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Abstract

In recent years, using neural networks for the accelerated solving of partial differential equations (PDEs)

has become a research hotspot in both academic and industrial settings. However, relying solely on trained

neural networks as surrogate models can lead to a trust crisis, as the accuracy of predicted solutions is sig-

nificantly influenced by data volume and quality, as well as training algorithms. This concern is particularly

pronounced in scientific tasks that prioritize computational precision and deterministic outcomes. In this

study, we introduce a novel approach that utilizes neural networks as a warm-start (initialization) tool, which

we refer to as “super-fidelity”, to accelerate the solving of steady-state PDEs while ensuring result accuracy.

The concept of super-fidelity, inspired by super-resolution in computer vision, involves mapping solutions

from low-fidelity computational models to targeted high-fidelity ones using a vector-cloud neural network

with equivariance (VCNN-e). This network preserves all desired invariance and equivariance properties for

scalar and vector solutions, respectively, and adapts seamlessly to varying spatial resolutions. We evaluate

this approach in two typical scientific computing scenarios: one with weak nonlinearity, exemplified by flows

around elliptical cylinders at low Reynolds numbers with a monotonic convergence pattern; and the other

with strong nonlinearity, exemplified by flows over airfoils at high Reynolds numbers with an oscillatory

convergence pattern. In both scenarios, the neural operator-based initialization method achieves at least a

two-fold acceleration in convergence while maintaining the same level of accuracy, as compared to commonly

used initialization methods based on uniform fields or potential flows. Its robustness is further demonstrated

across various iterative algorithms with different linear equation solvers. Additionally, we investigate time

savings across multiple simulations, even accounting for model development time, and propose a practical

strategy for efficient training data generation. In summary, our approach promises an effective solution to

accelerate steady-state PDE solutions with neural operators while upholding result accuracy, particularly in

scientific applications where precision is paramount.
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1. Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) serve as a fundamental and ubiquitous tool to describe how various

properties change continuously in space and time. Their significance extends to numerous fields, including

physics, engineering, finance, and beyond. While the development of numerical methods has enabled efficient

solutions for certain types of PDEs, there remains a subset of PDEs for which traditional techniques are

computationally intensive, thus limiting their applicability in tackling complex problems. Recent years have

witnessed a promising new paradigm in scientific computing, as neural networks have emerged as promising

tools for PDE solutions. Neural networks, with the capacity to approximate complex functions, can deliver

near-ground-truth predictions quickly once trained well. The latest development of neural operators has

further extended this capability to infinite-dimensional function spaces, enabling trained models to adapt

to inputs with arbitrary resolutions/discretizations; see, e.g., [1–7]. This paradigm shift in computational

science has brought us more insights and new possibilities for solving PDEs.

However, relying on neural network predictions as the ultimate solution to PDEs often triggers a trust

crisis, especially for tasks that prioritize computational precision and outcome determinism. This trust

issue exists in both two prevalent neural network-based approaches for PDE solving, including data-driven

methods such as supervised learning of solution operators, and physics-driven methods such as physics-

informed neural networks (PINNs). In the case of data-driven methods, training an accurate and reliable

network model is highly challenging, which significantly depends on data volume and quality, as well as

training algorithms. While studies have shown that well-trained models can produce results with desired

accuracy in certain cases [8, 9], the inherent black-box nature of neural networks and the absence of physical

constraints (e.g., conservation laws) during training render these predictions impractical for researchers who

rely on first principles in their work. On the other hand, PINNs aim to solve PDEs by training neural

networks to satisfy physical constraints [10]. However, comparative studies between PINNs and traditional

solvers indicate that PINNs do not exhibit a clear advantage either in terms of accuracy or computational

speed for various PDEs in low-dimensional cases [11]. Hence, for scientific computing tasks that require

solution precision, traditional solvers should continue to occupy a central role. It is essential to mitigate

the risk of misusing neural network predictions and to ensure the accuracy of the outcomes, at least at the

current stage.

In this paper, we propose an approach that employs neural network predictions as initial conditions to

accelerate the solution of steady-state PDEs. We have chosen steady-state fluid flow problems to demonstrate

the efficacy of our approach, considering their industrial relevance and the inherent complexity associated

with computational models based on the Navier–Stokes (N–S) equations. Specifically, our proposed solution

strategy involves the development of an approximate mapping from the solution of a low-fidelity model (i.e.,

Laplace’s equation for potential flow) to the solution of a high-fidelity model (i.e., the target PDEs). This
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mapping, which is straightforward and fast to evaluate, provides a solution that is much closer to the final

solution than the low-fidelity model. By utilizing the output of this mapping as an improved initial guess,

we can effectively warm-start the iterative solving process, further reducing the total computational time.

We have referred to this task as “super-fidelity”, drawing inspiration from the super-resolution concept in

image processing, which enhances a low-resolution image to achieve higher resolution [12]. The objective of

super-fidelity is to bridge the gap between low and high-fidelity models, thereby enhancing the efficiency and

stability of steady-state simulations in complex flow investigations.

CFD Solvers
(e.g., simpleFoam,
rhosimpleFoam,

…)

Deterministic
Computing

Low Fidelity
Model

High Fidelity
Model

Neural Operator
Warm-start

Traditional Workflow
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(b)

(c) (d)

Figure 1: Schematic workflow of accelerating steady-state fluid flow simulations with the neural operator warm-start

approach. The neural operator is trained to map solutions from a low-fidelity model to a high-fidelity model and then

provides improved initial conditions for CFD simulations. This approach transcends traditional workflows by delivering

notably enhanced initial conditions to reduce the computational time. It also bolsters the reliability of employing neural

networks for scientific problems by performing the deterministic computing afterwards, in contrast to using neural networks

purely as surrogate models.

In the context of warm-starting existing iterative solvers for high-fidelity models, our focus lies in con-

structing a mapping from low-fidelity solutions to high-fidelity ones – the core component of our super-fidelity

approach. This mapping, mathematically, is also referred to as an operator between two function spaces.

