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Abstract

In this paper, we propose an equation-based parametric Reduced Order Model (ROM), whose
accuracy is improved with data-driven terms added into the reduced equations. These additions
have the aim of reintroducing contributions that in standard ROMs are not taken into account.
In particular, in this work we consider two types of contributions: the turbulence modeling,
added through a reduced-order approximation of the eddy viscosity field, and the correction
model, aimed to re-introduce the contribution of the discarded modes. Both approaches have
been investigated in previous works such as [32, 19, 22, 21] and the goal of this paper is to extend
the model to a parametric setting making use of ad-hoc machine learning procedures. More in
detail, we investigate different neural networks’ architectures, from simple dense feed-forward
to Long-Short Term Memory neural networks, in order to find the most suitable model for the
re-introduced contributions. We tested the methods on two test cases with different behaviors:
the periodic turbulent flow past a circular cylinder and the unsteady turbulent flow in a channel-
driven cavity. In both cases, the parameter considered is the Reynolds number and the machine
learning-enhanced ROM considerably improved the pressure and velocity accuracy with respect
to the standard ROM. A visual version of the abstract can be found in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Visual abstract.

1. Introduction

Reduced Order Models (ROMs) [9, 10, 11, 43, 42, 44] are a powerful tool used to reduce the
computational effort of time-demanding simulations. One of the fields where this class of techniques
is widespread is Computational Fluid Dynamics, where high-fidelity simulations may take days or
weeks, even in the case of parallel computations on many cores. For this reason, a simplified model
is necessary to efficiently compute the solutions for unseen configurations.

Most of the ROMs are built upon an offline-online paradigm [44]. The offline stage consists of
the computation of a large number of expensive high-fidelity simulations, performed after setting the
Full Order Model (FOM), which is usually a discretized version of complex PDEs, like the Navier–
Stokes Equations (NSE). The goal of this stage is the collection of the so-called snapshots, namely
the solutions of the simulations. On the other hand, in the online stage the full-order manifold
is projected into a space with reduced dimensionality, resulting in a reduced representation of the
snapshots. This reduction step may be assessed both with linear or nonlinear approaches. In
particular, we employ the Proper Orthogonal Decomposition (POD) [25, 13], a linear technique
which may be considered equivalent to the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) [38, 55] and
Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) [27, 17, 16].

While the offline stage usually employs the numerical resolution of complex PDEs, in intrusive
ROMs the online stage allows for the resolution of ODEs, which consists of a reduced and simplified
version of the FOM.

In particular, in this contribution, we focus on POD-Galerkin ROMs, that are based on a
Galerkin projection [35, 12, 26, 7]. The main assumption of these models is that the solution may
be approximated as a convex combination of a reduced number of global basis (the modes), whose
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coefficients are the reduced representations, namely the unknown variables in the ROM. The above-
mentioned linearity assumption may make the model inaccurate in the case of advection-dominated
flows and where transport phenomena are dominant.

In the POD framework, the choice of the latent dimension is influenced by the singular values’
decay and it has to be done a priori.

The goal of the ROM community is usually to retain a small number of modes, and to have
efficient online simulations, namely a marginally-resolved regime. In this regime, the number of
modes is enough to capture the dynamics of the system, but the POD-Galerkin ROM may lead to
inaccurate results [41, 20].

Indeed, in advection-dominated cases, where the decay is slow, POD-Galerkin ROMs may re-
quire hundreds of modes to provide accurate results.

The inaccuracy may be caused by the formation of spurious oscillations in the approximated
solution or by the ill-conditioning of the reduced system. This motivates the use of data-driven
techniques to stabilize and/or enhance the system solution. Some examples of works integrating
ROMs with machine learning strategies are [58, 37, 39, 23].

More in detail, a widespread class of stabilization approaches is the regularized ROM, which aims
to smooth out the noisy and inaccurate solution acting as a filter. Some examples are the Evolve–
Filter–Relax (EFR) ROMs [18, 52, 51], Leray-ROMs, or more in general ROMs using filtering
approaches inspired by Large Eddy Simulation (LES) [56, 31, 15].

Moreover, recently several researchers in the ROM community are putting their efforts into
performing a system closure, by adding to the system data-driven terms aimed to close the gap
between the system solution and a reference optimal solution [57, 3, 5].

The work presented in this manuscript has the goal of improving the performance of the standard
POD-Galerkin ROMs, briefly recalled in 2.2, by the addition of some extra-terms into the reduced
system.

The data-driven terms are of two fundamental types:

(i) physics-based data-driven terms, that re-introduce the turbulence modeling inside the ROM,
inspired on [19], presented in 2.3.1;

(ii) purely data-driven terms, reintegrating the contributions of the neglected modes into the
system, as done in [56, 31, 32], presented in 2.3.2.

The combination of the two strategies was already successfully applied to the test case of the
periodic flow past a cylinder in [21].

The novelty of the present contribution consists of a machine-learning-based extension of the
previous work to a parametrized setting, and on more challenging test cases. In particular, we show
the numerical results for the periodic turbulent flow past a circular cylinder in Subsection 3.1, and
for the unsteady channel-driven cavity flow in Subsection 3.2. In both test cases, different neural
networks have been investigated to find the extra-terms (i) and (ii).

Finally, the discussion section 3.3 and the conclusive part 4 summarize the key results obtained
in the contribution.
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2. Numerical methods

This Section is dedicated to the presentation of the numerical methods used in this project. In
particular, it is divided in the following parts:

• the presentation of the Full Order Model (FOM) in Section 2.1, which is used to compute the
offline solutions, named snapshots;

• a brief overview of the POD-Galerkin ROM approach in Section 2.2, which is the starting
model of our analysis, and the Pressure Poisson Equation (PPE) stabilization technique;

• the machine learning techniques used to enhance the standard POD-Galerkin approach, in
Section 2.3. We will briefly describe the physics-based data-driven approach in Section 2.3.1
and the purely data-driven approach in Section 2.3.2.

2.1. Full Order Model (FOM)

We call the fluid domain Ω P Rd with d “ 2 (since we are considering only 2-dimensional domains),
Γ its boundary. We indicate by µ the flow parameters. In our specific test cases, µ P R2, and it
includes time t P r0, T s and the kinematic viscosity ν. u “ upx,µq is the flow velocity vector field,
p “ ppx,µq is the pressure scalar field normalized by the fluid density. In both the test cases we
consider in the numerical results, the FOM is based on the Unsteady Reynolds–Averaged Navier–
Stokes (URANS) formulation for incompressible flows, which consists of a time-averaged version of
the Navier–Stokes equations.

