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Abstract

Generating an accurate solution of the Navier–Stokes equations using physics–informed neural networks
(PINNs) for higher Reynolds numbers in the corners of a lid–driven cavity problem is challenging. In this
paper, we improve the solution accuracy of the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations in the region near
the walls significantly and generate accurate secondary vortices in the corners of the lid–driven cavity
by solving the governing equations using finite difference–based PINNs (FD–PINNs) without employing
the known solution. We adopt the domain decomposition method (DDM) and combine it with the FD–
PINNs to solve the lid–driven cavity problem for the Reynolds numbers Re = 400 and Re=1000. A
comparison of the mean square error (MSE) between the presented and standard FD–PINNs using the
reference solution is exhibited, showing the accuracy and effectiveness of the new approach.

Keywords: Navier–Stokes equations; Lid–driven cavity; Finite difference methods; Physics informed
neural networks.

1. Introduction

In the past several years, interest in simulation of fluid flow in a lid–driven cavity has grown due to
its flow structure being significant across various fields, such as engineering to bio–medical [1] and mixing
process [2] etc. Due to the simple geometrical structure of the problem, it provides benchmark data
for validation and other comparison. However, flow physics inside a lid–driven cavity is not straightfor-
ward. The flow within the driven cavity demonstrates several interesting physical characteristics, such
as boundary layers, eddies of different sizes, and instability, which also appear in processing industries
[3]. In addition, lid–driven cavity flow demonstrates almost all physical phenomena that can occur in
incompressible flow, such as secondary vortex, complex flow pattern, chaotic motion, turbulence, etc.
Depending on the Reynolds numbers, the lid–driven cavity flow holds counter–rotating secondary vor-
tices in the corners of the bottom of the cavity; see Figure 1. The formation of those is usually related
to the complex interaction of the fluid flow and geometry of the cavity. It is also an outcome of the
interaction between the primary vortex and the boundary conditions of the fluid flow. In particular, the
change in the flow direction in the corner of the cavity is the reason behind the creation of this vortex.
Furthermore, the size of the secondary vortex depends on the Reynolds number, the aspect ratio of the
cavity, and other parameters. Finding an accurate representation of the secondary vortex in simulations
of lid–driven cavity flow has been a research interest for several decades. Previous attempts used fi-
nite difference methods [4–6], finite element methods [7–9], finite volume methods [10–12], and lattice
Boltzmann methods [13–15], that achieved satisfactory representation of the secondary vortices.

∗Corresponding author
Email address: nityananda.r@srmap.edu.in (Nityananda Roy)

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

00
01

4v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
co

m
p-

ph
] 

 1
4 

D
ec

 2
02

4



0 1

1

x

y

Figure 1: Geometry of a 2D square lid–driven cavity.

Increasing availability of computational resources enabled deep learning–based methods to solve var-
ious types of partial differential equations (PDEs) as they can handle high dimensional and non–linear
problems. Usually, two types of deep learning algorithms are applied to obtain approximate solutions
to non–linear PDEs: data–driven and data–free. One significant advantage of data–free methods over
data–driven ones is overcoming the issue of an insufficient amount of data to train the model. Recently,
PINNs [16] has been developed to solve forward and inverse PDE problems. The basic idea of this ap-
proach is minimizing a loss function by constraining the governing equation along with the initial and
boundary conditions. In this method, no data is required to train the governing equation component of
the loss function; data is necessary only for the initial and boundary conditions, which are usually given
with the governing equations. Automatic differentiation (AD) [17] is used to evaluate the differentiation
terms.

PINNs has been applied for the solution of different flow problems, some of which are discussed
herein: solution of the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations using PINNs by considering two forms
of the governing equations, velocity–pressure, and velocity–vorticity, is carried out in [18]. Mao et al.
[19] employed PINNs to solve the one–and two–dimensional Euler equation to analyze aerodynamic flows.
Eivazi et al. [20] solved the Reynolds–averaged Navier–Stokes equations for incompressible turbulent flows
using PINNs without considering any specific model for turbulence. Cai et al. [21] employed physics–
informed neural networks to solve a heat transfer flow problem with a moving interface. A detailed review
of PINNs for several multiphysics and multiscale flow problems in two and three–dimensional cases has
been presented in [22]. PINNs is suitable for any boundary condition, but sometimes trained networks
fail to satisfy the target boundary condition, especially for complex models. The accuracy of automatic
differentiation is coupled with the accuracy of the neural network. Automatic differentiation is dependent
on the explicit functional expression of the output of the neural network with respect to input, i.e., the
derivatives are precisely estimated only when the neural networks accurately approximate the ground
truth. Besides, computational cost increases significantly while calculating derivatives using automatic
differentiation when a large number of layers and neurons are considered, which is mostly a necessity to
generate a convergent solution.

Due to the aforementioned reasons, PINNs fail to render adequate accuracy compared to classical
numerical methods for high Reynolds numbers and are also unable to generate secondary vortices in the
bottom of the cavity [23], while solving the Navier–Stokes equations in a lid–driven cavity. Therefore,
several researchers improved standard PINNs to achieve satisfactory results for high Reynolds number
flows. One recent development is presented in [24], where a coupled automatic–numerical differentiation
is used in PINNs (can–PINNs) instead of just automatic differentiation to combine the advantages of both
automatic and numerical differentiation. It is shown that can–PINNs can provide better results than the
AD–PINNs for the case of Re=400 without using the known solution. However, with the utilization of
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the known solution, the mean square error has been discussed for the Reynolds number Re=1000. Jiang
et al. [23] applied finite difference–based PINNs by utilizing the known solution generated from the
classical method to solve Navier–Stokes equations for high Reynolds numbers (Re=1000 and Re=5000)
in a lid–driven cavity problem. Here, a detailed comparison of accuracy of FD–PINNs compared to
AD–PINNs was presented. They used known solutions generated from classical numerical methods as
sample points and used it as an additional component of the loss function to improve the accuracy
of the solution. With the inclusion of sample points, FD–PINNs exhibit better results. Without the
sample points, FD–PINN failed to generate accurate secondary vortices in the lower corners of the cavity
for Re=1000. To improve accuracy, Xiao et al. [25] replaced the traditional finite difference with the
least squares–based finite difference to calculate the derivative of the differential terms. In other words,
the primary focus was to improve solution accuracy by improving the accuracy of the derivative of
the differential terms. The traditional finite difference method has been considered near the boundary
region as least–squares finite difference methods face challenges at these locations. In contrast, the least
squares–based finite difference has been used inside the domain. Although this process provides quite
accurate results, it is computationally complex to implement. In addition, the accuracy of the derivative
is sensitive to the weighting function and supporting points.