The field of operator learning, which has received significant research interest in recent years, offers such a

way forward. This approach aims to develop a data-driven approximation of mappings/operators between

function spaces to provide efficient evaluations of the target output after an initial training phase on available

data. In particular, neural networks with specialized architectures, also known as neural operators, have

shown considerable promise in approximating such mappings. In this work, we utilize our recently developed

neural operator, the vector-cloud neural network with equivariance (VCNN-e) [6, 13], to establish the de-

sired mapping in super-fidelity. The VCNN-e guarantees the physical symmetry in flow simulations, allowing

the operator to be applied in different coordinate systems and discretizations seamlessly. Furthermore, it

considers the nonlocal property of flow simulations, enabling learning to be done with just a few solutions

by decomposing the whole solution field into many patches for efficient learning. The entire workflow of our

super-fidelity approach includes all four panels shown in Fig. 1. The second panel, referred to as the warm-

start, involves the training of a super-fidelity model based on neural operators. Our numerical experiments
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on two distinct types of steady-state simulations, one with weak nonlinearity and the other with strong

nonlinearity, illustrate the effectiveness of the super-fidelity approach. In both cases, the warm-start models

achieve acceleration ratios of no less than two folds without any compromise on accuracy. For practitioners

in computational fluid dynamics (CFD) who typically employ uniform fields or solutions from lower-fidelity

models as initial conditions (see “traditional workflow” in Fig. 1, including the (a), (c), and (d) panels),

trained neural networks can deliver better initial conditions, thereby speeding up the solving process. This is

particularly beneficial to problems involving multiple simulations under varying conditions, a common need

in addressing optimal design or control problems in diverse engineering applications [14]. For researchers

devoted to accelerating PDE solving through machine learning (see “surrogate model” in Fig. 1, including

the (a), (b), and (d) panels), integrating traditional solvers as the final touch ensures the accuracy of results.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the computational models

adopted in this study, including the governing equations for both high-fidelity and low-fidelity models, and

describes the neural operator architecture. In Section 3, we present the neural operator predictions and

investigate the resulting acceleration effects for numerical solvers in two testing cases. In Section 4, we

introduce an efficient strategy for data generation and explore potential application scenarios to achieve a

“real” acceleration by reducing overall computation time, which includes both data generation and training

phases. We also discuss the difficulties and limitations of developing reliable neural network surrogates for

PDEs. Section 5 provides a summary of this work and some concluding remarks.

2. Problem Statement and Methodology

2.1. Physical model

In this study, we assume the high-fidelity computational models for steady-state flow fields adhere to the

following conservation law, presented in a general and compact form.

∇ · F(U)− S = 0, (1)

where U is the conserved variable vector, F and S denote the flux vector and the source vector, respectively.

Taking N–S equations as an example, if we neglect the influence of body forces and radiative heating (i.e.,

S = 0), the notations are defined as follows,

U =


ρ

ρu

ρet

 , F(U) =


ρu⊤

ρu⊗ u+ pI − τ

(ρet + p)u⊤ − u⊤τ + q⊤

 , (2)

where ρ, u, p, q and et denote the fluid’s density, velocity, pressure, heat flux, and total energy per unit

mass, respectively; τ is the viscous stress tensor and I is the identity tensor. The system of equations has
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to be completed by a thermodynamic equation of state (EOS) in a general form of p = p(ρ, e), where the

internal energy per unit mass e = et − 1
2 |u|2.

Note that Eq. (2) varies according to specific fluid flow simulation scenarios. For instance, in the case of

an incompressible laminar flow, where density is assumed to be constant, the energy equation involving the

third components in U and F can often be decoupled from the mass and momentum equations, and can

be further neglected if the flow is isothermal. Consequently, the problem simplifies, and only velocity and

pressure need to be solved for.

The low-fidelity model considered in this work is based on the potential flow theory, which represents

idealized fluid motion. Specifically, the fluid is assumed to be inviscid, while the flow itself is considered

irrotational and incompressible. The steady-state potential flow is governed by Laplace’s equation [15]

∇2Φ = 0, with u = ∇Φ, (3)

where Φ is the velocity potential. Despite its simplifications and limitations in modeling real fluid behav-

ior, potential flow provides rapid simulations for studying various fluid flow phenomena, typically within

seconds. This makes it an attractive initialization option in steady-state fluid flow simulations, with the

aim of improving stability and convergence speed, as seen in simulation software such as Ansys [16] and

OpenFOAM [17]. In view of the physical information contained in, and the cost-effectiveness to obtain, the

potential flow field, it is natural to use potential flow as input for the super-fidelity model. Therefore, the

super-fidelity task is to train a neural operator to map the solution of Eq. (3) to that of Eq. (1).

2.2. Equivarient neural operator

The neural operator employed in the super-fidelity task is developed based on the VCNN-e [6] to satisfy

all the symmetries and function space requirements for predicting both scalar and vector fields. The neural

operator forms a region-to-point mapping, Q 7→ S(x0), where S(x0) is the solution of a high-fidelity model

at a point of interest x0, and Q indicates the collection of potential flow (low-fidelity model) features

{qi}ni=1 on n points sampled from the computational domain. The feature vector q attached to each point

is chosen to include the relative coordinate x′ = x − x0, potential flow velocity uL, and additional six

scalar quantities cL = [uL, pL,Φ, θ, η, r], with the superscript L denoting the low-fidelity model. In scalar

quantities, u and p represent velocity magnitude and pressure; θ and η denote cell volume and wall distance;

and r is proximity (inverse of relative distance) to the point of interest. As such, the feature vector q is

2 + 2 + 6 = 10 dimensional for the two-dimensional flows considered in this work, and we define the input

matrix as Q = [q1, . . . ,qn]
⊤ ∈ Rn×10. The output of the neural operator includes the solutions of velocity

uH and other scalar quantities cH (e.g., pressure) of a high-fidelity model, i.e., S(x0) = [uH(x0), c
H(x0)].

Note that all input and output of the neural operator are non-dimensionalized using characteristic scales

and normalized.
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The neural operator VCNN-e consists of three modules at a high level: (a) an embedding module, (b) a

fitting module, and (c) a rotating module, as illustrated in Fig. 2. The first module (Fig. 2(a)) intends to

find an invariant representation, denoted as D, for the input cloud of potential flow, which has translational,

rotational, and permutational invariance. Specifically, the translational invariance is ensured by the use of

relative coordinates rather than absolute ones; the rotational invariance is ensured by the inner product

between feature vectors via the operation QQ⊤; and the permutational invariance and resolution adaptivity

is guaranteed by the average over all the points via the operations 1
nG⊤Q and 1

nQ⊤G′. The second module

utilizes D, referred to as the invariant feature matrix, as the input to fit both an invariant vector E and

predictions of scalar quantities cH for the high-fidelity model through a fitting neural network. Finally, the

third module (Fig. 2(c)) incorporates the embedded coordinates X̃ = 1
nG⊤X ∈ Rm×2 from the first module

where X = [x′
1, . . . ,x

′
n]

⊤ ∈ Rn×2 and rotates properly to get the velocity prediction through uH = X̃⊤E .
Since X rotates in the same way as the original coordinates under rotation, the predicted velocity vector

preserves the desired equivariance. Note that the output of the neural operator consists of uH from the

rotating module and cH from the fitting module, both of which serve as the initial conditions for simulating

the high-fidelity model. The neural operator architecture is detailed in Appendix A. More details regarding

the design of VCNN-e and the proof of symmetries can be found in the literature [6, 13, 18].

