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Abstract
We present our ongoing work aimed at accelerating a particle-resolved direct numerical simulation model

designed to study aerosol-cloud-turbulence interactions. The dynamical model consists of two main compo-
nents – a set of fluid dynamics equations for air velocity, temperature, and humidity, coupled with a set of
equations for particle (i.e., cloud droplet) tracing. Rather than attempting to replace the original numerical
solution method in its entirety with a machine learning (ML) method, we consider developing a hybrid
approach. We exploit the potential of neural operator learning to yield fast and accurate surrogate models and,
in this study, develop such surrogates for the velocity and vorticity fields. We discuss results from numerical
experiments designed to assess the performance of ML architectures under consideration as well as their
suitability for capturing the behavior of relevant dynamical systems.

1 INTRODUCTION

Particle-resolved direct numerical simulations (PR-DNS),
which resolve not only the smallest turbulent eddies but also
track the development and motion of individual particles, are
essential tools for studying aerosol-cloud-turbulence interac-
tions [1, 2]. The associated mathematical models comprise
systems of partial differential equations (PDEs), including the
Navier-Stokes equations for fluid flow. In turbulent regimes,
the numerical solution of the Navier-Stokes equations comes
at a high computational cost. To reduce the cost of such high-
fidelity direct numerical simulations (DNS), surrogate models
(of lower fidelity) are often employed. With judicious algorith-
mic choices, high-fidelity models may be used in conjunction
with surrogate models to reduce computing costs, while re-
taining acceptable levels of accuracy in the simulation results
[3, 4].

The confluence of machine learning and computational fluid
dynamics has led to important progress in increasing the speed

of DNS [5], turbulence modeling [6], developing surrogate
models [7], and learning patterns and PDEs from data [8, 9, 10].
Among many recent advancements in machine learning (ML)
and artificial intelligence, deep neural networks for opera-
tor learning, which learn mappings between function spaces
[11, 12, 13, 14], have emerged as new scientific computing tools
with much potential to aid in the development of fast and accu-
rate surrogate models for dynamical systems [12, 15]. Research
with such neural operator networks is currently very active in
many application areas, including climate sciences[16, 17].

In the present study, we consider the use of such neural oper-
ator methods in order to assess their performance as surrogates
of a numerical PR-DNS model. Due to the complexity of the
PR-DNS model of interest to us, as a first step we focus on
a subset of equations used in the PR-DNS model rather than
attempting to replace the physical model in its entirety with a
machine learning surrogate. This will allow us to study the po-
tential benefits of a hybrid approach, where the neural operator
surrogates are judiciously incorporated within the numerical
PR-DNS model.

Journal 2023;00:1–10 wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/ © 2023 Copyright Holder Name 1

ar
X

iv
:2

31
2.

12
41

2v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
fl

u-
dy

n]
  1

9 
D

ec
 2

02
3
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We proceed to describe the PR-DNS model in Section 2. Our
initial test case and data set are presented in Section 3. The
methodology and choice of neural operator method appears in
Section 4, followed by a discussion of the obtained results in
Section 5. Concluding remarks and future research directions
are given in Section 6.

2 PARTICLE-RESOLVED DNS MODEL

A summary of the physical model ultimately of interest to us ap-
pears next. Readers may refer to [1] for a thorough description
of the model.

2.1 Fluid Dynamics Equations

The incompressible Boussinesq system

∂u

∂t
+ (u · ∇)u = –

1
ρ0

∇p + ν∇2u + fb + fe (1)

∇ · u = 0 (2)

is adopted to model the fluid velocity. In equations (1)–(2), u
is the fluid velocity field, p denotes pressure, ν is the kinematic
viscosity, and ρ0 is the density of dry air. The buoyancy force
fb in (1) is given by

fb = –g
[

T – T0

T0
+ 0.608(qv – qv0 ) – qc

]
, (3)

where g denotes the gravitational acceleration vector, T is tem-
perature, qv is the water vapor mixing ratio, and qc is the liquid
water mixing ratio. T0 and qv0 denote reference values. As the
buoyancy force fb in (3) depends on the temperature T and the
water vapor mixing ratio qv, it couples the equations (1)–(2) for
fluid velocity with those below for temperature (4) and water
vapor (5). Finally, the external force fe in (1) is introduced to
maintain a statistically stationary homogeneous turbulence [1].

