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Abstract

In science and engineering, machine learning techniques are
increasingly successful in physical systems modeling (pre-
dicting future states of physical systems). Effectively inte-
grating PDE loss as a constraint of system transition can im-
prove the model’s prediction by overcoming generalization
issues due to data scarcity, especially when data acquisition is
costly. However, in many real-world scenarios, due to sensor
limitations, the data we can obtain is often only partial obser-
vation, making the calculation of PDE loss seem to be infea-
sible, as the PDE loss heavily relies on high-resolution states.
We carefully study this problem and propose a novel frame-
work named Re-enable PDE Loss under Partial Observation
(RPLPO). The key idea is that although enabling PDE loss
to constrain system transition solely is infeasible, we can
re-enable PDE loss by reconstructing the learnable high-
resolution state and constraining system transition simultane-
ously. Specifically, RPLPO combines an encoding module for
reconstructing learnable high-resolution states with a transi-
tion module for predicting future states. The two modules are
jointly trained by data and PDE loss. We conduct experiments
in various physical systems to demonstrate that RPLPO has
significant improvement in generalization, even when obser-
vation is sparse, irregular, noisy, and PDE is inaccurate. The
code is available on RPLPO.

Introduction
Using machine learning methods to model physical systems
has become a promising direction in science and engineer-
ing, e.g., fluid dynamics, diffusion, and so on (An, Kim, and
James 2008; Zhang et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2023). Since
the data collection procedure is always both time and cost-
consuming, a limited amount of data will hurt the gener-
alization of the physical system modeling. Recently, some
works have introduced PDE loss in training models and
achieved promising performance (Li et al. 2021b; Gao, Sun,
and Wang 2021a; Goswami et al. 2022a; Ren et al. 2023b;
Huang et al. 2023) to reduce the use of costly data and
improve generalization capacity of physical system mod-
els. Most works rely on high-resolution states to calculate
or approximate the derivative for PDE loss. However, due
to sensor limitations (Iakovlev, Heinonen, and Lähdesmäki

*Corresponding authors.
Copyright © 2025, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

2020; Lütjens et al. 2022; Yin et al. 2022; Boussif et al.
2022; Iakovlev, Heinonen, and Lähdesmäki 2023), the appli-
cation of PDE loss for modeling physical systems is signifi-
cantly challenged by the partially observable nature of mea-
surement. Computing partial derivatives in PDE loss with
partial observation introduces significant biases, leading to
a dilemma: either we avoid using PDE loss in the model,
thereby weakening its generalization, or we use the biased
PDE loss, which can also hurt the model’s performance. As
a result, a scientific problem has been emerged:

Whether and how can we improve the model’s gener-
alization capacity for physical systems modeling by using
PDE loss under partial observation?

In this work, we propose a novel framework named
RPLPO to effectively re-enable PDE loss for physical sys-
tems modeling under partial observation, thereby enhanc-
ing the model’s capacity to generalize and predict future
partially observable states. By using RPLPO, the PDE loss
can be used to reconstruct the corresponding high-resolution
state by only using partial observation and re-enable the
PDE loss on the transition between adjacent learnable high-
resolution states corresponding to the partial observations si-
multaneously.

RPLPO mainly comprises an encoding module and a tran-
sition module. The fundamental procedure is to reconstruct
the learnable high-resolution state from partial observation
by using the encoding module and then predict the subse-
quent state with the transition module. However, it is hard to
train the encoding module without available high-resolution
data through data-driven supervised methods. Therefore, we
use several recent consecutive observations to reconstruct a
learnable high-resolution state, then train it via a PDE loss.

We design to train the encoding and transition modules
jointly with two periods: a base-training period and a two-
stage fine-tuning period. In base-training period, the encod-
ing module is trained using a PDE loss without requiring
high-resolution data. The transition module is trained col-
laboratively using the data loss and PDE loss to overcome
the generalization issues due to data scarcity. In two-stage
fine-tuning period, the framework leverages unlabeled data
in a semi-supervised learning manner to further improve
the model’s generalization. The transition module is first
fine-tuned with unlabeled data and PDE loss independently;
then, their information is propagated to the encoding mod-
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ule, which is fine-tuned using data loss calculated on the
original labeled data.

We demonstrate the performance of RPLPO on five PDEs
dynamics, which represent common physical systems in the
real world, e.g., Burgers equation, wave equation, Navier
Stokes equation, linear shallow water equation, and non-
linear shallow water equation. The results show that, with
our framework, learned models have significant improve-
ments in generalization capacity to predict future partial ob-
served states both in single-step and multi-step. Moreover,
RPLPO is validated to be: (a) effective in different data
numbers, sparsity levels, irregular partial observations, in-
accurate PDE, and noisy data; (b) robust in implementation
and hyperparameters; (c) computationally efficient under the
premise of generalization improvement.

Our contributions can be summarized in two parts: (1) We
propose a novel framework called RPLPO to re-enable PDE
loss for physical systems modeling under partial observation
to improve the model’s generalization. (2) We demonstrate
that RPLPO leads to a significant improvement in general-
ization for predicting the future partial observed state, than
baseline methods, across various physical systems.

Related Works
We briefly discuss the highly related works here and leave
the detailed version in Technical Appendix.

Physics-informed machine learning: More and more
physics-informed machine learning methods have been pro-
posed to learn the solutions of PDEs (Karniadakis et al.
2021), including neural operator (Lu, Jin, and Karniadakis
2019; Li et al. 2020a,b, 2021b; Wang, Wang, and Perdikaris
2021; Gupta, Xiao, and Bogdan 2021; Goswami et al.
2022b; Boussif et al. 2022; Yin et al. 2023; Iakovlev,
Heinonen, and Lähdesmäki 2023; Hansen et al. 2023; Chen
et al. 2023) and physics-informed neural networks (PINNs)
(Raissi, Perdikaris, and Karniadakis 2019; Yang, Meng, and
Karniadakis 2021; Cai et al. 2021; Karniadakis et al. 2021).
These works used PDE loss to model or solve PDEs dynam-
ics. The key to their success is the incorporation of accurate
PDE, including high-resolution states or formulas. However,
they cannot be applied to learn partial observation directly,
as their physics-informed training manner has significant
bias when calculating by partial observation.

High-resolution state reconstruction: In computer vi-
sion (CV) and physical systems modeling, several works aim
to reconstruct a high-resolution state from its partial obser-
vation, also known as super-resolution (Zhu et al. 2020; Li
et al. 2021a). In CV, some deep learning models (Dong et al.
2014; Lim et al. 2017; Soh et al. 2019; Nazeri, Thasarathan,
and Ebrahimi 2019; Zhao et al. 2020), and generative mod-
els (Ledig et al. 2017; Liu, Siu, and Wang 2021; Gao et al.
2023) have emerged. In physical systems, the task has at-
tracted more and more attention (Ren et al. 2023a), which
aims to use PDE loss in models (Wang et al. 2020a; Es-
maeilzadeh et al. 2020; Fathi et al. 2020; Jangid et al. 2022;
Ren et al. 2023b; Shu, Li, and Farimani 2023) or not need
for data (Gao, Sun, and Wang 2021b; Kelshaw, Rigas, and
Magri 2022; Zayats et al. 2022). Most of these works rely on
high-resolution states to do supervised learning; only a small

part relies on PDE loss, thus resulting in relatively larger re-
construction errors without leveraging data information or
hard to model the unsteady dynamics (Gao, Sun, and Wang
2021b). There is a work (Rao et al. 2023) that is most related
to our work. In this work, Chengpeng Rao, et al. also con-
sidered the high-resolution state reconstruction and the time-
series prediction problem, but unlike our work, it is similar
to the neural PDE solvers like PINNs rather than operator
learning. It cannot generalize to different initial conditions.
We have also leveraged this work as one of our baselines.

Different from the above related works, our framework
does not require high-resolution states but rather shows that
by a carefully designed framework, the physics-informed
training manner can be incorporated with partial observation
and further improve model’s generalization capacity.

Problem Description
Problem setting: We aim to use PDE loss to improve
model’s generalization for predicting future partially ob-
served states under partial observation in physical systems.
Denote ut ≜ u(t) ∈ U as an observed state, we want to infer
ut+τ for τ > 0 at any time t. U is the functional space of
form Ω → Rn, where Ω ⊂ Rp is the set of observational
point location, and n is the number of system variable. That
is to say, ut is a function of x ∈ Ω, with vectorical output
ut(x) ∈ Rn; cf. examples of Section Experiments Setup.
In such problems, trajectories share the same dynamics but
vary by their initial conditions (ICs) u0 ∈ U . We observe a
finite training set of trajectories D with label and B lacks fu-
ture observations (without label), using a partial spatial ob-
servation grid X ⊂ Ω on discrete times t ∈ T ⊂ [0, T ]. In
inference, the partial observation dataset is observed with X .
Note that inference is performed on test data observed from
trajectories given different ICs to verify model’s generaliza-
tion to different trajectories.

Evaluation scenarios: We select four criteria that our
framework should meet. First, models trained by RPLPO
should be generalized to the change of trajectories to predict
future partial observations. It is measured by relative error
∥ût+τ−ut+τ∥2

∥ut+τ∥2
as Eqn. 5. Second, it should also reconstruct

accurate high-resolution states. It is measured by relative re-

construction error ϵ =
∥ĥt−ht∥

2

∥ht∥2
, where ĥt, ht are recon-

struction and label of high-resolution states (only available
to calculate ϵ in inference). Third, it should be generalized
to multi-step prediction, which requires better generaliza-
tion to reduce growth of errors. Finally, it should be effective
for different data numbers, irregular observation, inaccurate
PDE, and noisy data, robust to different encoding modules
and parameters, and computationally efficient.

Methodology
Here, we describe the overview of our framework, its key
components, and our designed training strategy.