Figure 2: Detailed architecture of the neural operator VCNN-e for mapping solution of a low-fidelity model (potential flow) to

that of a high-fidelity model: (a) embed the frame-independent features {ci}ni=1 to form the embedding matrix G ∈ Rn×m;

(b) project the pairwise inner-product matrix QQ⊤ to the learned embedding matrix G and its submatrix G′ to yield an

invariant feature matrix D ∈ Rm×m′
; flatten and feed the feature matrix D into the fitting network to predict the invariant

vector E and scalar quantities cH ; (c) rotate E through the embedded coordinates X̃ and get the prediction of velocity uH .

The final output consists of cH in (b), which is invariant to the frame rotation, and uH in (c), which is equivariant to the

frame rotation, while both of them are invariant to the frame translation and the ordering of points in the cloud.

3. Result

In this section, we present a comprehensive evaluation of our warm-start approach by applying it to

two different flow scenarios. The first scenario focuses on incompressible laminar flows over parameterized
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elliptical cylinders, while the second scenario involves compressible turbulent flows (Re = 6 × 106) over

various airfoils at different angles of attack. The convergence behaviors in these two flow scenarios align

with the two typical patterns commonly observed in scientific computing [19, 20], as illustrated in Fig. 3.

The first scenario demonstrates weaker nonlinearity with low Reynolds numbers, leading to a monotonic

decrease in the residual. In contrast, the second scenario displays much stronger nonlinearity due to the

high Reynolds number, causing the residual to oscillate while still trending downward. The neural operator

is trained with just a few flow cases in both scenarios and the predictions on testing flows are used for

initializing the steady-state simulations. The results demonstrate the efficacy of our approach, achieving

acceleration ratios of at least two-fold while preserving the same level of accuracy for most testing flow

simulations. On the other hand, if we take the prediction of the neural operator as the solution to PDEs

directly, although the pointwise error is relatively small on average, the integral quantities (often of much

more interest in engineering, such as drag and lift coefficients) may deviate more significantly from the values

obtained from an accurate solution.
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Figure 3: Two typical convergence processes in scientific computing: (a) monotonic convergence and (b) oscillatory

convergence.

3.1. Incompressible laminar flow

Our first scenario considers incompressible laminar flows over elliptical cylinders at different Reynolds

numbers, which is illustrated in Fig. 4(a). The Reynolds number is defined as Re = u∞d/ν, where u∞

and ν denote the freestream velocity magnitude and kinematic viscosity, respectively. We adjust the non-

dimensionalized cylinder thickness, denoted as d/l, within the range of 0.75 to 1.3 to control the Reynolds

number, maintaining it between 30 and 52. Specifically, we generate 12 flows with uniformly distributed

Reynolds numbers, and divide them into two groups: six training flows with Re = [30, 34, . . . , 50], five

interpolated testing flows with Re = [32, 36, . . . , 48], and one extrapolated testing flow with Re = 52. Here,

by assuming ρ to be constant and the Stokes’s stress constitutive equation τ = ν(∇u+∇u⊤), the governing
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Figure 4: Setup for the incompressible laminar flows over parameterized elliptical cylinders: (a) flow setup, where the ratio of

the thickness d to length l of the elliptical cylinder is adjusted between 0.75 and 1.3 to generate a family of laminar flows at

different Reynolds numbers, and (b) computation setup showing the actual computational domain ΩD with the boundary

conditions. Here Ωp refers to a region near the cylinder, where the distance from any point within this region to the cylinder

wall is less than half of the cylinder’s length l.

equations (1) and (2) are reduced to the following steady-state N–S equations:

∇ · u = 0,

u · ∇u− ν∇2u+
1

ρ
∇p = 0,

(4)

where velocity u and pressure p are to be solved for. Therefore, the objective of super-fidelity is to learn the

mapping from potential flows to steady-state incompressible laminar flows, i.e., from the solution of Eq. (3)

to Eq. (4). The numerical simulations of potential and laminar flows are performed with the open-source

CFD platform OpenFOAM [17], employing the solvers potentialFoam and simpleFoam, respectively. We

conduct the simulations on half of the full domain by implementing symmetric boundary condition on the

bottom boundary, as shown in Fig. 4(b). This setting eliminates any potential unsteadiness that may arise

in full-domain simulations of laminar flows. In the simulation of laminar flows, Eq. (4) is iteratively solved

until the residuals satisfy the convergence criterion, i.e., R < 10−8. In this study, residuals are defined in an

absolute manner, as detailed in Appendix B.

During the training phase, we do not utilize the potential flow field across the entire computational

domain ΩD as input for training efficiency. Instead, the input Q consists of two parts: (1) the potential

flow within the near-cylinder region Ωp, which is represented by the feature vectors attached to about 400

points sampled in this region, and (2) the potential flow at a target point being predicted. The desired

output is the velocity and pressure of the laminar flow at the target point within ΩD. Since ΩD contains

approximately 7000 cell points, we have about 7000 input-output data pairs for each training or testing flow.

The neural operator is trained to minimize the misfit, using mean squared error (squared L2 norm), between

its predictions and the iteratively converged laminar flow fields. The training process is performed on an
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open-source machine learning framework PyTorch [21], which takes about half an hour on a single V100

graphics processing unit (GPU). More information regarding the training settings can be found in Appendix

A.

The trained model exhibits good prediction performance on the testing flows, as shown in Fig. 5. The

left column presents the predictions for the testing flow at Re = 48, which closely resemble the iteratively

converged solutions displayed in the middle column. This prediction capability is further demonstrated by

the small prediction errors in both solution and drag coefficient across all six testing flows, as provided

in Table 1. In this work, the ground truths used to calculate prediction errors for solution and integral

quantities refer to the solution achieved through iterative convergence at R = 10−8 and its corresponding

integral quantities. However, it is important to note that while the model shows promise in prediction, the

predicted solutions remain unreliable for direct application. Noticeable non-smoothness in the predictions is

evident in the pointwise relative error plots in the right column of Fig. 5. The relative errors, particularly

those near the cylinder surface and other boundaries, may lead to violations of the boundary conditions.

Moreover, the non-smoothness in predictions and non-compliance with boundary conditions becomes more

apparent during the convergence process of drag coefficients when integrating the predictions into the solver

for iterative computation, as shown in Fig. 6. Here, the iterative errors of drag coefficients can reach up to

200% within the initial few iterative steps when using predicted solutions as initial conditions. Consequently,

traditional solvers are still necessary for achieving more accurate and reliable solutions.

𝑢!

𝑢"

𝑝

Prediction Ground truth Pointwise relative error

Figure 5: Comparison of the prediction (left column) of the solution and the corresponding ground truth (middle column),

along with the pointwise relative error plots (right column) for the testing flow over an elliptical cylinder at Re = 48. The

ground truth refers to the iteratively converged solution of velocity, ux and uy , and pressure, p, at a residual of 10−8. The

ground truth and prediction are non-dimensionalizaed and scaled between 0 and 1, while the pointwise relative errors are

scaled between 0 and 0.1 for clarity.
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Table 1: Prediction errors for six testing flows around elliptical cylinders, including five interpolated flows and one

extrapolated flow. The relative L2 norm errors for solution (velocity and pressure in ΩD) and the relative errors for drag

coefficient are presented.