Recently, domain decomposition methods (DDM) combined with PINNs has been developed to obtain
accurate solutions of non–linear PDEs. The basic idea is to divide the entire spatial domain into small
sub–domains and solve PDEs on each of the sub–domains, i.e., the solution of the entire problem converts
into sub–domain problems. The solution of each of the sub–domains can be proceeded independently and
in parallel. Combination of DDM with PINNs has been investigated in several publications, e.g., [26–31].
A recent development is a combination of AD–PINNs with DDM for solving unsteady Navier–Stokes
equations in a 2D lid–driven cavity problem for cases Re=100 and Re=400 [31]. The study considered
stream function–pressure formulation of the governing equations. Two types of learning strategies were
applied to generate solutions: (i) learning from scratch and (ii) transfer learning. Transfer learning
utilized trained neural networks for the low Reynolds number (Re=100) to solve Navier–Stokes equations
for the higher Reynolds number (Re=400). This approach lead to better accuracy than learning from
scratch. Based on the streamfunction–pressure formulation, transfer learning based AD–PINNs coupled
with DDM provide accurate results for the Reynolds number Re=100, but accuracy is reduced for the
Reynolds number Re=400.

In the discussion above, it has been noted that some methods can generate secondary vortices by
utilizing the known solution generated from the classical method or at the cost of high computational
complexity, and some fail. The primary objective of this paper is to develop a straightforward technique
based on a combination of FD–PINNs and DDM, without employing the known solutions at sample
points to improve the solution accuracy of the Navier–Stokes equations. Specifically, the case Re=1000
is considered, focusing on near the walls and in the corners of the lid–driven cavity where secondary
vortices appear. Instead of solving in each of the sub–domains in parallel, first, we solved the velocity–
pressure form of steady Navier–Stokes equations in the entire domain by training neural networks using
FD–PINNs and used this trained weight and bias as the initial conditions to generate solutions for the
small sub–domains. Therefore, no interphase conditions are required in this process to generate solutions,
which reduces computation and training complexity significantly. The boundary conditions for each sub–
domain need to be obtained from the solution of the entire domain. In this process, the solution of each
sub–domain is completely independent of neighboring sub–domains. By comparison with the reference
solution we show the accuracy of the present technique.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we discuss the governing Navier–Stokes equations.
In Section 3, we explore finite difference–based PINNs and discuss the proposed technique to solve the
Navier–Stokes equations for lid–driven cavity problems along with a detailed algorithm. Numerical results
are discussed in Section 4. Conclusions and outlook on future works are offered in Section 5.
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2. Navier–Stokes equations for lid–driven cavity flow

The steady incompressible Navier–Stokes equations are given by [32]

∇ ·U = 0 (2.1)

U · ∇U = −∇p+
1

Re
∆U (2.2)

The velocity and pressure of the fluid at the spatial position x = (x, y) ∈ R2 are delineated by
U(x) =

(
u(x, y), v(x, y)

)
and p(x, y), respectively. The Reynolds number Re is a dimensionless number

determined by the characteristic velocity, characteristic length and viscosity of the fluid. It is observed
that the left–hand side of the equation (2.2) is a nonlinear term in U. The incompressible condition is
reflected as a constraint in the equation (2.1). There is no explicit governing equation for the pressure;
therefore, pressure can be treated as a hidden state generated by using the incompressible condition. The
geometry we have considered here is a square lid–driven cavity; see Figure 1, in which the upper lid of
the cavity is moving in the horizontal direction, and the remaining wall boundaries are rigid. Therefore,
the dimensionless horizontal component of the fluid velocity at the top of the cavity can be defined as
u(x, y = 1) = 1, while velocity on the other walls remains zero.

3. Finite difference physics–informed neural networks (FD–PINNs)

In this section, we explore finite difference–based PINNs in order to obtain the solution of the posed
problem using the spatial coordinates as input. To obtain an accurate solution, fully connected neural
networks with multiple hidden layers are considered, which are connected by a non–linear activation
function. A hyperbolic tanh function is considered for the nonlinear activation function to obtain a
convergent solution. Other activation functions, such as ReLU and Swish, are not considered in this
study due to the occurrence of the vanishing gradient problem, whereas, tanh activation effectively
handles the vanishing gradient problem even for complex networks. For more details about the activation
function, we refer to [33, 34]. Generally, the differential terms in the PDE are evaluated using automatic
differentiation of the output variable with respect to the input data [17]. For FD–PINNs, the standard
finite difference method is applied to discretize the derivative terms. A pictorial representation of the
neural–network, including all the layers, input, and output variables, is given in Figure 2.

X

Y

U

V

P

Figure 2: Neural networks with four hidden layers and eight neurons in each.

The input and output data are represented by z0 ∈ Rn0 and zK ∈ RnK , respectively and the output
data of the lth layer is denoted by zl, where l = 1, 2, · · · ,K − 1. Two neighboring layers are linked by
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the following relation:

zl = τl(ω
T
l zl−1 + bl), where l = 1, 2, · · · ,K − 1. (3.1)

The weight matrix, bias and activation function are denoted by ωl ∈ Rnl−1×nl , bl ∈ Rnl , and τl,
respectively, where l is the index of each layer. The output of the neural networks [UN pN ]T ≈
zK(x;ω,b) = ωT

KzK−1 + bK , can be utilized to approximate the solution of the equations (2.1–2.2),
where ω = {ωl | l = 1, 2, · · · ,K} and b = {bl | l = 1, 2, · · · ,K} stand for the weight and bias of the
entire network, respectively. The loss function of the minimization problem needs to be calculated at the
interior points of the cavity, and in each iteration, the boundary conditions are added separately before
applying the finite difference discretization of the differential terms. As [23], the boundary condition
for the pressure is not applied as the pressure can be updated in each iteration of the training process.
Therefore, no explicit loss function is required for the boundary condition. The total loss function can
be defined by

LFn(Θ) =
1

nx × ny

nx∑
i=1

ny∑
j=1

∣∣∣UN · ∇UN +∇pN − 1

Re
∆UN

∣∣∣2
i,j

+
1

nx × ny

nx∑
i=1

ny∑
j=1

∣∣∣∇ ·UN

∣∣∣2
i,j
. (3.2)

where, the total number of interior points is nx × ny. The optimal values of the networks’ parameters
Θ = {ω,b} are computed via an appropriate optimization routine. Thereafter, the trained weight and
bias are used to obtain the solution at any grid point of the equations (2.1–2.2).

