
Towards Physically Consistent Deep Learning For
Climate Model Parameterizations

Birgit Kühbachera, b,*, Fernando Iglesias-Suareza, Niki Kilbertusb,c,d and Veronika Eyringa,c,e

aDeutsches Zentrum für Luft- und Raumfahrt (DLR), Institut für Physik der Atmosphäre,
Oberpfaffenhofen, Germany

bHelmholtz Munich, Munich, Germany
cTechnical University of Munich, Munich, Germany

dMunich Center for Machine Learning (MCML), Munich, Germany
eUniversity of Bremen, Institute of Environmental Physics, Bremen, Germany

ORCID (Birgit Kühbacher): https://orcid.org/0009-0003-6445-8344

Abstract. Climate models play a critical role in understanding
and projecting climate change. Due to their complexity, their hori-
zontal resolution of ~40-100 km remains too coarse to resolve pro-
cesses such as clouds and convection, which need to be approximated
via parameterizations. These parameterizations are a major source
of systematic errors and large uncertainties in climate projections.
Deep learning (DL)-based parameterizations, trained on computa-
tionally expensive, short high-resolution simulations, have shown
great promise for improving climate models in that regard. How-
ever, their lack of interpretability and tendency to learn spurious non-
physical correlations result in reduced trust in the climate simulation.
We propose an efficient supervised learning framework for DL-based
parameterizations that leads to physically consistent models with im-
proved interpretability and negligible computational overhead com-
pared to standard supervised training. First, key features determining
the target physical processes are uncovered. Subsequently, the neu-
ral network is fine-tuned using only those relevant features. We show
empirically that our method robustly identifies a small subset of the
inputs as actual physical drivers, therefore, removing spurious non-
physical relationships. This results in by design physically consis-
tent and interpretable neural networks while maintaining the predic-
tive performance of standard black-box DL-based parameterizations.
Our framework represents a crucial step in addressing a major chal-
lenge in data-driven climate model parameterizations by respecting
the underlying physical processes, and may also benefit physically
consistent deep learning in other research fields.

1 Introduction

Impacts of climate change, such as wildfires, droughts and loss
of biodiversity, threaten both human well-being and the health of
the planet [24]. Climate models are crucial in understanding these
changes and for providing climate projections that deliver important
information for mitigation and adaptation strategies [24, 25]. Climate
models project climate change over several decades to hundreds of
years for a variety of plausible future scenarios [38]. However, due
to their complexity their horizontal grid resolution in the atmosphere
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remains coarse (~40 to 100 kilometers [23]). This resolution is too
coarse to explicitly simulate convective and other important small-
scale processes. For instance, cloud formation takes place at scales
ranging from 10 to 100 meters [35], yet these processes play a piv-
otal role in the climate system. Clouds transport heat and moisture
and have a large impact on radiation, either by reflecting or absorb-
ing it [7]. Thus, such unresolved subgrid-scale processes need to be
parameterized in climate models [17], which forms a major source of
long-standing systematic errors [13] and uncertainties in climate pro-
jections [38]. High-resolution km-scale climate models can alleviate
a number of these biases [37], but due to their very high computa-
tional costs can currently not provide climate projections for multiple
decades or longer [17].

A promising approach that allows long-term climate projections
with models that are still fast enough to provide large ensembles,
important for simulating internal variability and extremes, is the de-
velopment of hybrid models. These models improve subgrid-scale
parameterizations with machine learning, in particular, deep learn-
ing (DL) [17, 14]. Hybrid models, i.e., climate models coupled
with DL parameterizations trained on short, high-resolution cli-
mate simulations show significantly reduced systematic errors com-
pared to the host climate model using the traditional parameteri-
zation [33, 17, 19, 22] at substantially higher computationally ef-
ficiency than high-resolution simulations [16, 21]. However, the
black-box nature of DL models and their tendency to learn spu-
rious non-physical correlations poses challenges in understanding
their prediction-making processes [18, 41] and in providing out-of-
distribution climate projections, leading to reduced confidence in
neural network predictions. Model interpretability is especially im-
portant in Earth system sciences, where models should be consistent
with our physical knowledge [39, 26]. Additionally, there is a strong
interest in using these models not only for prediction but also to en-
hance our understanding of the physical systems being studied [10].

In this work, we introduce the Physically Consistent Masking (PC-
Masking) framework, developed specifically to build predictive mod-
els that are by design physically consistent and interpretable. Dur-
ing the initial phase of an automated training procedure, neural net-
works in our PCMasking framework implicitly uncover key physi-
cal input features while learning the climate model parameterization.
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Subsequently, training focuses on fine-tuning the model weights us-
ing only physically consistent input features. The PCMasking frame-
work is distinguished by two primary attributes. (1) The block of
hidden layers depicted in Fig. 1 can be substituted with any other
network architecture that matches the input/output dimensions. This
adaptability positions the PCMasking framework as a versatile ex-
tension for facilitating physical driver selection not only in climate
model parameterizations but also in other applications. (2) Unlike
other approaches to DL-based climate model parameterization (e.g.,
[6, 4, 20]), the PCMasking framework is purely data-driven, requir-
ing no prior information about physical mechanisms. This is im-
portant as subgrid-scale processes are complex and not fully un-
derstood. Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22] developed a causally-informed
DL approach to achieve physical consistency without incorporating
physical constraints, yet the caveat of this approach is a computa-
tionally expensive causal discovery pre-step which requires exten-
sive domain knowledge. In contrast, PCMasking is a coherent and
mostly automated framework, unique in its efficiency and usability
without compromising performance in terms of prediction compared
to existing techniques. Empirical evaluation with SHapley Additive
exPlanations (SHAP) [30] reveals that the neural networks within the
PCMasking framework successfully learn physically consistent links
between the input features and the output variables.