Interpolation Extrapolation

Prediction error (%) Re = 32 Re = 36 Re = 40 Re = 44 Re = 48 Re = 52

Solution 0.82 0.81 0.89 0.96 1.0 1.2

Drag coefficient, CD 3.6 4.8 3.6 1.0 2.7 6.9
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Figure 6: Iterative errors of drag coefficients in six testing flows over elliptical cylinders after using neural network predictions

as initial conditions.

Using neural networks for initial conditions significantly accelerates iterative convergence, which is illus-

trated in Fig. 7. Specifically, we compare the iterative convergence processes using three different initial

conditions: uniform field, potential flow, and neural network prediction. We conduct this comparison for

both interpolated and extrapolated testing flows. It is evident from the first two columns of Fig. 7 that

using neural network predictions for initialization establishes an early lead in the convergence process in

both testing cases and maintains this advantage consistently. As a result, it significantly reduces the num-

ber of iterations required to achieve convergence, thereby accelerating the iterative solution without loss of

accuracy. For better showcasing this acceleration capability, we employ another refined initial condition for

reference. Specifically, this refined initial condition is achieved by early stopping the simulation at a residual

of 10−5 using the uniform field for initialization. We can observe that the convergence processes based on

the neural network prediction and the refined field are quite close, with the former being slightly slower.

In other words, the neural network prediction in this scenario accelerate the solution process by effectively

skipping the initial convergence phase, enabling the residual to approach approximately 10−5, with only

marginal adjustments in the subsequent convergence rate.
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(a) Flow at 𝑅𝑒 = 48, interpolation

(b) Flow at 𝑅𝑒 = 52, extrapolation
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Figure 7: Comparison of three different initialization methods: uniform field, potential flow, and neural network prediction in

both (a) interpolated and (b) extrapolated testing flows over elliptical cylinders. Left two columns: the convergence processes

of velocity and pressure; right column: the wall time required to satisfy three different convergence criteria (10−6, 10−7, and

10−8). The reference here serves as an ideal initial condition at a residual of 10−5, offering a more comprehensive assessment

of the acceleration performance of neural network predictions.

This acceleration is more evidently reflected in the computational time, as is illustrated in the third

column of Fig. 7. Specifically, we establish three different convergence criteria for residuals at 10−6, 10−7,

and 10−8, and then compare the wall time associated with four different initial conditions. Note that the wall

time covers the entire computational duration, including both pre-processing phase and iterative computation

from initial state to final convergence. For potential flow initialization, the pre-processing time involves the

time to solve Eq. (3); for neural network initialization, it involves solving Eq. (3) and the additional time

needed for neural network prediction; for the reference case, we assume there is no pre-processing time.

In each testing flow, neural network initialization significantly reduces the wall time needed to achieve

any of the convergence criteria. To quantitatively evaluate this acceleration effect, we have introduced an

acceleration ratio in this study, which is calculated as the wall time required when using potential flow

initialization divided by that when using neural network initialization. For the least demanding convergence

criterion (10−6), neural network initialization achieves an almost threefold acceleration, and for the strictest

convergence criterion (10−8), the acceleration is also more than twofold. While the reference shows further

11



acceleration, it represents a more ideal scenario with a better trained network, which requires significantly

larger training data volume and more training time.

3.2. Turbulent flow

Our second scenario considers turbulent flows over different airfoils at different angles of attack. The

incoming Mach number remains constant at 0.15, and the Reynolds number based on chord length is Rec =

6 × 106. We select four airfoils (NACA0008, NACA0010, NACA0012, and NACA0015) and four angles of

attack (9◦, 10◦, 12◦, and 13◦), denoted as α, to generate 16 flows for training and testing. The testing flows

are determined using Latin hypercube sampling [22] to ensure the representativity of testing flows, leading

to 4 testing flows and 12 training flows. We also add the flow over NACA0011 at α = 11◦ for testing, where

neither the airfoil nor the angle of attack are included in the training data. Overall, the five testing flows

can be categorized into three types based on their relationship with the training flows: interpolation, weak

interpolation, and extrapolation, as illustrated in Table. 2. Here, by introducing a density-weighted time

average decomposition of u and et, and a standard time average decomposition of ρ and p, the governing

equations (1) and (2) give the following equations, which is also known as the steady-state Farve-averaged

Navier–Stokes equations [15].

∂

∂xj
(ρ̄ûj) = 0,

∂

∂xj
(ûj ρ̄ûi) = − ∂p̄

∂xi
+

∂σij

∂xj
+

∂τij
∂xj

,

∂

∂xj
[ûj(ρ̄êt + p̄)] =

∂

∂xj
(σij ûi + σiju′′

i )−
∂

∂xj

(
q̄j + cpρu′′

j T
′′ − ûiτij +

1

2
ρu′′

i u
′′
i u

′′
j

)
.

(5)

The standard time (Reynolds) averages are denoted by an overbar, ϕ̄, while the density-weighted time (Favre)

averages are denoted by a hat, ϕ̂ = ρϕ/ρ̄. Fluctuations around Reynolds and Favre averages are denoted

by single and double primes, ϕ′ = ϕ − ϕ̄ and ϕ′′ = ϕ − ϕ̂, respectively. In Eq. (5), the viscous stress σ̄ij ,

which corresponds to τ in Eq. (2), is modeled as σ̄ij = 2µ̂(Ŝij − 1
3
∂ûk

∂xk
δij), while the Reynolds stress τij

(≡ −ρu′′
i u

′′
j ), stemming from velocity fluctuations, is modeled as τij = 2µ̂t(Ŝij − 1

3
∂ûk

∂xk
δij) − 2

3 ρ̄kδij , where

Ŝij is the mean velocity strain, k (≡ û′′
i u

′′
i

2 ) is the turbulent energy, µ̂ and µ̂t denote molecular and turbulent

viscosity, respectively. Here, µ̂t is modeled through the Spalart-Allmaras turbulence model [23]. The heat

flux q̄j and the turbulent heat flux cpρu′′
j T

′′ are modeled as − cpµ̂
Pr

∂T̂
∂xj

and − cpµ̂t

Prt
∂T̂
∂xj

, respectively, where

cp is the heat capacity at constant pressure, T̂ is the temperature, Pr and Prt are laminar and turbulent

Prandtl numbers, respective, with constant values of 0.72 and 0.85. The molecular diffusion term σiju′′
i and

the turbulent transport term − 1
2ρu

′′
i u

′′
i u

′′
j are neglected considering their relatively small influences. To close

Eq. (5), the EOS is specified as

p̄(ρ̄, ê) = (γ − 1)ρ̄ê, with ê = êt −
1

2
ûiûi − k, (6)
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where the heat capacity ratio γ is taken as constant at 1.4, and ê is related to T̂ by ê = 1
γ cpT̂ . By

incorporating Eq. (6), we solve Eq. (5) to obtain the velocity, pressure and internal energy per unit mass for

the flows over airfoils.