The main hypothesis that characterizes the RANS approach is the Reynolds decomposition [40].
This theory is based on the assumption that each flow field s can be expressed as the sum of its time
averaged value, indicated as s, and fluctuating parts, indicated with s1. Such mean has different
definitions depending on the case of application. Classical choices are, for example, time averaging,
averaging along homogeneous directions or ensemble averaging.

We briefly recall here the standard URANS formulation for the incompressible Navier-Stokes
equations:

$

’

’

&

’

’

%

Bui

Bxi
“ 0,

uj
Bui

Bxj
“ ´

Bp

Bxi
`

Bp2νEij ´ Rijq

Bxj
,

(1)

where the Einstein notation has been adopted, Rij “ u1
iu

1
j is the Reynolds stress tensor, and

Eij “
1

2

ˆ

Bui

Bxj
`

Buj

Bxi

˙

is the averaged strain rate tensor.

The URANS formulation in (1) needs to be coupled with a turbulence model to close system
(1). In particular, we adopt the κ ´ ω Shear Stress Transport (SST) model [29].

This model belongs to the class of eddy viscosity models, which are based on the Boussinesq
hypothesis, i.e. the turbulent stresses are related to the mean velocity gradients as follows:

´Rij “ 2νtEij ´
2

3
κδij ,
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where κ “ 1
2u

1
iu

1
i is the turbulent kinetic energy and νt is the eddy viscosity. In general, in this case

the URANS model is enriched with two additional transport equations, for κ and ω, respectively.
For the complete model we refer the reader to the original paper [29], and the extended RANS
model including the SST κ ´ ω equations can be found in [19].

The full order solutions of 1 are computed by means of the open-source software OpenFOAM,
which employs a finite volume discretization of the URANS equations [34, 24].

Following the finite volume method, developed and implemented in [34, 24], the computational
domain is discretized in polygonal control volumes and the partial differential equations 1 are
integrated in each control volume and converted to algebraic equations. In particular, the volume
integrals are converted into surface integrals by the divergence theorem, and discretized as sums of
the fluxes at the boundary faces of the control volumes [34].

2.2. POD-Galerkin Reduced Order Models

In this section, we provide a brief overview of the standard POD-Galerkin ROM approach.

Once all the high-fidelity simulations are run, considering completed the offline stage, all the
FOM snapshots, i.e., the FOM solutions for different parameter values tµju

Nµ

j“1, in our case for
different time instances ttiu

NT
i“1 and for different viscosity values tνku

NM

k“1, where Nµ “ NT ˆ NM .
In particular, each parameter is rti, νks, i “ 1, . . . , NT , k “ 1, . . . , NM . The POD is then applied
on the full order snapshots’ matrices:

Su “ tupx,µ1q, ...,upx,µNµqu P RNh
u ˆNµ , Sp “ tppx,µ1q, ..., ppx,µNµqu P RNh

p ˆNµ .

If we call Nc the number of cells of the mesh considered, Nh
u “ dNc and Nh

p “ Nc are the numbers
of spatial degrees of freedom for the velocity and pressure fields, respectively.

After the POD is applied to the snapshots’ matrices, the following reduced POD spaces are
found:

Vu
POD “ spantrϕis

Nu
i“1u, Vp

POD “ spantrχis
Np

i“1u, (2)

where Nu ! Nh
u and Np ! Nh

p , and rϕis
Nu
i“1 and rχis

Np

i“1 indicate the velocity and pressure POD
modes, respectively.

The main hypothesis of the POD is that each field can be then approximated as a convex
combination of its modes, namely:

upx,µq « urpx,µq “

Nu
ÿ

i“1

aipµqϕipxq, ppx, tq « prpx,µq “

Np
ÿ

i“1

bipµqχipxq. (3)

Supposing that the reduced fields provide an accurate approximation of the original snapshots,
the reduced order system can be written in a compact form as:

#

fpa, b;µq “ 0,

cpa;µq “ 0.
(4)

In (4) and in the following parts of the manuscript we will omit the dependencies apµq and bpµq

for the sake of brevity.
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The above-mentioned model represents a system of DAEs whose unknowns are the vectors of
coefficients a “ paq

Nu
i“1 (for the velocity), and b “ pbq

Np

i“1 (for the pressure).
However, it may happen that the model (4) is not stable in terms of velocity-pressure coupling

and this may lead to spurious oscillations, causing the residuals to increase as time evolves. For
this reason, there exist in literature different stabilization approaches for the velocity-pressure cou-
pling. Two of those approaches are the supremizer method (SUP-ROM) and the Pressure Poisson
Equation approach (PPE-ROM). The first approach consists in enriching the velocity reduced space
with additional modes named supremizer modes, which are directly computed either from the pres-
sure modes (exact supremizer approach) or from the pressure snapshots (approximated supremizer
approach) [45, 8, 49, 6]. The second method simply replaces the reduced continuity equation with
a reduced version of the Pressure Poisson Equation, which is computed by taking the divergence of
the conservation of the momentum equation [4, 48, 49, 36].

In this project, we choose to adopt the PPE-ROM stabilization for two specific reasons:

(i) it relies on a dedicated pressure equation and it allows for the introduction of specific pressure
correction terms only acting on the pressure accuracy, as will be specified in Section 2.3;

(ii) it is consistent with velocity-pressure coupling at the FOM level.

In the case of PPE-ROMs we report here the standard POD-Galerkin ROM formulations, which
we will refer to as standard ROM.

#

M 9a “ νpB ` BT qa ´ aTCa ´ Hb ` τ
´

řNBC
k“1 pUBC,kD

k ´ Ekaq

¯

,

Db ` aTGa ´ νNa ´ L “ 0 .
(5)

In the above formulation, the POD operators read as follows:

pMqij “ pϕi,ϕjqL2pΩq, pP qij “ pχi,∇ ¨ ϕjqL2pΩq , pBqij “ pϕi,∇ ¨ ∇ϕjqL2pΩq,

pBT qij “ pϕi,∇ ¨ p∇ϕjqT qL2pΩq, pCqijk “ pϕi,∇ ¨ pϕj b ϕkqqL2pΩq, pHqij “ pϕi,∇χjqL2pΩq

pDqij “ p∇χi,∇χjqL2pΩq, pGqijk “ p∇χi,∇ ¨ pϕj b ϕkqqL2pΩq,

pNqij “ pn ˆ ∇χi,∇ϕjqL2pΓq, pLqij “ pχi,n ¨ RtqL2pΓq ,

(6)

vector n is the normal unitary vector to the domain boundary.
Moreover, the additional term in the momentum equation is a weak enforcement of the non-

homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions, according to the penalty method. The penalization
factor, namely τ tuned through a sensitivity analysis on the specific problem considered [19, 50].
In general, bigger values of the penalization factor lead to a stronger enforcement of the boundary
conditions. At the same time, large values of τ also lead to larger condition number for system (5)
and, hence, to less stability.