Overview of RPLPO
As we mentioned in the introduction, the using of PDE loss
in the model is crucial for the model generalization but is



significantly challenged by partial observation. To re-enable
the use of PDE loss, RPLPO constructs PDE loss on the
adjacent learnable high-resolution outputs of the encoding
module. Then, the PDE loss can also facilitate the learning
of transition process in the learnable high-resolution space.
RPLPO jointly trains these two modules to effectively em-
ploy PDE loss to enhance the model’s generalization. As
shown Fig. 1 (left), there are two training periods: Base-
training period: The encoding module is trained with a
PDE loss without high-resolution states, while the transi-
tion module is trained collaboratively using data loss and
PDE loss. Two-stage fine-tuning period: It utilizes unla-
beled data semi-supervisedly for further improvement. The
first stage involves fine-tuning (FT) transition module in-
dependently, with PDE loss calculated on unlabeled data.
Then, their information is propagated to encoding module
in the second stage by fine-tuning with data loss calculated
on original labeled data.

Model Components
We presented all the model components in Fig. 1. Here we
introduce each of them separately.

Encoding module: Eθ(u
n
t ). The encoding module com-

putes the learnable high-resolution state ht given the partial
observation. To input more temporal information, we use n
temporal features of unt = {ut−i∗τ}ni=0 to compute the more
reliable ht as:

ht = Eθ(u
n
t ), t ∈ T , (1)

where θ is the trainable parameters.
Transition module: fϕ(ht). After the encoding mod-

ule outputs the learnable high-resolution state ht, we then
model their dynamics using a neural network. Specifically,
fϕ : Rdh → Rdh to predict the subsequent high-resolution
state ht+τ , where dh defines the dimensionality of the high-
resolution state:

ht+τ = fϕ(ht), t ∈ T , (2)

where ϕ denotes the trainable parameters.
Down-sampling: D(ht+τ ). Please note that data in D

is partial observed, according to Fig. 1 (left), we define a
down-sampling operation as D : Rdh → U after the tran-
sition module, with the known coordinates. Specifically, for
a learnable high-resolution state ht+τ , it is represented as a
n× n matrix where ht+τ (x, y) denotes the value at coordi-
nates (x, y).As we mentioned in problem settings, X ⊂ Ω
is the set of the coordinated in which we sample the partial
observation. Applying the operation, the predicted partially
observed state ût+τ is:

ût+τ = {ht+τ (x, y) | (x, y) ∈ X}. (3)

By doing this, we down-sample the subsequent partially ob-
served state ût+τ from ht+τ in high-resolution space.

Inference: Combined altogether, our components define
the inference, shown in Fig. 1 (right), as:

ût+τ = D(fϕ(Eθ(u
n
t ))), t ∈ T . (4)

The usage of encoding module is different during train-
ing and inference periods. In training, given the “input-
output” pair (unt , u

n
t+τ ), it will encode both unt and unt+τ

Algorithm 1: RPLPO
Input: Dataset D, B, Parameters θ, ϕ, Gaps between each fine-
tuning q, Steps of fine-tuning m1, m2.
Initialize θ and ϕ of two modules Eθ , fϕ.
while True do

for i = 1 to q do
Update θ, ϕ using LD , Lθ

P , Lϕ
P ; for each (ut, ut+τ ) in D.

end for
for i = 1 to m1 do

Update ϕ using Lϕ
P , for each ut in B.

end for
for i = 1 to m2 do

Update θ using LD , for each (ut, ut+τ ) in D.
end for

end while

from two ends into ht and ht+τ to calculate PDE loss. In
inference, only input unt is available, and ht is computed to
downstream transition module. We eliminate the uncertainty
caused by missing information in partial observation by con-
taining previous temporal observations into input, which can
also be handled by Bayesian neural networks (Louizos and
Welling 2017) and VAE (Kingma and Welling 2013), but it
is not the focus of this paper.

The “encoding-transition-sampling” framework can
leverage the PDE loss to improve the generalization
of model only based on partial observation data using
following our designed training strategy.

Model Learning
Based on the previous components, there are three problems
in training them jointly with data loss and PDE loss. The first
is how to train the encoding module when we do not have the
data of high-resolution states required by supervised learn-
ing. The second is how to use PDE loss to improve general-
ization. The third is how to use unlabeled data. To solve the
above problems, we propose a learning strategy with two pe-
riods using the PDE loss function, including a base-training
period given the labeled train sequences D and a two-stage
fine-tuning period given the unlabeled data B. We summa-
rize the implementation in Algorithm 1.

Loss functions: We design the loss function with data
loss and PDE loss as follows:

LPI(θ, ϕ,D) = LD(θ, ϕ,D) + γLθ
P (θ,D) + γLϕ

P (ϕ,D),

where LD(θ, ϕ,D) =
∥ût+τ − ut+τ∥2

∥ut+τ∥2
,

Lθ
P (θ,D) = F (hθ

t , h
θ
t+τ )

2, Lϕ
P (ϕ,D) = F (hθ

t , h
ϕ
t+τ )

2,

(5)

where D is the labeled dataset and (ut, ut+τ ) ∈ D; LD is
the relative l2 data loss calculated on partial observation. Lθ

P

and Lϕ
P denote the PDE losses of encoding module and tran-

sition module; γ is the weight of PDE loss; ût+τ is defined
in Eqn. 3, hθt and hθt+τ are outputs of Eqn. 1, hϕt+τ is an out-
put of Eqn. 2. By expressing the finite difference formulae
of PDEs following Huang et al. (2023); Ren et al. (2023b) as
F (ψt, ψt+τ ) = 0, where ψt and ψt+τ are t and t + τ solu-
tions of PDEs, PDE losses Lθ

P and Lϕ
P can be represented as
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Figure 1: RPLPO. Training (left): In the base-training period, the encoding module is trained by LD and Lθ
P , and the transition

module is trained by LD and Lϕ
P . These losses are calculated on labeled dataset D. Then, in the two-stage fine-tuning period,

the transition module is tuned by Lϕ
P , calculated on unlabeled dataset B, and the encoding module is tuned by LD, calculated

on D, in order. Inference (right): given the partial observation to predict future partially observed states. For the two-stage
fine-tuning period, please check Technical Appendix Figure 4.

Eqn. 5. We apply the widely-used standard 4th-order Runge-
Kutta (RK4) and 4th-order central difference scheme in PDE
loss calculation.

Base-training period: The base-training period can be
formalized as a data loss and a PDE loss joint optimization
problem that we solve in parallel:

θ∗, ϕ∗ = argminθ,ϕ LPI(θ, ϕ,D). (6)

Here, we apply distinct training on each module in physics-
informed manner, as shown in Fig. 1 (left). (1) For train-
ing the encoding module to offset the complete lack of fine-
grained data, we propose to encode input unt and label unt+τ
to learnable high-resolution states ht and ht+τ using the
same encoding module, which can be used to calculate Lθ

P

in training. The derivative of Lθ
P with respect to the param-

eter θ in the encoding module is calculated. (2) To train the
transition module and improve generalization for predicting,
Lϕ
P is computed between the input ht and the predicted sub-

sequent ht+τ , and the derivative of Lϕ
P with respect to the

parameter ϕ in the transition module is calculated. Along
with the above physics-informed manner, the LD is also
used to train two modules end-to-end.

Two-stage fine-tuning period: We leverage unlabeled
data to tune both modules after the base-training period to
improve model’s generalization further, as shown in Fig. 1
(left). We first optimize ϕ and then optimize θ. The period
can be formalized as an optimization problem:

ϕ∗ = argminϕ Lϕ
P (ϕ,B), θ

∗ = argminθ Lθ
P (θ,D), (7)

where B is the unlabeled dataset and the definition of Lϕ
P is

same as Eqn. 5, except for ut ∈ B. Please note two stages of
fine-tuning have an order that is important for optimization.
Intuitively, we first fine-tune the transition module with only
Lϕ
P on unlabeled data B to make ht and predicted ht+τ more

in line with PDE loss. However, as the encoding module and
transition module are first trained via LD together in base-
training period, the fine-tuned transition module mismatches

encoding module now, leading to deteriorating performance
in general. Thus, we then fine-tune encoding module with
LD on D. Because the encoding module has to be trained
using both input and label, while the transition module can
be trained without labels, we can propagate information of
unlabeled data and PDE from transition module to encoding
module by using this order.

Experiments
In this section, we validate our framework’s generalization
capability through experiments, comparing it with baselines
for both single and multi-step predictions which is more
challenge due to error accumulation. Then, we demonstrate
the effectiveness of our framework in terms of data num-
bers, sparsity level of observation, irregular partial obser-
vation, inaccurate PDE, and noisy data. We also assess the
framework’s adaptability and robustness by varying encod-
ing modules, hyperparameters and necessity of fine-tuning.
Finally, we studies the computational cost of our framework
under the premise of performance by contrasting cost and
GPU memory usage. Due to space limitation, we leave the
details of architecture and implementation in Technical Ap-
pendix Model Architecture and Implementation Details.

Experiments Setup
Benchmarks: We consider five PDEs that can repre-
sent common physical systems in real world. Details are
in Technical Appendix Benchmarks. (1) Burgers equa-
tion (Burgers) has a one-dimensional output scalar velocity
field u. (2) Wave equation (Wave) has the two-dimensional
output velocity field u and potential field ϕ. (3) Navier
Stokes equation (NSE) corresponds to incompressible vis-
cous fluid dynamics with three-dimensional output vector
velocity (ux,uy) and pressure field p. (4) Linear shallow
water equation (LSWE) corresponds to the inviscid lin-
earized shallow water equation with three-dimensional out-
put vector velocity (ux,uy) and height h. (5) Nonlinear



Table 1: Relative loss LD (↓) and ϵ (↓) on five benchmarks. Our framework achieves better prediction results than all other
baseline methods. The results are the mean of three times running with different seeds. Best in bold and second best underline.