Table 2: Training and testing cases in flows over airfoils. The check mark (✓) denotes a training flow while the circle mark

(O) represents a testing flow. The subscripts “i”, “wi”, and “e” refer to three testing types: interpolation, weak interpolation,

and extrapolation.

NACA0008 NACA0010 NACA0011 NACA0012 NACA0015

α = 9◦ ✓ ✓ Owi ✓
α = 10◦ ✓ ✓ ✓ Owi

α = 11◦ Oi

α = 12◦ ✓ Oi ✓ ✓
α = 13◦ Oe ✓ ✓ ✓

Ω! Ω"Ω#

𝑥

𝑦

𝒖 = 𝒖!,
𝜕𝑝
𝜕𝐧

= 0. 𝒖 = 0, 𝜕𝑝
𝜕𝐧 = 0.

Zoomed-in

𝑝 = 0.

𝜕𝒖
𝜕𝐧 = 0,

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 8: Computation setup for turbulent flows over airfoils: (a) the computational domain ΩD with boundary conditions for

the inlet and outlet, (b) a zoomed-in region around airfoil with boundary conditions for the airfoil surface, and (c) the

training region ΩT, where steady-state turbulent flow fields are predicted, and a near-airfoil region Ωp used for representing

potential flows. The training region ΩD extends horizontally to twice the chord length upstream and five times the chord

length downstream, while vertically, it spans the length of one chord. The near-airfoil region Ωp refers to a region where the

distance from any point within this region to the airfoil surface is less than 0.3 times the chord length of the airfoil. Note that

the height of the first mesh cell off the wall is sufficient small to ensure that the y-plus value remains below one.

The goal of super-fidelity here is to learn the mapping from potential flows to steady-state turbulent flows,

i.e., from the solution of Eq. (3) to Eq. (5). The numerical simulations of turbulent flows are performed using

the steady-state solver rhoSimpleFoam in OpenFOAM, with the simulation domain ΩD and the boundary

conditions illustrated in Fig. 8. Note that despite the incoming Mach number being within the range for

subsonic flows, we use the compressible solver in consideration of a potentially high local Mach number, as
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suggested by information from the NASA website [24]. For data generation, Eq. (5) is iteratively solved until

the residuals satisfy the convergence criterion, i.e., R < 10−8.

During the training phase, we concentrate on predicting the turbulent flows in a specific region around

the airfoils (see ΩT in Fig. 8), while approximating the flows in the remaining region with freestream flows

since the effect of airfoils out of ΩT is assumed relatively small. Similar to the representation approach in

the first scenario, the potential flow used as input does not encompass the entire domain. Specifically, the

input includes two parts: (1) the potential flow within the near-airfoil region Ωp, which is represented by

the feature vectors attached to about 4000 points sampled in this region, and (2) the potential flow at a

target point being predicted. The desired output is the velocity, pressure, and internal energy per unit mass

at the target point within the training region ΩT. Since ΩT consists of approximately 14000 cell points, we

have 14000 input-output data pairs for each training or testing flow. The training process on 12 flows is

performed using PyTorch, which takes about 6.5 hours on a single V100 GPU. More information regarding

the training settings can be found in Appendix A.

The trained model demonstrates good predictive performance even in this much more complex scenario.

In Fig. 9, we present a comparison between the neural operator predictions and the iteratively converged

solutions for the testing flow over the NACA0011 airfoil at α = 11◦. The predicted velocity, pressure,

and temperature fields, which have been scaled between 0 and 1, exhibit a remarkable degree of visual

similarity with their corresponding ground truth counterparts, as illustrated in the first two columns. This

agreement is further demonstrated by the testing errors provided in Table 3. Notably, the prediction errors

of solutions in ΩT for all five testing flows remain consistently below 6%. However, these predicted results

have limited immediate applicability. Firstly, the presence of relatively high relative errors in specific regions,

as shown in the third column of Fig. 9, can lead to non-smoothness and non-conservation for subsequent

analyses. Secondly, while the prediction errors for the solutions are reasonably small, the integral quantities

such as drag and lift coefficients may deviate more significantly from the iteratively converged values, as

demonstrated in Table 3. In weak interpolation flows, despite the solution errors of approximately 3%, the

relative errors for drag coefficient exceed 10%, which may not meet the precision standards in application

scenarios.

To further enhance the solution precision, we employ the neural network predictions as initial conditions

for solving Eq. (5) numerically. This approach exhibits a more robust convergence process and a notably

faster convergence rate when compared to conventional initialization methods. In Fig. 10, we present a com-

parative analysis of convergence performance using three distinct initial conditions: uniform field, potential

flow, and neural network prediction, across three different testing flow scenarios. In both interpolation and

weak interpolation scenarios, it is evident that simulations initialized with neural network predictions require

significantly fewer iterations to reach a specific residual level when compared to those initialized with uniform
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𝑝

Prediction Ground truth Pointwise relative error

𝑇

Figure 9: Comparison of the prediction (left column) of the solution and the corresponding ground truth (middle column),

along with the pointwise relative error plots (right column) for the testing turbulent flow over NACA0011 at α = 11◦. The

ground truth refers to the iteratively converged solution at a residual of 10−8. The ground truth and prediction are

non-dimensionalizaed and scaled between 0 and 1, while the pointwise relative errors are scaled between 0 and 0.1 for clarity.

Table 3: Prediction errors for five testing flows over airfoils, including two interpolated flows, two weakly interpolated flows,

and one extrapolated flow. The relative L2 norm errors for solution (velocity, pressure, and internal energy per unit mass in

training region ΩT) and the relative errors for drag and lift coefficients are presented.

Interpolation Weak interpolation Extrapolation

Prediction error (%) NACA0010 NACA0011 NACA0012 NACA0015 NACA0008

Solution in ΩT 3.0 5.9 3.3 3.3 5.5

Drag coefficient, CD 3.6 8.6 15.9 11.4 6.6

Lift coefficient, CL 3.0 3.9 5.4 4.5 2.7

fields or potential flows.

The accelerated convergence can be attributed to two key factors. First, neural network predictions

enhance convergence stability, as clearly seen in the iterative convergence processes shown in the left three

columns of Fig. 10. Simulations initialized with neural network predictions effectively bypass the initial

oscillatory phases that are present in simulations initialized with uniform fields or potential flows, transform-

ing oscillatory convergence into a more stable and monotonic pattern. Second, neural network prediction

improve average convergence rate. To illustrate this point, we introduce a refined initial condition, referred
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to as “reference”, which is obtained by early stopping the numerical simulation at a residual of 10−5 using

the uniform field for initialization. It is evident that the convergence processes based on the reference also

exhibit monotonic behavior without oscillations. However, neural network initialization outperforms the

reference when aiming to achieve a relatively small convergence criterion (e.g., 10−8), as demonstrated by

their convergence behaviors and the intersections of convergence curves.

