coordinates, the signed distance function for each node is evaluated and used to augment
the inputs to the trunk network of the Geom-DeepONet, thereby capturing both explicit and implicit
representations of the 3D shapes. The powerful geometric encoding capability of a sinusoidal
representation network (SIREN) is also exploited by replacing the classical feedforward neural
networks in the trunk with SIREN. Additional data fusion between the branch and trunk networks is
introduced by an element-wise product. A numerical benchmark was conducted to compare Geom-
DeepONet to PointNet and vanilla DeepONet, where results show that our architecture trains fast
with a small memory footprint and yields the most accurate results among the three with less than
2 MPa stress error. Results show a much lower generalization error of our architecture on unseen
dissimilar designs than vanilla DeepONet. Once trained, the model can predict vector solutions,
and speed can be over 105 times faster than implicit finite element simulations for large meshes.
The ability of the proposed model to perform efficient and accurate field predictions on variable
3D geometries, especially those discretized by different nodes and elements, makes it a valuable
tool for preliminary performance evaluation and design optimizations and is the most significant
contribution of the current work.

Keywords: Deep Operator Network (DeepONet), Parameterized 3D geometry, Sinusoidal
Representation Network (SIREN), Signed distance function (SDF), PointNet

1. Introduction

Modern science and engineering depend heavily on physics-based computational models, and
this discipline is expanding quickly. Numerical simulations are widely utilized as a reality model to
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offer insights for comprehending and forecasting the behavior of various physical phenomena and
engineering systems. In addition to loads, boundary and initial conditions, material properties, and
other inputs in many problems in engineering and science, the domain geometry is also changing.
Due to their complex, multi-physics, multi-scale nature, three-dimensionality, time dependency,
and required fidelity, these finite element (FE) simulation models can be computationally expen-
sive, even on the newest high-performance computing platforms. Consequently, relying solely on
classical high-fidelity simulation models for tasks like computer-aided design, material discovery,
and digital twins might become impractical and often impossible when there is a requirement to
explore a vast number of potential design scenarios and/or geometries. On the other hand, a sur-
rogate neural network (NN) model for changing three-dimensional (3D) domain geometry based
on mesh data is a promising machine learning method that has the potential to almost instantly
infer the solution of a physical problem involving variable 3D domain shapes without the need
for expensive traditional numerical simulations consisting of repeated meshing and solver phases.
Applying deep learning methods to learn the complexities of 3D variable geometries, represented
by its computational mesh, is an active area of research with significant potential in various appli-
cation domains like real-time simulations for predictions and controls as well as designs, topology
and shape optimizations, sensitivity analysis, and uncertainty quantification that require extensive
forward evaluations with changing 3D geometries, loads, material properties and other input pa-
rameters.

The work by Sun et al. (2020) attempted to train a physics-informed, fully connected neural
network for parameterized geometries by adding the parametric variable as input to the network
for surrogate modeling of incompressible steady flows. However, the work was limited to simple
2D fluid flow geometry with minimal variation of geometry parameters. Even though the convolu-
tional neural networks (CNNs) excel in image voxel shape recognition, the computational meshes
originating from numerical methods discretizing 3D domain geometries are often unstructured and
have varying vertex counts and connectivity, unlike 2D image grids or 3D voxels, thus making
traditional CNNs mostly inapplicable even for 2D meshes with irregular geometry. Several works
exploited coordinate transformation from irregular geometry to regular image-like computational
domains applicable to CNN models (Bao et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2020). Still, they could not handle
complex geometries with many edges or holes often encountered in real-world applications.

Another direction is to treat the 3D mesh data directly as a point cloud, a set of 3D points rep-
resenting geometric data. The pioneering work in this area is PointNet (Qi et al., 2017a), which
uses multilayer perceptron neural networks with shared weights and a globally acting “symmetri-
cal” pooling function to construct the lower dimensional representation from a set of points. Later,
more complex network architectures were devised and inspired by the PointNet architecture, such
as PointNet++ (Qi et al., 2017b), which extended PointNet to extract features from local neigh-
borhoods better, and GAPINN (Oldenburg et al., 2022) with Variational-Auto-Encoder, which was
used to reduce the dimensions of the irregular geometries to a latent representation, which is subse-
quently input into the physics-informed neural network. These works were also mostly confined to
simple geometries due to their inability to explicitly capture edge or pairwise relationships between
points.

An alternative class of artificial neural networks often used to model parametric and general
variability of domain geometries based on mesh data are graphical neural networks (GNN) (Gilmer
et al., 2017). GNNs operate on graph-structured data and can treat mesh nodes as the graph’s
vertices, but unlike point clouds, they exploit mesh connectivity (elements), too, as the edges of
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the graph. In GNN, communication is established between neighboring nodes in the so-called
message-passing and aggregation routines, and this allows GNN to handle data from different
graphs, promising to generalize data over geometries never seen by the network. Wong et al. (2022)
and Jin et al. (2023) used an encode-process-decode GNN architecture to perform the functional
performance of geometrical designs in solid mechanics and fluid applications. Franco et al. (2023)
used another encoder-decoder version of GNN to handle parametric 2D geometric variability. They
compared it with vanilla feedforward neural network implementation and showed its advantages.
He et al. (2023a) observed similar advantages in the context of physics-informed neural networks.
However, to a certain extent, all these GNN-based networks lacked generalizability due to their
inherited local nature of learning, particularly in 3D, which was somewhat alleviated with more
profound and more advanced GNN architectures. This, in turn, brings a severe computational
burden for training for many nodes in the GNN. Gladstone et al. (2024) recently addressed these
issues with edge-augmented GNN and special treatment of variable domains by a novel coordinate
transformation that enables rotation and translation invariance. While that work yielded promising
results with 2D solid mechanical domains under elastic and hyper-elastic constitutive laws, it did
not address variable 3D geometries or significant material nonlinearities.

Outside the computational mechanics community, NN architectures for encoding and represent-
ing varying 3D (surface) meshes are also heated research topics in the computer graphics/vision
community. These networks seek to create a lightweight and implicit encoding of 3D surface
meshes. One of the key concepts in this area is the signed distance function (SDF). This mathe-
matical function represents the distance between a specific point and the boundary of a geometric
shape. It is extensively utilized in computer graphics, computer vision, and robotics to depict
three-dimensional shapes. The SDF assigns a numerical value, which can be positive or negative,
to every point in space. The sign of the value denotes whether the point is located inside or outside
the shape, while the size of the value represents the distance to the nearest surface. Continuous SDF
approximated by deep neural networks has been shown to be an efficient way to represent different
3D shapes in the work of Park et al. (2019). Another recent notable contribution to representing
3D shapes is the sinusoidal representation networks (SIREN) (Sitzmann et al., 2020), which is a
periodic activation function that leverages the sine function to encode complex, highly variable
inputs and their derivatives. It has shown to be superior to commonly used activation functions
such as Tanh and ReLU. SIREN is part of the broader field of implicit neural representations (INR)
(Dupont et al., 2021; Sitzmann et al., 2020; Benbarka et al., 2022), which are a class of NNs that
can continuously represent signals (such as images, videos, or 3D shapes).