Sec. 2 provides a brief summary of related work in the field of DL-
based subgrid parameterizations. In Sec. 3, we then introduce the
PCMasking framework and evaluate its offline performance using
data from the Superparemeterized Community Atmosphere Model
v3.0 (SPCAM) [12] in Sec. 4. We conclude by discussing current
limitations and interesting directions for future work.

2 Related Work

Neural networks offer a promising approach for replacing subgrid-
scale physical processes in coarse-resolution climate models as they
are able to learn arbitrary nonlinear functions. Methods can be
broadly distinguished by examining the type of neural network, the
parameterization that is to be replaced, and the kind of the data used
for training. There are several examples, where fully connected feed-
forward neural networks (NNs) are utilized to learn subgrid-scale
processes from short high-resolution simulations and replace tradi-
tional parameterizations. Gentine et al. [16] and Rasp et al. [33] use
a feed-forward NN to replace the subgrid-scale convection parame-
terization and radiation scheme in the Superparameterized Commu-
nity Atmosphere Model v3.0 (SPCAM) [12] in an aquaplanet setup.
Mooers et al. [31] investigate the offline performance of feed-forward
NNs for learning clouds from high-resolution data with realistic ge-
ography. Grundner et al. [19], Henn et al. [21] present further work
on cloud parameterizations by training feed-forward neural networks
on coarse-grained high resolution data. Chen et al. [11] use upscaled
satellite data to develop an NN-based cloud fraction parameteriza-
tion. Wang et al. [40] work on a convection parameterization that uses
data from multiple atmospheric model columns to improve the offline
prediction of their trained neural network. Shamekh et al. [36] use a
combination of an autoencoder and a standard feed-forward NN to
enhance precipitation predictions from coarse-grained data, demon-
strating that the prediction greatly improves when implicitly learning
convective organization. While previous methods primarily employ
feed-forward neural networks, making them deterministic in nature,
there are also examples of stochastic parameterization approaches us-
ing neural networks. These include generative models like generative
adversarial networks [32, 15] and variational autoencoders [32, 2, 3].

Although these DL-based approaches for climate model parame-
terizations demonstrate promising performance to varying degrees,
they all suffer from a lack of interpretability and physical consis-
tency. While some works use interpretability techniques retrospec-
tively to understand network behavior [19, 2, 40], the primary focus
remains on performance. Meanwhile, physical consistency is pas-
sively tested for, but not built into the DL models. Brenowitz et al.
[8] highlight this lack of a priori interpretability as one of the limita-
tions of machine learning based parameterizations. However, there
are several examples of studies focusing on physical consistency.
Beucler et al. [4] developed a physically consistent convection pa-
rameterization using a feed-forward neural network. They investigate
three options: a) adapting the loss function to enforce conservation
laws, b) adapting the architecture to ensure mass, energy, and radi-
ation conservation, and c) rescaling the training and validation data
to enhance generalization performance. Both Bolton and Zanna [6]
and Guan et al. [20] focus on training convolutional neural networks
(CNNs) with physical constraints. Bolton and Zanna [6] concentrate
on reducing the momentum bias in CNNs for data-driven eddy pa-
rameterization in an ocean model. Meanwhile, Guan et al. [20] ex-
plore different strategies such as data augmentation, an architecture
that preserves equivariance, and a loss function designed to maintain
global enstrophy-transfer conservation. Their goal is to train a CNN
for learning stable subgrid-scale closures in large-eddy simulations.
Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22] aim for physical consistency and better
interpretability, opting for a causal discovery method rather than in-
corporating physical knowledge into the NN model. They first em-
ploy constraint based causal discovery proposed by Runge et al. [34]
to identify the direct causes of each variable and then train one NN
predictor for each output exclusively using the identified inputs.

While these approaches represent progress in creating DL-based
climate model parameterizations that are both physically consistent
and interpretable, they rely heavily on either correctly integrating
physical knowledge or potentially costly causal discovery in a pre-
step. In this paper, we extend previous work with a neural network
parameterization framework that is both physically consistent and
interpretable by design. We are able to accomplish this without the
need to incorporate physical knowledge into the training process or
network architecture, and without the necessity for a causal discov-
ery pre-step as in [22].

3 PCMasking Framework
The PCMasking framework is designed for training physically con-
sistent network models for climate model parameterizations in a su-
pervised setting. First, during the pre-masking phase, the input vector
passes through a conventional dense input layer, then moves through
an arbitrary network architecture, and ultimately reaches the output
layer. This process is depicted by the blue path in Fig. 1. After a cer-
tain number of epochs, processing of the input vector is altered, as
shown by the red path in Fig. 1. In this subsequent masking phase,
certain input features are masked out by element-wise multiplica-
tion with a binary vector, with the goal of only using physically rele-
vant inputs for the prediction. We now describe the pre-masking and
masking phases in detail.