The time evolution for the temperature T and water vapor
mixing ratio qv is modeled by the equations

∂T
∂t

+ (u · ∇)T =
Lh

cp
Cd + µT∇2T (4)

∂qv

∂t
+ (u · ∇)qv = –Cd + µv∇2qv, (5)

where Lh is the latent heat of water vapor condensation, cp is the
specific heat at constant pressure. µT and µv are the molecular
diffusivities for temperature and water vapor, respectively. The
rate of exchange between liquid and vapor, a.k.a. the condensa-
tion rate Cd, as defined in equation (9), depends on droplet radii
and thus couples the fluid dynamics model with the equations
for droplet growth and motion depicted in Section 2.2 below.

2.2 Droplet Growth and Motion

The equations describing the condensation/evaporation of cloud
droplets and their motion are given by

Ri(t)
dRi(t)

dt
= A · S(Xi, t) (6)

dXi(t)
dt

= Vi(t) (7)

dVi(t)
dt

=
1
τp

[u(Xi, t) – Vi(t)] + g. (8)

Here, Ri(t), Xi(t), and Vi(t) denote, respectively, the radius,
position coordinate, and velocity of the i-th droplet; A is a func-
tion of temperature and pressure; S(X, t) is the supersaturation;
g is the gravitational acceleration vector; and τp is a measure
of the droplet inertial effect.

The condensation rate Cd in equations (4)–(5) is defined as

Cd(X, t) =
4πρlA
ρ0a3

n∑
i=1

S(Xi, t)Ri(t) , (9)

where a is the size of a grid cell, n is the number of droplets in
the grid cell, ρl and ρ0 are the densities of water and air, and
Ri(t) is the radius of the i-th droplet. Note that the condensa-
tion rate Cd acts as a source (or sink) term for equations (4)–(5)
and thus couples the particle equations with the fluid dynam-
ics model. Finally, the full model (1)–(8) is augmented with
suitable initial and boundary conditions. Typical simulations
of the PR-DNS model from Gao et. al (2018) track evolution
of approximately 10 million cloud particles in a physical do-
main of 0.512m × 0.512m × 0.512m meshed onto a grid of
256 × 256 × 256.

3 DATA SET

As discussed in Section 2, the PR-DNS model captures the
basic fields of fluid dynamics like velocity, temperature, and
pressure as well as the cloud physics fields of vapor mixing
ratio, supersaturation, and condensation rate. It also tracks the
location and size of cloud particles. As the first step to model
such a complex system, this paper aims to ascertain whether
the Navier-Stokes solver governing the velocity field can be
replaced by a surrogate model. To this effect, we select a sim-
pler test case of doubly periodic shear layer where the entire
dynamics can be captured by a vorticity or a velocity field.

The doubly periodic shear layer is a well-known test case
of two dimensional incompressible flow simulations. This test
has been extensively employed to assess the errors and stability
of fluid dynamics models [18, 19]. Here, an incompressible
fluid of kinematic viscosity ν is confined in a two dimensional
square domain of side L = 1. Periodic boundary conditions are
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applied in both x and y spatial directions. The velocity fields at
the initial time t = 0 are given by

ux(y) =

{
U0 tanh[(4y – 1)/w], y ≤ 1/2

U0 tanh[(3 – 4y)/w], y > 1/2
(10)

uy(x) = U0δ sin[2π(x + 1/4)], (11)

where ux, uy are the velocities in x, y directions respectively.
The parameters w and δ control the width of the shear layer and
the magnitude of the perturbation. The Reynolds number (Re)
defined as Re = U0L / ν represents the ratio between inertial
and viscous forces. The perturbation causes the shear layers to
curl up into two vortices. We modify the initial condition using
random numbers to

ux =

{
U0 r1, y ≤ 1/2,

U0 r2, y > 1/2,
(12)

uy =

{
U0 r3, x ≤ 1/2,

U0 r4, x > 1/2,
(13)

where r1, r2, r3, r4 are uniformly distributed random numbers
between [–1, 1]. This generates two opposite vortices that dif-
fuse as time progresses and convect around the periodic domain
depending on their initial locations.