Typical surrogate NN-based models predict solutions in specific locations, or if they manage to
predict the specific field solution with a given set of parameters, a slight change of input parameters,
such as loads, boundary conditions, or domain geometry, requires computationally costly retrain-
ing on transfer learning. To lower generalization error on unseen cases, the concept of operator
learning (Kovachki et al., 2023) was proposed, which aims to approximate the governing opera-
tor via the NN. A prominent operator learning architecture is the Fourier neural operator (FNO)
first proposed by Li et al. (2020), which encodes input functions via multiple Fourier layers. Each
Fourier layer takes the Fast Fourier Transform of its input and filters out high-frequency modes.
FNO and its improved versions have been successfully applied to various differential equations (Li
et al., 2020) and elastic-plastic deformation problems in the mechanics field (Li et al., 2022). More
recently, Lu et al. (2021a) devised a Deep Operator Neural Network architecture called DeepONet
for effective operator learning. Due to its dual network nature (trunk and branch network), Deep-

3



ONet can map an infinite space of parameters to the entire solution field on the computational grid.
A trained DeepONet does not need retraining or transfer learning when a set of new parameters
is presented, and an entire solution field can be inferred several orders of magnitude faster than
classical numerical methods. Since its inception, DeepONets have been used to predict complete
solution fields in materially nonlinear solid mechanics (Koric et al., 2023; Lu et al., 2023), fracture
(Goswami et al., 2022), aerodynamics (Zhao et al., 2023), acoustics (Xu et al., 2023), heat transfer
(Sahin et al., 2024; Koric and Abueidda, 2023), and seismology (Haghighat et al., 2024). While
the original DeepONet consisted of forward fully connected networks in the branch and the trunk,
a few new formulations emerged recently, such as sequential DeepONet (He et al., 2024) devised
to encode time-dependent inputs as well as the DeepONet using a ResUNet in its trunk (He et al.,
2023b) to solve problems with complex and highly disparate 2D input geometries (defined on a
regular pixel grid) under parametric loads and elastoplastic material behavior and, to this date, that
was the only DeepONet paper with variable 2D geometry. To the best of the authors’ knowledge,
no DeepONets have been operating in 3D real-world computational domains. Moreover, almost
all existing DeepONets receive and encode constant coordinate information during training in their
trunk network.

Therefore, a knowledge gap exists in the literature for an NN architecture capable of handling
varying geometries in 3D. The excellent generalizability of the DeepONet renders itself a suitable
candidate architecture for this task. In this work, we develop and demonstrate a novel architecture
called Geom-DeepONet, which combines the operator learning architecture of a DeepONet with
the power of SDF and SIREN to perform field predictions on parameterized geometries. By pa-
rameterized geometries, we mean 3D geometries that can be fully defined by a series of geometric
parameters (e.g., length, width, radius, etc.), typical for many real-world engineering designs. To
the best of our knowledge, this marks the first time that a DeepONet architecture has been proposed
and applied to field predictions on variable 3D shapes, and it is the most novel contribution of the
current work.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of the neural network mod-
els and the two familes of designs used to test performance. Section 3 presents and discusses
the performance of the NN models with two numerical experiments. Section 4 summarizes the
outcomes and limitations and highlights future works.

2. Methods

2.1. PointNet and vanilla DeepONet for parameterized geometries
The PointNet architecture by Qi et al. (2017a) had been modified in the work of Kashefi et al.

(2021) to predict the flow field on variable and irregular geometries. It leverages a point-cloud
description of the underlying geometry and can be easily extended to perform predictions in 3D
parameterized geometries. Therefore, implementing the modified PointNet in Kashefi (2022) was
used in this work as a benchmark model. Five thousand points were used to define the input
point cloud, and a model scaling factor of 0.17 was used to generate a model with 25616 trainable
parameters, similar to all other networks used in the benchmark. For each point, four input features
are provided; they are the X, Y, and Z coordinates of the point and the applied load magnitude
(constant for all points in the same case). For implementation details on the PointNet architecture,
the readers are referred to the work of Kashefi et al. (2021). A schematic of the PointNet model
used in the benchmark is shown in Fig. 1.
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Figure 1: Schematic of the PointNet used for comparison with other networks. Input and output tensor shapes are
shown in green and red, respectively. ? and BN denote the flexible batch size dimension and batch normalization.

The original DeepONet architecture (Lu et al., 2021a) is limited to a single geometry described
by a fixed number of nodal coordinates fed to its trunk network. Since DeepONets has shown great
success in various engineering applications and the proposed network is a variant of the DeepONet
architecture, it is also included as a performance benchmark model. Since its branch and trunk net-
works consist of simple dense layers, introducing another flexible dimension in the trunk network
input to account for a variable number of nodes during prediction is relatively straightforward; see
the schematic shown in Fig. 2. The encoded data from the branch and trunk networks are combined
to form the DeepONet prediction via a dot product along the hidden dimension as follows:

Ĝ(P )(X)?i =
32∑
h=1

B?hT?ih, (1)

where B and T denote the encoded data from the branch and trunk networks. The hidden dimension
h is set to 32 in this work. However, the complete data from different geometries (discretized by
different numbers of nodes and elements) inherently have different shapes and cannot be batched
together in training1, a technique commonly used in modern-day machine learning to improve effi-
ciency. To allow batched training, all the nodal coordinates and the corresponding output fields are
randomly resampled (with repeats if the resample size is greater than the total mesh node count)
to a fixed quantity N only during training, while the flexible dimension ∗ in Fig. 2 allows for pre-
dictions on arbitrary node counts during prediction time2. Similar resampling of the field data was
done in some previous works (Koric and Abueidda, 2023; Koric et al., 2023), but sub-sampling was
only a means to reduce the input dataset size to reduce memory consumption and the geometries
studied in those works were constant. However, in the current work, it is used specifically to tackle
the challenge of a variable number of nodes in different input meshes. The concept of resampling
the data for efficient training on different meshes is essential in this work and is used in the vanilla

1Tensors of different shapes cannot be concatenated together, and zero-padding to obtain a consistent shape is
wasteful in memory.

2To accomplish this, predictions are not batched and are instead computed one after another at the expense of longer
prediction times.
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DeepONet and our proposed DeepONet to be introduced in Section 2.2. It will be investigated fur-
ther in Section 3.1. The vanilla DeepONet model used here for the benchmark has 24014 trainable
parameters.
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Figure 2: Schematic of the vanilla DeepONet used for comparison with other networks. Input and output shapes are
shown in green and red, respectively. ? and ∗ denote the flexible batch size and number of nodes in the data. n and N
are the number of input parameters and the number of nodes included in the training.