The matrices Ek and vectors Dk are defined as follows:

pEkqij “ pϕi,ϕjqL2pΓDk
q, pDkqi “ pϕiqL2pΓDk

q, for all k “ 1, ..., NBC,

where ΓDi is the i-th boundary with non-homogeneous Dirichlet conditions, NBC is the total
number of boundaries where non-homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed.
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We can finally rewrite the formulation in System (5) in the following compact form, which is
inherited from the form in (4):

#

fpa, b;µq “ 0,

hpa, b;µq “ 0,
(7)

where the expression hpa, b;µq includes all the already mentioned contributions of the PPE and
replaces the continuity equation cpaq “ 0 in (4).

Although the PPE-ROM approach is well-known in the POD-Galerkin framework to provide
an efficient stabilization, it may fail in capturing the flow dynamics especially in unsteady and
turbulent test cases, like the cases we will consider in Section 3. This motivates the following
Section, describing the data-driven techniques used to improve the accuracy.

2.3. Machine-learning-enhanced Reduced Order Models

This part of the manuscript is dedicated to the description of the machine learning techniques
adopted to enhance the ROM results. In particular, this Section is divided into two parts:

• the description of the models used to model the reduced approximation of the eddy viscosity
field, which is here introduced to take into account the turbulent behaviour of the flow (section
2.3.1);

• the description of the models used to approximate the correction/closure terms added into
the System (5) (section 2.3.2).

2.3.1 Physics-based data-driven methods

The main goal of this Section is to add the turbulence modeling inside the reduced formulation,
building the so-called physics-based data-driven model. As specified in Section 2.1, the URANS
approach used to model the FOM usually includes turbulence by using an eddy viscosity model.
For instance, in our case we considered the SST κ´ω model, which adds to the URANS equations
the transport equations for κ and ω.

It is important to highlight that only the projections of the momentum and the PPE equations
are considered at the reduced order level. Since the projections of the κ and ω transport equations
are not taken into account, it is important to include the turbulent viscosity modeling in the
momentum and PPE equations.

Indeed, an approximation version of the eddy viscosity field can be modeled and included in the
reduced system (5), as done in [19], as follows:

where ηipxq is the i-th eddy viscosity mode evaluated through a POD procedure, just as done for
the velocity and pressure fields, gipµq is the corresponding coefficient, Nνt is the a-priori selected
number of modes retained for the eddy-viscosity field.
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When using a PPE approach, the URANS system (1) at the full order level can be written as
follows:

$

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

%

Bu

Bt
` ∇ ¨ pu b uq “ ∇ ¨

“

´pI ` pν ` νtq
`

∇u ` p∇uqT
˘‰

in Ω ˆ r0, T s ,

∆p “ ´∇ ¨ p∇ ¨ pu b uqq ` ∇ ¨
“

∇ ¨
`

νt
`

∇u ` p∇uqT
˘˘‰

in Ω ,

` Boundary Conditions on Γ ˆ r0, T s ,

` Initial Conditions in pΩ, 0q .

(8)

Consequently, the dynamical system (5) takes the following form:
#

M 9a “ νpB ` BT qa ´ aTCa ` gT pCT1 ` CT2qa ´ Hb ` τ
´

řNBC
k“1 pUBC,kD

k ´ Ekaq

¯

,

Db ` aTGa ´ gT pCT3 ` CT4 qa ´ νNa ´ L “ 0 ,

(9)
where:

pCT1qijk “ pϕi, ηj∇ ¨ ∇ϕkqL2pΩq , pCT2qijk “ pϕi,∇ ¨ ηjp∇ϕkqT qL2pΩq ,

pCT3qijk “ p∇χi, ηj∇ ¨ ∇ϕkqL2pΩq , pCT4qijk “ p∇χi,∇ ¨ ηjp∇ϕkqT qL2pΩq .

In the dynamical system defined in (9) the number of unknowns is Nu for the velocity, Np for the
pressure, and Nνt

for the eddy viscosity. However, the number of equations is Nu `Np. Thus, there
are more unknowns than equations and the system is not closed. In order to close the systems, the
eddy viscosity coefficients rgipµqs

Nνt
i“1 can be computed considering the mapping g “ Gpa,µq through

either interpolation [28, 30] or regression techniques. An interpolation technique was exploited in
[19], following the POD-I approach [54, 53, 46]. In this paper, the mapping is a feed-forward fully-
connected neural network whose loss function is the mean squared error (MSE) between the output
of the neural network Gpa,µq and the known eddy viscosity coefficients gproj

r pµq found from the
POD procedure. The compact form of system (9) is:

#

fpa, b, g;µq “ 0 ,

hpa, b, g;µq “ 0 .
(10)

2.3.2 Purely data-driven methods

The main goal here is to identify a strategy to model the correction/closure terms already exploited
in previous works like [32, 33, 47, 3, 22, 14, 21], but in a parametric setting.

The procedure used is as follows.

1. Select a reduced dimension for the velocity, r ” Nu, and for the pressure, q ” Np. The sum
r ` q is the dimension of the reduced system (5).

2. Select two bigger dimensions d ą r and h ą q, for instance in literature we have d “ kr,
h “ kq, with k an integer.

3. Select one or more operators, that we name C. For instance, if we only consider the non-linear
operators in System (5) we obtain:

Cpaq “

„

aTCa

aTGa

ȷ

. (11)
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4. Compute the term Cpaproj
d q P Rd`h:

Cpaproj
d q “

„

paproj
d qTCda

proj
d

paproj
d qTGha

proj
d

ȷ

, (12)

where aproj
d is the velocity coefficients’ vector found by directly projecting the field on the

POD subspace of dimension d. The operators Cd and Gh are expressed as:

pCdqijk “ pϕi,∇ ¨ pϕj b ϕkqqL2pΩq, i, j, k “ 1, . . . , d,

pGhqijk “ p∇χi,∇ ¨ pϕj b ϕkqqL2pΩq, i “ 1, . . . , h; j, k “ 1, . . . , d.