A finite difference method has been applied to find the derivative term involved in the Navier–Stokes
equations on the rectangular grid. The discretization of the differential terms using the finite difference
method with second–order accuracy for the horizontal component of the velocity of the Navier–Stokes
equations is defined as follows:

[
∂u

∂x

]
i,j

=
u(i+ 1, j)− u(i− 1, j)

2∆x
,

[
∂u

∂y

]
i,j

=
u(i, j + 1)− u(i, j − 1)

2∆y
,[

∂2u

∂x2

]
i,j

=
u(i+ 1, j)− 2u(i, j) + u(i− 1, j)

∆x2 ,

[
∂2u

∂y2

]
i,j

=
u(i, j + 1)− 2u(i, j) + u(i, j − 1)

∆y2
,

∆x

∆y

j − 1

j

j + 1

i− 1 i i+ 1

Figure 3: Framework for second–order central difference scheme

where i, j refer to the indices of the grid point; see Figure 3. The velocity component u is the
output data of the neural network, i.e., u = uN . In a similar manner, the discretized equation for
the vertical velocity component is generated. We used L–BFGS ([35]) algorithm to minimize the loss
function. The key features of using the L–BFGS algorithm are its efficiency and faster convergence rate.
Instead of calculating the first order derivative of the loss function, second–order derivatives derived
from approximate Hessian matrix, makes it more effective and efficient than the usual gradient descent
method. In addition, L–BFGS utilizes minimum memory allocation, which renders it suitable for higher
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dimensional problems and large–scale PINNs with a large number of inputs.
In FD–PINNs, increasing the number of grid points leads to higher computational costs and raises

other complexity, such as a decrease in solutions’ accuracy [23]. To avoid this issue, we adopt a DDM–
based technique coupled with FD–PINNs but in a different manner. The basic idea relies on instead
of solving the governing equations for very finer grid points using FD–PINNs, solving the equations in
the entire domain for a sufficient grid points (can be determined through computational trials in the
context of achieving the desired accuracy), which is followed by a process of dividing the whole domain
into smaller sub–domains and train new neural networks in each of the sub–domains. The trained weight
and bias of the neural networks for an entire domain are considered as the initial weight and bias in the
training process of the new neural networks for the sub–domains; see Figure 4. The boundary conditions
for each sub–domain are obtained from the solution of the entire domain, i.e., no interphase conditions are
required between neighboring sub–domains, and the training process for each sub–domain is completely
independent. When the training process is finished for individual sub–domains, the sub–domain solutions
are combined to obtain a solution for the entire lid–driven cavity, see algorithm 1.

Figure 4: Pictorial representation of the present technique
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm to solve steady Navier–Stokes equations

Require: Discretize the entire domain into rectangular grids and use these grid points as inputs.
Set the initial conditions of ω using He initialization [36, 37] and b as zeros.

1: while iter < epoch do
2: Calculate [UN pN ]T ≈ zK = ωT

KzK−1 + bK using zl where l = 1, · · · ,K − 1.
3: Reshape the output variables to a matrix form and add the boundary of the velocity com-

ponents.
4: Compute derivatives of the differentiable terms involved in the PDEs using the finite differ-

ence methods.
5: Calculate the total loss function using (3.2) along with the incompressible condition.
6: Using L–BFGS algorithm, minimize the loss function to obtain the values of ω = {ωl | l =

1, 2, · · · ,K} and b = {bl | l = 1, 2, · · · ,K}.
7: iter = iter + 1
8: end while
9: Using the optimal values of ω and b, compute the solution of equations (2.1)-(2.2) for the entire

domain.
Require: Divide the entire domain into non–overlapping rectangular sub–domains and discretize

each sub–domain using rectangular grids. Use these grid points as inputs. Use previously
computed optimal ω and b for the entire domain as the initial weight and bias for each sub–
domains network. The boundary conditions for each sub–domains can be obtained from the final
trained velocity of the entire domain. For each sub–domain, the following steps are required to
generate a sub–domain solution.

10: while iter < epoch do

11: Calculate [Uk
N pkN ]T ≈ zkK = ωk

K

T
zkK−1+bk

K using zkl where l = 1, · · · ,K−1 and k denotes
the index of each sub–domain.

12: Reshape the output variables to a matrix form and add the boundary condition of the velocity
component.

13: Compute derivatives of the differentiable terms involved in the PDEs using the finite differ-
ence methods.

14: Calculate the total loss function using (3.2) along with the incompressible condition.
15: Using L–BFGS algorithm, minimize the loss function to obtain the values of ωk = {ωk

l | l =
1, 2, · · · ,K} and bk = {bk

l | l = 1, 2, · · · ,K}.
16: iter = iter + 1
17: end while
18: Using the optimal values of ωk and bk, compute the solution for the sub–domain.

4. Results

In this section, we present several numerical results of the Navier–Stokes equations’ solutions for
the Reynolds numbers Re=400 and Re=1000 in a square lid–driven cavity. The numerical tests were
performed utilizing MATLAB R2023a on a system equipped with an 12th Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) i5–
12500 3.00 GHz, under the Windows 10 operating system. At first, we consider a square lid–driven
cavity [0, 1] × [0, 1] and divide it into rectangular grids. In contrast, other types of grids can also be
considered, such as staggered grids, but due to complexity, this has not been pursued here. It should be
mentioned that the accuracy of the solution is highly dependent on the number of grid points. There is
a risk of overfitting when adding more collocation points. However, still no theory is available to help
determining the accurate number of collocation points needed to achieve the desired accuracy. Therefore,
according to our computational experience and other existing studies [23], discretize the entire domain
into 100× 100 grid points. Apart from this, the accuracy of the solution depends on the architecture of
the neural networks, especially the number of hidden layers and neurons in each layer. In general, the
increase in the number of neurons and layers leads to an improvement in the solution’s accuracy, but this
process often faces the challenge of overfitting and increases computational complexity when training the
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weights. Similarly, there is no unified theory on choosing the number of hidden layers and neurons in each
layer to optimize solution accuracy. As experienced by several computational trials, we have successfully
employed three hidden layers, each with 50 neurons, along with a hyperbolic tangent (tanh) function.