3.1 Initial Training and Finding Physical
Relationships

Training in the pre-masking phase serves two purposes. Firstly, we
aim to learn the value of the output variable from the input features in
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Figure 1: Schematic of a neural network model in the PCMasking
framework. The blue line indicates the path of the input vector in the
pre-masking phase, where it passes through a conventional dense in-
put layer with weight matrix W1. In the masking phase, as illustrated
by the red line, the input vector is element-wise multiplied with a
masking vector. In both cases, the information then flows through an
arbitrary network architecture before reaching the linear output layer
with weight matrix WM .

a supervised manner. The second goal is to implicitly learn to charac-
terize physical relationships between the input features and the out-
put variable. The flow of information in this stage is depicted by the
blue path in Fig. 1 and we describe the network as operating in pre-
mask mode.

The loss in pre-mask mode is comprised of a prediction loss in the
form of the mean squared error loss and a weighted L1-regularization
to encourage sparsity in the input layer weight matrix. While regu-
larization is a common technique to prevent overfitting and increase
robustness, we use sparsity regularization in particular as we expect
only a limited number of inputs to be actual physical drivers of the
output. The regularization term is computed as the entry-wise L1-
norm, denoted by || vec(.) ||1, applied to the input layer kernel W1.
This kernel is a (d×d)-dimensional matrix, where d is the number of
input features. In order to make the regularization term independent
of the dimensions of W1, and therefore of the number of input fea-
tures xi, the L1-norm is scaled by the width and height of the kernel
matrix. Thus, for input features x = (x1, x2, . . . , xd) and target y,
the optimization objective of the neural network f in pre-mask mode
with parameters θ is given by

argmin
θ

1

N

N∑
i=1

(yi − f(xi; θ))
2 + λ · || vec(W1) ||1

d2
(1)

where N denotes the number of samples and λ is a regularization
parameter.

After the pre-masking phase of training has finished, we automat-
ically extract the masking vector needed for the next training phase
of the PCMasking framework. We base the derivation of the mask-
ing vector on previous work by Zheng et al. [42] and Kyono et al.
[28]. Zheng et al. [42] introduce a score-based approach for learn-
ing nonparametric directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) from data. Kyono
et al. [28] utilize this for causal structure regularization when train-
ing a neural network model in a prediction task. It is assumed that the
data generating process follows a nonparametric structural equation
model of the form

Xi = fi(Pa(Xi); Ui), i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d} (2)

with random variables X1, X2, . . . , Xd. Pa(Xi) denotes the par-
ents, i.e., the direct causes, of Xi, and Ui noise random variable. The
matrix W (f) with entries

[W (f)]k,j := ||∂Xkfj ||2, (3)

then encodes the entire DAG [42], describing the conditional inde-
pendence structure of the random variables Xi in Eq. 2. Here, ||.||2
denotes the L2 norm. Kyono et al. [28] build the matrix W (f) from
the input layer weight matrices of their neural network model and use
it for regularization during training. It is important to note that this
method relies on the assumption that there exists a DAG between the
input features Xi and the target variable Y .

While Kyono et al. [28] focus on uncovering causal connections
among the entire set of variables {X1, X2, . . . , Xd, Y }, our method-
ology in the PCMasking framework is much more straightforward.
We concentrate solely on the relationships between the input fea-
tures Xi and the output variable Y . Consequently, we only require a
d-dimensional vector which identifies related variables among the
input features. Analogously to Kyono et al. [28], we extract this
vector from the columns in the input layer weight matrix W1 =
(w1 w2 . . .wd) as

m := [ ||w1 ||2, ||w2 ||2, . . . , ||wd ||2 ]T . (4)

In the subsequent training phase of the PCMasking framework, this
vector is used to mask any unrelated input features from influencing
the output of the network.

3.2 Physically Consistent Masking and Fine-tuning

In order to reduce the number of false discoveries [42], the mask-
ing vector values are thresholded to be used in the masking phase
of training, which we refer to as running the model in mask mode.
The key challenge here is identifying a suitable threshold level. To
address this, we suggest two approaches: Firstly, if accessible, (near)
ground truth or expert knowledge can guide the choice of threshold.
In the absence of such information, we propose fine-tuning the net-
work in mask mode across various threshold values, evaluating its
predictive accuracy and selecting the best performing threshold in
terms of training loss. We hypothesize that, at this threshold, no es-
sential direct physical drivers are omitted. One might expect that the
lowest threshold values, which allow most inputs to pass through,
result in the best predictive performance as they allow more infor-
mation into the network, including possibly spurious, non-physical
information. As long as there are no distributional shifts, even in-
cidental correlation can be utilized by the network to achieve high
predictive performance. However, we consistently find in our experi-
ments that networks exhibiting the highest performance utilize larger
thresholds, even though the differences in training loss are small (not
shown). This indicates that using only the physical drivers of a pro-
cess as inputs for the network is sufficient for predicting the process
output. Once the threshold value is selected, values in the masking
vector below the threshold are assigned a value of one, while all re-
maining values are set to zero.