5. Compute the term Cpaproj
r q P Rr`q:

Cpaproj
r q “

„

paproj
r qTCaproj

r

paproj
r qTGaproj

r

ȷ

, (13)

where aproj
r is the velocity coefficients’ vector found by directly projecting the field on the

POD subspace of dimension r. The operators C and G are the reduced operators appearing
in (5) and already defined in (6).

6. Compute the exact correction term as follows:

τ exact “ Cpaproj
d q

r

´ Cpaproj
r q, (14)

where p¨q
r

acts like a filter and indicates that only the first r components should be retained.
In our example, we will have τ exact P Rr`q:

τ exact “

«

paproj
d qTCda

proj
d

r

´ paproj
r qTCaproj

r

paproj
d qTGpa

proj
d

q

´ paproj
r qTGaproj

r

ff

, (15)

where we retain the first r and q components for the first and second term, respectively.

7. Finally, we have to choose a model M able to approximate with good accuracy the exact
correction term, also for unseen configurations, namely time and/or parameter extrapolation.
In particular: τ approx “ τ approxpa, b,µq “ Mpa, b,µq, where µ includes the parameters of
the test case taken into account. Some of the possible choices to model the mapping M are
the following.

• Choose an ansatz, for example a quadratic ansatz with respect to the coefficients’ vectors:

Mpa, bq “ Ã

„

a

b

ȷ

`
“

aT bT
‰

B̃

„

a

b

ȷ

. (16)

where the matrix Ã P Rpr`qqˆpr`qq and the operator B̃ P Rpr`qqˆpr`qqˆpr`qq. This ap-
proach is easily addressed in time-dependent problems by solving a minimization prob-
lem:

Ã, B̃ “ argmin
A,B

˜

M
ÿ

j“1

∥∥∥∥A
„

paproj
r ptjqqT

pbprojq ptjqqT

ȷ

`
“

aproj
r ptjq bprojq ptjq

‰

B

„

aproj
r ptjq

bprojq ptjq

ȷ

´ τ exactptjq

∥∥∥∥
2
¸

.

(17)
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In previous works, like [33, 32, 21, 22], the minimization problem (17) is typically re-
written as a least squares problem. However, this can be done if time is the only parame-
ter of the problem. Indeed, matrices Ã and B̃ does not depend on time. Parametric test
cases require more advanced mappings depending also on the remaining parameter(s).

• Train a neural network (NN), which takes as input the coefficients and the parameters
of the problem pa, b,µq and gives as output the approximated correction coefficients
τ approx. In this case, the mapping M can be modeled considering different architectures,
like a feed-forward fully-connected NN or a recurrent neural network, for instance a Long-
Short Term Memory (LSTM). Moreover, also other ad-hoc architectures can be created
to model the initial mapping, depending on the test case we are considering, as we will see
in the results’ section 3. The comparisons among the results obtained with the different
neural networks are reported in the numerical results’ Section 3, while the details on
the architectures are reported in the supplementary parts A.1 and A.2, for test case a
and b, respectively. This second approach is suitable for test case that are only time-
dependent, but also for problems depending on more parameters, whose dependency is
easily addressed by adding the parameters as input to the neural network.

When we employ a reduced eddy-viscosity model, as in (10), the operator C can also include
the turbulence contributions, namely terms gT pCT1 ` CT2qa and gT pCT3 ` CT4qa.

Moreover, as in the previous works [22, 21], we identify the first r elements of the correction term
τ “ Mpa, b,µq as the velocity correction, whereas the last q components are identifies as pressure
correction. Hence, the τ vector can be decomposed as pτu, τpq, where τu P Rr and τp P Rq.

We are finally able to write the so-called hybrid data-driven ROM, which combines the physics-
based and the purely data-driven based approaches. Its final compact formulation reads as follows:

#

fpa, b, g;µq ` τupa, b,µq “ 0 ,

hpa, b, g;µq ` τppa, b,µq “ 0 .
(18)

In particular, when we consider a purely data-driven approach, the exact correction τ exact

considered in Step 6. is computed considered all the operators in the reduced system (5). When
considering a hybrid data-driven approach, we include in the exact correction also the contribution
depending on the reduced eddy viscosity g.

It is important to remark that in this case the reduced eddy viscosity is not an input to the
mapping M but it is only embedded in the exact correction.

3. Numerical results

In this paper, we test all the numerical methods presented in 2 on two different test cases:

paq the periodic flow past a circular cylinder;

pbq the channel-driven cavity flow.

In both test cases, we consider as parameters both time and the viscosity value, i.e. the Reynolds
number. In particular, we consider three different sets of snapshots for training and testing the
reduced order models, that are represented in Figure 2 and specified in Table 1, for both the test
cases. In particular, we use the following notation:
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• Toffline and Ntrain: the time window and set of viscosities, respectively, used to collect the
snapshots for the parametric POD. In the test cases we consider, the collected data are also
used to train the neural networks exploited to compute the data-driven terms;

• Tonline and Ntest: the time window and set of viscosities, respectively, used to run the online
simulations. These sets are used to test the parametric data-driven approaches in different
extrapolation settings for both parameters.

Test case (a)

Tofflinerss [20, 22]
Tonlinerss [20, 28]

Ntrainrm2{ss t8,33 ˆ 10´5; 1 ˆ 10´4; 1,25 ˆ 10´4; 1,67 ˆ 10´4; 2,5 ˆ 10´4u

Ntestrm
2{ss t7,69 ˆ 10´5; 1,15 ˆ 10´4; 3,33 ˆ 10´4u

Test case (b)

Tofflinerss [5, 15]
Tonlinerss [5, 20]

Ntrainrm2{ss t5 ˆ 10´6; 1 ˆ 10´5; 2 ˆ 10´5; 4 ˆ 10´5; 1 ˆ 10´4u

Ntestrm
2{ss t4 ˆ 10´6; 7 ˆ 10´6; 1,25 ˆ 10´4u

Table 1: Different sets used to train and test the data-driven ROMs for both test cases.

20 21 22 23 24 25 26
t [s]

8.333e-05

0.0001

0.000125

0.00016667

0.00025

2× 10−4

3× 10−4
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(t
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2
/s

]

7.69e-05

0.000115

0.000333

2× 10−4
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2
/s

]Test data

Training data

(a) Parameters for test case paq
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Figure 2: Graphical representations of the sets of parameters used in the offline stage (Toffline and Ntrain),
in green, and in the online stage (Tonline and Ntest), in red. The green shadow describes the
accessible offline/training area. The parameters are also specified in Table 1.

Moreover, we specify that we collect the snapshots every ∆toffline “ ∆tonline “ 4ˆ10´3s for test
case paq, and every ∆toffline “ ∆tonline “ 0,05s for test case pbq.