The FD–PINNs is implemented by using the L–BFGS algorithm with the setting, MaxIteration:
2 × 105, MaxFunctionEvaluations 2 × 105 and OptimalityTolerance = 10−8. Optimization is stopped
based on which one is achieved first, either MaxIteration or MaxFunctionEvaluations. Apart from this,
the optimization can also be stopped when the size of the step is less than the value of the step size
tolerance, and constraints are satisfied within the value of optimal tolerance, but this is only happening
for few sub–domains cases (approximately 1/3 sub–domains out of total), in this case, one might possibly
get the local minima and the remaining sub–domains cases optimization stopped due to the reaching of
MaxFunctionEvaluations limit = 2× 105.

4.1. Reference solution of lid–driven cavity flow for Re=1000

To check the accuracy of the obtained solution via the present FD–PINNs, we generate the reference
solution of the Navier–Stokes equations for Re=1000 in a square lid–driven cavity of size [0, 1]× [0, 1].
We generate the reference solution using the finite difference method described in [38] with 500×500 grid
points and successive over-relaxation (SOR) methods applied for pressure Poisson. The reference solution
for the Reynolds number Re=1000 is compared with the Ghia et al. [39] to check the accuracy of the
obtained solution; see Figure 5. It can be seen that the horizontal component of the reference velocity
along the vertical centerline and the vertical component of the reference velocity along the horizontal
centerline match with the solution of Ghia et al. [39]. Besides that, the secondary vortices in both
corners are exactly similar to those of Ghia et al. [39], and the comparison of the center of both the
secondary vortices against the previous literature can be seen in Table 4.1.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

X

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

Y

-0.5 0 0.5 1

u

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

y

Ghia et al.

Reference solution

-0.5 0 0.5

v

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

x

Ghia et al.

Reference solution

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 5: a.) Fluid streamlines using the reference solution for the Reynolds number Re=1000, b.) Comparison of the
horizontal component of the reference velocity along the vertical centerline of the cavity against the Ghia et al. [39], c.)
Comparison of the vertical component of the reference velocity along the horizontal centerline of the cavity against the Ghia
et al. [39].

4.2. Simulation of lid–driven cavity flow via the standard FD–PINNs for Re=1000

The fluid streamlines in the lid–driven cavity for the Reynolds number Re=1000 of the standard FD–
PINNs for the 100 × 100, 120 × 120, 150 × 150 and 300 × 300 grid points are depicted in Figures 6(a),
6(b), 6(c) and 6(d), respectively.
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Figure 6: Fluid streamlines for the Reynolds number Re=1000 using the standard FD–PINNs with a.) 100×100 grid points,
b.) 120 × 120 grid points, c.) 150 × 150 grid points, and d.) 300 × 300 grid points. Note that the grid points mentioned
throughout this section are referred to as the interior grid points of a domain or sub–domain.

It is seen that a secondary vortex appears in the lower right corner of the lid–driven cavity with
low accuracy, while the secondary vortex in the lower left corner almost disappears. Nevertheless, the
secondary vortex in the lower left corner of the cavity slightly appears with very low accuracy for the grid
points of 100 × 100. However, the vortex structure is far from the vortex of the reference solution; see
Figure 5(a), whereas, as the grid points increase, the vortex completely disappears. To understand the
effect of the grid points on the solution generated by the standard FD–PINNs, the absolute error of the
computed velocity magnitude given by

∣∣|U| − |Uref |
∣∣ for the four types of grid points mentioned above

using the reference solution is shown in Figure 7. It is clearly seen that the error increases for FD–PINNs
with very finer grid points; this may be due to the overpredicting behavior of the solution, which arises
when neural networks try to capture very small oscillations generated by finite difference discretization for
the fine grids. In this case, the neural network model overpredicts instead of forming the true solutions.
On the other hand, an opposite trend is observed for the classical finite difference methods, i.e., finer grid
points provide better accuracy as there is no neural network architecture that may try to fix the small
oscillation generated by the finite difference discretization and provide overpredicting solutions.
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Figure 7: a–d.) Error in velocity magnitude generated by the standard FD–PINNs for the Reynolds number Re=1000 with
100× 100, 120× 120, 150× 150 and 300× 300 grid points, respectively. e–h.) Error in the lop left corner of the cavity, i–l.)
Error in the top right corner, m-p.) Error in the lower left corner, q–t.) Error in the lower right corner.

4.3. Simulation of lid–driven cavity flow via the present FD–PINNs for Re=1000

The technique described in the above section is used to improve the solution accuracy near the walls
of the cavity and achieve accurate secondary vortices in the corners. Initially, we have divided the entire
domain into 16 sub–domains and discretized each of the sub–domains into three different types of grid
points: 100× 100, 50× 50 and 25× 25. The optimization runs with three hidden layers and fifty neurons
in each layer, which remain the same for all sub–domains. The streamlines generated by applying the
present technique for 100× 100 grid points for each sub–domain are shown in Figure 8(b), and the same
for 50× 50 and 25× 25 grid points are shown in Figures 8(c) and 8(d), respectively. It is noticed that the
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secondary vortex is represented in the lower left corner for all numbers of grid points, which is significantly
more accurate than the secondary vortex obtained from the standard FD–PINNs. Moreover, it is match
to the classical numerical results [39, 40].
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Figure 8: a.) Fluid streamlines using the standard FD–PINNs with 100 × 100 grid points. Fluid streamlines using the
present FD–PINNs with different sub–domain grid points: b.) 100× 100, c.) 50× 50, and d.) 25× 25.