EXPERIMENTS PIDL LNPDE GNOT PERCNN FNO FNO* PINO* RPLPO

BURGERS
LD 1.43E-1 1.05E-1 1.93E-2 3.03E-1 1.68E-2 1.69E-2 6.35E-2 1.37E-2
ϵ 9.80E-6 - - 0.98 - 6.84E-5 9.81E-6 1.85E-6

WAVE
LD 1.28 9.93E-1 1.33E-1 5.44E-1 1.11E-1 3.58E-2 1.01 2.64E-2
ϵ 1.19 - - 1.18 - 2.17 2.09 1.06

NSE LD 6.45E-1 6.35E-1 1.18E-1 5.07E-1 1.06E-1 1.68E-2 4.70E-1 1.34E-2
ϵ 1.71E-2 - - 1.07 - 1.85E-2 1.07E-2 2.76E-8

LSWE LD 7.60 9.26E-2 1.19E-1 4.92E-1 7.92E-2 4.75E-2 7.60 2.44E-2
ϵ 1.38E-3 - - 0.97 - 6.82E-3 1.63E-3 1.47E-3

NSWE LD 2.34E-1 6.70E-2 1.63E-1 4.06E-1 1.01E-1 6.41E-2 2.32E-1 3.50E-2
ϵ 3.16E-1 - - 1.30 - 1.74 3.18E-1 2.03E-1

shallow water equation (NSWE) is more challenge than
LSWE, which retains nonlinear features including uneven
bottom. In all benchmarks, ICs are randomly sampled from
i.i.d. Gaussian Random Fields and models learn to general-
ize to various trajectories with different ICs, as detailed in
Technical Appendix Data Generation.

Baselines: We reimplement several methods as base-
lines (details in Technical Appendix Baseline Methods):
(1) PIDL, a physics-informed deep learning approach us-
ing finite difference-based PDE loss, previously applied in
Liu and Wang (2021). (2) LNPDE (Iakovlev, Heinonen,
and Lähdesmäki 2023), a state-of-the-art model for learn-
ing physical dynamics, independent of the space-time con-
tinuous grid. (3) GNOT (Hao et al. 2023), an effective
transformer for learning operators. (4) PeRCNN (Rao et al.
2023), a framework encoding physics to learn spatiotempo-
ral dynamics. (5) FNO (Li et al. 2020b), a neural operator
with FFT-based spectral convolutions. (6) FNO*, enhancing
FNO by attaching the same encoding module as in RPLPO,
with γ = 0 in Eqn. 5. (7) PINO (Li et al. 2021b), a hybrid
approach merging data and PDE loss like FNO*, calculating
PDE loss between ut and ut+τ . Attaching the same encod-
ing module in FNO* and PINO* levels the playing field to
evaluate our method versus modified baselines and clarify
our contributions.

Comparison With Baselines
We compare our proposed RPLPO with seven baselines; the
results are shown in Table. 1 for single-step prediction. We
visualize some prediction results in Technical Appendix
Result Visualization. Specifically, RPLPO shows a signifi-
cant improvement against all baselines on five benchmarks.
RPLPO has at least 25% (against FNO* in NSE) to more
than 99% (against PINO* in LSWE) improvement on LD

compared with all baselines. Moreover, RPLPO simultane-
ously has over 36% (against PINO* in NSWE) improvement
on ϵ than most of the baselines, which means RPLPO can
reconstruct the more accurate high-resolution state. We con-
sider it a reason why RPLPO can learn the physical system
models with better generalization. Note that in LSWE, re-
construction error ϵ of PIDL is slightly better than ours, but
its data loss LD is much larger than ours because PIDL fo-
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Figure 2: The performance of multi-steps prediction from
1st to 10th step. Our proposed RPLPO achieves a significant
improvement against FNO* on five benchmarks among all
prediction steps.

cuses on training the model with PDE loss only, ignoring the
data constraint for predicting. In general, RPLPO achieves
better performance than all baselines, which demonstrates
its modeling and generalization.

Furthermore, we evaluate our framework on the multi-
step prediction and compared it with baselines. The results
are shown in Fig. 2 against FNO* (the best method among
baselines), and more detailed results of others are left in
Technical Appendix Multi-step Prediction. Our proposed
RPLPO achieves a significant improvement against FNO*
on all benchmarks among prediction steps. In general, the
gap between LD of RPLPO and FNO* is increasing along
with the prediction steps. The reason is that the growth of cu-
mulative error may slow down due to the model being con-
strained to meet the PDE loss at each step, thus maintaining
higher generalization in multi-step prediction.

Ablation Studies
We conduct comprehensive experiments to verify the ef-
fectiveness, robustness, and computational cost of RPLPO.
The additional ablation studies, including zero-shot super-
resolution, types of data loss, finite-difference schemes of
PDE loss, and physics metrics, are available in the Techni-
cal Appendix.

Effectiveness In this subsection, we demonstrate how
RPLPO effectively operates across data numbers, sparsity
level of observation, irregular partial observation, inaccurate
PDE, and noisy data.



Table 2: Relative loss LD (↓) of the data numbers of partial
observation.

|D| FNO* RPLPO RPLPO W/O FT
50 1.28E-1 8.81E-2 9.53E-2

100 1.07E-1 6.88E-2 7.34E-2
300 6.41E-2 3.50E-2 3.69E-2
350 5.59E-2 3.21E-2 3.32E-2

Table 3: Relative loss LD (↓) of the number of correspond-
ing high-resolution states if available.

FNO* RPLPO
W/O HIGH-RESOLUTION STATES 6.41E-2 3.50E-2

WITH 1/3 HIGH-RESOLUTION STATES 5.13E-2 3.41E-2
WITH 1/2 HIGH-RESOLUTION STATES 5.01E-2 3.35E-2
WITH ALL HIGH-RESOLUTION STATES 4.70E-2 3.29E-2

Ablation study on data numbers: We evaluate the im-
pact of data numbers for the partial observation D and high-
resolution states, if available, by experiments on NSWE. (1)
Using different numbers of trajectory |D|, and (2) assum-
ing almost 1/3, 1/2, and all partial observations have corre-
sponding high-resolution states used as labels for the encod-
ing module, allowing more accurate state reconstruction to
explore if they can improve the performance.

(i) Table 2 shows that LD decreases as |D| increases;
larger data volumes enhance model generalization. With less
data, our framework still outperforms FNO*, although it’s
more effective with more data. (ii) Table 3 reveals that both
FNO* and RPLPO benefit from increased high-resolution
states, with RPLPO showing greater improvements. Please
note that the relative improvement of RPLPO over FNO*
decreases with the increase of high-resolution states, indi-
cating RPLPO’s function in compensating for the lack of
high-resolution states.

Sparsity level of observation and irregular observa-
tion: We consider the impact of sparsity level and irregular-
ity in partial observations. (1) Using different sparsity levels
of observation data xu × yu in training. (2) Using irregular
partial observation, sampled randomly from high-resolution
states as shown in Technical Appendix Fig. 5 to verify the
performance on irregular observation.

(i) Table 4 shows improved performance with relatively
more observation (5 × 5, 7 × 7) during training, are more
significant. Across various xu×yu, RPLPO consistently out-
performs FNO*. (ii) For experiments on irregular observa-
tion, as shown in Table 5, we compared RPLPO with two
popular methods of irregular data MP-PDE (Brandstetter,
Worrall, and Welling 2022) and MeshGraphNets (Pfaff et al.
2020). RPLPO can improve performance over the baselines,
consistent with the conclusion on the regular observations.

Inaccurate PDE and noisy data: To simulate the chal-
lenges in real-world practices, including noisy data and in-
accurate PDE, we consider the above two challenges to eval-
uate the performance of RPLPO. We add the unknown terms
as the Gaussian random fields (GRFs) in PDE to represent
the inaccuracy and use the data with different levels (10%,

Table 4: Relative loss LD (↓) of different sparsity levels of
partial observation.

xu × yu FNO* RPLPO
3× 3 7.86E-2 4.43E-2
5× 5 7.08E-2 3.30E-2
7× 7 6.41E-2 3.50E-2

Table 5: Relative loss LD (↓) of irregular observation.

MP-PDE MESHGRAPHNETS FNO* RPLPO
3.44E-1 1.85E-1 7.49E-2 5.03E-2

20%, and 30%) Gaussian noise following the previous work
(Rao et al. 2023). We use the GRFs with mean 0 and std 1, 5,
and 10. From the results in Table 7, we can see that RPLPO
improves performance against the baseline in all settings. It
illustrates that our method is effective even when the PDE is
not accurate and the data has noise.

Adaptability and Robustness We change the network
architecture of encoding module, hyperparameters, and
RPLPO without fine-tuning to verify the framework always
has improvement under different implementations.

Network architecture of encoding module: To demon-
strate RPLPO’s independence from specific network archi-
tectures, we substitute the encoding module’s U-Net with
a Transformer in the NSWE setting, using ViT’s official
Transformer implementation (Dosovitskiy et al. 2020). Ta-
ble 8 shows that RPLPO can still significantly outperforms
the data-driven approach FNO* by using PDE loss, partic-
ularly when fine-tuning both the U-Net and Transformer
encoding modules. Moreover, we replace the PDE loss-
trained encoding module with interpolation methods, in-
cluding nearest neighbors (NN), bilinear, and bicubic inter-
polations. The result, shown in Table 9, verifies the necessity
and effectiveness of the proposed encoding module.

Table 9: Relative reconstruction error ϵ (↓) of the proposed
encoding module and interpolations.

ERROR FNO* NN BILINEAR BICUBIC RPLPO
ϵ 1.74 8.40E-1 5.98E-1 5.83E-1 2.03E-1

Table 10: Computational cost (s ↓) of our proposed transition
module and numerical solver. Headers are three resolutions
of high-resolution states, like 64× 64.

METHOD 32 (S) 48 (S) 64 (S)
fϕ OF RPLPO 0.0030 0.0032 0.0032

SOLVER 0.0159 0.0168 0.0175

Ablation study on hyperparameters: We examine three
critical hyperparameters in RPLPO for robustness: (1) PDE
loss weight γ from Eqn. 5, (2) lengths of recent tempo-
ral observations n as input, and (3) the number of epochs



Table 6: The increasing of computational cost (s ↓) and GPU memory utilize (MiB ↓) along the resolutions of high-resolution
states increase in inference and training. Headers are three resolutions, like 64× 64.

METHOD
INFERENCE (S) TRAINING (S) INFERENCE (MIB) TRAINING (MIB)

32 48 64 32 48 64 32 48 64 32 48 64
FNO* 0.0751 0.1445 0.2387 0.4555 1.5786 2.8061 3479 3955 5445 4311 5731 8457

RPLPO 0.0764 0.1398 0.2374 0.8007 2.5895 3.8649 3479 3955 5445 4383 5851 8615

Table 7: Relative loss LD (↓) of noisy data and inaccurate
PDE. The column means the noise percentages (10%, 20%,
30%) on observed data. 0 means data do not have noise. The
row means baseline FNO* and different scales GRFs added
on the PDE used in the RPLPO.