After thresholding the masking vector, we continue training with
fine-tuning the model weights in mask mode. The flow of informa-
tion is illustrated by the red lines in Fig. 1. In mask mode, instead
of passing the inputs through a traditional input layer, we perform
element-wise multiplication of the input vector with the thresholded
binary masking vector. Consequently, the sparsity regularization is
now omitted from the optimization objective, leaving it solely de-
fined by the mean squared error of the residuals:

argmin
θ

1

N

N∑
i=1

(yi − f(xi ⊙m; θ))2 (5)

for a model f with parameters θ and batch size N , where ⊙ denotes
element-wise multiplication.
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There are three key aspects defining the PCMasking framework:
1) the flexibility to replace the hidden layer block shown in Fig. 1
with a different network architecture; 2) its user-friendly and effi-
cient operation; 3) its independence from information about physi-
cal mechanisms. The capability to interchange network architectures
makes the PCMasking framework a versatile tool for enhancing ex-
isting models with the capability of physical driver selection. The
automation of both masking vector extraction and thresholding along
with clear guidelines on threshold selection, ensure the PCMasking
framework’s efficiency and ease of use. As for the framework’s inde-
pendence from physical process information, we demonstrate in the
following section that network models within the PCMasking frame-
work are nevertheless capable of learning physically consistent con-
nections between inputs and outputs.

4 Experiments
We empirically evaluate the PCMasking framework’s offline perfor-
mance, i.e., how well the neural networks fit the simulation data,
using high-resolution data from the Superparameterized Commu-
nity Atmosphere Model v3.0 (SPCAM) [12]. This dataset and cli-
mate model were also utilized in the work by Iglesias-Suarez et al.
[22], providing a baseline comparison for our PCMasking frame-
work. Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22] employ constraint based causal dis-
covery [34] as a pre-step to determine the direct causes of each vari-
able. Subsequently, they construct a single-output neural network for
each variable, including only the identified causes as network inputs.
Although this approach results in more interpretable DL-based pa-
rameterizations, the causal discovery method used is computation-
ally expensive, relies on causal assumptions, and introduces its own
hyper-parameters that require expert domain knowledge to tune. In
this section, we demonstrate that the PCMasking framework enables
us to achieve comparable offline prediction accuracy and physical
consistency as Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22], while being more efficient
and largely automated. In fact, the overall resource consumption of
the PCMasking framework is only about half of what is required for
just the causal discovery pre-step, provided both methods are already
tuned (see Supporting Information Text S1 for details). The train-
ing times of the PCMasking framework networks and the causally-
informed NNs are approximately the same, making the PCMasking
framework three times more efficient overall compared to the method
proposed by Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22]. In the following, we will
briefly outline the SPCAM setup and the neural network configu-
ration followed by a presentation of our experimental results.

4.1 SPCAM and Neural Network Configuration

SPCAM is a high-resolution global circulation model composed of
the Community Atmosphere Model (CAM) with an embedded super-
parameterization component – a 2D storm-resolving model (SRM)
within each grid column. This embedded SRM, the SP component,
features eight north-south oriented 4 km-wide columns and explic-
itly resolves the majority of deep convective processes, while rely-
ing on parameterizations for turbulence and microphysics. Following
Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22], we use SPCAM data from an aquaplanet
setup, meaning there is only ocean and no topography. The sea sur-
face temperatures are fixed, featuring a realistic equator-to-pole gra-
dient [1], and a diurnal cycle without seasonal changes. The model
spans from the surface to the upper stratosphere at 3.5 hPa, encom-
passing 30 vertical levels and a horizontal grid resolution of 2.8◦ in
both latitude and longitude. CAM operates with a time step of 30

minutes, while the embedded SRM uses a time step of 20 seconds.
For further information on SPCAM and the climate model setup, we
refer the reader to Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22] and its Supplementary
Information.

SPCAM Data The neural network is tasked to learn the subgrid-
scale processes at each time step as represented by the SP compo-
nent, based on the atmospheric state provided by the general cir-
culation model (CAM). The training dataset covers the SP sub-
grid resolution of convection and radiation, though with some
omissions (e.g., condensates). The neural network inputs are com-
prised of column-wise values of temperature T (p), specific hu-
midity q(p), and meridional wind V (p) at every vertical level
p (3D variables, p ∈ {0, . . . , 29}), as well as surface pres-
sure Psrf , incoming solar radiation Qsol at the top of the atmo-
sphere, and sensible-heat flux Qsen and latent-heat flux Qlat at
the surface (2D variables). The outputs include heating tenden-
cies ∆Tphy(p) and moistening tendencies ∆qphy(p) at each verti-
cal level p, as well as net shortwave and longwave radiative heat
fluxes at the model top and at the surface, Qtop

sw , Qtop
lw , Qsrf

sw , and
Qsrf

lw , respectively, and surface precipitation P . The input and out-
put variables are arranged into vectors, with the input vector x =
[q, T, V, Psrf , Qsol, Qsen, Qlat]

T having a length of 94, and the out-
put vector y = [∆qphy,∆Tphy, Q

top
sw , Qsrf

sw , Qtop
lw , Qsrf

lw , P ]T con-
sisting of 65 elements. It is important to note that in masking mode
only a fraction of the inputs is actually processed by the network.
The input values are standardized and the outputs are normalized
to ensure a similar order of magnitude (see Supporting Informa-
tion Tab. S1). We use simulation data from SPCAM spanning three
months each for training, validation, and testing, yielding about 45
million data samples for each dataset. The training data is shuffled in
both time and space (across grid columns).