To enhance visual clarity, we have given a pictorial representation of the fluid streamlines for the lower
left corner in Figures 9(a), 9(b), 9(c) and 9(d) for the standard FD–PINNs, the present FD–PINNs with
100×100, 50×50 and 25×25 sub–domain’s grid points, respectively. Consistently, the lower right corner
of the cavity is shown in Figure 10. The solution achieved in the lower left corner exceeds that of the
standard FD–PINNs in terms of accuracy for all numbers of grid points. Having a closer look at Figure
10, clearly understand that although the standard FD–PINNs also produced the secondary vortex in the
right corner of the cavity, but it gives less satisfactory results compared to the present FD–PINNs. The
absolute error of the velocity magnitude generated by the standard FD–PINNs for 100× 100 grid points,
the present FD–PINNs for 25×25, 50×50, 100×100 sub–domain grid points using the reference solution
is shown in Figure 11. It can be seen that the solution in the lower left and right corners for 25 × 25
sub–domain grid points provided less error compared to 50 × 50 and 100 × 100 grid points, whereas a
reverse trend is observed for the upper left and right corners. In the region near the lower corners of
the cavity, low intensity and highly stable flow is observed compared to the upper corners since it is far
from the lid compared to the upper corners. Therefore, a small number of sub–domain grid points is
enough to generate an accurate solution near the lower corners of the cavity due to the stable and less
non–linear effect of the flow. In contrast, increasing the grid points may lead to overprediction near the
lower corners. The location of the centers of the secondary vortices in both lower corners of the cavity
for the present FD–PINNs and the previous literature is shown in Table 4.1. It is seen that the centers of
the secondary vortices generated using the present technique in both the corners of the cavity are in good
agreement with the reference values, whereas, for the standard FD–PINNs, the location of the centers is
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far off from the reference values. Furthermore, the most accurate location of secondary vortices in the
lower corners of the cavity are obtained for the case of 25×25 sub–domain grid points; the reason behind
this phenomenon has already been discussed above.
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Figure 9: a.) Fluid streamlines using the standard FD–PINNs with 100 × 100 grid points in the lower left corner of the
cavity. Fluid streamlines using the present FD–PINNs with different sub–domain grid points in the lower left corner of the
cavity: b.) 100× 100, c.) 50× 50, and d.) 25× 25.
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Figure 10: a.) Fluid streamlines using the standard FD–PINNs with 100× 100 grid points in the lower right corner of the
cavity. Fluid streamlines using the present FD–PINNs with different sub–domain grid points in the lower right corner of
the cavity: b.) 100× 100, c.) 50× 50, and d.) 25× 25.

Table 4.1: Comparison of the center of secondary vortices.

Lower left corner Lower right corner

Source x y x y

The present FD–PINNs (25 × 25 sub–domain grid points) 0.0735 0.0753 0.8695 0.1210

The present FD–PINNs (50 × 50 sub–domain grid points) 0.0731 0.0673 0.8750 0.1270

The present FD–PINNs (100 × 100 sub–domain grid points) 0.0782 0.0535 0.8795 0.1330

The standard FD–PINNs (100 × 100 grid points) 0.0845 0.0249 0.8940 0.1470

Reference solution 0.0830 0.0780 0.8690 0.1110

Botella and Peyret [41] 0.0833 0.0781 0.8640 0.1118

Ghia et al. [39] 0.0859 0.0781 0.8594 0.1094

Gupta and Kalita [42] 0.0875 0.0750 0.8625 0.1125

Bruneau and Jouron [32] 0.0859 0.0820 0.8711 0.1094

Tian and Yu [6] 0.0859 0.0781 0.8594 0.1094

Li et al. [43] 0.0855 0.0797 0.8619 0.1125
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Figure 11: a–d.) Error in the velocity magnitude for the Reynolds number Re=1000 generated by the standard FD–PINNs
in the top left corner of the cavity with 100× 100 grid points, the present FD–PINNs with 25× 25, 50× 50 and 100× 100
sub–domain grid points, respectively. e–h.) Error in the lop right corner of the cavity, i–l.) Error in the lower left corner,
m–p.) Error in the lower right corner.

For the details of the solution accuracy, the means square error (MSE) of the horizontal velocity u

and vertical velocity v, which are defined by MSEu =
∑N

i=1
1
N (u−uref)

2 and MSEv =
∑N

i=1
1
N (v−vref)

2,
respectively, is discussed using the reference solution. In Table 4.2, we have shown the MSEu at nine
equidistant vertical lines in the domain [0.1, 0.9]× [0, 1] of the cavity. It can be seen that for half of the
vertical lines, the present FD–PINNs provides better accuracy than the standard FD–PINNs, whereas a
reverse trend is observed for the remaining vertical lines. The present FD–PINNs yield more accurate
results for the solutions along the vertical lines in the domains [0.01, 0.09] × [0, 1] and [0.91, .99] × [0, 1]
of the cavity compared to the standard FD–PINNs, which are reflected in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4,
respectively. From Table 4.3, it can be observed that the 100 × 100 grid points solutions are slightly
better than the 50 × 50 grid points solutions, while, from Table 4.4, mixed results can be seen, i.e.,
50× 50 sub–domains grid points provide better solutions than 100× 100 grid points solutions along some
vertical lines and the remaining vertical lines show the opposite trend. In Table 4.5, the MSEv in nine
equidistant horizontal lines in the domain [0, 1] × [0.1, 0.9] of the cavity have been shown. It is worth
emphasizing that for most of the horizontal lines the present FD–PINNs is better than the standard
FD–PINNs in terms of accuracy. The solutions’ accuracy is improved significantly for the horizontal lines
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in the domains [0, 1]× [0.01, 0.09] and [0, 1]× [0.91, .99] of the cavity, which are seen in Table 4.6 and Table
4.7, respectively. It is noticed that in the region near the bottom wall, the 25×25 grids provided a better
solution. As increasing the distance of the horizontal line from the bottom wall, the solution accuracy
decreases for the grid points 25× 25; see Table 4.6. The reverse trend is observed for the horizontal line
in the region near the upper walls, i.e., comparably higher grid points provided more accuracy compared
to the lower grid points; see Table 4.7. The intensity of the velocity along the horizontal line near the
bottom wall is very low and highly stable. Therefore, a small number of grid points is enough to generate
accurate results in the region near the bottom wall, whereas higher grid points provide the overpredicting
behavior of the solution. In other case, to generate an accurate solution in the region near the upper wall
where the high intensity and nonlinear flow is present, a slightly higher grid point is required, and in this
case, low grid points failed to generate accurate solutions.