0 10% 20% 30%
ACCURATE PDE 3.50E-2 5.05E-2 6.11E-2 6.80E-2

GRFS WITH STD 1 3.52E-2 5.06E-2 6.16E-2 6.76E-2
GRFS WITH STD 5 4.00E-2 5.44E-2 6.30E-2 6.91E-2

GRFS WITH STD 10 5.12E-2 5.92E-2 6.79E-2 8.50E-2
FNO* 6.41E-2 8.47E-2 8.98E-2 9.66E-2

Table 8: Relative loss LD (↓) of RPLPO with U-Net and
Transformer.

ARCHITECTURE FNO* RPLPO
U-NET 6.41E-2 3.50E-2

TRANSFORMER 6.79E-2 4.70E-2

m1,m2 and gaps q between each fine-tuning period. (i) Fig-
ure 3 (left) indicates clearer model improvement at γ = 1E-1,
chosen for this work. RPLPO shows consistent enhancement
regardless of γ, demonstrating robustness. (ii) Longer n val-
ues (n = 4, 6) lead to better RPLPO performance, as seen
in Figure 3 (middle), by utilizing more temporal observa-
tions. (iii) Figure 3 (right) shows RPLPO’s improvements
across all parameters, confirming RPLPO can adapt to vary-
ing training setups. We also study the impact of two PDE
losses with different γ and the higher upscale factor of the
encoding module. Their results are shown in Technical Ap-
pendix Table 18 and Table 24.

Necessity of fine-tuning: The two-stage fine-tuning pe-
riod is an important part of RPLPO as the data scarcity
tend to cause the generalization issues, especially when data
acquisition is costly and only partial observation is avail-
able. We conduct the ablation study on the relationship be-
tween the data and the effect of fine-tuning. In Table 2, the
RPLPO w/o FT means RPLPO is not trained by the two-
stage fine-tuning period. RPLPO has greater improvement
than RPLPO w/o FT when data is limited, as leveraging the
unlabeled data provides additional information.

Computational Cost and Analysis We design experi-
ments to study the computational cost and GPU usage im-
pacted by introducing PDE loss, and cost on the transi-
tion module on a single Nvidia V100 16GB GPU under the
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Figure 3: Relative loss LD(↓) of three types hyperparameters. In
the right one, we omit “m2” on x-coordinate means m2 = m1.

premise of the above effectiveness, adaptability, and robust-
ness to demonstrate the efficiency of RPLPO.

Impact of PDE loss on cost and GPU usage: We assess
the rise in computational cost along the increasing of reso-
lutions of the learnable high-resolution state. Table 6 shows
that regardless of resolution, FNO* and RPLPO incur sim-
ilar costs and GPU memory usage due to identical model
structures. However, RPLPO’s training costs are higher than
FNO*’s due to differing loss functions, involving calcula-
tions of PDE loss and its derivatives across two modules,
but these costs remain within a reasonable range.

Cost on transition module: We study the computational
cost of our transition module against the numerical solver
(RK4) to verify the efficiency and necessity of our proposed
component. As shown in Table 10, the cost taken for a step
forward using solver is more than five times that of our
transition module. Moreover, as the resolution increases, the
computational cost of our transition module does not sig-
nificantly change, as only the input and output layers are
affected, with small changes in the hidden layers. These re-
sults indicate that, in terms of computational cost, whether
in training or inference, our transition module offers con-
siderable advantages over the solver. Detail is available in
Technical Appendix Cost on Transition Module.

Conclusion
In this paper, we propose RPLPO, a novel framework to
re-enable PDE loss under partial observation to improve
the model’s generalization for predicting future partially ob-
served states. Within RPLPO, we use the encoding module
and transition module in order and develop a training strat-
egy with two periods to address challenges associated with
partial observation and data scarcity. Using five physical sys-
tems as examples, we demonstrate that RPLPO can success-
fully re-enable PDE loss and thus improve the model’s gen-
eralization capacity.
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Technical Appendix
Model Architecture

Here, we detail the architecture of model with RPLPO. This
architecture is used throughout all main experiments, with
only adjusting a few hyperparameters (e.g., input dimension,
latent dimension) depending different settings. We detail the
encoding module Eθ and transition module fϕ, and the ar-
chitectures used in the Burgers, Wave, NSE, LSWE, and
NSWE experiments. A summary of the hyperparameters is
also provided in Table 11.

Burgers: For the experiments in Burgers equation, our
encoding module Eθ employs a U-Net with the number of
23 residual blocks. The input dimension is (n, 7, 7), and
the output dimension of the encoding module is (1, 32, 32),
which is the high-resolution state. The transition module fϕ
employs an FNO model with the number of 4 FNO layers
and a layer width of 32. It uses the GeLu activation (Li et al.
2020b). The input dimension is (1, 32, 32), and that of the
output is (1, 32, 32). The down-sampling block employs a
gap of 5 to get the predicted subsequent partially observed
state that has (1, 7, 7) dimension. For both partial observa-
tion and high-resolution state, one channels of the first di-
mension represent the u that is the field of velocity in Eqn.
11. The second and third dimensions are the spatial dimen-
sions, which are 7 for partial observation and 32 for high-
resolution state. In this setting, the observed proportion is
less than 4.79%.

Wave: For the experiments in wave equation, our en-
coding module Eθ employs a U-Net with the number of
23 residual blocks. The input dimension is (2n, 9, 9), and
the output dimension of the encoding module is (2, 41, 41),
which is the high-resolution state. The transition module fϕ
employs an FNO model with the number of 4 FNO layers
and a layer width of 32. It uses the GeLu activation (Li et al.
2020b). The input dimension is (2, 41, 41), and that of the
output is (2, 41, 41). The down-sampling block employs a
gap of 5 to get the predicted subsequent partially observed
state that has (2, 9, 9) dimension. For both partial observa-
tion and high-resolution state, two channels of the first di-
mension represent the u that is the field of velocity in Eqn.
12, and ϕ that is the field of velocity potential quite related
to u in wave equation. The second and third dimensions are
the spatial dimensions, which are 9 for partial observation
and 41 for high-resolution state. In this setting, the observed
proportion is less than 4.82%.

NSE: For the experiments in shallow water equation, our
encoding module Eθ employs a U-Net with the number of
23 residual blocks. The input dimension is (3n, 7, 7), and
the output dimension of the encoding module is (3, 32, 32),
which is the high-resolution state. The transition module fϕ
employs an FNO model with a number of 4 FNO layers,
and the width is 32. It uses the GeLu activation (Li et al.
2020b). The input dimension is (3, 32, 32), and that of the
output is (3, 32, 32). The down-sampling block employs a
gap of 5 to get the predicted subsequent partially observed
state that has (3, 7, 7) dimension. For both partial observa-
tion and high-resolution state, three channels of the first di-
mension represent the ux and uy that are the fields of veloc-

ity in x and y directions, and p that is the field of pressure,
in Eqn. 13. The second and third dimensions are the spatial
dimensions, which are 7 for partial observation and 32 for
high-resolution state. In this setting, the observed proportion
is less than 4.79%.

LSWE and NSWE: For the experiments in shallow wa-
ter equation, our encoding moduleEθ employs a U-Net with
the number of 23 residual blocks. The input dimension is
(3n, 7, 7), and the output dimension of the encoding module
is (3, 32, 32), which is the high-resolution state. The transi-
tion module fϕ employs an FNO model with a number of
4 FNO layers, and the width is 32. It uses the GeLu activa-
tion (Li et al. 2020b). The input dimension is (3, 32, 32), and
that of the output is (3, 32, 32). The down-sampling block
employs a gap of 5 to get the predicted subsequent partially
observed state that has (3, 7, 7) dimension. For both partial
observation and high-resolution state, three channels of the
first dimension represent the ux and uy that are the fields of
velocity in x and y directions, and h that is the field of fluid
column height, in Eqn. 14 and 15. The second and third di-
mensions are the spatial dimensions, which are 7 for partial
observation and 32 for high-resolution state. In this setting,
the observed proportion is less than 4.79%.

Implementation Details
In this section, we provide experiment details for five bench-
marks. First, we introduce the details of data generation.
Then, we introduce the manner of PDE loss calculation dur-
ing the training. After that, the details about base-training
and two-stage fine-tuning periods are supplemented. Table
12 shows general hyperparameters of training, except for the
hyperparameters that are modified in ablation studies. The
models are trained and evaluated on a single Nvidia V100
16GB GPU. Moreover, we detail the experiments setup and
ablation studies.

Data Generation

To generate the training data, we initiate initial conditions
(ICs) randomly sample from the i.i.d. GRFs and subse-
quently evolved them both spatially and temporally. Specifi-
cally, we employed the RK4 method for temporal evolution,
starting from t = 0 and progressing up to t = 1 with a time-
step of δt = 0.01 in the same way to Rosofsky, Al Majed,
and Huerta (2023). For the computation of spatial deriva-
tives, a fourth-order central difference scheme was utilized
within the framework of FDM. As we aim to generalize the
model on a variety of trajectories, we divide the training
dataset D, test dataset, and unlabeled dataset B based on tra-
jectories generated from different ICs.

Calculation of PDE loss

PDE loss both Lθ
P and Lϕ

P are calculated as similar method
like data generation. By discretizing the PDEs with fourth-
order central-difference scheme and the RK4 time dis-
cretization method on high-resolution state (41×41 in Wave,
32 × 32 in others), the RK4 to solve differential equation



Table 11: Hyperparameters used for model architecture.