The data set for the present study corresponds to Reynolds
number 1000. We solve the Navier-Stokes equations for the
velocity field using the entropic lattice Boltzmann method [20,
21] on a grid of 64×64 points. The flow field is first allowed to
evolve for 4 tc (where tc = L/U0 is the convection time) so that
the initial sharp discontinuities vanish. Thereafter, time is reset
to zero and the velocity (u) and vorticity (ωz) are sampled from
time t = 0 to t = tc in steps of 0.02 tc. Note that the vorticity
field ωz(x, y) is calculated as the curl of the velocity using

ωz(x, y) = ∇× u(x, y), (14)

where ∇ is the nabla operator and the velocity vector u has
components ux, uy for two-dimensional fluid flow. The dataset
consists of fields from 10,000 such simulations. The initial
condition of the velocity field [Eqns. (12),(13)] depend on uni-
formly distributed random numbers that vary from one sample
to another. Figure 1 visualizes the two dimensional vorticity
field of two such samples. The two oppositely rotating vortices
are visible in the figure. In general, in an incompressible vis-
cous flow the vortices stretch (absent for two dimensions) and
turn under the influence of each other’s field and diffuse as the
time advances.

4 METHODOLOGY

In recent years, many studies have been conducted to build and
evaluate deep learning models as alternatives to traditional PDE
solvers for a wide variety of problems in transport phenomenon.
They have been found particularly useful in replacing compo-
nents of multiscale problems with identifiable computational
bottlenecks or in modeling flows for which experimental data
is available but constitutive relationships are unknown. One of
the most popular deep learning approach for inverse problems
is the physics-informed neural network (PINN) [22], which
incorporates the governing PDEs in the loss function of the
minimization problem during training. PINNs are successful
in solving inverse problems for the transport coefficients they
are trained on, however, they too sometimes suffer from high
computational expense and lack of generalizability. These lacu-
nae of PINNs are attributed to the fact that they learn mappings
between finite dimensional Euclidean spaces.

Neural operators [11, 12, 13, 14], which have gained popu-
larity recently, alleviate the limitations of PINNs. Particularly,
the Fourier neural operators (FNOs) [12, 14] learn mappings
between infinite-dimensional function spaces. A brief descrip-
tion of FNOs is provided in Appendix A. FNOs have become
a popular alternative to the conventional neural networks for a
wide range of physical applications like climate modeling [17],
multiphase flows in porous media [23, 24], and wave propaga-
tion [25]. This popularity is due to their low computational cost,
relatively small errors, and the support of features like zero-shot
super-resolution for turbulent flows which are limited in other
machine learning methods. Li et al. [12] proposed two types of
FNOs for transient dynamics in two spatial dimensions:

• The two dimensional FNO coupled with a recurrent neu-
ral network architecture for recurrent propagation in time,
which maps the input of a few consecutive time steps to the
next chronological time step.

• The three dimensional FNO, which learns a mapping in two
spatial and one temporal dimensions. This maps an input
time window to an entire output time window in a single
inference step.

In the present study, we choose the three dimensional FNO as
we want to predict fields over a long time interval without ac-
cumulating errors from step by step temporal predictions. The
Fourier series is truncated at a finite number of lower modes
while filtering the higher modes. The FNO model used here
has four Fourier layers where width represents the number of
nodes in a layer. The code is available on Github [12] from
the original authors of FNO and has also been implemented in
NVIDIA’s Modulus package [26]. We design a simple study
to understand the behavior and errors of surrogate models. As
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F I G U R E 1 Visualization of vorticity field from two samples of a dataset of 10,000 simulations at Re = 1000. The red and
blue vortices are rotating clockwise and counter-clockwise respectively. The slices at different non-dimensional times t/tc show
the motion of the voritices for unit convection time.

discussed previously, the data set contains velocity and vor-
ticity fields from 10,000 simulations of doubly periodic shear
layer corresponding to Reynolds number 1000. We calculate
the errors for different number of samples, input-output train-
ing intervals, and time refinements. The L2 errors reported in
the following section are calculated at each time step in the pre-
diction interval and averaged over N = 500 test samples. We
note that the same test set of size 500 is used for all numerical
experiments that follow. The fields are first normalized via the
target data’s mean and standard deviation and then the error is
calculated as

L2 Error =
1
N

∑
N

√ 1
nxny

∑
x

∑
y

(
ϕpred(x, y) – ϕtrue(x, y)

)2

 ,

(15)

where the field ϕ is vorticity or velocity, nx, ny are the number
of grid points in x and y spatial directions, and N is the number
of test samples.