The present Section is divided into two parts, one for each test case, and in both Subsections
we focus on the following aspects:

piq Description of the FOM, POD eigenvalues decay, and selection of a reduced number of modes
for the online stage;

piiq Neural networks’ predictions of the data-driven correction terms;
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piiiq Comparison among standard ROM and DD-ROMs in terms of relative L2 errors of the velocity
and pressure fields with respect to the high-fidelity solutions;

pivq Graphical representation of the results at the final online time instance.

In the analysis of step piiq, we consider multiple neural networks with the same architecture
but trained with different (random) weights initialization. Hence, we will show the performance
of the regression models by displaying the average prediction (on all the pre-trained networks),
and the true coefficients, namely the coefficients obtained by projection. We will also include the
confidence interval of our model. We introduce the following notation: sν

‹

ptq “ spt; ν‹q represents
the full-order field of interest at the viscosity value ν‹ and evolving in time, s̃ indicates the ROM
approximation of the field. In particular, in our case the fields are velocity or pressure: s “ u or
s “ p. Following this notation, the 99.7% confidence interval I99.7% is computed as:

I99.7%ptq “ ri´ptq, i`ptqs, where i˘ptq “
µps̃ν

‹

ptqq ˘ 3σps̃ν
‹

ptqq

Nnetworks
, (19)

where Nnetworks is the number of networks considered for the statistics in our case 10. The confi-
dence interval reported in (19) is well-defined under the assumption of a Gaussian distribution. In
particular, the difference among the Nnetworks models considered is the (random) initialization of
the weights.

For what concerns step piiiq, the expression of the time-dependent relative errors used to com-
pare the ROMs performances is computed as follows.

Eν‹

s ptq “
}s̃ν

‹

ptq ´ sν
‹

ptq}L2pΩq

}sν‹
ptq}L2pΩq

. (20)

Also in this case, when dealing with DD-ROMs we will represent the statistics, namely the accu-
racy obtained considering in System (18) the averaged prediction of the neural networks, and the
corresponding confidence interval.

3.1. Test case a: periodic flow past a cylinder

The periodic flow past a circular cylinder is a wide-known benchmark in fluid dynamics and in
the field of reduced order modeling. In this Section we will focus on a parametric version of this
test case, where the parameter considered is the viscosity that indirectly parametrizes the Reynolds
number.

3.1.1 Offline stage

The domain and mesh for this test case are represented in Figure 3. Following the notation in the
above-mentioned Figure, the boundary conditions read as follows.

On BΩin :

#

u “ pUin, 0q,

∇p ¨ n “ 0;
On BΩT Y BΩB :

#

u ¨ n “ 0,

∇p ¨ n “ 0;

12
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(a) Domain with notation (b) Full order mesh

Figure 3: The domain and full order mesh considered for the periodic flow around a circular cylinder.

On BΩN :

#

∇u ¨ n “ 0,

p “ 0;
On BΩC :

#

u “ 0,

∇p ¨ n “ 0.

The time and parameter ranges considered to run the FOM and collect the POD snapshots
have been introduced in Figure 2. Moreover, we collect a total amount of 500 snapshots for each
viscosity value, for a total of 2500 snapshots. The snapshots are taken every 0,004 s, the POD
cumulative eigenvalues and the corresponding decay are represented in Figure 4. We can see a fast
decay, especially for the velocity field. However, as we will see in the following part, the standard
POD-Galerkin approach is characterized by lack of accuracy in the marginally-resolved regime, even
if the number of modes considered is enough to capture the dynamics of the problem.

We decide to focus our analysis on a number of modes Nu “ Nνt “ r “ 3 and Np “ q “ 3,
namely in the marginally-resolved regime.
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(b) POD eigenvalues decay

Figure 4: Cumulative eigenvalues and eigenvalues decay for the test case a.

3.1.2 Neural networks’ performance

We focus here on the analysis of the accuracy of the neural networks used to compute both the
eddy viscosity and the correction coefficients.
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For what concerns the eddy viscosity coefficients, we consider as mapping Gpa, ν, tq a multi-layer
perceptron neural network, whose hyper-parameters’ details can be found in the supplementary
results in Section A.1.

Figure 5 shows the averaged prediction of the neural networks considered for the G mapping,
the corresponding confidence interval, and the exact coefficients. The prediction is here computed
for a viscosity value in the train set Ntrain and for the same time window considered offline for
collecting the POD snapshots. We can notice that the neural network has a good performance,
since the prediction is close to the truth and the confidence interval is small. In particular, the
performance is better for the eddy viscosity coefficients g1 and g2 than for the first component g0.
However, this would not affect the results in terms of accuracy, as we will show in the analysis in
3.1.3.
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Exact coefficients Feed-forward average prediction 99.7 % confidence interval (Feed-forward)

Figure 5: Eddy viscosity coefficients for ν “ 8,33 ˆ 10´5 ms´1 (in Ntrain): neural networks predictions’
average and corresponding confidence interval, and POD projected exact coefficients.

Figures 6 and 7 represent the performance of three different types of neural networks considered
for the mapping M, on two different training viscosities. In particular, we named the networks as:

• Feed-forwardpa, b, ν, tq, where pa, b, ν, tq are the inputs, with a multi-layer perceptron standard
architecture;

• LSTMpa, b, νq, where the time parameter is not considered since it is already embedded in
the Long–Short Term Memory framework;

• SinNNpν, tq, which is an ad-hoc architecture, presented in the supplementary part, in Figure
22. It is inspired by the fact that the coefficients are in our case periodic, as can be seen from
the eddy viscosity coefficients in Figure 5. Hence, the periodicity is integrated in the network
by adding sinusoidal expressions in it.

The hyperparameters of the above-mentioned neural networks are reported in Section A.1.
From the comparison between Figures 6 and 7, it can be seen that the shape of the first coefficient

of τu is more complex in 7. Therefore, also the prediction of the neural network is less accurate
for this specific parameter. Moreover, the correction coefficients represented in these Figures also
include the eddy viscosity contributions, but similar considerations can be withdrawn in the case
not including the turbulent terms.
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Figure 6: Correction terms’ coefficients for ν “ 8,33ˆ10´5 ms´1 (in Ntrain): neural networks predictions’
average and corresponding confidence interval, and POD projected exact coefficients.
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Figure 7: Correction terms’ coefficients for ν “ 1,25ˆ10´4 ms´1 (in Ntrain): neural networks predictions’
average and corresponding confidence interval, and POD projected exact coefficients.
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3.1.3 DD-ROMs performance

Figures 8 and 9 show the relative errors obtained with all the DD-ROMs here considered, making
a comparison with the standard ROM and with the reconstruction error.