The superiority of neural network initialization is more pronounced in the fourth column of Fig. 10,

where the wall time for numerical simulations using different initialization methods is compared. For all

three selected convergence criteria, neural network initialization consistently achieves more than twofold

acceleration ratios. Notably, neural network initialization outperforms the reference significantly for the

convergence criterion R < 10−8, and slightly for R < 10−7. This advantage clearly illustrates that in highly

nonlinear cases, neural network initialization for acceleration doesn’t depend solely on providing initial

conditions with small residuals but also faster convergence during iterations, which is distinct from scenarios

with weak nonlinearity where acceleration primarily depends on achieving a smaller initial residual.

The neural network initialization approach does not present clear advantages over alternative initialization

methods for the extrapolated testing flow, as illustrated in Figure 10(c). Despite an initial, brief lead due to

the neural network prediction with a smaller residual, the subsequent sharp increase in residual significantly

hinders the convergence. The abrupt increase in residual is likely attributable to changes in flow physics,

particularly due to the stronger flow separation. Consequently, the wall time required for the simulation using

neural network initialization is nearly identical to that of simulations employing uniform field or potential

flow for initialization. Nevertheless, we continue to ensure the accuracy of solutions in extrapolated cases

thanks to the engagement of CFD solvers. In contrast, achieving high accuracy in the extrapolation regime

is a formidable task for neural network-based surrogate models, given their inherent nature of interpolation.

Neural network initialization also significantly accelerates the convergence of integral quantities, as illus-

trated in Fig. 11. In the left and middle panels, we present the iterative errors of drag and lift coefficients for

the interpolated testing flow over NACA0011 using three different initialization methods. Here, we consider

the drag and lift coefficients at the convergence point, where the iterative residuals satisfy R < 10−8, as their

ground truth values for calculating the iterative errors. We can observe that, despite initial oscillations, the

iterative errors of drag and lift coefficients achieved with neural network initialization rapidly converge to the

5% and 1% levels, exhibiting clear advantages over those resulting from the use of uniform fields or potential

flows for initialization. Consequently, neural network initialization attains a 16-fold acceleration ratio for the

5% error level and an 11-fold acceleration ratio for the 1% error level for both drag and lift coefficients, as

shown in the right panel. It is important to note that monitoring iterative errors of integral quantities alone,

rather than iterative residuals, can be misleading and should not be employed in the numerical solution of

PDEs. In this study, we investigate the acceleration performance in the convergence of integral quantities
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(c) Flow over NACA0008 at 𝛼 = 13°, extrapolation

(b) Flow over NACA0012 at 𝛼 = 9°, weak interpolation

(a) Flow over NACA0011 at 𝛼 = 11°, interpolation
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Figure 10: Comparison of three different initialization methods: uniform fields, potential flow, and neural network prediction

for (a) interpolated, (b) weakly interpolated, and (c) extrapolated testing flows. Left three columns: the convergence

processes of velocity, pressure, and internal energy per unit mass; right column: the wall time required to satisfy three

different convergence criteria (10−6, 10−7, and 10−8). The reference here serves as an ideal initial condition at a residual of

10−5, offering a more comprehensive assessment of the acceleration performance of neural network predictions.

under the assumption of a more experienced scenario, where researchers/engineers have a high degree of

confidence in the favorable behavior of iterative residuals.

Finally, the warm-start approach consistently exhibits acceleration performance across various iterative

algorithms with different linear equation solvers. Specifically, we have chosen three distinct configurations

of linear equation solvers for the numerical solution of Eq. 5 after initialization. Each configuration employs

two distinct linear equation solvers: one used for pressure, and the other used for velocity and internal energy

per unit mass. Details regarding the linear equation solvers and associated preconditioners/smoothers in
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Figure 11: Comparison of three different initialization methods: uniform field, potential flow, and neural network prediction in

the convergence of integral quantities. Left two panels: iterative errors for drag and lift coefficients; right panel: the wall time

required to satisfy two relative errors (5% and 1%).

each configuration are provided in Table D.8 in Appendix D. In Fig. 12, we compare the wall time required

to achieve the convergence criterion (R < 10−8) when using neural network prediction and potential flow for

initialization, employing the three different combinations of linear equation solvers. It is clear that neural

network initialization consistently achieves a stable acceleration ratio, ranging between two and three, for

each configuration of linear equation solvers in both interpolated and weakly interpolated testing flows. This

remarkable consistency highlights the robustness of the warm-start approach in accelerating the convergence

processes.
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(b) Flow over NACA0012 at 𝛼 = 9°, weak interpolation(a) Flow over NACA0011 at 𝛼 = 11°, interpolation
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Figure 12: Acceleration performance across different linear equation solvers in both interpolated and weakly interpolated

testing flows over airfoils, demonstrating the robustness of the warm-start approach. Three different configurations are

compared: (1) PCG and PBiCGStab, (2) PBiCGStab and GAMG, and (3) PCG and smooth solver. In each configuration,

the former is used to solve for pressure and the latter is employed to solve for velocity and internal energy per unit mass.
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4. Discussions

4.1. Acceleration for multiple simulations

Despite the acceleration effect demonstrated in the above results, it is crucial to clarify that the warm-

start model does not result in savings of total computation time for a single numerical simulation, as the time

invested in data generation and model training far surpasses the time saved through improved initialization.

Hence, we suggest employing this approach in scenarios involving multiple simulations to realize a substantial

reduction in overall time. The reduction in total time depends primarily on two key factors: first, the time

required to develop a warm-start model, and second, the number of numerical simulations needed after a

neural operator is well-trained for warm-start. As such, we explore strategies for reducing model preparation

time and investigate the impact of the number of simulations on the ultimate acceleration performance.

When preparing the warm-start model, we found that training the model with lower-quality data can

lead to acceleration results comparable to those presented above. The significant advantage here lies in the

considerably reduced time required for generating such lower-quality data. To investigate the influence of

training data quality, we employed another three lower-quality datasets to train the neural operator and

assessed their impact on acceleration performance in the aforementioned two flow scenarios. In Fig. 13, we

present the comparison in the testing flow around an elliptical cylinder. The warm-start models trained

with data at residuals of 10−3, 10−4, and 10−5 exhibit increasing acceleration effects, with the last achieving

results close to those from training with data at a residual of 10−8, as shown in the left two panels. In the

third panel, we illustrate the performance of the corresponding four models, highlighting minimal prediction

errors (< 2%) and the similar, large acceleration ratios for the two models trained with data at residuals of

10−5 and 10−8, respectively.
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Figure 13: Comparison of the acceleration performance of the warm-start models trained with data of different quality in the

testing flow over an elliptical cylinder. The left two panels show the corresponding convergence processes of velocity and

pressure, respectively, while the right panel illustrates prediction errors associated with the four trained models and the

resulting acceleration ratios for two distinct convergence criteria.