Neural Network Configuration For most of the neural network
and hyper-parameter configurations, we follow Iglesias-Suarez et al.
[22] to ensure comparability of our results. To identify the physi-
cal drivers for each output variable, we construct one single-output
neural network per variable, resulting in 65 neural networks in total.
Each model incorporates the same block of hidden layers, compris-
ing nine fully-connected layers with 256 units each. These layers
employ Leaky Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activation with a neg-
ative slope of 0.3. The initial learning rate is set to 0.001, which is
divided by five every three epochs. The training batch size is 1024
and the models are optimized using the ADAM optimizer [27] with
default parameters. For validation and testing, the batch size is in-
creased to 8192, covering all grid cells of the aquaplanet. We carry
out hyper-parameter tuning for the sparsity loss weighting coeffi-
cient, λ, in pre-mask mode (see Eq. 1). Exploring a log-spaced search
grid {1.0, 0.1, . . . , 1 × 10−5}, we find that λ = 0.001 yields the
best outcomes in both prediction accuracy and physical consistency
of the identified relevant input features (see Supporting Information
Fig. S1). While we use the same λ for all models, the masking vector
and the threshold selection are customized for each individual output.
To determine the threshold for a masking vector m, we fine-tune the
neural network in mask mode with 20 distinct threshold values. The
thresholds are evenly distributed within the interval [1× 10−4, p70),
where p70 represents the 70th percentile of the values in m. We
round these values to four decimal places. Once the fine-tuning for
each threshold value is complete, we proceed to analyzing the train-
ing loss for each threshold. We then select the model with the best
performance for each variable. Training is carried out on a single
NVIDIA A100 Tensor Core GPU, equipped with 40 GB memory.
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Figure 2: PCMasking framework offline evaluation for temperature tendency ∆Tphy with λ = 0.001 and thresholds selected based on best
training loss performance among 20 thresholds from the interval [1 × 10−4, p70). One neural network model is trained for each of the
30 vertical levels. All values are averaged for 1440 test data samples. See Supporting Information Fig. S2 for results for output variable
moistening tendency ∆qphy . (a) Horizontally averaged vertical profiles for SPCAM truth, prediction and R2 for causally-informed neural
network (CI-NN) and our PCMasking framework (PCM). (b) Vertical cross-section R2 for PCMasking framework. (c) Vertical cross-section
for PCMasking framework prediction. (d) Vertical cross-section SPCAM truth.

For comparability with Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22], we also train for
18 epochs in total, which we split evenly into 9 epochs training in
pre-mask mode and 9 epochs fine-tuning in mask mode. The train-
ing time in pre-mask mode is roughly 45 minutes for each network
(around 0.56 million parameters), while a single fine-tuning run takes
approximately 40 minutes per network (around 0.55 million param-
eters).

4.2 Experimental Results

To determine the PCMasking framework’s suitability for efficient
physically consistent data-driven climate model parameterization,
we evaluate its offline performance on the SPCAM test dataset in
terms of both predictive performance and physical consistency.

Offline Predictive Performance Figures 2c and 2d show pressure-
latitude cross-sections of the average predicted and actual SPCAM
heating tendencies, respectively, across 1440 samples (about one
month). The neural networks of the PCMasking framework effec-
tively capture the heating tendency in terms of horizontal and vertical
structure, accurately representing key features such as the Intertrop-
ical Convergence Zone (ITCZ), evident as the dark red column at
the equator, and the heating patterns of mid-latitude storm tracks, de-
picted in light red, at the correct geographical locations. Moreover,

there are no strong heating patterns at the poles due to cold and dry
air which limits convective activity. The horizontal lines at the top of
the atmosphere are mostly related to incoming solar radiation.

In order to examine the predictive performance more closely, we
turn to the coefficient of determination, R2, calculated as one minus
the ratio of the residual sum of squares and the total sum of squares.
The statistical measure serves as a goodness-of-fit quantifier, indicat-
ing the extend to which the variance in the dependent variable (the
model output y) can be explained by the independent variable (the
model input x). An R2 score of 1 means that the predicted values
exactly match the observed ones, meaning that the model accounts
for all variability in the data. Conversely, an R2 score of 0 implies
that the model does no better than simply predicting the mean.