2.2. Geom-DeepONet based on SDF and SIREN
The PointNet in Kashefi et al. (2021) and the vanilla DeepONet models have respective limita-

tions when dealing with variable input geometries. First, the PointNet architecture in Kashefi et al.
(2021) does not allow varying the number of points (i.e., 5000) in the input point cloud once the
model is trained, posing significant limitations for different geometries typically described by dif-
ferent numbers of nodes and elements. Although the vanilla DeepONet architecture can handle an
arbitrary number of nodes in prediction with minor modifications, it suffers from the shortcoming
that it only leverages coordinate information in the trunk network. While the X, Y, and Z coordi-
nates are sufficient to describe a constant input geometry, it is insufficient when the geometry is
changing since a point (x∗, y∗, z∗) that is within the geometry i might not be part of another ge-
ometry. As surveyed in Section 1, similar problems of encoding and rendering variable geometries
have been studied by the computer vision/graphics community. SDF and the SIREN architecture
are two critical tools that stand out, both of which found success in the implicit neural representa-
tion of shapes. Inspired by these findings, we proposed to augment the inputs to the trunk network
with the SDF of nodes with respect to the external surfaces of the input geometry, such that all the
nodes on the external geometric surface will have an SDF of 0. In contrast, all interior nodes have a
negative SDF whose magnitude equals its closest distance to the external geometric surfaces. When
a point (x∗, y∗, z∗) is provided to the NN, the additional input SDF ∗ will help to differentiate the
positional relationship of this point with respect to different geometries, thus providing additional
geometry awareness to the model. We also replace selected dense layers in the trunk network with
SIREN layers to leverage the powerful encoding capability of the sinusoidal activation functions.
Finally, Wang et al. (2022) pointed out that the DeepONet architecture may lead to insufficient in-
formation fusion since there is no data fusion between the branch and trunk networks until the dot
product. Previous works (Wang et al., 2022; He et al., 2023c) have shown improved performance
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with intermediate data fusions in the form of an element-wise product. In this work, we leveraged
a similar concept to compute an intermediate data fusion F via Einstein summation3:

F?ih = Bα
?hT

α
?ih, (2)

where Bα and Tα denote the intermediate encoded data from the branch and trunk networks. The
final encoded data from the two networks are further combined to produce the model output:

Ĝ(P )(X, SDF )?ic =
32∑
h=1

Bβ
?hcT

β
?ihc, (3)

where Bβ and T β denote the final encoded data from the respective networks, and c denote the
number of vector components in a vector solution field. Similar to the vanilla DeepONet, the input
nodes in the meshes are resampled to a constant length before they are fed into the trunk network
of the proposed model so that batched training is possible. The proposed architecture, termed
Geom-DeepONet for its specific capability of performing field predictions on variable parameter-
ized geometries, is shown in Fig. 3. SIREN blocks were only applied to the second portion of the
trunk network, a setting that the authors found empirically to give the best performance. We de-
signed the Geom-DeepONet specifically to be able to predict all c components of a vector solution.
The total numbers of trainable parameters of the Geom-DeepONet are 25568 (used in benchmark
with other models) and 38298 when c = 1 and c = 4, respectively.
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Figure 3: Schematic of the proposed Geom-DeepONet. Input and output shapes are shown in green and red. ? and ∗
denote the flexible batch size and number of nodes in the data. n, N , and c are the number of input parameters and
nodes included in training and output vector components, respectively.

The vanilla DeepONet and the proposed Geom-DeepONet were implemented in the DeepXDE
framework (Lu et al., 2021b). The SIREN implementation from Majumdar (2020) was used. All

3Einsum is used instead of a direct element-wise summation to account for the different shapes of the input tensors,
see Fig. 3
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three NN implementations use a TensorFlow backend (Abadi et al., 2015). All models were trained
with a batch size of 16 and a learning rate of 2 × 10−3. An inverse time decay was used to adjust
the learning rate during training with a coefficient of 2× 10−4. The Adam optimizer (Kingma and
Ba, 2014) was used, and the scaled mean squared error (MSE) was used as the loss function.

2.3. Training data generation
Two different families of parameterized geometries, (1) beam with circular hole and (2) cuboid

with randomly oriented ellipsoidal void, are considered in this work. The first family of geome-
tries is used to benchmark the performance of the three different NN models introduced above.
The second family of geometries, bearing much more significant geometry variations, is used to
demonstrate the capability of the Geom-DeepONet to handle significant geometry change and pre-
dict vector solutions. The following sections introduce the settings of both examples.

2.3.1. Parameterized beam with a circular hole
The beam geometry is parameterized by three geometric parameters, namely the length, the

beam’s thickness, and the circular hole’s radius. The left end of the beam is held fixed. A pressure
load is applied to the bottom half of the circular hole on the right end, inducing bending in the
beam. The magnitude of the applied pressure is also considered a variable (albeit not geometric).
The parameters and their respective ranges are listed in Table 1. An elastic-plastic material with
linear isotropic hardening is considered, with the following material properties: Young’s modulus
of 200 GPa, Poisson’s ratio of 0.3, yield stress of 380 MPa, and a hardening modulus of 571.4
MPa. A total of 3000 unique beam designs were generated by randomly sampling from the input
parameter space. Quadratic hexahedral elements were used to mesh the geometries. Selected beam
designs are shown in Fig. 4 to showcase geometry variability. As the geometries vary, so does the
corresponding mesh discretization. A histogram is shown in Fig. 5a to depict the distribution of the
number of mesh nodes in all 3000 geometries. All FE simulations were quasi-static and performed
under small deformation assumption. For this example, the nodal von Mises equivalent stresses
σvM were stored and used as the ground-truth labels in NN training, which is defined as:

σvM =

√
3

2
S : S, (4)

where S = σ − 1
3
tr(σ)I is the deviatoric part of the stress tensor.

Table 1: Geometric and load parameters used in the beam example4

Parameter Length Thickness Radius Pressure magnitude
Min. value 80 15 10 50 MPa
Max. value 120 30 15 100 MPa

4Unit in mm unless otherwise noted
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(a) Beam example 1 (b) Beam example 2 (c) Beam example 3 (d) Beam example 4 (e) Beam example 5

Figure 4: Randomly selected beam designs.
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Figure 5: Histograms of number of mesh nodes in different geometries for (a) beams and (b) cuboids with random
void.

2.3.2. Cuboid with a randomly oriented ellipsoidal void
The cuboid geometry is parameterized by eight geometric parameters. At the center of each

cuboid, there is a randomly oriented ellipsoidal void, which is characterized by its in-plane major
and minor axes (denoted rmajor and rminor, the void is generated by revolving the 2D cross-section)
as well as three extrinsic Euler angles specifying the orientation of the void (denoted θX , θY and
θZ , in X-Y-Z rotation order). The size of the cuboid is determined by the size of the bounding box
of the rotated ellipsoidal void as well as three random offset values in the X, Y, and Z directions
(denoted dX , dY and dZ), respectively. The parameters’ ranges are listed in Table 2, where 2500
unique designs were generated. Quadratic tetrahedral elements were used to mesh the geometries.
Selected cuboid designs are shown in Fig. 6, and the histogram of all mesh node counts in different
meshes is shown in Fig. 5b. The cuboids are simply supported at the Y = 0 face to prevent
movement in the Y direction only. The amount of applied tensile strain on the Y = Ymax surface
(ϵY ) is also a parameter for increased solution diversity, varying from 0.1% to 0.15%. A similar
elastic-plastic material is considered, with the following material properties: Young’s modulus of
209 GPa, Poisson’s ratio of 0.3, yield stress of 235 MPa, and a hardening modulus of 800 MPa.
Due to the presence of the internal void and the stress concentration around it, a small amount of
strain, such as those in the range of 0.1% to 0.15%, is sufficient to induce large-scale yielding in
the cuboid. For this example, the von Mises stress and the displacement vector are stored as the
four solution fields to be predicted by the NN.