5 NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

The time stepping threshold of numerical schemes for solving
partial differential equations are well understood from their sta-
bility analysis. However, an analogous threshold for data driven
models can not be derived from similar mathematics. The idea
behind this section is (a) to experiment with different time steps
to understand their relation with the accumulated errors, and (b)
to estimate the amount of data that needs to be generated from

PR-DNS model which in itself is a computationally extensive
task.

5.1 Required number of samples

As each simulation of PR-DNS takes substantial time and re-
sources to run and generates a large amount of output data, we
would like to assess the smallest number of samples required
to train a sufficiently accurate surrogate model. To that end,
we train three FNO models with the vorticity field using 1000,
4000, and 8000 samples, respectively. All three models are
trained with 10 time steps (t = 0 to t = 0.18 tc) as input and 40
time steps (t = 0.20 tc to t = 0.98 tc) as output. We calculate the
errors on the same 500 test samples over the prediction time
(t = 0.20 tc to t = 0.98 tc) and plot them in Fig. 2.

It is observed from Fig. 2 that the errors of the model trained
with 1000 samples grows faster with respect to time than the
other two models. The errors for models trained with 4000 and
8000 samples do not have significant difference in terms of
prediction errors. Thus, in the subsequent tests we will only
evaluate models trained with 1000 and 4000 samples as this will
save significant training data generation costs for the PR-DNS
simulations.
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F I G U R E 2 Performance of models trained on 1000, 4000,
and 8000 samples as input: L2 error calculated on 500 test
samples over the prediction time (t = 0.20 tc to t = 0.98 tc)

5.2 Choosing the hyperparameters

Similar to most machine learning models, the Fourier neural
operator’s performance is dependent on the choice of the so-
called hyperparameters. The hyperparameters here consist of
the number of mode, neural net width, learning rate, batch
size, scheduler step size, scheduler γ, etc. In this section, we
calculate the training mean squared error (MSE) with 4000
training samples under a few batch sizes, widths, scheduler
steps, and scheduler γs,learning rate, and number of modes.
Fig. 4 shows that the MSE with a width 10 is larger than those
using other hyperparameter settings (due to its use of smaller
neural nets) and with four modes (due to inadequate number of
Fourier modes to represent a function). The training time for
widths 20 and 40 are similar. As the width of 40 requires more
floating point operations, we select 20 as the default width for
the remaining investigations.

5.3 Varying input and output time windows

Each sample of doubly periodic shear layer consists of 51 time
snapshots spreading uniformly over unit convection time in
steps of 0.02 convection times. As the objective of the study
is to accelerate Navier-Stokes solvers, a model with maximum
output and minimum input windows is more beneficial com-
putationally. In the meantime, a surrogate model with low
prediction errors for longer output times is preferential.

The data set contains 51 snapshots sampled over unit convec-
tion time, which could be split into input and output windows
for FNOs in many ways, however, we chose (a) 10 input, 40
output, (b) 20 input, 30 output, and (c) 10 inputs, 10 outputs to
understand the trends in their respective errors. Thus, we test
the error for three input-output time windows:
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20,10,50,0.50,0.001,8
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F I G U R E 3 Mean squared error for models trained with
4000 input samples and different hyperparameter settings. The
order of hyperparameters from left to right is width, batch size,
scheduler step, scheduler γ, learning rate, and number of modes
respectively.

• input t = 0 to t = 0.18 tc (10 snapshots); output t = 0.20 tc

to t = 0.38 tc (10 snapshots)
• input t = 0 to t = 0.18 tc (10 snapshots); output t = 0.20 tc

to t = 0.98 tc (40 snapshots)
• input t = 0 to t = 0.38 tc (20 snapshots); output t = 0.40 tc

to t = 0.98 tc (30 snapshots).

This time refinement and input-output split with acceptable
errors is expected to depend on the flow conditions too. For
Reynolds number 1000 we find that L2 errors are the lowest for
10 inputs and 10 outputs (see Fig. 4). The plot also shows that
the surrogate models accumulate errors for longer prediction
times – a behaviour which is expected to restrict the longest
possible prediction times for surrogate models. This experi-
ment reveals that the errors grow if the input windows are much
smaller than the output windows. Thus a model with fewer
input snapshots and more output snapshots is expected to per-
form poorly in comparison to similar number of input output
snapshots.