Similar effects of training data quality are also found in the second scenario for turbulent flows over
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airfoils, as shown in Fig. 14. From the convergence processes illustrated in the first three columns, we can

observe that all warm-start models trained with lower-quality data exhibit noticeable acceleration compared

to those initialized with uniform or potential flows. Notably, the models trained with data at residuals

of 10−6 and 10−7 display convergence processes that are similar to those based on data at a residual of

10−8. This similarity is more clearly shown in the fourth column. The prediction error provided by the

model trained with data at a residual of 10−7 closely approximates that associated with the residual of

10−8, with both falling below 6% in the two testing flows. Consequently, this similarity in prediction

errors results in comparable acceleration ratios, both exceeding twofold improvement. On the other hand,

while the prediction errors based on the model trained with data at a residual of 10−6 nearly double, the

corresponding acceleration ratios remain relatively stable, with the values about two. The results presented

above demonstrate the practicality of training warm-start models using lower-quality data. This strategy

reduces the time required for model development while preserving acceleration ratios of at least twofold.
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(b) Flow over NACA0012 at 𝛼 = 9°, weak interpolation

(a) Flow over NACA0011 at 𝛼 = 11°, interpolation
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Figure 14: Comparison of the acceleration performance of the warm-start models trained with data of different quality in the

testing flows over airfoils. The left three panels show the corresponding convergence processes of velocity, pressure, and

internal energy per mass, respectively, while the right panel illustrates their prediction errors associated with the four trained

models and the resulting acceleration ratios for two distinct convergence criteria.

We now present a potential application scenario for the warm-start approach. Based on the findings

mentioned above, we assume that the warm-start model, developed to accelerate flow simulations over

20



airfoils, is trained using a lower-quality dataset with a residual tolerance of 10−6 and is capable of achieving

a twofold acceleration ratio. The total preparation time for the model is approximately 10 hours, comprising

roughly 3.5 hours for data generation across 12 training flows and approximately 6.5 hours for model training.

We have conducted a comparative analysis of the total time required for simulating different quantities

of flows within the pipeline, using uniform fields for initialization versus neural network predictions for

initialization. The results of this comparison are presented in Table 4. It is evident that for a single numerical

simulation (N = 1), the time corresponding to neural network initialization is nearly ten times that based on

uniform initialization due to the model preparation phase. As the number of simulations increases, the time

corresponding to neural network initialization gradually approaches that based on uniform initialization, and

subsequently gains a clear advantage. Notably, when N = 15, the time for both approaches becomes almost

identical. When N = 100 and N = 1000, the warm-start method achieves a substantial reduction in total

time, offering acceleration ratios of approximately twofold, with the latter exhibiting even more pronounced

time savings. Consequently, developing a neural operator-based warm-start model is well-justified in these

scenarios.

Table 4: Comparison of total time required for varying simulation quantities: uniform initialization vs. neural network

initialization. The time for model preparation, including 3.5 hours for data generation and 6.5 hours for model training, is

considered in the neural network approach.

Number of simulations

Wall time comparison N = 1 N = 10 N = 15 N = 100 N = 1000

Uniform initialization (h) 1.2 12 18 120 1200

Neural operator initialization (h) 10.5 15.3 18 63 540

Acceleration ratio in total time 0.1 0.8 1.0 1.9 2.2

4.2. Limitation of neural networks/operators as surrogate models

Directly using neural networks or neural operators as surrogate models has attracted increasing interest in

various scientific simulations in recent years. Despite the impressive predictive performance and fast evalua-

tion speed, certain limitations of neural network-based surrogate models must be acknowledged. Specifically,

the efficacy of neural network-based surrogate models thrives in scenarios characterized by a relatively lower

dimensionality of the parameter space. When trained on extensive and diverse datasets/flows, these models

demonstrate exceptional performance, enabling the discernment of intricate patterns and engendering com-

mendable predictions. Nevertheless, the acquisition of such large-scale datasets demands substantial compu-

tational and data collection resources, which renders them impractical in applications with high-dimensional

parameter spaces and limited computational capabilities. On the other hand, while these models perform
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well in fields covered by the training data, their efficacy diminishes considerably when extrapolating beyond

the bounds of the training data. It is crucial to note that certain fields pose challenges in distinguishing

between interpolation and extrapolation cases. Flows through porous media and urban canopies stand as

prime examples [25, 26], where the heterogeneous composition of pores, voids, solid phases, and city-specific

multi-scale land surface render the parameterization of geometries in these flows a difficult task.

In contrast, our super-fidelity approach, which integrates classical solvers with neural operators, addresses

these limitations. The classical iterative algorithm ensures accuracy and robustness in challenging scenarios,

while the neural operator improves efficiency for cases well-represented in the training data.

5. Conclusion

In this study, our primary objective is to accelerate the solving of a high-fidelity computational model

described by steady-state PDEs without sacrificing solution accuracy. To achieve this, we introduce the idea

of “super-fidelity”, which refers to training of a neural operator to efficiently map solutions from a lower-

fidelity model to the high-fidelity model. The lower-fidelity model allows for considerably faster computation,

yet retains crucial physical insights. The solution predicted by the trained neural operator is not considered

the final result; instead, it serves as an initial condition for solving the high-fidelity model, enhancing solving

efficiency and ensuring result accuracy.

We have demonstrated the efficacy of this approach in two distinct scenarios: incompressible laminar flows

around elliptical cylinders at low Reynolds numbers and turbulent flows over airfoils at a high Reynolds num-

ber. These scenarios represent typical scientific computing situations. In the first scenario characterized by

weak nonlinearity, the iterative convergence exhibits a monotonic pattern. In contrast, the second scenario

marked by strong nonlinearity displays an oscillatory convergence pattern. For each scenario, we first high-

light the limitations of relying solely on neural operator predictions as final solutions, and then assess the

acceleration achieved by using neural operator predictions for initialization, comparing it with conventional

initialization methods using uniform fields or potential flows.

The neural operator initialization delivers no less than a twofold acceleration while maintaining the same

level of accuracy. It is noted that the acceleration behavior differs between the two scenarios. In the first

scenario with weak nonlinearity, the acceleration is attributed to the provision of initial condition with a

smaller residual while the subsequent convergence rate remains nearly unchanged. In the second scenario

marked by strong nonlinearity, the refined initial condition effectively transforms the oscillatory convergence

into a more stable, monotonic pattern. Additionally, the average convergence rate also improves. Although

the acceleration performance in extrapolated testing flows may not be as pronounced due to changes in flow

physics, the accuracy of the results is still guaranteed, thanks to the iterations from traditional solvers.