We report also the result of the DD-ROM obtained inserting in the reduced system (18) the
exact correction term. From now on we will call this model the exact purely DD-ROM or exact
hybrid DD-ROM, depending if the turbulence is included or not.

The viscosity parameter is a test parameter internal to the range considered for collecting the
snapshots. Moreover, the online simulation is run until 6 seconds, namely in a time extrapolation
regime, since the snapshots are collected in the window r0, 2s s.

If we consider the purely DD-ROM (Figure 8), all the models slightly improve the results of
the standard ROM. In particular, the LSTM outperforms both the exact purely DD-ROM and the
standard ROM.

Indeed, the mapping M is built such that its output is as close as possible to the exact correction,
but the final DD-ROM accuracy may also be better than the exact model.
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95 % confidence interval: Purely DD-ROM (LSTM)

Figure 8: Relative errors for ν P Ntest (inside the train dataset range) for the pressure and the velocity
magnitude fields, for the purely DD-ROMs, standard POD-Galerkin ROMs. The reconstruction
error is here also represented.

Figure 9 shows that the hybrid DD-ROM significantly improves the standard ROM results in
an unseen setting for both time and viscosity. The LSTM is the best-performing machine learning
algorithm for this test parameter. Indeed, the average prediction of the LSTM leads to an accuracy
close to the reconstruction error and to the exact hybrid DD-ROM. Moreover, the model provides a
more confident prediction than the others, since the confidence interval is smaller than the others.
In addition, the SinNN has the worst performance among the machine learning model considered.
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The reason for this fact may be that the SinNN does not take as inputs the velocity coefficients.
Hence, it does not take into account the evolution of the dynamics leading to a worse performance
in a test setting.
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95 % confidence interval: Hybrid DD-ROM (SinNN)

95 % confidence interval: Hybrid DD-ROM (LSTM)

Figure 9: Relative errors for ν P Ntest, ν “ 1,15 ˆ 10´4 ms´1 for the pressure and the velocity magnitude
fields, for the physics-based DD-ROMs, hybrid DD-ROMs, standard POD-Galerkin ROMs. The
reconstruction error is here also represented.

For a global comparison of the different ROM methods, we refer to Figure 10, showing the
integrals of the relative errors over the online time window r20, 26s s, for test viscosity values. The
performance of all the methods is better for ν “ 1,15ˆ 10´4 m2{s since it is within the parameters’
range considered for the POD. All the hybrid DD-ROM models outperform the standard approach,
but the most accurate methods are the standard multi-layer perceptron and the LSTM, as previously
pointed out.

3.1.4 Graphical results

Figures 11 and 12 show a graphical comparison of the velocity and pressure fields, respectively, at
the final instance of the online simulation.

The POD-Galerkin ROM reconstruction leads to poor approximations in the region near the
cylinder, for both the pressure and the velocity field. This may result in inaccurate predictions of
the force fields, like the drag and the lift acting on the cylinder. On the other hand, as pointed out
in Section 3.1.3, the hybrid models are significantly closer to the full-order solution. However, the
SinNN is less accurate around the cylinder, as previously shown in the errors’ plots.
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Figure 10: Integrals of relative errors over time for ν P Ntest for the pressure and the velocity magnitude
fields, in the standard ROM, hybrid DD-ROMs, and for the projection.

3.2. Test case b: flow in a channel-driven cavity

The unsteady case of the flow inside a cavity-shaped channel is characterized by a different behavior
to the first test case described in 3.1. Also in this case, we consider a parametrized setup w.r.t. the
Reynolds number.

3.2.1 Offline stage

In Figure 13 we represent the domain and the mesh considered in the FOM analysis.
Employing the notation in Figure 13, we consider the following boundary conditions:

On BΩT :

#

∇u ¨ n “ 0,

∇p ¨ n “ 0;
On BΩB :

#

u “ 0,

∇p ¨ n “ 0

On BΩin :

#

u “ pU b
in, 0q,

∇p ¨ n “ 0;
On BΩN :

#

∇u ¨ n “ 0,

p “ 0.

For the POD we consider the viscosity range specified in Figure 2, with a corresponding Reynolds
number in range r1ˆ 103, 2ˆ 104s. The time snapshots are retained every 0,05 seconds in the time
interval of 10 seconds, for a total amount of snapshots of 1000, namely 200 for each FOM simulation.

Figure 14 shows the cumulative eigenvalues and the eigenvalues decay of the POD for all the
fields considered. The Figure shows a slower decay than in the first test case (Figure 4). Indeed,
this second test case is not periodic leading to a more challenging setting.

We decide to focus our analysis on a number of modes Nu “ Nνt
“ r “ 2 and Np “ q “ 4,

namely in the marginally-resolved regime.
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Figure 11: Velocity magnitude fields at final instant of ROM.
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(a)

(b) (c)

(d) (e)

Figure 12: Pressure fields at final instant of ROM.
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Figure 13: The domain and full order mesh considered for the channel-driven flow test case.
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Figure 14: Cumulative eigenvalues and eigenvalues decay for test case b.
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3.2.2 Neural networks’ performance

As already done in Subsection 3.1.2, the goal of this part is to show the performance of the neural
networks used to predict both the eddy viscosity coefficients and the correction coefficients.

In particular, the first mapping Gpa, ν, tq is built, as in the first test case, with a multi-layer
perceptron architecture. Figure 15 represents the performance of the machine learning model
considered in a training setup. The resulting average prediction is accurate and the confidence
interval is very small in both the coefficients g0 and g1. Moreover, we notice that the trend of the
coefficients is not periodic, but it is monotone, differently from test case a.

For what concerns the mapping M we only take into account the pressure corrections τp, since
the velocity approximation has not a relevant contribution in this case. For this reason, in the
networks we will not take into account the velocity coefficients a as input.

Figure 16 shows the performance of three different types of neural networks for mapping M. In
particular, we named the networks as:

• Feed-forwardpb, ν, tq, where pb, ν, tq are the inputs, with a multi-layer perceptron standard
architecture;

• LSTMpb, νq, where the time parameter is not considered since it is already embedded in the
Long–Short Term Memory framework;

• Feed-forwardpν, tq, where pν, tq are the only inputs. We chose to test this model for the simple
monotone trend in time of the coefficients.