Fig. 2b displays a pressure-latitude cross-section of the R2 score
for temperature tendency. It reveals patches with particularly strong
predictive skills near 600 hPa at the equator and in the mid-latitudes,
aligning with the locations of the ITCZ and mid-latitude storm tracks.
However, the predictive performance noticeably declines in the lower
troposphere (around 700-1000 hPa), particularly within the plane-
tary boundary layer. This reduced performance is likely associated
with turbulent and stochastic processes in the planetary boundary
layer, leading to increased noise and stochasticity in the data, as pre-
viously documented in studies such as [16, 22, 3]. By design, this

5



(a)

0

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

SH
AP

 V
al

ue
s

(b)

1000 600 100 1000 600 100 1000 600 100

100

600

1000

100

600

1000

T p
hy

 (h
Pa

)
q p

hy
 (h

Pa
)

out-2Ds

V (hPa) T (hPa) q (hPa)

in
-2

D
s

Standard NN - PCMasking NN

10 1

10 2

10 3

0

10 3

10 2

10 1

SH
AP

 V
al

ue
 D

iff
er

en
ce

(c)

0

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

SH
AP

 V
al

ue
s

(d)

0 50 100
Num. Inputs

CI-NN
PCMasking

0

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

SH
AP

 V
al

ue
s

Figure 3: Absolute SHAP value comparison for vanilla feed-forward neural networks (NNs), causally-informed NNs [22] and PCMasking
framework NNs. The PCMasking networks were trained with λ = 0.001 and thresholds were selected based on best training loss performance
among 20 thresholds from the interval [1 × 10−4, p70). 1000 data samples were used for SHAP computation. (a) Absolute SHAP values for
vanilla feed-forward NNs. (b) Absolute SHAP value difference between vanilla feed-forward NNs and the PCMasking NNs. (c) Absolute
SHAP values for causally-informed NNs. (d) Absolute SHAP values for NNs trained in the PCMasking framework.

stochasticity cannot be captured by a deterministic neural network.
The fact that the deterministic neural network’s predictions are more
smoothed out compared to SPCAM is evident when looking at snap
shots instead of averaged data (see Supporting Information Fig. S3).
The performance drop-off in the lower troposphere is also visible in
Fig. 2a which shows the horizontal averages of the prediction of the
causally-informed neural network (CI-NN) [22], the prediction of the
neural network trained in the PCMasking framework (PCM), the SP-
CAM truth, and the R2 scores for both networks. The performance
of CI-NN is equivalent to that of a standard fully-connected feed-
forward neural network (not shown, see [22]). Our predictive per-
formance closely aligns with that of CI-NN, including similar limi-
tations in the lower atmosphere where reliable prediction is particu-
larly challenging due to stochasticity, as previously discussed. More-
over, the PCMasking framework consumes about two-thirds fewer
resources than CI-NN, making it significantly more efficient while
maintaining nearly the same level of performance.

Physical Consistency and Interpretability For evaluation in
terms of interpretability and physical consistency, we turn to SHapley
Additive exPlanations (SHAP) [30], a framework for explaining the
output of machine learning models. Based on the concept of Shapley
values from game theory, SHAP values measure the contribution of
each feature to the prediction for each data sample, thus providing in-

sight into how each feature influences the model’s decision-making
process. Figures 3a, 3c, and 3d show the absolute mean SHAP val-
ues for a vanilla fully-connected feed-forward neural network, CI-
NN [22], and our PCMasking framework, respectively. The plots de-
pict which input variables (on the x-axis) the networks are using for
the prediction of the output variables (on the y-axis). The values are
computed from 1000 data samples.

Based on physical knowledge about the climate system, we know
that in the lower troposphere, interactions are generally both local
and non-local due to mixing in the planetary boundary layer and
buoyancy plumes from the surface. Conversely, in the upper tro-
posphere (around 100-300 hPa) and stratosphere (above 100 hPa),
processes are predominantly local. Fig. 3a clearly illustrates that the
vanilla feed-forward NNs, which utilize all inputs for predictions,
exhibit numerous connections between inputs throughout the atmo-
sphere, especially temperature, and heating and moistening tenden-
cies in the lower troposphere. Such non-local interactions somewhat
conflict with our physical understanding, i.e., convection is mainly
driven by processes within the troposphere, such as adiabatic cool-
ing and heating, cloud formation, and latent heat release during phase
changes of water. This suggests that these are spurious connections
likely learned due to vertical correlation in the atmosphere due to
convective processes. In contrast, Figures 3c and 3d both demon-
strate that CI-NN and our PCMasking framework successfully re-

6



Figure 4: Comparison of physical driver selection for 0 K reference
climate and +4 K climate in the PCMasking framework. The neural
networks were trained with λ = 0.001 and thresholds were selected
based on best training loss performance among 20 thresholds from
the interval [1×10−4, p70). See Supporting Information S4 for com-
parison of 0 K and +4 K climates.

move these spurious links. This is further highlighted in the SHAP
difference between the vanilla NN and the PCMasking framework
in Fig. 3b. All red areas indicate positive values, meaning that these
input-output links were more pronounced in the standard NN. Con-
versely, negative, blue values indicate these connections are more
prominent in the PCMasking framework. The elimination of spuri-
ous links in the PCMasking framework is particularly evident for
input variable temperature, as indicated by the red areas in Fig. 3b.
Furthermore, this removal of spurious connections results in greater
focus on the connections between subgrid-scale processes and the ac-
tual physical drivers in the PCMasking framework. This is evidenced
by the blue areas for both non-local and local interactions in the lower
troposphere as well as for local interactions along the diagonal.