5Unit in mm unless otherwise noted
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Table 2: Geometric and load parameters used in the cuboid with void example5

Parameter rmajor rminor θX θY θZ dX dY dZ ϵY
Min. value 0.5 0.5 0◦ 0◦ 0◦ 1 1 1 0.1%
Max. value 5 5 90◦ 90◦ 90◦ 5 5 5 0.15%

(a) Cuboid example 1 (b) Cuboid example 2 (c) Cuboid example 3 (d) Cuboid example 4 (e) Cuboid example 5

Figure 6: Randomly selected cuboid designs. The bodies are set to opaque to visualize the internal void.

3. Results and discussion

All simulations were conducted with six high-end AMD EPYC 7763 Milan CPU cores. All
NN training and inference were conducted using a single Nvidia A100 GPU card on Delta, an HPC
cluster hosted at the National Center for Supercomputing Applications (NCSA). Two quantitative
metrics were used to evaluate the model performance in the test set. They are the relative error and
mean absolute error:

Relative error =

∣∣∣∣fFE − fPred

fFE

∣∣∣∣× 100%,

MAE =
1

NT

NT∑
i=1

|fFE − fPred| ,
(5)

where fFE , fPred, and NT denote the finite element (FE) simulated field values, NN-predicted field
values, and the number of test cases, respectively. For Section 3.1 - Section 3.3, the parametric
beam dataset was used, while for Section 3.4, the cuboid with void dataset was used.

3.1. Effect of number of resample points
As introduced in Section 2.1, one of the critical steps in the vanilla DeepONet and Geom-

DeepONet to allow for efficient batched training on variable geometries is to resample the input
mesh nodes to a constant number (N ) of points. Hence, the input nodes and output fields have
identical shapes for all geometries. However, it is not immediately obvious what the value of N
should be and how that affects the prediction and generalization (from resampled points back to the
full mesh) capabilities. To this end, 6 different N values were studied; they are 250, 1000, 2000,
5000, 10000, and 25000. For each N value, the random data resampling and Geom-DeepONet
training were repeated 3 times to collect statistics. The Geom-DeepONet models were trained for
150000 iterations. Data from 2400 geometries are used in training, while 600 are reserved for
training, leading to an 80/20 data split. First, it is of interest to compare the evolution of the output
data distribution as N increases. Histograms of the resampled data at different N values are shown
in Fig. 7. To evaluate model performance, MAE in von Mises stress was evaluated on the resampled
points in the test set and all mesh nodes of the corresponding geometry. The model training time
and stress MAE are depicted in Fig. 8.
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Figure 7: Histograms of the output von Mises stress with different numbers of resampled points.
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Figure 8: Plots of model training time and prediction error at different N values.

From Fig. 7, it is obvious that distributions of the output stress do not vary significantly with the
number of resampled points, yielding similar distributions once more than 1000 points were ran-
domly picked from all mesh nodes of each geometry. However, Fig. 8b clearly shows that although
the data distributions are similar, the N value can significantly influence the model performance. A
general observation is that the prediction errors on the full mesh nodes are larger than those on the
resampled set. This is reasonable as the resampling does not cover all the possible locations where
a high stress value may occur. However, we noticed that the difference in prediction errors between
the resampled points and the mesh nodes is small, indicating that a model trained only on a subset of
nodes can indeed generalize predictions to all nodes in the full mesh, although the node counts are
distinct for each case, a powerful finding of the current study. More importantly, the results indicate
that an optimal number of N exists and is around 2000 points for the beam problem. However, the
variability of the model performance is relatively high at N=2000, while N=5000 seems to bal-
ance model prediction accuracy, performance variability, and training time. However, it is worth
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mentioning that the optimal value of N is likely problem-dependent and should be fine-tuned for
each specific problem for best performance. To demonstrate baseline performance without any
problem-specific hyper-parameter optimization, N=5000 is used for all subsequent model training
presented in this work. We also highlight that all meshes in the beam geometries have more than
5000 nodes, indicating that the Geom-DeepONet is extremely data efficient in terms of capturing
the variable geometries with a sample point cloud.

3.2. Comparison with PointNet and vanilla DeepONet
In this example, we compare the performance of PointNet, vanilla DeepONet, and the proposed

Geom-DeepONet using the parametric beam dataset. Each model was trained 3 times with ran-
domly generated 80/20 data split and random data resampling to obtain statistics. The PointNet
was trained for 4000 iterations with a batch size of 32 (i.e., following the original implementation
as in Kashefi (2022)). The two DeepONet models were trained for 150000 iterations with a batch
size of 16. The training histories for the three models are depicted in Fig. 9.

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000
Iterations

10 3

10 2

M
SE

Training loss, PointNet
Testing loss, PointNet

(a) PointNet

0 20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 120000 140000
Iterations

10 3

10 2

M
SE

Training loss, vanilla DeepONet
Testing loss, vanilla DeepONet

(b) Vanilla DeepONet

0 20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 120000 140000
Iterations

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

M
SE

Training loss, Geom-DeepONet
Testing loss, Geom-DeepONet

(c) Geom-DeepONet

Figure 9: Training and testing loss history for different models.

The average training time, GPU memory usage during training, average (over all 3 training
trials) stress MAE on the resampled points and all mesh nodes for all three models are listed in Ta-
ble 3. The numbers in the table are color-coded to indicate ranking: green for the best model, yellow
for the medium model, and red for the worst model. To showcase the stress field predictions on dif-
ferent geometries, volume rendering plots for PointNet, vanilla DeepONet, and Geom-DeepONet
are shown in Figs.10-12, respectively. The predictions are ranked by the stress MAE, and the best,
median, 75th percentile, and the worst case are shown in the plot. The best-performing instance
from the 3 repeated runs of each model was used to generate the plots. Since the PointNet architec-
ture does not allow for varying the input dataset size once the model is trained, the 5000 resampled
points are rendered as spheres to emulate a volume plot. For the two DeepONets, volume rendering
was done by predicting on all mesh nodes of each geometry and rendered as a volume using the
corresponding mesh connectivity.

From Fig. 9a, it is obvious that the test loss of the PointNet model, although highly oscilla-
tory, remained similar to that in the training set. For the DeepONets shown in Fig. 9b and Fig. 9c,
notable oscillation in the training loss is visible even in later stage of the training process, but the

6Measured using a batch size of 16 to be consistent across all three models. When using a batch size of 32, memory
usage was similar.
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Table 3: Training time and stress MAE (in MPa) for three different models

Model Training time [s] Memory [GB] MAE,subset MAE,mesh nodes
PointNet 7450 37.936 3.35 /

Vanilla DeepONet 347 0.96 6.96 6.98
Geom-DeepONet 591 1.20 1.55 1.57

(a) FE, best (b) FE, 50th pct. (c) FE, 75th pct. (d) FE, worst

(e) Pred., best (f) Pred., 50th pct. (g) Pred., 75th pct. (h) Pred., worst
MAE = 1.53 MPa

(i) MAE, best

MAE = 2.28 MPa

(j) MAE, 50th pct.

MAE = 2.81 MPa

(k) MAE, 75th pct.