The sequence length used for the LSTM, i.e. the entity of time memory, is 20 time steps,
corresponding to 1 second of simulation.
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Figure 15: Eddy viscosity coefficients for ν “ 5 ˆ 10´6 m2
{s (in Ntrain): neural networks predictions’

average and POD projected exact coefficients.

3.2.3 DD-ROMs performance

We decide in this Section to focus only on the hybrid DD-ROM since the purely DD-ROM has not
significantly improved the results in test case a.
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Figure 16: Correction terms’ coefficients for ν “ 5 ˆ 10´6 m2
{s (in Ntrain): neural networks predictions’

average and POD projected exact coefficients.

Figures 17 and 18 show that the relative errors of the velocity and pressure fields w.r.t. the
FOM, for two test viscosity values. Moreover, the value for Figure 17 is outside of the POD range.

The standard ROM approach completely blows up after a few time steps in both cases, because
of the ill-conditioning of the system. In this case, the correction terms are necessary not only to
improve the accuracy but also to ensure the stability of the reduced formulation.

On the one hand, in Figure 17 the viscosity value is the lowest taken into account, namely
corresponding to the highest Reynolds number. In this case, the performance of all the DD-ROMs
leads to a stabilized system with improved accuracy.

In both cases, the best performance is obtained with the multi-layer perceptron only having as
input the system parameters, while the worst performance is the feed-forward which also considers
as input the pressure coefficients. The average prediction obtained with the feed-forwardpν, tq

network is similar to the one obtained by considering the exact coefficients, with higher confidence
compared to the other neural networks. On the contrary to what was observed for test case a., the
cavity presents a monotone trend in time, which appears to be well captured through a mapping
only depending on parameters pν, tq.

In conclusion, the hybrid DD-ROM approach may be used in reduced order systems both to
improve the results and to avoid stability issues and ill-conditioning.

However, the method is still limited by the linearity of the POD, which is used to write system
(18). Indeed, the correction terms added into the PPE-ROM system are obtained from the operators
coming from a POD-Galerkin projection. Those operators in an advection-dominated test case and
a marginally-resolved regime, may not well represent the dynamics of the system.

3.2.4 Graphical results

The graphical results for the velocity and pressure fields are represented in Figure 20 and 21,
respectively. The results are for the final time instance of the online simulation, namely t “ 20 s.

We exclude the standard ROM from the graphical comparison since it blows up after a few time
steps of the online ROM.

As already highlighted in the previous Subsection, Figures 20 and 21 show that the DD-ROM
approximations are not as accurate as in the cylinder test case.

24



0 2.5 5 7.5 10 12.5 15
time [s]

10−2

10−1

100

101

102

ε u
(t

)

0 2.5 5 7.5 10 12.5 15
time [s]

100

102

104

106

ε p
(t

)

Standard ROM

Projection

Hybrid DD-ROM (exact)

Average: Hybrid DD-ROM (Feed-forward)

Average: Hybrid DD-ROM (Feed-forward (ν, t))

Average: Hybrid DD-ROM (LSTM)

95 % confidence interval: Hybrid DD-ROM (Feed-forward)

95 % confidence interval: Hybrid DD-ROM (Feed-forward (ν, t))

95 % confidence interval: Hybrid DD-ROM (LSTM)

(a)

(b)

Figure 17: Relative errors for ν P Ntest, ν “ 4 ˆ 10´6 m2
{s for the pressure and the velocity magnitude

fields, for the physics-based DD-ROMs, hybrid DD-ROMs, standard POD-Galerkin ROMs (first
row). The second row represents a zoomed version of the error.
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Figure 18: Relative errors for ν P Ntest, ν “ 7 ˆ 10´6 m2
{s for the pressure and the velocity magnitude

fields, for the physics-based DD-ROMs, hybrid DD-ROMs, standard POD-Galerkin ROMs (first
row). The second row represents a zoomed version of the error.
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Figure 19: Integrals of relative errors over time for ν P Ntest for the pressure and the velocity magnitude
fields, in the standard ROM, hybrid DD-ROMs, and for the projection.

3.3. Discussion

This part of the manuscript is dedicated to a final comparison between the two test cases, for all
the different ROMs proposed.

• POD performance: In general, as already pointed out, test case b is the most challenging.
Indeed, the POD eigenvalues decay is smaller (Figures 4, 14) and the reconstruction errors
are much higher, as can be seen for instance from the time integrals of the projection errors
in Figures 10 and 19.

• Standard ROM: On the one hand, the standard ROM leads to relative errors increasing in
time in the cylinder test case, as shown in Figure 9. On the other hand, in the cavity test
case, the standard POD-Galerkin approach blows up after a few time steps. In this case, the
POD-based operators may lead to a ill-conditioned reduced system.

• Purely DD-ROM: We only evaluate the performance of this model in test case a and the
results slightly improve the standard ROM accuracy. Indeed, if we compare Figures 8 (with
the purely DD-ROM results) and 9 (with the hybrid DD-ROM results), we notice that the
effect of the correction terms acts in a more massive way on the system if combined with the
physics-based DD-ROM. This aspect is deeply analysed in the non-parametric case in [21],
where the authors showed that the combination of the data-driven methods provides always
better results than the individual approaches. This is the reason why we decide to focus only
on the hybrid approach in test case b.

• Hybrid DD-ROM:
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Figure 20: Velocity magnitude fields at final instant of ROM. The standard ROM results are not repre-
sented here because the standard simulation blows up.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 21: Pressure fields at final instant of ROM. The standard ROM results are not represented here
because the standard simulation blows up.
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˝ As a general consideration, the main difference among the two test cases, is that the
DD-ROM acts as a results-enhancer for the cylinder, but also as a system stabilizer for
the cavity case.

˝ In the first test case, the LSTM is the best-suited architecture to capture the dynamics
of the correction terms. This can be explained with the fact that the LSTM inputs and
outputs, namely the velocity/pressure coefficients and the correction coefficients, have the
same periodic behavior. Considering a time-memory of about half-period, the network
is also well performing in time extrapolation. However, when we consider the cavity
test case, the best-suitable architecture is the multi-layer perceptron not depending on
the pressure coefficients. This is because the pressure coefficients and the correction
coefficients have a different behaviour.

˝ It is important to highlight that all the neural networks taken into account in both
the test cases have a good performance in a predictive setting (Figures 6, 16), but
the performance varies when the input coefficients are not anymore the optimal ones,
namely the projected reduced coefficients. When the inputs are the coefficients a and/or
b coming from the resolution of the dynamical system (5), the accuracy of the prediction
is quite different and depends on the intrinsic relations between inputs and outputs.