HYPERPARAMETERS FOR MODEL BURGERS WAVE NSE LSWE NSWE
Eθ : INPUT DIMENSION (n, 7, 7) (2n, 9, 9) (3n, 7, 7) (3n, 7, 7) (3n, 7, 7)

Eθ : OUTPUT DIMENSION (1, 32, 32) (2, 41, 41) (3, 32, 32) (3, 32, 32) (3, 32, 32)

Eθ : RESIDUAL BLOCK NUMBER 23 23 23 23 23
Eθ : CHANNEL 32 32 32 32 32
Eθ : DROPOUT 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Eθ : ACTIVATION FUNCTION SWISH SWISH SWISH SWISH SWISH

fϕ: INPUT DIMENSION (1, 32, 32) (2, 41, 41) (3, 32, 32) (3, 32, 32) (3, 32, 32)

fϕ: OUTPUT DIMENSION (1, 32, 32) (2, 41, 41) (3, 32, 32) (3, 32, 32) (3, 32, 32)

fϕ: LAYERS NUMBER 4 4 4 4 4
fϕ: MODES 12 12 12 12 12
fϕ: WIDTH 32 32 32 32 32
fϕ: ACTIVATION FUNCTION GELU GELU GELU GELU GELU

DOWN-SAMPLE OUTPUT (1, 7, 7) (2, 9, 9) (3, 7, 7) (3, 7, 7) (3, 7, 7)

Table 12: Hyperparameters used for training.

HYPERPARAMETERS NAME FOR TRAINING VALUE

BATCH SIZE 32
α, LEARNING RATE 1
λ: WEIGHT DECAY 1E-4
δt: TIME GAP 0.01
γ: SCHEDULER FACTOR 0.5
TRAINING EPOCHS 1000

ψ′ = P (x, y, ψ) can be expressed as:
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(8)

Let a function F denotes the RK4 calculation, where
F (ψt, ψt+τ ) = 0. We design F 2 as the PDE loss. Specif-
ically, to the encoding PDE loss:

Lθ
P (θ,D) = F (hθt , h

θ
t+τ )

2. (9)

To the transition PDE loss:

Lϕ
P (ϕ,D) = F (hθt , h

ϕ
t+τ )

2. (10)

Model Learning
Base-Training Period: In the base-training period, we
jointly train both the encoding module and the transition
module. This is done using a combination of data-driven and
physics-informed methods. A significant challenge we face
is the absence of high-resolution data, as we can only access
the partial observation ut and ut+τ . To solve this challenge,

we introduce PDE loss terms Lθ
P and Lϕ

P for the encoding
and transition modules, respectively. The encoding module
is trained to map the partial observed inputs ut and ut+τ

to learnable high-resolution states ht and ht+τ , which can
then be used to compute the Lθ

P . In a similar way, the tran-
sition module is trained using Lϕ

P . By collaboratively train-
ing these modules via LD, Lθ

P and Lϕ
P , we are able to re-

construct the more reliable high-resolution state without re-
quiring high-resolution data and improve the generalization
capacity of physical system models, thereby overcoming
the limitations of data-driven supervised approaches. Please
note that in this period, we train the model not only using
PDE losses respectively but also using the data loss end-
to-end to avoid the inappropriate application of PDE loss.
To facilitate the training of the encoder module using PDE
loss, we replace the corresponding pixels of the learnable
high-resolution state with the observed pixels and apply the
stop-gradient operation on them.

Two-Stage Fine-Tuning Period: In two-stage fine-tuning
period, given the abundance of readily available unlabeled,
partial observation for PDE-governed physical systems, we
first focus on the transition module in the first stage. In
this stage, the module is fine-tuned independently using
the Lϕ

P calculated using the unlabeled input (learnable
high-resolution state) and the predicted subsequent high-
resolution state, thereby enhancing its prediction to better
align with PDE. However, this tuned transition module is not
inherently compatible with the encoding module, which was
trained during the base-training period. This incongruence
results in a gradual deterioration on performance. To ad-
dress this problem, a second fine-tuning stage is introduced.
Here, the encoding module is fine-tuned individually using
the data loss LD, which is computed based on the original
training set D without the introduction of new labeled data.
By proceeding in this manner, we effectively propagate the
information of PDE and unlabeled data from the transition
module into the encoding module. The RPLPOine of fine-
tuning is illustrated in Fig. 4. The detailed implementation



Algorithm 2: RPLPO (Detailed Version)
Input: Labeled dataset D and unlabeled dataset B, Parameters
θ and ϕ, Gaps between each fine-tuning periods q, Steps of two-
stage fine-tuning m1 and m2.
Initialize parameters θ of the encoding module Eθ , and ϕ of the
transition module fϕ.
while True do

for i = 1 to q do
for each (ut, ut+τ ) in D do

Encode un
t to ht using Eθ , encode un

t+τ to ht+τ using
Eθ .
Calculated Lθ

P .
Predict ht+τ using fϕ.
Calculate Lϕ

P .
Down-sample ut+τ .
Calculate LD .
Update θ, ϕ using LD , Lθ

P , Lϕ
P .

end for
end for
for i = 1 to m1 do

for each ut in B do
Encode un

t to ht using Eθ .
Predict ht+τ using fϕ.
Calculate Lϕ

P .
Update ϕ using Lϕ

P .
end for

end for
for i = 1 to m2 do

for each (ut, ut+τ ) in D do
Encode un

t to ht using Eθ .
Predict ht+τ using fϕ.
Down-sample ut+τ .
Calculate LD .
Update θ using LD .

end for
end for

end while

summary is in Algorithm 2.

Experiments Setup
Benchmarks We provide additional details on five bench-
marks used in experiments.

• Burgers equation (Burgers): It has has a one-
dimensional output scalar velocity field u.

∂u

∂t
+

∂(u2/2)

∂x
+

∂(u2/2)

∂y
= ν(

∂2u

∂x2
+

∂2u

∂y2
), (11)

where x, y ∈ [0, 1), t ∈ [0, 1], u(x, y, 0) = u0(x, y), u is
velocity field, ν denotes the viscosity coefficient.
• Wave equation (Wave): It has the two-dimensional out-

put velocity field u and potential field ϕ.

1

c2
∂2ϕ

∂x2
= ∇2ϕ,

u = −∇ϕ,

(12)

where x, y ∈ [0, 1), t ∈ [0, 1], u(x, y, 0) = u0(x, y), u is the
velocity field, ϕ is the field of velocity potential, c denotes
the speed of wave.

• Navier Stokes equation (NSE): It corresponds to
the incompressible viscous fluid dynamics with three-
dimensional output vector velocity fields (u,v) and pressure
field p.
∂ux

∂t
+ ux ∂u

x

∂x
+ uy ∂u

x

∂y
= −1

ρ

∂p

∂x
+ ν

(
∂2ux

∂x2
+

∂2ux

∂y2

)
+ fx,

∂uy

∂t
+ ux ∂u

y

∂x
+ uy ∂u

y

∂y
= −1

ρ

∂p

∂y
+ ν

(
∂2uy

∂x2
+

∂2uy

∂y2

)
+ fy,

∂ux

∂x
+
∂uy

∂y
= 0,

(13)
where x, y ∈ [0, 1), t ∈ [0, 1], p(x, y, 0) = p0(x, y),
ux(x, y, 0) = 0, uy(x, y, 0) = 0, p is the pressure field,
ux and uy are the velocity fields of x and y directions. ν de-
notes the viscosity coefficient. fx and fy are the body forces
per unit mass in the x and y directions. The last equation
represents the continuity equation for incompressible flow.

• Linear shallow water equation (LSWE): It corre-
sponds to the inviscid linearized shallow water equation with
three-dimensional output vector velocity fields (u,v) and
height h.

∂h

∂t
+H(

∂ux

∂x
+

∂uy

∂y
) = 0,

∂ux

∂t
− fuy = −g

∂h

∂x
,

∂uy

∂t
+ fux = −g

∂h

∂y
,

(14)

where x, y ∈ [0, 1), t ∈ [0, 1], h(x, y, 0) = h0(x, y),
ux(x, y, 0) = 0, uy(x, y, 0) = 0, h is the surface height,
ux and uy are the velocity fields of x and y directions, H
is the mean height, f is the Coriolis coefficient, and g is the
gravitational constant.

• Nonlinear shallow water equation (NSWE): The for-
mula of NSWE is Eqn. 15. It is a more challenging bench-
mark with some adjustments based on that in Rosofsky,
Al Majed, and Huerta (2023), which is more useful in the
applications, as NSWE retains all nonlinear terms, includ-
ing the uneven bottom. It has three-dimensional output vec-
tor velocity fields (u,v) and height h. In Eqn. 15, x, y ∈
[0, 1), t ∈ [0, 1], h(x, y, 0) = h0(x, y), ux(x, y, 0) = 0,
uy(x, y, 0) = 0, z is the uneven height of the bottom ran-
domly sampled from GRFs, ν denotes the viscosity coeffi-
cient.

Baseline Methods Here, we provide additional details on
the baselines used in experiments.

• PIDL: A physics-informed deep learning methodol-
ogy that is purely based on soft PDE constraints computed
by finite difference and do not use training data which is
utilized in a model-based reinforcement learning (Liu and
Wang 2021). As we aim to compare the performance be-
tween RPLPO and the model purely trained by PDE loss,
PIDL has the same architecture as RPLPO except for train-
ing via PDE loss independently calculated as Liu and Wang
(2021) in this paper.

• LNPDE: It is a space-time continuous grid-independent
model for learning physical dynamics from partial observa-
tions (Iakovlev, Heinonen, and Lähdesmäki 2023). We em-
ploy the official implementation and compare with our pro-
posed RPLPO.
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Figure 4: Two-Stage Fine-Tuning Period. The first stage (left) and the second stage (right).
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• FNO: It is a powerful neural operator with FFT-based
spectral convolutions (Li et al. 2020b). To make FNO have
learned parameters that are of comparable scale as RPLPO,
we employ FNO with 5 layers, and the width is 48.

• FNO*: Based on FNO, we modify it to a similar ar-
chitecture like RPLPO, which attaches an encoding module
before the FNO model. So that, we can create a more level
playing field for evaluating the effectiveness of our proposed
method against the modified baseline, thereby providing a
clearer measure of our contributions.

• PINO*: PINO (Li et al. 2021b) is a hybrid approach
incorporating data and PDE loss based on FNO to learn the
neural operator. We also introduced a specific modification,
like what we do in FNO*, to better address the nuances of
our research problem, called PINO*. The input and output
are in partial observed mesh, which is used to calculate the
PDE loss. By using this baseline, we compare which is better
to calculate PDE loss on learnable high-resolution state or
partial observation.

• GNOT: GNOT (Hao et al. 2023) is a general neu-
ral operator transformer (GNOT), a scalable and effective
transformer-based framework for learning operators. We
employ the official implementation and compare with our
proposed RPLPO.