Table 4.2: The MSEu comparison between the present and the standard FD–PINNs for the velocity u at several vertical
lines in the domain [0.1, 0.9]× [0, 1] of the cavity for the Reynolds number Re = 1000.

x The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The standard FD–PINNs

(25× 25 sub–domain grid points ) (50× 50 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 grid points)

0.10 1.2580e-04 4.5056e-05 4.2668e-05 1.1368e-04

0.20 2.8696e-04 2.1169e-04 1.7691e-04 1.7548e-04

0.30 3.5200e-04 3.3698e-04 3.2870e-04 3.8018e-04

0.40 6.0982e-04 5.6828e-04 5.4786e-04 5.8704e-04

0.50 7.3985e-04 7.2464e-04 7.1864e-04 7.2638e-04

0.60 6.9562e-04 7.1852e-04 7.2616e-04 6.7338e-04

0.70 4.2846e-04 5.0746e-04 5.4958e-04 4.4032e-04

0.80 3.4818e-04 3.9585e-04 4.2006e-04 2.2768e-04

0.90 6.2537e-05 1.1024e-04 1.4756e-04 6.1209e-05

Table 4.3: The MSEu comparison between the present and the standard FD–PINNs for the velocity u at several vertical
lines in the domain [0.01, 0.09]× [0, 1] of the cavity for the Reynolds number Re = 1000.

x The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The standard FD–PINNs

(25× 25 sub–domain grid points ) (50× 50 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 grid points)

0.01 1.9000e-03 1.6973e-04 5.3916e-05 2.5000e-03

0.02 3.6008e-04 2.4029e-05 2.3642e-06 6.9050e-04

0.03 6.6109e-05 2.0272e-05 1.7614e-06 1.1031e-04

0.04 1.1037e-04 1.4707e-05 3.7727e-06 6.4359e-05

0.05 1.6296e-04 1.4325e-05 7.4290e-06 1.2288e-04

0.06 1.7529e-04 1.7112e-05 1.2526e-05 1.5543e-04

0.07 1.6507e-04 2.1920e-05 1.8831e-05 1.5596e-04

0.08 1.4893e-04 2.8301e-05 2.6081e-05 1.4224e-04

0.09 1.3486e-04 3.6040e-05 3.4062e-05 1.2645e-04

Table 4.4: The MSEu comparison between the present and the standard FD–PINNs for the velocity u at several vertical
lines in the domain [0.91, 0.99]× [0, 1] of the cavity for the Reynolds number Re = 1000.

x The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The standard FD–PINNs

(25× 25 sub–domain grid points ) (50× 50 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 grid points)

0.91 5.2390e-05 8.5608e-05 1.1784e-04 6.2531e-05

0.92 5.1543e-05 6.4429e-05 9.0233e-05 7.4399e-05

0.93 6.3472e-05 4.7954e-05 6.5841e-05 1.0014e-04

0.94 9.2744e-05 3.7542e-05 4.5487e-05 1.4368e-04

0.95 1.4582e-04 3.4622e-05 2.9523e-05 2.1055e-04

0.96 2.3412e-04 4.0939e-05 1.7890e-05 3.1160e-04

0.97 3.8481e-04 6.0207e-05 1.0457e-05 4.7553e-04

0.98 6.7765e-04 1.0414e-04 7.8566e-06 7.8704e-04

0.99 1.3000e-03 2.1098e-04 1.7036e-05 1.4000e-03
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Table 4.5: The MSEv comparison between the present and the standard FD–PINNs for the velocity v at several horizontal
lines in the domain [0, 1]× [0.1, 0.9] of the cavity for the Reynolds number Re = 1000.

y The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The standard FD–PINNs

(25× 25 sub–domain grid points ) (50× 50 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 grid points)

0.10 2.2068e-04 2.0980e-04 2.1148e-04 2.2793e-04

0.20 7.1743e-04 5.6499e-04 4.9633e-04 5.0475e-04

0.30 5.4955e-04 5.1492e-04 4.9534e-04 5.8147e-04

0.40 7.1272e-04 6.3413e-04 5.9404e-04 6.5140e-04

0.50 7.6007e-04 6.8193e-04 6.4887e-04 6.8080e-04

0.60 5.7655e-04 5.6974e-04 5.6812e-04 5.7609e-04

0.70 3.7940e-04 4.0006e-04 4.1461e-04 3.7729e-04

0.80 2.1730e-04 2.1654e-04 2.1934e-04 1.5156e-04

0.90 5.4900e-05 3.7537e-05 5.0653e-05 6.0027e-05

Table 4.6: The MSEv comparison between the present and the standard FD–PINNs for the velocity v at several horizontal
lines in the domain [0, 1]× [0.01, 0.09] of the cavity for the Reynolds number Re = 1000.

y The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The standard FD–PINNs

(25× 25 sub–domain grid points ) (50× 50 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 grid points)

0.01 5.3276e-08 5.3765e-08 4.4931e-08 6.9460e-08

0.02 1.0930e-06 1.1612e-06 1.3284e-06 1.2693e-06

0.03 5.9607e-06 6.1540e-06 6.9235e-06 7.0389e-06

0.04 1.7196e-05 1.7545e-05 1.9367e-05 2.0372e-05

0.05 3.5943e-05 3.6378e-05 3.9491e-05 4.2277e-05

0.06 6.2047e-05 6.2281e-05 6.6581e-05 7.1912e-05

0.07 9.4607e-05 9.4023e-05 9.9039e-05 1.0737e-04

0.08 1.3252e-04 1.3009e-04 1.3505e-04 1.4645e-04

0.09 1.7481e-04 1.6908e-04 1.7297e-04 1.8717e-04

Table 4.7: The MSEv comparison between the present and the standard FD–PINNs for the velocity v at several horizontal
lines on [0, 1]× [0.91, .99] of the cavity for the Reynolds number Re = 1000.