MAE = 7.25 MPa

(l) MAE, worst

Figure 10: Volume predictions by PointNet, ranked by different percentiles in stress MAE. The first and second rows
show the FE ground truth and the model predictions, and they share identical color scales. The third row shows the
MAE, and the color range is set to 1/10 of that in the FE ground truth. The 5000 points in each test case are rendered
as spheres to create a volume plot.

test loss is stable at approximately the mean value of the training loss at different iterations. Com-
pared to vanilla DeepONet, the training history of the Geom-DeepONet showed more oscillations,
especially towards the early stage of training, but was able to reach a much lower test loss value.
In general, no significant over-fitting has occurred for any of the three models. Although it can
be argued that the training iterations in PointNet are much less than the two DeepONet models,
therefore seemingly giving an advantage to the DeepONet models, we highlight that the training
time for PointNet already exceeded 10 times of the DeepONet training times, while the proposed
Geom-DeepONet delivered over 50% lower prediction error. Therefore, although having more it-
erations might increase the PointNet performance, it is simply more efficient to use the proposed
Geom-DeepONet to obtain more accurate predictions in a shorter training time. As shown in Ta-
ble 3, Geom-DeepONet has the lowest stress MAE on both the resampled subset and on all mesh
nodes, having prediction errors less than 2 MPa while requiring an acceptable training time of less
than 10 mins for 150000 iterations. In addition, we highlight that the proposed network is also
memory efficient, requiring only 1.2GB of memory during training, while the PointNet required
almost 38GB. Therefore, we can conclude that the Geom-DeepONet is superior to PointNet and
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(a) FE, best (b) FE, 50th pct. (c) FE, 75th pct. (d) FE, worst

(e) Pred., best (f) Pred., 50th pct. (g) Pred., 75th pct. (h) Pred., worst
MAE = 3.46 MPa

(i) MAE, best

MAE = 6.02 MPa

(j) MAE, 50th pct.

MAE = 7.74 MPa

(k) MAE, 75th pct.

MAE = 21.72 MPa

(l) MAE, worst

Figure 11: Volume predictions by the vanilla DeepONet, ranked by different percentiles in stress MAE. The first and
second rows show the FE ground truth and the model predictions, and they share identical color scales. The third row
shows the MAE and the color range is set to 1/10 of that in the FE ground truth to make any error concentration visible.

(a) FE, best (b) FE, 50th pct. (c) FE, 75th pct. (d) FE, worst

(e) Pred., best (f) Pred., 50th pct. (g) Pred., 75th pct. (h) Pred., worst
MAE = 0.84 MPa

(i) MAE, best

MAE = 1.29 MPa

(j) MAE, 50th pct.

MAE = 1.66 MPa

(k) MAE, 75th pct.

MAE = 7.71 MPa

(l) MAE, worst

Figure 12: Volume predictions by Geom-DeepONet, ranked by different percentiles in stress MAE. The first and
second rows show the FE ground truth and the model predictions, and they share identical color scales. The third row
shows the MAE and the color range is set to 1/10 of that in the FE ground truth to make any error concentration visible.

vanilla DeepONet of similar sizes.
Comparing the volume renderings in Figs.10-12 provides more direct insights into the model
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performance. For PointNet, since the number of points in the input point cloud is fixed (to 5000
points) once the model is trained, predictions cannot be made easily on meshes with varying num-
bers of nodes. Hence, the results had to be rendered only at the 5000 resampled points as point
clouds. While the two DeepONet models can handle flexible input dimensions during predic-
tion, enabling them to make predictions on meshes of various node counts and render the results
as volume contours, a powerful improvement from the PointNet model. Comparing the predic-
tions of the vanilla and the Geom-DeepONets, it is obvious that Geom-DeepONet predictions are
much more accurate, especially near the circular hole of the beam, where most vanilla DeepONet
predictions show significant errors. Compared to vanilla DeepONet, the prediction errors of the
Geom-DeepONet are concentrated in the fixed end of the beam, where the stress gradient is high
(can be seen in the FE stress contours in the worst case, last column) due to the imposed boundary
conditions. Therefore, it is evident that employing SDF and SIREN in the model architecture and
allowing intermediate data fusion from the branch and trunk networks have significantly enhanced
the spatial geometric awareness of the resulting network.

3.3. Generalization in the parameter space
In Section 3.1 and Section 3.2, all models were trained with a randomly generated 80/20 data

split. In the context of capturing geometry changes, it is of interest to investigate the model perfor-
mance when the geometries in the test set are dissimilar to those in the training set and thus test the
model’s generalizability to dissimilar shapes. This work focuses only on parameterized geometries,
which naturally provide a means to measure design similarity in the parameter space. We define a
normalized similarity between two designs i and j using a simple L2 norm:

Sij =

√√√√ n∑
k=1

(P̂ i
k − P̂ j

k )
2, (6)

where Sij is the similarity, and P̂ i
k denotes the kth normalized (to the range 0-1) geometric param-

eter of geometry i. Only geometric parameters are considered, and load parameters are excluded
from the similarity calculation. Without loss of generality, we can take the first geometry as the
reference geometry, compute similarity with respect to this reference, and rank all other geometries
based on similarity. A special data split can be formed by considering 80% of the most similar
geometries in the training set while the 20% of the most dissimilar geometries in the test set. The
vanilla DeepONet and the Geom-DeepONet were trained using this similarity-based data splitting.
The bar charts comparing similarity-based and random data splitting are shown in Fig. 13a and
Fig. 13b. Scatter plots showing the correlation between design similarity and prediction errors (on
mesh nodes) are shown in Fig. 13c.

The bar charts in Fig. 13 clearly show the differences in performance between the vanilla Deep-
ONet and Geom-DeepONet. When changing from a random data split to a similarity data split,
the test error for vanilla DeepONet increased significantly to around 12 MPa, while that for Geom-
DeepONet remained less than 2.5 MPa. Similarly, when inspecting the scatter plot of stress pre-
diction error versus distance in the design space, we see a clear positive correlation for the vanilla
DeepONet, evident from the large positive slope of the linear regression fit (solid black trend line).
In contrast, the correlation for Geom-DeepONet, although still positive, is much weaker (much
smaller slope of the dashed black trend line), indicating the prediction error does not grow signifi-
cantly as the design becomes more dissimilar with the reference. These findings again highlight the
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Figure 13: Comparison of generalization error in parameter space: (a) Vanilla DeepONet, random split compared to
similarity split. (b) Geom-DeepONet, random split compared to similarity split. (c) Scatter plot showing the correlation
of prediction error with design distance.

superior spatial geometric awareness of the proposed Geom-DeepONet model compared to vanilla
DeepONet based only on nodal coordinates.

3.4. Extension to vector predictions: Cuboid with ellipsoidal void
In the beam dataset, we have only trained the model to predict the von Mises equivalent stress.

In this section, we trained a Geom-DeepONet to predict both the von Mises stress and the X, Y,
and Z components of the displacement vector using the cuboid with random void dataset.