• PeRCNN: PeRCNN (Rao et al. 2023) is a deep learn-
ing framework that forcibly encodes given physics structure
to facilitate the learning of the spatiotemporal dynamics in
sparse data regimes. As the main problem studied in this pa-
per is similar to the work of neural PDE solvers like PINN,
rather than operator learning, we modified the model to the
operator learning setting like ours that only uses the high-
resolution data, and generalizes to the different initial condi-
tions and trajectories.

Comparison with CROM
We conducted experiments on a related baseline CROM
(Chen et al. 2023) in the NSWE setting (the most challenge
benchmark in the paper) following the official code. From
the results in the following table, we can see that our method
achieves better performance.

Table 13: Relative loss of RPLPO and CROM

ν RPLPO CROM
LD 3.50E-2 6.75E-2

Details of Ablation Studies
Ablation Study on Data Numbers In this part, we first
evaluate the impact of the of labeled data |D| when the PDE
loss is used on the performance of RPLPO for the NSWE
setting. LD, Lθ

P and Lϕ
P are applied to train the neural net-

work collaboratively, where LD is calculated by u. Then,
we explore if the high-resolution data (when available) can
help the training and improve the performance of the pro-
posed RPLPO, although the setting of the proposed RPLPO
is under the partial observation.

For of |D|, we consider |D| ∈
{50, 100, 150, 200, 250, 300, 350}. The values of the
evaluations for RPLPO on NSWE trained are presented in
Table 14. As we aim to generalize the model on a variety
of trajectories, data number |D| denotes the number of
trajectories beginning from different ICs. The LD decreases
along with the increasing of |D|. In the range of |D|, RPLPO
can always bring improvements based on the detailed results
in Table 14.

We consider three cases when we assume the high-
resolution data is available, including 1/3, 1/2, and all par-



Table 14: Relative loss LD (↓) of the data numbers in detail.

METHOD 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
FNO* 1.28E-1 1.07E-1 9.14E-2 8.03E-2 7.34E-2 6.41E-2 5.59E-2

RPLPO 8.81E-2 6.88E-2 5.39E-2 4.48E-2 4.01E-2 3.50E-2 3.21E-2

tial observation have the corresponding high-resolution data.
Then, we apply the high-resolution data as the labels of the
encoding module so that it can learn to reconstruct the more
accurate and reliable high-resolution state. As the encoding
module with high-resolution labels does not need to fine-
tune the encoding module, we do the experiment using the
RPLPO without fine-tuning by using the high-resolution la-
bels. From Table 2 in the main text, we can see that both
the baseline FNO* (without PDE loss) and our proposed
RPLPO benefit from the increasing of high-resolution data.
It is worth mentioning that the improvements are over 38%
and 12% when all the high-resolution data are assumed to
be available for FNO* and RPLPO, respectively. Moreover,
these results also highlight an important aspect of our frame-
work: the ability to use the known PDE as a substitute for
high-resolution data in training the encoding module, es-
pecially in scenarios where such data is unavailable. The
smaller improvement observed in RPLPO compared to the
FNO*, when high-resolution data is available, suggests that
RPLPO can effectively compensate for the absence of high-
resolution data to learn the state.

Sparsity Level and Irregularity of Observation In this
part, we first evaluate the different sparsity levels of regu-
lar partial observation based on NSWE. Secondly, we use
the irregular partial observation data with the same num-
ber of values as above to show the effectiveness on irreg-
ular data. Low sparsity levels have more observed pixels,

Figure 5: An example of irregular partially observed posi-
tions for nine number of points. The orange points are the
irregular observations and the black region is unobservable.

while high sparsity levels lead to fewer, which means that
high sparsity levels have less spatial information. We con-
sider this feature when evaluating our proposed framework.
We apply three datasets with observation meshes xu × yu ∈

{3× 3, 5× 5, 7× 7}. The above meshes can observe 9, 25,
and 49 pixels, respectively, and the sparsity level gradually
decreases. The values of the evaluations for RPLPO trained
with each size of the xu × yu values are presented in Table
4 of the main text. LD calculated between prediction and
ground truth are worse in high sparsity level like 3×3 as the
encoding module faces the challenge of reconstructing the
high-resolution state only using less spatial knowledge and
PDE loss. It has better results when sparsity level is higher
with relatively much spatial knowledge. Moreover, In the
range of xu × yu, RPLPO can always bring improvements
based on results.

The irregular partial observation data are sampled ran-
domly with the number s = 9. We illustrate an example
of the irregular partially observed position in Fig. 5. The
results of evaluation for RPLPO are shown in Table 5 of
the main text. Among all the results, RPLPO has signifi-
cant improvement over FNO*. The results illustrate that our
framework always have similar improvement compared to
baselines, whether the observation is regular or irregular.

Inaccurate PDE and Noisy Data After considering the
different sparsity levels of partial observation and irregu-
lar observation, there are two common challenges encoun-
tered in real-world practices: inaccurate PDE and noisy data.
Therefore, we consider the above two challenges under par-
tial observation and evaluate the performance of RPLPO.
We add the unknown terms as the Gaussian random fields
(GRFs) in PDE to represent the inaccuracy and use the data
with different levels (10%, 20%, and 30%) Gaussian noise
following the previous work (Rao et al. 2023). We use the
GRFs with mean 0 and std 1, 5, and 10.

From the results in Table 7 of the main text, RPLPO
with accurate PDE and data without noise has the best re-
sult. Alone the increasing of data noise percentages and the
increasing of scales of GRFs. Among all settings, we can
see that RPLPO improves performance against the baseline.
It illustrates that our method is also effective in such real-
world practices where the PDE is not accurate and the data
has noise under partial observation.

In addition to unknown terms in PDE, there is also a situ-
ation in real-world practices where the parameters in PDE
are inaccurate. For the NSWE we applied, the most impor-
tant parameter is the viscosity coefficient nu, as shown in
Eqn. 15. The accurate nu is 0.02, and we evaluate the effec-
tiveness of RPLPO on other inaccurate nu in this part. We
consider ν ∈ {0.01, 0.03, 0.03, 0.05} and show the results
in Table 15. From the table, we can see that RPLPO im-
proves the model’s performance among all parameters, even
when ν = 0.04 is 2 times the accurate value. Although when
ν = 0.05 (2.5 times) LD increases, the performance is still
better than baselines (the best in baselines is 6.41E-2).



Table 15: Relative loss LD (↓) of the inaccurate parameter
ν.

ν 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
LD 3.92E-2 3.50E-2 3.98E-2 3.72E-2 5.38E-2

Zero-shot Super-resolution The original U-Net encoding
module requires consistent partial observation meshes be-
tween inference and training. The goal of our work is to
develop a training framework that is not limited to the spe-
cific encoding module. In this experiment, we replace the
U-Net with a Transformer as an encoding module and re-
lease the zero-shot super-resolution capacity following the
method in MAgNet (Boussif et al. 2022). MAgNet is a
mesh-based neural operator that enables zero-shot general-
ization to new meshes. We apply the nearest neighbors in-
terpolation as same as MAgNet in the encoding module. We
train the model on 7 × 7 partial observation, and test zero-
shot super-resolution on 3× 3, 5× 5, 7× 7, 11× 11. We
use the reconstruction error ϵ to measure the zero-shot super-
resolution performance. The results presented in the Fig.
6 shows that the RPLPO outperforms the FNO* method,
whether the inference size of the partial observation is. It in-
dicates that the using of PDE loss can significantly improve
the zero-shot super-resolution of the encoding module, by
ensuring that the output adheres to the underlying PDE, es-
pecially when high-resolution data is not available.

3 × 3 5 × 5 7 × 7 11 × 11
Meshes of Partial Observation

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

FNO *
RPLPO

Figure 6: Relative reconstruction error ϵ (↓) about the new
resolutions in inference (zero-shot super-resolution perfor-
mance).

Physics Metrics Even if the data loss is a widely used
metric in quantifying the performance, it only illustrates the
dfferences on pixel. We additionally evaluate our frame-
work on three physics metrics: divergence, Turbulence Ki-
netic Energy (TKE), and energy spectrum of NSE following
Wang et al. (2020b).

Divergence: Since we investigate incompressible tur-
bulent flows in this work, which means the divergence,
∇· (ux, uy), at each pixel should be 0, we use the average
of absolute divergence over all pixels at each prediction step
as an additional evaluation metric

TKE: In fluid dynamics, turbulence kinetic energy is the
mean kinetic energy per unit mass associated with eddies in

Table 16: Relative error (↓) of divergence, TKE and energy
spectrum.

PHYSICS METRICS FNO* RPLPO
DIVERGENCE ERROR 2.24E-2 1.68E-2

TKE ERROR 8.17E-4 3.89E-5
ENERGY SPECTRUM ERROR 1.63E-3 7.78E-5

turbulent flow. Physically, the turbulence kinetic energy is
characterised by measured root mean square velocity fluctu-
ations.

((u′
x)2 + (u′

y)2)/2, (u
′
x)2 =

1

T

T∑
t=0

(ux(t)− ux)
2, (16)

where t is the time step.
Energy Spectrum The energy spectrum of turbulence,

E(k), is related to the mean turbulence kinetic energy as∫ ∞

0

E(k)dk = ((u′
x)2 + (u′

y)2), (17)

where k is the wavenumber, the spatial frequency in 2D
Fourier domain. We calculate the Energy Spectrum on the
Fourier transformation of the Turbulence Kinetic Energy
fields.

We show their relative error between the predicted value
and the ground truth in the Table 16. Among the physics
metrics, our proposed RPLPO show the significnat improve-
ment against the baseline, which means that RPLPO can
learn better physical meaning and preserve desired physical
quanti ties.