We suggest the application of this method in scenarios involving multiple simulations to achieve a sub-
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stantial reduction in overall time, even when taking the time investment in model development into account.

To further optimize the acceleration, we have introduced a practical strategy to reduce the time for model

preparation. Our findings show that training the neural operator using lower-quality data still yields similar

acceleration performance, while significantly reducing the time required for generating training data.
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Appendix A. Neural operator architecture and training details

Detailed neural operator (VCNN-e) architecture, consisting of two trainable sub-networks, is provided in

Table A.5. The embedding network operates identically on the scalar features cL attached to each point in

the cloud Q and outputs a row of m elements in matrix G. The fitting network maps the invariant feature

matrix D to an invariant vector E and predictions of scalar quantities cH .

The parameters of VCNN-e are optimized using the Adam optimizer [27], with the standard mean squared

error (MSE) as the loss function. In both flow scenarios, the training processes take 2000 epochs, with batch

sizes of 256 and 128 for the first and second scenarios, respectively. The learning rate is set to be 0.001 at the

beginning of the training process. The training and testing losses during the training processes are shown in

Fig. A.15.
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Figure A.15: Training and testing losses for two different scenarios: (a) flows over elliptical cylinders at low Reynolds

numbers, and (b) flows over airfoils at a high Reynolds number.
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Table A.5: Detailed architectures of the embedding network and the fitting network in VCNN-e. The architecture specifies the

number of neurons in each layer in sequence, from the input layer to the hidden layers (if any) and the output layer. The

numbers of neurons in the input and output layers are highlighted in bold. Note that the number of output neurons in the

fitting network for the second scenario (i.e., flows over airfoils) changes to 67 with two additional scalar features, internal

energy per unit mass e and turbulent eddy viscosity νt, i.e., cH ∈ R3.

Embedding network (cL 7→ G) Fitting network (D 7→ E , cH)

No. of input neurons 6 m×m′ = 256 (D ∈ R64×4)

No. of hidden layers 3 2

Architecture (6, 16, 32, 64, 64) (256, 64, 64, 65)

No. of output neurons m = 64 65 (E ∈ R64, cH ∈ R)

Activation functions ReLU, Linear (last layer) ReLU, Linear (last layer)

No. of trainable parameters 6928 24833

Appendix B. Residual definition

In this study, we compare the iterative convergence of residual using different initialization methods. To

ensure a fair and unbiased comparison, we calculate the residuals in an absolute manner, independent of the

initial conditions. The residual calculation is as follows. For a matrix system

[A][Ψ] = [b], (B.1)

the residual vector is defined as

R = b−A ·Ψ. (B.2)

We apply residual scaling with the following normalisation procedure:

ns = ∥A ·Ψ−A ·Ψ∥+ ∥b−A ·Ψ∥, (B.3)

where ∥ · ∥ is the matrix norm, calculated as the sum of the magnitude of each element therein, and Ψ is the

average of the solution vector. The scaled residual, i.e., the residual used throughout this paper, is finally

given by

R =
1

ns
∥R∥

=
∥b−A ·Ψ∥

∥A ·Ψ−A ·Ψ∥+ ∥b−A ·Ψ∥
.

(B.4)

With this definition, the residual R for a uniform field is always one, as Ψ = Ψ always holds true.

Appendix C. Acceleration ratios across all testing flows

The comprehensive acceleration performance, achieved by neural operator initialization, is presented in

Tables C.6 and C.7 for two distinct flow scenarios.
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For testing flows around elliptical cylinders (see Table C.6), the acceleration ratios consistently surpass

twofold. They peak at nearly threefold when the residual tolerance is set at 10−6 and gradually decrease to

twofold with a tolerance of 10−8. The decrease is in line with expectations, as the neural network prediction

barely affects the convergence rate, resulting in a gradual erosion of the initial advantage when applying a

stricter convergence criterion. For testing flows over airfoils (see Table C.7), despite the increased complexity,

the majority of acceleration ratios remain greater than twofold. However, due to the substantial nonlinearity

therein, there is no discernible correlation between the acceleration ratios and the convergence criteria.

Table C.6: Acceleration ratios for all six testing flows around elliptical cylinders using three different convergence criteria.

Interpolation Extrapolation

Convergence criterion Re = 32 Re = 36 Re = 40 Re = 44 Re = 48 Re = 52

R(ux),R(uy),R(p) < 10−6 2.5 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.8

R(ux),R(uy),R(p) < 10−7 2.2 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.4

R(ux),R(uy),R(p) < 10−8 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.2

Table C.7: Acceleration ratios for all five testing flows over airfoils using three different convergence criteria.

Interpolation Weak interpolation Extrapolation

Convergence criterion NACA0010 NACA0011 NACA0012 NACA0015 NACA0008

R(ux),R(uy),R(p),R(e) < 10−6 2.3 2.2 2.5 2.0 1.0

R(ux),R(uy),R(p),R(e) < 10−7 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.1 1.1

R(ux),R(uy),R(p),R(e) < 10−8 1.8 2.5 2.5 1.4 0.9

Appendix D. Linear equation solvers

To showcase the robustness of the warm-start approach, we have chosen three different configurations of

linear equation solvers for the iterative solution after initialization. The linear equation solvers and associated

preconditioner/smoothers in each configuration are presented in Table D.8.

In the first configuration, we use the preconditioned conjugate gradient (PCG) solver with the faster ver-

sion of the diagonal-based incomplete Cholesky (FDIC) preconditioner for pressure and the preconditioned

bi-conjugate gradient (PBiCGStab) solver with the diagonal-based incomplete LU (DILU) preconditioner for

velocity and internal energy per unit mass. In the second configuration, we employ the PBiCGStab solver

with the diagonal-based incomplete Cholesky (DIC) preconditioner for pressure and the geometric agglom-

erated algebraic multigrid (GAMG) solver with the symmetric Gauss Seidel (symGaussSeidel) smoother for
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velocity and internal energy per unit mass. In the third configuration, the PCG solver with the FDIC precon-

ditioner is applied for pressure, while the smooth solver with the symGaussSeidel smoother is used for velocity

and internal energy per unit mass. More details regarding the linear equation solvers, preconditioners, and

smoothers can be found in OpenFOAM [17].

Table D.8: Three configurations of linear equation solvers used for demonstrating the robustness of the warm-start approach.

Configuration 1 Configuration 2 Configuration 3

p u | e p u | e p u | e

Linear equation solver PCG PBiCGStab PBiCGStab GAMG PCG smoothSolver

Preconditioner FDIC DILU DIC - FDIC -

Smoother - - - symGaussSeidel - symGaussSeidel
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