3.4.1. Effect of Geom-DeepONet model size
With 4 output vector components, the baseline Geom-DeepONet only has 38298 trainable pa-

rameters, and a sheer 95.24% of the meshes in the cuboid dataset has more degrees of freedom
(DoFs) than the Geom-DeepONet trainable parameters. When the geometric variation is large,
and the baseline Geom-DeepONet model does not provide sufficient prediction accuracy, it is of
practical interest to investigate how the model performance is affected by simply increasing the
number of trainable parameters of the model without any further hyper-parameter tuning. To this
end, a larger Geom-DeepONet model can be created by simply doubling the number of neurons
in each Dense and SIREN layers in Fig. 3. Doing so increases the number of trainable parameters
to 150340, about 3 times more than the baseline model. The smaller baseline and larger models
were trained independently for 3 times with random 80/20 data split for 600000 iterations. The
average (over three runs) training time and performance of both models are shown in Table 4. The
FE simulation and prediction times vary due to different numbers of DoFs in each geometry, and a
scatter plot comparing the simulation and NN prediction times for different DoF counts is shown
in Fig. 14a. The amount of speed up comparing the NN prediction times to simulation times in the
test geometries is shown in Fig. 14b. The volume rendering of the predicted fields by the baseline
and larger Geom-DeepONets are shown in Fig. 15 and Fig. 16, respectively. Contour plots are
shown for the stress field, while the FE-simulated and NN-predicted displacement vectors are used
to deform the geometries to render the deformed shapes at a scale factor of 250 to highlight any
differences.

Similar to Section 3.3, we trained an instance of the baseline and larger Geom-DeepONets using
a similarity-based data split using a similarity score computed from the 8 geometric parameters in
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Table 4: Performance of Geom-DeepONet models of different sizes

Model Training MAE, stress Rel. err, stress MAE, u Rel. err, u
Baseline 4636s 7.25 MPa 5.05% 1.68×10−4 mm 9.14%

Larger model 5604s 6.16 MPa 4.28% 1.39×10−4 mm 7.87%
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Figure 14: Comparison of finite element simulation and neural network prediction times and the amount of speedup.

(a) FE, best (b) FE, 70th pct. (c) FE, 80th pct. (d) FE, 90th pct. (e) FE, worst

(f) Pred., best (g) Pred., 70th pct. (h) Pred., 80th pct. (i) Pred., 90th pct. (j) Pred., worst

MAE=2.63MPa

(k) MAE, best

MAE=5.88MPa

(l) MAE, 70th pct.

MAE=6.51MPa

(m) MAE, 80th pct.

MAE=8.68MPa

(n) MAE, 90th pct.

MAE=92.84MPa

(o) MAE, worst

Figure 15: Volume predictions by the baseline Geom-DeepONet, ranked by stress MAE. Section view applied to show
internal details. The first and second rows show FE results and model predictions with identical color scales. Deformed
shapes are rendered with the FE and predicted displacements with a scale factor of 250. The third row shows the stress
MAE and the color range is set to 1/10 of that in the FE ground truth to highlight where the errors are concentrated.

the cuboid family of geometries. The comparison of generalization errors for the two models and
different output components are shown in Fig. 17.
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(a) FE, best (b) FE, 70th pct. (c) FE, 80th pct. (d) FE, 90th pct. (e) FE, worst

(f) Pred., best (g) Pred., 70th pct. (h) Pred., 80th pct. (i) Pred., 90th pct. (j) Pred., worst

MAE=1.70MPa

(k) MAE, best

MAE=4.30MPa

(l) MAE, 70th pct.

MAE=5.01MPa

(m) MAE, 80th pct.

MAE=6.45MPa

(n) MAE, 90th pct.

MAE=82.88MPa

(o) MAE, worst

Figure 16: Volume predictions by the larger Geom-DeepONet, ranked by different percentiles in stress MAE. The first
and second rows show the FE ground truth and the model predictions, and they share identical color scale. The third
row shows the MAE and the color scale range is set to 1/10 of that in the FE ground truth to highlight where the errors
are concentrated.
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Figure 17: Generalization error in parameter space for different components: (a) von Mises stress, (b) Ux, (b) Uy , (d)
Uz .

The results in Table 4 show that the prediction accuracy can increase by simply increasing the
model size without changing any other model hyper-parameters. The MAE in stress decreased by
1.1 MPa, and the relative error in the displacement vector decreased by 1.2%. It is also interesting to
note that although the model size increased by almost 3 folds, the training time only increased by a
modest 21%, indicating that the training of the Geom-DeepONet is efficient thanks to the DeepXDE
platform. Fig. 14 provides insights about the model prediction times on meshes of different node
counts and how that compares to FE simulation times. As expected, both show an increasing
trend with increasing number of nodes. However, the simulation time increases at a much faster
rate as the number of DoFs increases compared to both Geom-DeepONet predictions. As for the
speedup in time compared to FE simulation, it again varies with the number of DoFs, ranging
from about 1000 times faster for smaller models to over 105 times faster for larger models. These
results indicate that, although the predictions cannot be done in batches for maximum efficiency

18



(due to different numbers of nodes in different geometries), the prediction speed of the trained
Geom-DeepONet models is still much faster than direct FE simulation.

Fig. 15 and Fig. 16 compare the volume predictions generated from the Geom-DeepONets of
different sizes. Note that besides the best and worst cases, we showed the 70th, 80th, and 90th

percentiles, aiming to showcase the model performance towards the bad end of the performance
spectrum. We see that even the smaller baseline model can capture the general stress contours up to
the 90th percentile, and it captures the lateral contractions near the center of the cuboid created due
to the internal void (e.g., Fig. 15(d,i)), indicating decent accuracy in all four output components.
The stress MAE remains lower than 9 MPa up to the 90th percentile and eventually spikes to over
90 MPa in the worst case, indicating most cases have mean stress errors less than 10 MPa and are
quite accurate. The distributions of the prediction errors (last row in Fig. 15 and Fig. 16) show
no particular concentration in the geometries and appear to be randomly distributed inside the
volume. For the larger model, the observation is similar. The model offers accurate stress contour
predictions up to 90th percentile, further lowering the error at that point to less than 7 MPa. The
lateral contractions due to internal voids are again well captured by the model. In the worst case,
neither model is capable of predicting the approximate stress contour and corresponding deformed
shape. However, in general, it can be concluded that the Geom-DeepONet predicted solution fields
are accurate even for cases with varying geometries. The generalizability of the Geom-DeepONet
models is studied in Fig. 17. While both models show increased generalization error as the design
becomes less and less similar to the reference design (e.g., first design in the family), the rate of
error increase is reduced when the model size is increased, indicating that increasing the model size
can effectively increase the generalizability of the model.

3.4.2. Prediction on different meshes
The current Geom-DeepONet is a coordinate-based framework; namely, only point clouds (but

not element connectivity) are fed into the network to help describe the geometry. Therefore, it is
also of interest to investigate how the model predictions vary as the point cloud used to describe
certain geometry changes. To this end, a geometry was randomly chosen from the test set of the
larger Geom-DeepONet trained using a similarity-based data splitting. Besides the original mesh
(here denoted as M1), three additional meshes were generated. The first one (denoted as M1-1)
has identical characteristic element size but was meshed with a mapped surface mesh, while the
two other meshes have 1

2
and 1

4
for the mesh sizes, respectively (denoted as M2 and M3). The

four meshes are shown in Fig. 18. FE simulations were performed on all four meshes to obtain
the ground truth values. The trained Geom-DeepONet model was loaded and used to make field
predictions on the four meshes. The mesh node count, computational time, and MAE in stress and
displacement predictions are shown in Table 5. The FE simulation and NN prediction times are
compared in Fig. 19a. To further compare the FE simulation stress results and the Geom-DeepONet
predictions, we sampled the 3D volumetric data along three lines in the middle cut-plane of the
geometry at three different normalized Ȳ values of 0, 0.5, and 0.85, respectively. The three sample
lines are shown in Fig. 19c, and the extracted results are compared in Fig. 20.