Next, we evaluate the errors for input-output time windows
different from those for which the model was trained on. We
train the model for t = 0 to t = 0.18 tc as input and t = 0.20 tc to
t = 0.38 tc as output. Once the model is obtained, we change
the input-output time windows to

• input t = 0.20 tc to t = 0.38 tc, output t = 0.40 tc to t = 0.58 tc
• input t = 0.40 tc to t = 0.58 tc, output t = 0.40 tc to t = 0.58 tc
• input t = 0.40 tc to t = 0.58 tc, output t = 0.60 tc to t =

0.78 tc.

Thus, we are essentially computing errors for input-output
windows moved ahead in time by 0.2 tc. In Fig. 5, at the top
we plot L2 errors with the ground-truth as an input, whereas
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F I G U R E 4 L2 errors with different input and output time
windows for models trained with 4000 samples. The numbers
in the parentheses indicate the number of snapshots in the
corresponding data set.

the bottom figure takes the preceding 0.2 tc interval’s output as
its input. It can be seen that when the input is the ground truth
the errors remain at relatively low levels. However while using
previous prediction results as input, errors grow more rapidly.
This is expected as inaccurate input amplifies output errors for
both numerical simulations and ML models.

5.4 Varying the time refinement

The maximum time step per iteration for classical PDE solvers
is typically dependent on convergence and numerical stability.
For instance, the Courant-Levy-Friedrichs condition dictates
the time step of explicit time integration schemes. In contrast,
the time steps of ML-based surrogate models is not bound to
the time step of PDE solvers employed to generate data. Thus in
this section we try to understand the maximum permissible time
steps of FNO. We compare L2 errors for two time refinements of
0.02 tc and 0.04 tc, with the input and output time window sizes
both fixed to 10. For the time refinement of 0.02 tc, the input
window contains 10 time steps from t = 0 to t = 0.18 tc and
the output contains 10 time steps from t = 0.20 tc to t = 0.38 tc.
For the time refinement of 0.04 tc, the input window contains
10 time steps from t = 0 to t = 0.36 tc and the output contains
10 time steps from t = 0.40 tc to t = 0.76 tc. It is obvious that
the latter case is able to predict a longer time window thereby
saving substantial computational cost of high-fidelity PR-DNS.
However, it is important to ensure the errors remain within
acceptable limits. Note that the computational cost of numerical
simulation is the same for both the cases below (0.4 tc), however
this study serves to answer which of the following options is
better in terms of accuracy:

 0

 0.01

 0.02

 0.03

 0.04

 0.05

 0.06

 0.07

 0.08

 0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1

L
2
 E
rr
o
r

tc

N=1000, Tin=0..0.18 (10), Tout=0.2..0.38 (10)
N=4000, Tin=0..0.18 (10), Tout=0.2..0.38 (10)

N=1000, Tin=0.2..0.38 (10), Tout=0.4..0.58 (10)
N=4000, Tin=0.2..0.38 (10), Tout=0.4..0.58 (10)
N=1000, Tin=0.4..0.58 (10), Tout=0.6..0.78 (10)
N=4000, Tin=0.4..0.58 (10), Tout=0.6..0.78 (10)
N=1000, Tin=0.6..0.78 (10), Tout=0.8..0.98 (10)
N=4000, Tin=0.6..0.78 (10), Tout=0.8..0.98 (10)

 0

 0.05

 0.1

 0.15

 0.2

 0.25

 0.3

 0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1

L
2
 E
rr
o
r

tc

N=1000
N=4000

F I G U R E 5 (Top) L2 errors with the ground-truth as an
input, (bottom) L2 errors for the predictions with preceding
0.2 tc window as in input. The numbers in the parentheses
indicate the number of snapshots in the corresponding data set.

• Run PR-DNS from t = 0 to t = 0.18 tc then use FNO to
predict fields from t = 0.20 tc to t = 0.38 tc. This will be
later integrated in a workflow that runs PR-DNS again from
t = 0.40 tc to t = 0.58 tc then uses FNO to predict fields
from t = 0.60 tc to t = 0.78 tc.