y The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The present FD–PINNs The standard FD–PINNs

(25× 25 sub–domain grid points ) (50× 50 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 sub–domain grid points ) (100× 100 grid points)

0.91 6.0343e-05 2.8282e-05 4.1387e-05 7.0913e-05

0.92 7.3488e-05 2.0961e-05 3.3037e-05 8.7717e-05

0.93 9.5251e-05 1.6014e-05 2.5434e-05 1.1124e-04

0.94 1.2577e-04 1.4475e-05 1.8597e-05 1.4240e-04

0.95 1.6351e-04 1.8090e-05 1.2792e-05 1.8296e-04

0.96 2.0897e-04 2.8808e-05 8.5852e-06 2.4448e-04

0.97 3.0069e-04 4.5176e-05 6.6566e-06 3.9274e-04

0.98 6.8093e-04 6.6661e-05 7.7844e-06 9.0327e-04

0.99 2.2000e-03 3.6345e-04 1.2136e-05 2.6000e-03

To show the effectiveness of the present technique, we consider the case where the secondary vortex
completely disappeared from the lower left corner of the cavity for the standard FD–PINNs and for
which consider the lid–driven cavity of size [0, 1] × [0, 1] and divided into 120 × 120 grid points. We
consider 16 sub–domains, and each of them is divided into 50× 50 grid points; with that consideration,
by implementing the present technique, we successfully generate the secondary vortex in the lower left
corner; see Figure 12(b). Whereas, although the secondary vortex in the lower right corner appears for
FD–PINNs with 120×120 grid points, but it is significantly less accurate than the present technique; see
Figures 12(c,d).
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Figure 12: a.) Fluid streamlines using the standard FD–PINNs in the lower left corner of the cavity with 120 × 120 grid
points. b.) Fluid streamlines using the present FD–PINNs in the lower left corner of the cavity with 50×50 sub–domain grid
points. c.) Fluid streamlines using the standard FD–PINNs in the lower right corner of the cavity with with 120× 120 grid
points. d.) Fluid streamlines using the present FD–PINNs in the lower right corner of the cavity with 50× 50 sub–domain
grid points.

4.4. Simulation of lid–driven cavity flow via the present FD–PINNs for Re=400

In this section, the impact of the present FD–PINNs is shown for the case of low Reynolds number
flow, wherein Re=400 is considered for the simulation. Each sub–domain is discretized with 25 × 25
grid points. A pictorial representation of the fluid flow for the Reynolds number Re=400 is shown in
Figure 13. It can be seen that the vortex in the lower left corner of the cavity completely vanishes for
the standard FD–PINNs with 100× 100 grid points, whereas the present technique generates the vortex
very efficaciously. The accuracy also improved significantly in the right bottom corner of the cavity
by applying the present technique with only 25 × 25 sub–domain grid points. By applying a very small
number of sub–domain grid points, the solution accuracy is improved drastically near the walls and in the
corners of the lid–driven cavity, and are formed accurate secondary vortices in both corners. In contrast,
inside the lid–driven cavity, the solution accuracy decreases for the small amount of sub–domain grid
points (e.g., 25 × 25 grid points) like Re=1000. Therefore, to improve the solution accuracy only near
the walls and generate secondary vortices in the corners of the cavity, the present FD–PINNs is sufficient
to apply only in the regions near boundaries with a small number of sub–domain grid points.
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Figure 13: a.) Fluid streamlines for the Reynolds number Re=400 using the standard FD–PINNs with 100 × 100 grid
points. b.) Fluid streamlines for the Reynolds number Re=400 using the present FD–PINNs with 25× 25 sub–domain grid
points.

Figure 14 reflects the final normalized loss of the present FD–PINNs for all sub–domain with 100×100,
50× 50, and 25× 25 sub–domain grid points, respectively. It can be seen that the final normalized loss
of all numbers of sub–domain grid points is significantly smaller (< 10−7), indicating that the networks
for each sub–domain satisfy the governing equations very effectively. However, it is worth emphasizing
that a lower value of the loss function does not always ensure a better solution than a slightly higher
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loss function; the accuracy of the solution is dependent on several other phenomena as well, which is also
confirmed in [23].
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Figure 14: Final loss of the present FD–PINNs with 25× 25, 50× 50 and 100× 100 sub–domain grid points.

5. Conclusions

To mitigate the complexity of generating accurate secondary vortices in the lower corners of the cavity
and improve solution accuracy in the boundary region of the cavity, an approach based on DDM and FD–
PINNs is presented without taking into account the known solutions obtained from classical numerical
methods. Instead of training new networks parallelly, networks are trained for each sub–domain com-
pletely independently, without the necessity of interphase conditions between two sub–domains. Bound-
ary conditions for each sub–domain are generated from the solution of the entire domain. There are other
ways to improve the accuracy of the solution and generate accurate secondary vortices in the lower corners
of the lid–driven cavity. One advantage of this technique is that it is quite simple and easy to handle the
boundary conditions of the sub–domain. The disadvantage of the technique is that the solution of the
sub–domain depends on the solution of the entire domain, i.e., the solution accuracy of each sub–domain
decreases if the solution of the entire domain is not sufficiently accurate. Finally, we emphasizing that this
approach is straightforward in finding accurate solutions near the boundary of the cavity and generating
secondary vortices in the lid–driven cavity by solving the Navier–Stokes equations. Future directions are:
first, coupling of DDM with FD–PINNs for solving Navier–Stokes equations in complex geometry and for
higher ranges of Reynolds numbers. Furthermore, without interphase conditions, the implementation and
computational complexity may be reduced for 3D problems. Therefore, secondly, testing the accuracy of
the solution for 3D geometrical structures is of interest in future studies.
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[12] J. P. Magalhães, D. M. Albuquerque, J. M. Pereira, and J. C. Pereira, “Adaptive mesh finite-volume
calculation of 2D lid-cavity corner vortices,” Journal of Computational Physics, vol. 243, pp. 365–381,
2013.

[13] Y. Sun and Z. Tian, “High-order upwind compact finite-difference lattice Boltzmann method for
viscous incompressible flows,” Computers & Mathematics with Applications, vol. 80, no. 7, pp. 1858–
1872, 2020.