The comparison shown in Table 5 and Fig. 19a shows that the Geom-DeepONet prediction on
sequentially refined meshes is far more efficient than finite element simulations, more than 104

times faster. A power-law curve fit revealed that the FE simulation times scale as O(n1.36), where
n denotes the number of DoFs in the problem, while that from the NN predictions is O(n0.83).
This indicates that the NN prediction also scales better than the FE simulation as the number of
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(a) Mesh M1 (b) Mesh M1-1 (c) Mesh M2 (d) Mesh M3

Figure 18: Four different meshes of the same geometry used in Geom-DeepONet prediction.

Table 5: Model performance comparison on 4 different meshes

Mesh Node # FE time Prediction time MAE, stress MAE, u
M1 57408 29 s 2.03 ms 5.52 MPa 1.46×10−4 mm

M1-1 47962 28 s 1.83 ms 5.52 MPa 1.42×10−4 mm
M2 325726 187 s 7.68 ms 5.14 MPa 1.42×10−4 mm
M3 1684604 3742 s 35.58 ms 5.20 MPa 1.66×10−4 mm
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Figure 19: (a) Comparison of finite element simulation and neural network prediction times on four meshes. (b) GPU
memory usage for predictions on different meshes. (c) Three lines used to sample the volumetric solution field. Each
line contains 1000 evaluation points.
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Figure 20: Comparison of ground-truth and predictions von Mises stress at the three sample lines. Sampled stress value
is 0 at the interior of the void.
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DoFs increases. Fig. 19b shows GPU memory consumption during prediction time for different
mesh sizes. Sub-linear scaling was observed for the required memory, and a power-law curve fit
reveals that a single A100 GPU card with 40GB memory can handle predictions with approximately
7× 107 DoFs before running out of memory. Comparing the MAEs in stress and displacement, we
see similar levels of errors for the two meshes with identical mesh sizes (M1 and M1-1) as well
as meshes of different densities (M1, M2, and M3), indicating that the performance of the Geom-
DeepONet is relatively stable with respect to changes in the point cloud (nodes) used to describe
the geometry. It is insensitive to different element connectivity used to form the volume meshes.

When comparing the line plot results in Fig. 20, it is evident that the FE results from different
mesh densities are almost identical, indicating that the FE results converge even at the coarsest
mesh level. The NN predictions remain generally close to the FE ground truth values. However,
for lines (a) and (c), the minimum predicted value near the mid-point of the sample line decreases
with finer mesh size, thus increasing the prediction error on the sample line. Further comparing the
shape of the FE stress contours with the NN-predicted contours, it is evident that a spectral bias
(Rahaman et al., 2019) exists in the predictions. The sharp stress transitions in the FE ground truth
(high-frequency components) are approximated by Geom-DeepONet with smooth transitions (low-
frequency components). This is a limitation of the current model and can be detrimental when the
geometric features in the part, such as cracks, defects, and sharp corners, induce regions of sharp
stress gradients.

4. Conclusions, limitations, and future work

Solution field prediction via neural networks for 3D objects with varying geometries has signif-
icant practical importance as all engineering components are 3D. Repeated evaluation over many
design iterations might be necessary during the initial design process. PointNet (Kashefi et al.,
2021), a neural network architecture that can handle geometry variations, suffers from the limita-
tion of a fixed point cloud size used for input and output. The DeepONet (Lu et al., 2021a), al-
though having low generalization errors, is not designed to handle variable geometries. Therefore,
the current work proposed a novel DeepONet architecture termed the Geom-DeepONet, specifi-
cally designed to handle parameterized geometries (i.e., can be fully defined via a set of geometric
parameters like length, width, height, and radius) in 3D discretized by different numbers of nodes
and finite elements. This is the first attempt in the literature to the best of the authors’ knowledge. In
addition to the traditional nodal coordinate information used in the trunk network of vanilla Deep-
ONet, Geom-DeepONet augments the trunk input with signed distance functions, thus providing
spatial information on the current node in terms of its nearest distance to the exterior surface of the
geometry. Geom-DeepONet also leverages intermediate data fusion between the branch and trunk
networks, a technique shown to improve model performance. We also employed SIREN in the
trunk network to encode the 3D point clouds instead of simple dense layers, another improvement
from the vanilla DeepONet.

Furthermore, by introducing an additional flexible dimension, the current architecture can seam-
lessly generate predictions on meshes of an arbitrary number of nodes, making the network natu-
rally suitable for varying geometries. Using a parameterized beam dataset, a comprehensive bench-
mark was conducted between PointNet, vanilla DeepONet, and Geom-DeepONet. The results
indicate that Geom-DeepONet is more accurate than PointNet and vanilla DeepONet. Geom-
DeepONet is also much more computationally efficient (in terms of training time and required
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GPU memory) to train than PointNet running on identical hardware. Using the same dataset, we
also demonstrate that Geom-DeepONet can generalize much better in the design parameter space
for unseen and dissimilar designs than the vanilla DeepONet, proving its strong capability in cap-
turing geometry changes and their influence on the underlying fields. It is further demonstrated that
the proposed model can accurately predict vector fields (e.g., stress and three displacement com-
ponents) using a cuboid with the random elliptical void dataset. When the geometry variation is
considerable, simply increasing the number of neurons in each layer proves to be a straightforward
way to obtain improved performance without the need for intricate hyperparameter optimization,
and increasing the model size also lowers the generalization errors of the model for unseen and dis-
similar designs. It is shown that the predictions of the proposed model are relatively insensitive to
the input point cloud used to describe the geometry, and the time for neural network prediction can
be over 105 times faster than finite element simulations for models with a large number of degrees
of freedom. Finally, the proposed network has a relatively small memory footprint in training and
prediction, indicating that it is possible to employ DeepONets in variable 3D real-world geometries
today with the current GPU hardware capabilities.

The current work provides a novel tool for generating field predictions on variable geome-
tries. The relatively short training time, small memory footprint, high prediction accuracy, and
much faster prediction speed compared to finite element simulations make it a powerful asset for
design engineers, where repeated preliminary design evaluations are required. The model can pro-
vide valuable directional insights to the design engineer and quickly filter out undesirable designs.
Compared to previous neural network models that aim to serve a similar purpose, the ability of
the current model to handle truly three-dimensional variable geometries makes it one step closer to
real-world engineering applications.

Although the current methodology yielded high accuracy, the proposed methods have certain
limitations. First, the current model relies on a design parameter-based description of the input ge-
ometries, which may only sometimes be feasible or available for complex engineering components
and assemblies. Therefore, in future works, we will seek to explore implicit and parameter-free
means to encode varying input geometries. Secondly, from the comparison of the ground truth and
predicted stress curves, it is seen that the current model suffers from spectral bias, and the high-
frequency components of the solution field are not learned effectively. Since previous works (Jiang
et al., 2023; Li et al., 2022) have leveraged the Fourier transform to capture high-frequency compo-
nents of the solution field, future works will also include improving the current Geom-DeepONet
to minimize spectral bias.