Network Architecture of Encoding Module The aim of
this work is to propose a learning framework that can ap-
ply PDE loss on partial observation to improve generaliza-
tion capacity. In practical implementation, the encoding pro-
cess is similar to the image processing task, which aims to
extract features from partial observation input. In response
to this, we follow the works and employ the U-Net archi-
tecture (Ronneberger, Fischer, and Brox 2015) as the en-
coding module, a proven model well-suited for tasks akin
to super-resolution (Esmaeilzadeh et al. 2020). We replace
the U-Net with the Transformer to illustrate the robustness
of the network architecture of encoding module, based on
the NSWE setting. We employ the official implementation
of the Transformer in ViT (Dosovitskiy et al. 2020), which
is a deep learning architecture for computer vision tasks
that leverages the Transformer model’s self-attention mech-
anism to process images as sequences of tokens. The results
are shown in Table 8 of the main text. We can see that
RPLPO can still have the improvement compared with the
data-driven manner FNO* by using the PDE loss, especially
when it is fine-tuned using the unlabeled partial observation
after replacing the encoding module from U-Net to Trans-
former.

To verify the necessity and effectiveness of the proposed
encoding module and physics-informed learning manner, we
also design experiments to replace the PDE loss trained en-
coding module to some interpolation methods, including



nearest neighbors interpolation, bilinear interpolation and
bicubic interpolation. As shown in Table 9 of the main text,
we can see that our proposed encoding module trained by
PDE loss can learn the more accurate high-resolution state
than all interpolation methods significantly.

Ablation Study on Hyperparameters We evaluate the
sensitive of the weights given Lθ

P and Lϕ
P , the input cov-

ering lengths of most recent consecutive observations, and
the coefficients in the two-stage fine-tuning period on the
performance of RPLPO for NSWE setting. As the results of
FNO* are relatively better than other baselines, serving as
a representative for them, we focus on the improvement be-
tween FNO* and RPLPO in the following ablation studies.

For weights of PDE loss, there are LD, Lθ
P and Lϕ

P , where
Lϕ
P and Lθ

P are weighted with coefficient γ. Accordingly, we
study the influence of the hyperparameter γ in the loss func-
tion LPI . For this purpose, we consider γ ∈ {0, 1E-3, 5E-2,
1E-1, 2E-1, 1}. The values of the evaluations for RPLPO
based on NSWE trained with each of the γ values are pre-
sented in Table 17. γ = 0 indicates the FNO* depends on
the LD, and Lϕ

P and Lθ
P are not accounted for. As presented

in Table 17, the best performance on the test set is achieved
for a loss function with weighting coefficients of γ = 1E-1,
2E-1. Allover this work, we refer to the weight coefficient
with γ = 1E-1. A model that is trained by data-driven, which
only focuses on the data (i.e., uses LD only) and does not ac-
count for the PDE loss (i.e., ignores Lϕ

P and Lθ
P ) underper-

form than that of RPLPO. On the other hand, models trained
with a significant focus on the PDE loss only (i.e., large γ)
also underperform. In general, a balance between the focus
of the RPLPO on the data and the PDE losses leads to an
optimal performance.

When two PDE lossess (Lθ
P , Lϕ

P ) have different γ. The
results are shown in Table 18, which illustrate our method is
robust to different γ.

Table 18: Relative error (↓) of different γ.

γ LD

(1E-1,1E-1) 3.50E-2
(1E-1,2E-1) 3.58E-4
(2E-1,1E-1) 3.38E-3

For lengths of recent consecutive observations as input,
there are recent consecutive observations input to the model,
balanced with length coefficient n, fed to the encoding mod-
ule to make up for the lack of spatial information with the of
temporal information, drawing inspiration from PDEs for-
mulation and FDM, where there exists an equivalence rela-
tion between temporal and spatial differences, allowing for
interconversion between them. Accordingly, we study the in-
fluence of the hyperparameter n, deciding the temporal fea-
tures carried by input data on the performance of RPLPO.
For this purpose, we consider n ∈ {1, 4, 6, 8}. The values
of the evaluations for RPLPO based on NSWE trained with
each of the n values are presented in Table 19. n = 1 indi-

cates the input only has the current partial observation, and
the most recent consecutive observations are not accounted
for. As presented in Table 19, when covering the coefficient
of n = 4, the evaluation on the test set has achieved a good
result. A model that is trained by input without recent con-
secutive observations faces a challenge when the encoding
module reconstruct high-resolution state leveraging insuffi-
cient spatial information by PDE loss. Allover this work, we
refer to this length coefficient n = 4.

For the coefficients in the two-stage fine-tuning period, in
the first tuning stage, unlabeled data are applied to tune the
transition module using only Lϕ

P without LD. Then, we ap-
ply LD to tune the encoding module independently in the
second stage, where LD is calculated based on the origi-
nal training set D without introducing new labeled data. The
steps of the two stages are controlled by the coefficients
m1 and m2 to make RPLPO achieve better performance
in evaluation. Accordingly, we study the impact of the hy-
perparameters m1 and m2. For this purpose, we consider
m1 ∈ {5, 10} and m2 ∈ {5, 10}. The values of the evalu-
ations for RPLPO based on NSWE trained with each of the
m1 andm2 values are presented in Table 20. As presented in
Table 20, when the coefficients m1 = 10 and m2 = 10, the
evaluation on the test set has achieved a good result. A model
with lessm1 andm2 fails to modify the performance signifi-
cantly, while a model with more steps causes too much dete-
rioration in the first stage. Allover this work, we refer to this
optimum coefficients m1 = 10 and m2 = 10. Another coef-
ficient is the gap between each two-stage fine-tuning period.
We further study the impact of gap coefficient q. For this pur-
pose, we consider q ∈ {50, 100, 200, 300} and control the
same training epoch of the base-training period. The values
of the evaluations for RPLPO on NSWE trained with each of
the q values are presented in Table 20. When the gap coeffi-
cient q = 100, the evaluation of the test set has achieved the
best result. A model with less q tunes too frequently, causing
instability of base-training, while a model with more q does
not have an obvious impact on results. Allover this work, we
refer to this optimum gap coefficient q = 100.

Necessity of Fine-tuning The two-stage fine-tuning pe-
riod is an important part of RPLPO as data scarcity tends
to cause generalization issues, especially when data acqui-
sition is costly, and only partial observation is available. As
shown in Fig. 1, in this period, transition PDE loss Lϕ

P (cal-
culated using unlabeled data) is used to train the transition
module and we stop gradient of the encoding module, then
the data loss LD (calculated using the original labeled data)
is used to train the encoding module and we stop gradient of
the transition module. We conduct the ablation study on the
relationship between the data and the effect of fine-tuning. In
Table 2 of the main text, the RPLPO w/o FT means RPLPO
is not trained by the two-stage fine-tuning period. RPLPO
has greater improvement than RPLPO w/o FT when data is
limited, as leveraging the unlabeled data provides additional
information.

Impact of PDE Loss on Computational Cost and GPU
Usage As the computation of PDE loss leads to more com-



Table 17: Relative loss LD (↓) of different weight of PDE loss in detail.

METHOD 0 1E-3 5E-2 1E-1 2E-1 1
RPLPO 6.41E-2 4.16E-2 3.61E-2 3.50E-2 3.52E-2 3.49E-2

Table 19: Relative loss LD (↓) of length of recent consecu-
tive observations as input in detail.

METHOD 1 4 6 8
FNO* 1.16E-1 6.41E-2 8.43E-2 1.10E-1

RPLPO 8.94E-2 3.50E-2 4.00E-2 4.94E-2

putational cost and GPU memory usage than the data-driven
manner, we study the increasing of computational cost and
GPU memory usage when the output resolution of the en-
coding module Eθ increases based on the NSWE setting.

We employ the hyperparameters in the same way as
the experiment in Technical Appendix Model Architecture,
shown in Table 11 and Table 12, and calculate the computa-
tional time and GPU memory usage of the model’s inference
and batch training. The models are trained and evaluated on
a single Nvidia V100 16GB GPU. We compare them of the
proposed RPLPO with baseline FNO* to illustrate the vari-
ance between physics-informed training manner and data-
driven manner. From Table 6 of the main text, we can see
no matter how much the resolution is, the inference of FNO*
and RPLPO always have similar cost and GPU memory as
they have the same model structure. During the training,
these of RPLPO are higher than that of FNO* as they have
different training loss functions, and RPLPO is required to
calculate the PDE loss and derivatives of them with respect
to two modules, but they are still in the reasonable range.

Cost on Transition Module We evaluate the different
computational cost of our transition module against the nu-
merical solver to verify the necessity of our proposed com-
ponent of RPLPO. We calculate the computational time of a
step forward by our transition module and a step computa-
tion of the numerical solver by FDM, to illustrate the compu-
tational cost. We do the experiments on different resolutions
based on NSWE, including 32× 32, 48× 48, 64× 64. The
results are shown in Table 10 of the main text. We can see
that the time taken for a single computation using a numer-
ical solver is more than 5 times that of a step forward with
a neural network. Furthermore, as the resolution increases,
the computational cost of using a neural network does not
significantly change, as only the input and output layers are
affected, with small changes in the hidden layers. These re-
sults indicate that, in terms of computational cost, whether
in training or inference, employing a neural network in the
transition module offers considerable advantages.

Ablation Study on the Types of Data Loss We conducted
the ablation study using l1, l2 and relative l2 loss during
training on NSWE setting. As shown in Table 21, the models
trained with the relative l2 loss perform better than l1 and l2

loss. Kovachki et al. (2023) has discovered training with the
relative loss results in around half the testing error rate com-
pared to training with the l2 loss. Moreover, no matter what
the loss function is, our framework can always improve the
performance by using PDE loss.

Ablation Study on the Time-stepping Methods and
Finite-difference Schemes We conducted experiments on
the NSWE setting that changed the time-stepping methods
to the second-order, third-order, and fifth-order Runge-Kutta
methods when calculating the PDE loss. We can see from
the Table 22 that regardless of the order of Runge-Kutta
method, our proposed framework have significant improve-
ments. Among all types of time-stepping methods, the RK4
has a relative small LD and we selected it in our main text.

We conducted an ablation study that change the fourth-
order central difference scheme to the second-order and
sixth-order central difference scheme when calculating the
PDE loss. The performance of relative data loss is shown
in the Table 23. We can see that regardless of the order
of FDM, our proposed framework can bring significant im-
provements. The result also proves that our framework is ro-
bust to calculating errors in PDE loss and can apply FDMs
of different orders. Among all schemes, the fourth-order has
a relative small LD and we selected it in our main text.