4. Conclusions and Outlook

The project presented in this paper aims to enhance the classical ROM approaches using machine
learning tools. The general paradigm of DD-ROMs was already presented in [21], but it is here
extended to a more general parametric setup.

Section 1 introduces the problem and the issues of standard ROMs in capturing the evolution
of the system’s dynamics.

Section 2 is dedicated to the presentation of the methodologies used in this work. In particular,
we introduce the FOM used to collect the snapshots in 2.1, the POD-Galerkin ROM approach in
2.2, and the machine-learning enhanced ROMs in 2.3. In the last-mentioned part, we consider two
types of enhancement: the physics-based DD-ROM, aimed to re-introduce the turbulence modeling
at the ROM level, is briefly recalled in Subsection 2.3.1, whereas the purely DD-ROM, aimed to
close the system through the modeling of the neglected modes, is presented in Subsection 2.3.2.

Finally, the numerical results are presented in Section 3, showing the effects of the machine-
learning approaches on the periodic flow past a cylinder (3.1), and on the channel-driven cavity
flow (3.2).

For each test case, we perform the offline stage in a parametric setting, considering as parameters
time and the Reynolds number. After that, a POD eigenvalues analysis is performed (in 3.1.1
and 3.2.3), after which we focus our study on the marginally-resolved regime. In this framework,
standard ROMs produce poor results and do not provide accurate reconstructions of the solutions.

For each test case, we investigate the effects of the machine learning approaches on the reduced
dynamical system. In particular, we compared the results of three different types of neural network
architectures in both test cases, spacing among LSTM architectures, ad-hoc architectures, and more
classical multi-layer perceptron structures.

The results are presented in terms of: (i) neural networks performance directly in a predictive
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setting (in 3.1.2 and 3.2.2); (ii) velocity and pressure relative errors with respect to the FOM
counterpart for unseen configurations (in 3.1.3 and 3.2.3); (iii) graphical views of the fields at the
ROM final time instance.

The final Subsection 3.3 makes a comparison between the two test cases in terms of performances.
In conclusion, we were able to provide in this work an algorithm able to enhance the POD-

Galerkin results, acting also as a stabilizer in highly unsteady setups.
As pointed out for the cavity test case, the results’ accuracy is influenced by the linearity of

the POD approach. Hence, the method may be further improved introducing nonlinearity in the
projection step, by replacing the POD with more advanced techniques, like autoencoders. This will
be the focus of the authors’ future research work.

Another extension of interest may be to include an a-posteriori learning inside the neural net-
works used to predict the correction terms. This would increase the training computational time,
but improving the final accuracy without affecting the online prediction time.
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A. Neural networks hyperparameters

In this Section we specify the hyperparameters of the machine learning techniques used in this work.

A.1. Neural networks’ architecture for the hybrid DD-ROM in test case a

This Section is dedicated to the structure of the neural networks considered in test case a to model
the mappings G (used to compute the eddy-viscosity coefficients), and M (used to compute the
correction coefficients).

Table 2 shows the hyperparameters’ settings for the different cases considered. In the Table
we reported the structure of the hydden layers as a list of numbers, where the length of the list
indicates the number of hidden layers and the values in the list indicate the number of neurons for
each layer. In all the models proposed, the final layer is composed of only linear operations. In
particular, for the LSTM network, we considered a sequence length, Nseq in the Table, which is
Nseq „ T {2, where T is the flow period.

Moreover, for what concerns the SinNN architecture, the values N1 and N2 in 22 have the aim
of amplifying the frequency of the periodic expressions proposed, while n is the number of sinusoids
considered in the final combination. In our case, N1 “ 50, N2 “ 1000, and n “ 20.

Moreover, in every mapping we consider a regularization in the loss, namely an additional term
Ladd depending on the weights’ L2 norm. The additional term is expressed as:

Ladd “ ω}θ}2L2 , (21)

where θ includes all the weights of the neural network, and ω “ 1 ˆ 10´6 in our setting.
The optimization employs the Adam algorithm in all the networks.

Table 2: Neural networks setting for test case a.

Mapping Network Hidden
layers

Non-
linearity

Learning rate Stopping
epoch

g “ Gpa, ν, tq Feed-forward r20, 20, 20s Softplus 1 ˆ 10´3 10000

τ “ Mpa, b, ν, tq Feed-forward r20, 20, 20s ReLU 1 ˆ 10´3 6000

τ “ Mpa, b, νq LSTM r20, 20s,
Nseq:100

✗ 1 ˆ 10´3 6000

p “ NN1pνq Feed-forward r5, 5s Leaky ReLU
1 ˆ 10´3 6000

τ “ NN2poq Feed-forward r20, 20s Leaky ReLU
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Figure 22: Schematic architecture of the SinNN neural network considered to find the correction coeffi-
cients in test case a. The orange boxes are the inputs needed to train the SinNN as a function
of the parameters only, namely Mpν, tq. NN1 and NN2 are two feed-forward fully connected
neural networks embedded in the proposed structure and described in Table 2.

A.2. Neural networks’ architecture for the hybrid DD-ROM in test case b

This Section is dedicated to the specification of the hyperparameters in test case b. In particular,
Table 3 reports the specifics of all the architectures proposed. Also in this case, we apply a weight
regularization, considering the same expression in (21), and with the same weight decay ω “

1 ˆ 10´6. Moreover, as can be seen from Table 3, the learning rate is decreased with a rate of 1{5

every 3000 epochs, in order to avoid picks of the loss during the training process.
We remark that in LSTM networks in both Tables 2 and 3, no activation function is considered.
The optimization employs the Adam algorithm, as in test case a.
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Table 3: Neural networks setting for test case b. In the learning rate of the mapping M, we call tepoch
the current epoch, Nstep “ 3000 the epochs’ interval to decrease the learning rate, γ “ 0.2 the
corresponding decreasing rate.

Mapping Network Hidden
layers

Non-
linearity

Learning rate Stopping
epoch

g “ Gpa, ν, tq Standard
feed-forward

r20, 20, 20s Softplus 1 ˆ 10´3 10000

τp “ Mpb, ν, tq Feed-forward r20, 20, 20s Softplus p1 ˆ 10´3qγ
t
tepoch
Nstep

u 10000

τp “ Mpb, νq LSTM r20, 20s,
Nseq:20

✗ p1 ˆ 10´3qγ
t
tepoch
Nstep

u 10000

τp “ Mpν, tq Feed-forward r5, 5s Softplus p1 ˆ 10´3qγ
t
tepoch
Nstep

u
10000
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