Replication of results

The data and source code that support the findings of this study can be made available upon
reasonable request to the corresponding author.
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Jan Oldenburg, Finja Borowski, Alper Öner, Klaus-Peter Schmitz, and Michael Stiehm. Geometry aware physics informed neural network surrogate

for solving navier–stokes equation (gapinn). Advanced Modeling and Simulation in Engineering Sciences, 9(1):8, 2022.
Justin Gilmer, Samuel S Schoenholz, Patrick F Riley, Oriol Vinyals, and George E Dahl. Neural message passing for quantum chemistry. In

International conference on machine learning, pages 1263–1272. PMLR, 2017.
Jian Cheng Wong, Chin Chun Ooi, Joyjit Chattoraj, Lucas Lestandi, Guoying Dong, Umesh Kizhakkinan, David William Rosen, Mark Hyunpong

Jhon, and My Ha Dao. Graph neural network based surrogate model of physics simulations for geometry design. In 2022 IEEE Symposium
Series on Computational Intelligence (SSCI), pages 1469–1475. IEEE, 2022.

Zeqing Jin, Bowen Zheng, Changgon Kim, and Grace X Gu. Leveraging graph neural networks and neural operator techniques for high-fidelity
mesh-based physics simulations. APL Machine Learning, 1(4), 2023.

Nicola Rares Franco, Stefania Fresca, Filippo Tombari, and Andrea Manzoni. Deep learning-based surrogate models for parametrized pdes: Han-
dling geometric variability through graph neural networks. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 33(12), 2023.

Junyan He, Diab Abueidda, Seid Koric, and Iwona Jasiuk. On the use of graph neural networks and shape-function-based gradient computation in
the deep energy method. International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 124(4):864–879, 2023a.

Rini Jasmine Gladstone, Helia Rahmani, Vishvas Suryakumar, Hadi Meidani, Marta D’Elia, and Ahmad Zareei. Mesh-based gnn surrogates for
time-independent pdes. Scientific Reports, 14(1):3394, 2024.

Jeong Joon Park, Peter Florence, Julian Straub, Richard Newcombe, and Steven Lovegrove. Deepsdf: Learning continuous signed distance functions
for shape representation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pages 165–174, 2019.

Vincent Sitzmann, Julien Martel, Alexander Bergman, David Lindell, and Gordon Wetzstein. Implicit neural representations with periodic activation
functions. Advances in neural information processing systems, 33:7462–7473, 2020.
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Nuri Benbarka, Timon Höfer, Andreas Zell, et al. Seeing implicit neural representations as fourier series. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Winter
Conference on Applications of Computer Vision, pages 2041–2050, 2022.

Nikola Kovachki, Zongyi Li, Burigede Liu, Kamyar Azizzadenesheli, Kaushik Bhattacharya, Andrew Stuart, and Anima Anandkumar. Neural
operator: Learning maps between function spaces with applications to pdes. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 24(89):1–97, 2023.

Zongyi Li, Nikola Kovachki, Kamyar Azizzadenesheli, Burigede Liu, Kaushik Bhattacharya, Andrew Stuart, and Anima Anandkumar. Fourier
neural operator for parametric partial differential equations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.08895, 2020.

Zongyi Li, Daniel Zhengyu Huang, Burigede Liu, and Anima Anandkumar. Fourier neural operator with learned deformations for pdes on general
geometries. arXiv preprint arXiv:2207.05209, 2022.

Lu Lu, Pengzhan Jin, Guofei Pang, Zhongqiang Zhang, and George Em Karniadakis. Learning nonlinear operators via deeponet based on the
universal approximation theorem of operators. Nature machine intelligence, 3(3):218–229, 2021a.

Seid Koric, Asha Viswantah, Diab W Abueidda, Nahil A Sobh, and Kamran Khan. Deep learning operator network for plastic deformation with
variable loads and material properties. Engineering with Computers, pages 1–13, 2023.

23



Minglei Lu, Ali Mohammadi, Zhaoxu Meng, Xuhui Meng, Gang Li, and Zhen Li. Deep neural operator for learning transient response of interpen-
etrating phase composites subject to dynamic loading. Computational Mechanics, pages 1–14, 2023.

Somdatta Goswami, Minglang Yin, Yue Yu, and George Em Karniadakis. A physics-informed variational deeponet for predicting crack path in
quasi-brittle materials. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 391:114587, 2022.

Tun Zhao, Weiqi Qian, Jie Lin, Hai Chen, Houjun Ao, Gong Chen, and Lei He. Learning mappings from iced airfoils to aerodynamic coefficients
using a deep operator network. Journal of Aerospace Engineering, 36(5):04023035, 2023.

Liang Xu, Haigang Zhang, and Minghui Zhang. Training a deep operator network as a surrogate solver for two-dimensional parabolic-equation
models. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, 154(5):3276–3284, 2023.

Izzet Sahin, Christian Moya, Amirhossein Mollaali, Guang Lin, and Guillermo Paniagua. Deep operator learning-based surrogate models with
uncertainty quantification for optimizing internal cooling channel rib profiles. International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer, 219:124813,
2024.

Seid Koric and Diab W Abueidda. Data-driven and physics-informed deep learning operators for solution of heat conduction equation with para-
metric heat source. International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer, 203:123809, 2023.

Ehsan Haghighat, Umair bin Waheed, and George Karniadakis. En-deeponet: An enrichment approach for enhancing the expressivity of neural
operators with applications to seismology. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 420:116681, 2024.

Junyan He, Shashank Kushwaha, Jaewan Park, Seid Koric, Diab Abueidda, and Iwona Jasiuk. Sequential deep operator networks (s-deeponet) for
predicting full-field solutions under time-dependent loads. Engineering Applications of Artificial Intelligence, 127:107258, 2024.

Junyan He, Diab Abueidda, Rashid Abu Al-Rub, Seid Koric, and Iwona Jasiuk. A deep learning energy-based method for classical elastoplasticity.
International Journal of Plasticity, 162:103531, 2023b.

Ali Kashefi, Davis Rempe, and Leonidas J Guibas. A point-cloud deep learning framework for prediction of fluid flow fields on irregular geometries.
Physics of Fluids, 33(2), 2021.

Ali Kashefi. GitHub: Pointnet for cfd (computational fluid dynamics). https://github.com/Ali-Stanford/PointNetCFD, 2022.
Sifan Wang, Hanwen Wang, and Paris Perdikaris. Improved architectures and training algorithms for deep operator networks. Journal of Scientific

Computing, 92(2):35, 2022.
Junyan He, Seid Koric, Shashank Kushwaha, Jaewan Park, Diab Abueidda, and Iwona Jasiuk. Novel DeepONet architecture to predict stresses in

elastoplastic structures with variable complex geometries and loads. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 415:116277,
2023c. ISSN 0045-7825. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2023.116277.

Lu Lu, Xuhui Meng, Zhiping Mao, and George Em Karniadakis. DeepXDE: A deep learning library for solving differential equations. SIAM review,
63(1):208–228, 2021b.

Somshubra Majumdar. GitHub: Tensorflow sinusodial representation networks (siren). https://github.com/titu1994/tf_SIREN, 2020.
Martı́n Abadi, Ashish Agarwal, Paul Barham, Eugene Brevdo, Zhifeng Chen, Craig Citro, Greg S. Corrado, Andy Davis, Jeffrey Dean, Matthieu

Devin, Sanjay Ghemawat, Ian Goodfellow, Andrew Harp, Geoffrey Irving, Michael Isard, Yangqing Jia, Rafal Jozefowicz, Lukasz Kaiser,
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