Ablation Study on the Upscale Factor of the Encoding
Module We conducted the ablation study to show the dif-
ferent upscale factor of the encoding module to other high
resolutions and also show the reliability of PDE loss on
the selected high-resolution. We apply a higher resolution
128 × 128 and compare its result with our selected resolu-
tion 32× 32 in the main experiments on two datasets of the
shallow water equation (LSWE and NSWE). The results are
shown in Table 24.

Table 24: Relative loss LD (↓) of different upscale factors.

SETTINGS 32× 32 128× 128

LSWE 2.44E-2 2.49E-2

NSWE 3.50E-2 3.21E-2

From the table, we can draw the conclusion that the high
resolution we selected is reliable, and our framework can be
applied to higher resolutions. In the table, we can see that the
relative loss of 128 × 128 on LSWE is slightly higher than
that of the result of 32 × 32 and that on NSWE is slightly
lower than the result of 32× 32. We consider that there is a
trade-off: increasing the resolution will make the PDE loss
more accurate, but it will pose a challenge to the encoding
module as higher dimension state is required to be recon-
structed.



Table 20: Relative loss LD (↓) of coefficient in the two-stage fine-tuning period in detail.

METHOD 50/10/10 100/5/5 100/10/5 100/10/10 200/10/10 300/10/10
FNO* 6.41E-2 6.41E-2 6.41E-2 6.41E-2 6.41E-2 6.41E-2

RPLPO 3.58E-2 3.55E-2 3.50E-2 3.53E-2 3.58E-2 3.64E-2

Table 21: Relative loss LD (↓) of RPLPO with different
types of loss.

METHOD RELATIVE l2 l2 l1

FNO* 6.41E-2 7.90E-2 7.53E-2
RPLPO 3.59E-2 6.18E-2 6.80E-2

Table 22: Relative loss LD (↓) of RPLPO with different
time-stepping methods in PDE loss.

METHODS RK2 RK3 RK4 RK5
FNO* 6.41E-2 6.41E-2 6.41E-2 6.41E-2

RPLPO 3.59E-2 3.52E-2 3.50E-2 3.51E-2

Related Works
Physics-informed Machine Learning: There are two cate-
gories of physics-informed machine learning. The first one
is the data-driven method using the dataset collected from
solvers or experiments, like the neural operators (Lu, Jin,
and Karniadakis 2019; Li et al. 2020a,b; Gupta, Xiao, and
Bogdan 2021; Boussif et al. 2022; Yin et al. 2023; Iakovlev,
Heinonen, and Lähdesmäki 2023; Hansen et al. 2023; Chen
et al. 2023). Another one is Physics-Informed Neural Net-
works (PINNs) (Raissi, Perdikaris, and Karniadakis 2019;
Yang, Meng, and Karniadakis 2021; Cai et al. 2021; Karni-
adakis et al. 2021) for training physics-based loss to solve
equations. Both approaches have disadvantages. On the one
hand, neural operators require data, however, data gener-
ation might require the enormous cost of the expensive
solver and experiment. On the other hand, PINNs do not
mandate the input of data, which tends to exhibit limita-
tions, particularly in the context of multi-scale dynamic sys-
tems, attributable to the complexities of optimization (Li
et al. 2020a). In order to overcome the above challenges,
physics-informed operator learning has been proposed in
PI-DeepONet (Wang, Wang, and Perdikaris 2021; Goswami
et al. 2022b) and PINO (Li et al. 2021b) that reduce the need
for data by using PDE loss and learn an operator to general-
ize multi-scale dynamics. These works leverage PDE loss in
constructing PDE loss or network structure, thereby model-
ing or solving PDE dynamics. The key to their success is the
incorporation of accurate PDE, including high-resolution
data or formulas of PDEs. However, they cannot be ap-
plied to learn partial observation directly, as their physics-
informed training manner brings significant bias when cal-
culating by partial observation.

High-resolution State Reconstruction: This task aims
to reconstruct a high-resolution state from its partial ob-

Table 23: Relative loss LD (↓) of RPLPO with different dif-
ference schemes in PDE loss.

METHODS SECOND FOURTH SIXTH

FNO* 6.41E-2 6.41E-2 6.41E-2
RPLPO 3.51E-2 3.50E-2 3.52E-2

servation, also known as super-resolution in some works
(Zhu et al. 2020; Li et al. 2021a). These tasks are focused
on two domains: computer vision (CV) and physical sys-
tems. In CV, the pioneering study in Dong et al. (2014)
was among the first to utilize deep learning for this task.
Subsequent to this, numerous deep learning-based models
(Lim et al. 2017; Soh et al. 2019; Nazeri, Thasarathan, and
Ebrahimi 2019; Zhao et al. 2020), and generative models
(Ledig et al. 2017; Liu, Siu, and Wang 2021; Gao et al.
2023) emerged to enhance the performance on such tasks.
For physical systems, the task has attracted more and more
attention (Ren et al. 2023b,a), which aims to use PDE loss
in the model (Wang et al. 2020a; Esmaeilzadeh et al. 2020;
Fathi et al. 2020; Ren et al. 2023b; Jangid et al. 2022; Shu,
Li, and Farimani 2023) or develop the physics-informed
super-resolution models without data (Gao, Sun, and Wang
2021b; Kelshaw, Rigas, and Magri 2022; Zayats et al. 2022).
Both methods face challenges in terms of data requirements
and generalization despite their individual merits. On the
one hand, the works in CV and most of the work in phys-
ical systems require high-resolution state used in supervised
learning. On the other hand, other works in physical systems
only rely on PDE loss, resulting relative larger reconstruc-
tion error, and hard to model the unsteady dynamics(Gao,
Sun, and Wang 2021b) without leveraging data information.
Our proposed RPLPO applies physics-informed training to
learn the high-resolution state via partial observation with-
out high-resolution labels and firstly embeds it to a predic-
tion task further instead of using reconstruction as an end-to-
end task like the above works. Although the reconstruction
using only PDE loss is still not accurate enough, these high-
resolution reconstructions that more in line with PDE can
reduce bias when handling partial observation to overcome
the challenge in physics-informed neural operator. When we
face problems of data scarcity and partially observable na-
ture of observation, it can improve the generalization of pre-
dictions in physical systems modeling. There is a work(Rao
et al. 2023) that looks most related to our work; in this work,
Chengpeng Rao, et al. also considered the high-resolution
state reconstruction and the time-series prediction problem,
but unlike our work, it is similar to the neural PDE solvers
like PINNs, rather than operator learning. It cannot general-



ize different initial conditions and trajectories. We have also
leveraged this work as one of our baselines.

Multi-step Prediction
The additional results of the multi-step predictions for five
benchmarks introduced in the main text is demonstrated in
Tables 25.

Result Visualization
In this section, we provide the result visualizations for the
Burgers, Wave, NSE, LSWE, NSWE. The results of PINO*,
FNO*, RPLPO, and ground truth are shown in Fig. 7 and
Fig. 8. RPLPO (third column) can learn more accurate de-
tails than PINO* and FNO*. We use red circles to illustrate
one of the improvements using RPLPO. For the Burgers,
there is an obvious improvement on the width of the mid-
dle of shape in the circle. For the Wave, there is an obvious
improvement on ϕ, like the different number of triangles in
the circle, and the slight improvement on u located near the
edge. For the NSE, there are the improvements on the length
of line in the circle on p, and the size of triangle on uy , and
the dot in the center of circle on ux. For the LSWE, there is
the slight improvement on h, like the width in the middle of
the saddle shape, an obvious improvement on uy , like differ-
ent shapes, and the slight improvement on ux like the size of
the triangle at the edge. For the NSWE, there is an obvious
improvement on h, like the middle dot, the slight improve-
ment on uy , like the width of the triangle at the edge, and
an obvious improvement on ux, like the link at the bottom.
Please note that the visualizations are only a randomly se-
lected example, more improvements have been observed in
the experiments.

Impact Statements and Subsequent
Applications

Leveraging PDE loss has been proven to be an effective tech-
nique for improving deep model’s generalization in physical
systems modeling. Our proposed framework is expected to
re-enable the application of PDE loss under broader situa-
tions in the real world to significantly improve the model’s
generalization capacity. It has a broad impact on modeling
in science and engineering fields.

As we mentioned in the abstract, considering that most
real-world problems are observed from sensors, and sen-
sors are typically sparse, whether it’s for prediction or con-
trol problems (Desouky and Abdelkhalik 2019; Jamei et al.
2022), the information we can obtain is limited to these sen-
sor observations. Therefore, control algorithms that can be
applied in real-world scenarios (Paris, Beneddine, and Dan-
dois 2021; Li, Li, and Noack 2022; Castellanos et al. 2022)
rely on partial observations. Our proposed framework can be
applied to predict the future situation of the above problems
and use it in subsequent control tasks, facilitating model-
based control.

Limitations
Our proposed RPLPO has several limitations, presenting op-
portunities for future work. Firstly, although we simulate

real-world challenges with numerical data, such as sparse
partial observation, inaccurate PDE, and noisy data, our ex-
ploration of data in real-world practice is limited due to the
lack of real-world benchmarks. Secondly, we mainly tested
U-Net, Transformer as encoding modules, and FNO as the
transition module. Future work could explore the efficacy of
alternative network architectures. For instances, using GNN
or GraphFormers to handle the more complex irregular ob-
servation, and using FNO or ViT as the encoding module to
achieve the discretization-invariant, but it is not the focus of
this paper. We leave it as the future work.
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Figure 7: Visualization of predictions in Burgers (Top), Wave (Middle) and NSE (Bottom) experiments, using PINO*,
FNO*, RPLPO, and ground truth. We use red circles to illustrate one of the improvements using RPLPO. Burgers u denotes
the field of velocity. Wave ϕ denotes the field of velocity potential and u denotes field of velocity. NSE p denotes the field of
pressure, ux and uy denote the fields of velocity in x and y directions. We can see that our RPLPO (third column) learns details
better than PINO* and FNO*.



Figure 8: Visualization of predictions in LSWE (Top) and NSWE (Bottom) experiments, using PINO*, FNO*, RPLPO,
and ground truth. We use red circles to illustrate one of the improvements using RPLPO. h denotes the field of fluid column
height, ux and uy denote the fields of velocity in x and y directions. We can see that our RPLPO (third column) learns details
better than PINO* and FNO*.
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