• Run PR-DNS from t = 0 to t = 0.38 tc then use FNO to
predict fields from t = 0.40 tc to t = 0.78 tc.

The computational cost of the first approach is slightly higher
as one needs to perform two FNO predictions, however, it
should be noted that the cost of prediction from FNO is only
a small fraction of the entire workflow. From Fig. 6 it is seen
that the first option accumulates an L2 error of 0.018 till t =
0.18 tc whereas than the second option accumulates an L2 error
of 0.064 till t = 0.78 tc. If the first option is integrated in a
workflow that runs PR-DNS again from t = 0.40 tc to t =
0.58 tc and performs an FNO prediction from t = 0.60 tc to
t = 0.78 tc, the FNO prediction can be reasonably assumed to
accumulate similar L2 errors. Thus, the net error at t = 0.78 tc
would be around 0.036 which is smaller than the first approach’s
0.064. Therefore, the second approach with smaller intervals
but higher time refinement seems to be the better one.



Towards Accelerating Particle-Resolved Direct Numerical Simulation with Neural Operators 7

 0

 0.02

 0.04

 0.06

 0.08

 0.1

 0.12

 0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1

L
2
 E
rr
o
r

tc

N=1000, Tin=0..0.38 (10), Tout=0.4..0.78 (10)
N=4000, Tin=0..0.38 (10), Tout=0.4..0.78 (10)
N=1000, Tin=0..0.18 (10), Tout=0.2..0.38 (10)
N=4000, Tin=0..0.18 (10), Tout=0.2..0.38 (10)

F I G U R E 6 Varying the time refinement of input-output
windows for different sample sizes. The numbers in the paren-
theses indicate the number of snapshots in the corresponding
data set.

 0

 0.01

 0.02

 0.03

 0.04

 0.05

 0.06

 0.07

 0.08

 0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1

L
2
 E
rr
o
r

tc

velocity
vorticity

F I G U R E 7 Comparison of L2 errors on 500 test samples:
vorticity data set versus velocity data set for 4000 training
samples.

5.5 Vorticity versus velocity formulation

The previous experiments are conducted with vorticity field
as input and output data. This approach is advantageous for
building surrogate models for incompressible two-dimensional
flows because

• One only has to deal with one variable i.e., the non-zero
component of vorticity vector ω = (0, 0,ωz).

• The continuity equation is identically satisfied in the vor-
ticity formulation as one can define a streamfunction ψ

such that ωz = –∇2ψ which automatically produces a
divergence-free velocity field.

It should be noted that the full-fledged PR-DNS model solves
the velocity formulation of the three-dimensional Navier-Stokes

equations. Thus, it is important to assess the type and magnitude
of errors when dealing with velocity data sets.

In this section, we calculate L2 errors when the model train-
ing and testing is performed with velocity fields and compare
them with the vorticity errors. It can be observed from Fig. 7
that the L2 error when using the velocity data set is lower than
that of vorticity. Further investigation is required to find the rea-
son for this behavior but it could be an artifact of availability of
twice the volume of training data, i.e., two velocity fields ux, uy

are available as as opposed to a single field of ωz in the vor-
ticity formulation. However, on the flip side a prediction from
velocity data set does not guarantee a divergence-free velocity
field.

We visualize the vorticity fields obtained from various exper-
iments in Fig. 8. The true vorticity field at the top is the target
ground truth. The middle plot is the vorticity field obtained
from the model trained on vorticity data set. The bottom plot
is the vorticity field estimated by processing the velocity data
obtained from the model trained on the velocity data set. It can
be seen that the vortices in the target field convect away from
the top right corner without any appreciable structural differ-
ence. However, a loss in the braids of the vortices is observed in
the middle plot in addition to a noisy vorticity field. The veloc-
ity data set performs better at preserving the braids but shows
noise levels similar to the middle plot. We find that the errors
in the continuity equation are of O(10–3) (see Fig. 9) when us-
ing velocity data set. This will be addressed in the future by
incorporating the continuity equation in the loss function.