Moreover, Fig. 3d depicts the number of inputs identified by CI-
NN and the PCMasking framework at each vertical level for moist-
ening and temperature tendencies. Although the overall patterns of
peaks and valleys are similar, there is a notable difference: the PC-
Masking framework successfully avoids to identify any input vari-
ables in the stratosphere for moistening tendency. This is expected
due to the dry air and the absence of most convective processes in
the stratosphere. Overall, the SHAP value comparison between the
three types of networks conclusively demonstrates two key points:
1) both CI-NN and the PCMasking framework effectively remove
non-physical, spurious links, and 2) in doing so, networks within the
PCMasking framework focus on actual physical connections in their
predictions. Consequently, the resulting neural network models are
both physically consistent and interpretable.

Evaluation on Different Climates In order to demonstrate the
ability of our PCMasking framework to consistently identify physi-
cal drivers across different climates, we trained on different SPCAM
simulations with sea surface temperatures of +4 K and -4 K com-
pared to the reference climate (+0 K). Fig. 4 presents the number
of inputs found in both the reference climate (+0K) and the warmed
climate (+4K). While the local and non-local drivers in the lower tro-
posphere remain the same across both climates, there is a noticeable
upward shift of moistening tendencies, occurring at approximately
100 hPa. This is consistent with deep convective processes occur-
ring at higher altitudes in warmer climates, further providing strong

evidence that our PCMasking framework is indeed identifying real-
world physical drivers. However, the slight change in physical drivers
also indicates that achieving good generalization across different cli-
mates using this methodology may be limited to some extend. This
warrants exploration of generalization performance in future work.

5 Conclusion

Prior work as shown that DL-based climate model parameterizations
are able to improve climate model simulations over traditional non-
data driven parameterization schemes (e.g. [33, 19]). However, deep
neural networks are black-box models that rely on statistical correla-
tions in the training data to generate a prediction. In climate science,
this leads to reduced model trust and reluctance to incorporate DL-
based parameterizations into physical models [26]. In this work, we
introduce the PCMasking framework, an efficient training scheme
that results in physically consistent and interpretable neural network
models, specifically designed for climate model parameterization.
We have demonstrated empirically that the PCMasking framework
reliably identifies real-world physical drivers of convective processes
across different climate conditions without relying on physical con-
straints. Furthermore, networks trained with the PCMasking frame-
work are competitive with previous work [22] in terms of offline pre-
dictive performance, with only a third of the computational cost. The
PCMasking framework features an automated training process, mak-
ing it efficient and easy to use. Moreover, the interchangeability of
its internal architecture, makes the PCMasking framework a versatile
tool for enhancing predictive models with physical driver selection.
Possible other applications may well be forecasting air pollutants or
predicting sea ice concentrations in a climate model. More broadly,
the PCMasking framework may be useful outside of climate science,
for example, in identifying and quantifying gene regulatory effects
in single-cell RNA measurements.

While this study is a great step towards physically consistent deep
neural network models for climate model parameterizations, there
are still several challenges that remain to be addressed. These in-
clude generalization to different climates and online stability, i.e.,
the stability of hybrid model climate simulations [29]. Tackling the
problem of generalization, Beucler et al. [5] propose a strategy of
transforming the inputs and outputs to maintain similar distributions
under different climate conditions. This could readily be integrated
into our PCMasking framework. Moreover, the transition from of-
fline to online performance is a major challenge in data-driven DL-
based parameterizations, as success in offline settings does not al-
ways translate to coupled model runs [9, 29]. Brenowitz et al. [8] sug-
gest that the numerical instabilities commonly observed in coupled
model runs could be related to non-causal correlations or sub-optimal
selections of network architecture and hyper-parameters. However,
non-causal correlations have not been found to be closely related
to hybrid model instabilities [22]. This is a key challenge in hybrid
modeling and remains an active area of research.

Overall, we demonstrate that the PCMasking framework repre-
sents an innovative step in addressing a major challenge of data-
driven models by respecting the underlying physical processes of the
data. Our framework advances the process-based representation of
complex phenomena. Given its flexibility and applicability to other
predictive tasks, it can benefit not just climate science but other sci-
entific disciplines as well.
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Supporting Information
Text S1: Computing Time Comparison We compared computing
resources of our PCMasking framework and the causally-informed
neural networks (NNs) presented by Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22]. The
run time and resource consumption for all neural network types (stan-
dard feed-forward NN, causally-informed NN [22], and our PC-
Masking framework) are about the same. Using all 4 GPUs on an
HPC compute node (GPUs: 4x Nvidia A100 80GB/GPU2x AMD
7763 CPU; CPUs: 128 cores in total, 512 GB main memory), train-
ing all 65 networks consumes ~25 node-hours (~0.38 node-hours per
output variable).