[14] D. A. Perumal and A. K. Dass, “Multiplicity of steady solutions in two-dimensional lid-driven cavity
flows by lattice Boltzmann method,” Computers & Mathematics with Applications, vol. 61, no. 12,
pp. 3711–3721, 2011.

[15] J.-S. Wu and Y.-L. Shao, “Simulation of lid-driven cavity flows by parallel lattice Boltzmann method
using multi-relaxation-time scheme,” International Journal for Numerical Methods in Fluids, vol. 46,
no. 9, pp. 921–937, 2004.

[16] M. Raissi, P. Perdikaris, and G. E. Karniadakis, “Physics-informed neural networks: A deep learning
framework for solving forward and inverse problems involving nonlinear partial differential equa-
tions,” Journal of Computational Physics, vol. 378, pp. 686–707, 2019.

[17] A. G. Baydin, B. A. Pearlmutter, A. A. Radul, and J. M. Siskind, “Automatic differentiation in
machine learning: A survey,” Journal of Marchine Learning Research, vol. 18, pp. 1–43, 2018.

[18] X. Jin, S. Cai, H. Li, and G. E. Karniadakis, “NSFnets (Navier-Stokes flow nets): Physics-informed
neural networks for the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations,” Journal of Computational Physics,
vol. 426, p. 109951, 2021.

[19] Z. Mao, A. D. Jagtap, and G. E. Karniadakis, “Physics-informed neural networks for high-speed
flows,” Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, vol. 360, p. 112789, 2020.

[20] H. Eivazi, M. Tahani, P. Schlatter, and R. Vinuesa, “Physics-informed neural networks for solving
Reynolds-averaged Navier–Stokes equations,” Physics of Fluids, vol. 34, no. 7, 2022.

18



[21] S. Cai, Z. Wang, S. Wang, P. Perdikaris, and G. E. Karniadakis, “Physics-informed neural networks
for heat transfer problems,” Journal of Heat Transfer, vol. 143, no. 6, p. 060801, 2021.

[22] S. Cai, Z. Mao, Z. Wang, M. Yin, and G. E. Karniadakis, “Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs)
for fluid mechanics: A review,” Acta Mechanica Sinica, vol. 37, no. 12, pp. 1727–1738, 2021.

[23] Q. Jiang, C. Shu, L. Zhu, L. Yang, Y. Liu, and Z. Zhang, “Applications of finite difference-based
physics-informed neural networks to steady incompressible isothermal and thermal flows,” Interna-
tional Journal for Numerical Methods in Fluids, vol. 95, no. 10, pp. 1565–1597, 2023.

[24] P.-H. Chiu, J. C. Wong, C. Ooi, M. H. Dao, and Y.-S. Ong, “CAN-PINN: A fast physics-informed
neural network based on coupled-automatic–numerical differentiation method,” Computer Methods
in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, vol. 395, p. 114909, 2022.

[25] Y. Xiao, L. Yang, C. Shu, H. Dong, Y. Du, and Y. Song, “Least-square finite difference-based
physics-informed neural network for steady incompressible flows,” Computers & Mathematics with
Applications, vol. 175, pp. 33–48, 2024.

[26] A. Heinlein, A. Klawonn, M. Lanser, and J. Weber, “Combining machine learning and domain decom-
position methods for the solution of partial differential equations—A review,” GAMM-Mitteilungen,
vol. 44, no. 1, p. e202100001, 2021.

[27] K. Li, K. Tang, T. Wu, and Q. Liao, “D3M: A deep domain decomposition method for partial
differential equations,” IEEE Access, vol. 8, pp. 5283–5294, 2019.

[28] W. Wu, X. Feng, and H. Xu, “Improved deep neural networks with domain decomposition in solving
partial differential equations,” Journal of Scientific Computing, vol. 93, no. 1, p. 20, 2022.

[29] A. D. Jagtap and G. E. Karniadakis, “Extended physics-informed neural networks (XPINNs): A
generalized space-time domain decomposition based deep learning framework for nonlinear partial
differential equations,” Communications in Computational Physics, vol. 28, no. 5, 2020.

[30] K. Shukla, A. D. Jagtap, and G. E. Karniadakis, “Parallel physics-informed neural networks via
domain decomposition,” Journal of Computational Physics, vol. 447, p. 110683, 2021.

[31] L. Gu, S. Qin, L. Xu, and R. Chen, “Physics-informed neural networks with domain decomposition
for the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations,” Physics of Fluids, vol. 36, no. 2, 2024.

[32] C.-H. Bruneau and C. Jouron, “An efficient scheme for solving steady incompressible Navier-Stokes
equations,” Journal of Computational Physics, vol. 89, no. 2, pp. 389–413, 1990.

[33] S. Sharma, S. Sharma, and A. Athaiya, “Activation functions in neural networks,” Towards Data
Sci, vol. 6, no. 12, pp. 310–316, 2017.

[34] A. D. Jagtap, K. Kawaguchi, and G. E Karniadakis, “Locally adaptive activation functions with
slope recovery for deep and physics-informed neural networks,” Proceedings of the Royal Society A,
vol. 476, no. 2239, p. 20200334, 2020.

[35] D. C. Liu and J. Nocedal, “On the limited memory BFGS method for large scale optimization,”
Mathematical Programming, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 503–528, 1989.

[36] Y. Huang, W. Hao, and G. Lin, “Hompinns: Homotopy physics-informed neural networks for learn-
ing multiple solutions of nonlinear elliptic differential equations,” Computers & Mathematics with
Applications, vol. 121, pp. 62–73, 2022.

[37] K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren, and J. Sun, “Delving deep into rectifiers: Surpassing human-level perfor-
mance on imagenet classification,” in Proceedings of the IEEE international conference on computer
vision, pp. 1026–1034, 2015.

19



[38] M. Griebel, T. Dornseifer, and T. Neunhoeffer, Numerical simulation in fluid dynamics: a practical
introduction. SIAM, 1998.

[39] U. Ghia, K. N. Ghia, and C. Shin, “High-Re solutions for incompressible flow using the Navier-Stokes
equations and a multigrid method,” Journal of Computational Physics, vol. 48, no. 3, pp. 387–411,
1982.
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