Iglesias-Suarez et al. [22] require additional resources for their
causal discovery pres-step, for which they use the constraint-based
PC1 algorithm of PCMCI framework [34]. PC1 takes ~46 seconds
per grid cell for the SPCAM dataset (2x AMD 7763 CPU; 128 cores
in total, 256 GB main memory). The SPCAM grid has 8192 grid cells
(128 longitudes × 64 latitudes). Assuming one can run PC1 perfectly
and efficiently using a compute node (128 jobs in parallel with 1 job
per core), we estimate the computation for PC1 as: 65 outputs × 64
jobs (8192 column / 128 cores) × 46 seconds ≈ 53 additional node-
hours (~0.81 node-hours per output variable).

Thus, CI-NN requires 3x more computing resources compared to
our PCMasking framework.
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Table S1: Summary of neural networks input and output variables. The values are equivalent to [22]. The input variables are standardized and
the output values are normalized.

Inputs Units Outputs Units Normalization

Temperature, T (p) K Temperature tendencies, ∆Tphy(p) Ks−1 Cp

Specific humidity, q(p) kgkg−1 Moistening tendencies ∆qphy(p) kgkg−1s−1 Lv

Meridional wind, V (p) ms−1 Net shortwave radiative heat flux at TOA, Qtop
sw Wm−2 10−3

Surface pressure, Psrf Pa Net longwave radiative heat flux at TOA, Qtop
lw Wm−2 10−3

Incoming solar radiation, Qsol Wm−2 Net shortwave radiative heat flux at the surface, Qsrf
sw Wm−2 10−3

Sensible heat flux, Qsen Wm−2 Net longwave radiative heat flux at the surface, Qsrf
lw Wm−2 10−3

Latent heat flux, Qlat Wm−2 Precipitation, P kgm−2d−1 1.728× 106

Table S2: Neural network configuration and hyper-parameter settings. The random seed used for training was 42.
Hidden layers 9
Units per hidden layer 256
Hidden layer activation function Leaky ReLU (neg. slope = 0.3)
λ 0.001
Optimizer ADAM with default parameters
Initial learning rate 0.001
Learning rate schedule Divide by 5 every 3 epochs
Training batch size 1024
Validation batch size 8192
Total number of epochs 18

Pre-mask mode 9
Mask mode 9

Number of parameters
Pre-mask mode about 0.56 million
Mask mode about 0.55 million
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(g)

(h)

Figure S1: Tuning results for λ in the PCMasking framework exploring a log-spaced search grid {1.0, 0.1, . . . , 1 × 10−5}. We find that the
neural networks (NNs) trained with λ = 0.001 give the best performance both in terms of physical consistency (see Fig. S1d) and performance
(see Figures S1g and S1h). (a) SHAP values for PCMasking NNs trained with λ = 1.0. (b) SHAP values for PCMasking NNs trained with
λ = 0.1. (c) SHAP values for PCMasking NNs trained with λ = 0.01. (d) SHAP values for PCMasking NNs trained with λ = 0.001. (e)
SHAP values for PCMasking NNs trained with λ = 10−4. (f) SHAP values for PCMasking NNs trained with λ = 10−5. (g) PCMasking
predictions and R2 scores for temperature tendency ∆Tphy for λ ∈ {1.0, 0.1, . . . , 1 × 10−5}. (h) PCMasking predictions and R2 scores for
moistening tendency ∆qphy for λ ∈ {1.0, 0.1, . . . , 1× 10−5}.
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Figure S2: Same as Fig. 2 but for moistening tendency ∆qphy . Values are cut off at 168hPa, where we expect negligibly few convective
processes due to cold and dry air. PCMasking framework offline evaluation with λ = 0.001 and thresholds selected based on best training loss
performance among 20 thresholds from the interval [1×10−4, p70). One network model is trained for each of the 30 vertical levels. All values
are averaged for 1440 test data samples. (a) Horizontally averaged vertical profiles for SPCAM truth, prediction and R2 for causally-informed
neural networks (CI-NN) and our PCMasking framework (PCM). (b) Vertical cross-section R2 for PCMasking framework. (c) Vertical cross-
section for PCMasking framework prediction. (d) Vertical cross-section SPCAM truth.
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Figure S3: Pressure-latitude cross-section snap shots at time step 500 for PCMasking neural networks (NNs) predictions and SPCAM truth.
PCMasking NNs were trained with λ = 0.001 and thresholds were selected based on best training loss performance among 20 thresholds
from the interval [1 × 10−4, p70). One network model is trained for each of the 30 vertical levels. While the predicted and true values show
the same general pattern, the NN predictions are are considerably smoother and exhibit less extreme values compared to the SPCAM truth. (a)
Pressure-latitude cross-section PCMasking NN prediction snap shot at time step 500 for variable temperature tendency ∆Tphys. (b) Pressure-
latitude cross-section SPCAM truth snap shot at time step 500 for variable temperature tendency ∆Tphys. (c) Pressure-latitude cross-section
PCMasking NN prediciton snap shot at time step 500 for variable moistening tendency ∆qphys. (d) Pressure-latitude cross-section SPCAM
truth snap shot at time step 500 for variable moistening tendency ∆qphys.
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Figure S4: Same as Fig. 4 but for -4K. Comparison of physical driver selection for 0K reference climate and -4K climate in the PCMasking
framework. The neural networks were trained with λ = 0.001 and thresholds were selected based on best training loss performance among 20
thresholds from the interval [1× 10−4, p70).
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