6 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIREC-
TIONS

We have studied the performance of FNO for doubly periodic
shear layer at a relatively mild Reynolds number of 1000. We
have found that the lowest prediction errors are obtained when
the input-output time intervals are smaller than 0.2 convection
times. We have also seen that the velocity data set performs
slightly better than the vorticity data, but, the velocity field
obtained is not entirely divergence-free. Unlike traditional nu-
merical methods at under-resolved grid refinements, FNOs do
not give rise to any spurious nonphysical vortices. Neglecting
the model training cost, the velocity prediction from FNO takes
a fraction of the time compared to the numerical PDE solver.
For example, the inference from FNO takes 0.21 seconds on
Nvidia V100 GPU compared to 0.65 seconds for LBM solver
on AMD EPYC 7402P CPU for a mesh of 64x64 over 0.2tc.
Thus, by using FNO as the surrogate model for velocity fields
we save the cost of the numerical PDE solver which varies from
70 – 90% (depending on grid size and number of cores used) of
the total cost.
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F I G U R E 8 Comparison of vorticity fields of a test sample from training on velocity versus vorticity data. The vorticity field
for the velocity data set is found by processing the velocity data.

F I G U R E 9 Visualization of the deviation from divergence-free condition for fields obtained from training on velocity data set.

The data from our full-fledged PR-DNS model is three
dimensional and corresponds to a Reynolds number of approxi-
mately 10,000. Thus, in the future we plan to extend FNOs to
predict three dimensional velocity fields at a higher Reynolds
number. This will require more data in terms of finer temporal
and spatial resolutions as well as number of samples. There are
other neural operators such as Clifford [27], Markov [28], and
DeepONet [29] that could also be used if they exhibit better
performance or yield lower errors. As this study focuses on
only one component of the overall PR-DNS model (i.e., substi-
tution of velocity solver with FNO), it remains to be seen how
the other components of the model are impacted by it. How-
ever, we note that the errors in FNO’s prediction are similar
to numerical diffusion of Navier-Stokes solvers at coarse grid
resolution in that both manifest as an enhanced diffusion in the
vorticity field. This will certainly impact the other variables
behavior and will be investigated in future studies. Another out-
standing question that needs to be answered by future studies
is the identification of components of the PR-DNS model other
than the Navier-Stokes equations that may benefit if modeled
via machine learning methods. Although in this work we have
evaluated the errors when replacing of the Navier-Stokes solver,
our future investigations will assess judicious replacement of
thermodynamical governing equations and/or particle propaga-
tion with ML-based surrogates as well. Finally, incorporating

governing PDEs in the loss function will lead to smaller errors
and is an avenue for further research.
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APPENDIX

A FOURIER NEURAL OPERATOR (FNO)
LEARNING

Informally, operator learning deals with the problem of learn-
ing mappings between (infinite dimensional) function spaces.
In particular, a neural operator is a (suitably defined) neural
network architecture designed to approximate some operator.
Within the context of differential equations, such neural opera-
tors are sought as approximations, or surrogates, to the solution
operator of differential equations [11, 12, 13, 14]. Following
[14], we provide next a brief description of Fourier Neural Op-
erators (FNOs) for partial differential equations (PDEs), as this
is the class of neural operators we adopt in the present study.
For a thorough treatment, the reader is referred to the original
publications [12, 14].

Let A and U be two Banach spaces of functions defined,
respectively, on bounded domains Ωda ⊂ Rda and Ωdu ⊂ Rdu .
Let

G : A → U (A1)

be a (possibly nonlinear) operator mapping functions a ∈ A to
functions u ∈ U and

Gθ : A× θ → U (A2)

be a map parameterized by θ ∈ Rp such that, for some θ∗ ∈ Rp,
we have that

Gθ∗ ≈ G (A3)

is a suitable approximation and thus Gθ∗ may serve as a useful
surrogate to the operator G. In the case of PDEs, the space A
comprises “input” functions, such as initial conditions, coef-
ficients, or forcing terms, that the PDEs depend on, while the
solution operator G maps these inputs to the solution u ∈ U

https://docs.nvidia.com/deeplearning/modulus/index.html
https://docs.nvidia.com/deeplearning/modulus/index.html
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satisfying the PDEs with the given inputs. Since, in practice,
solving PDEs numerically is often a time-consuming task, fast
and accurate surrogates are frequently needed.

In [14], the authors proposed a neural operator architecture
(to be described shortly) and several classes of parameteriza-
tions, to serve as surrogates (A3) to operators of interest, such
as solution operators of PDEs. They prove a universal approx-
imation theorem showing that their proposed neural operator,
parameterization classes of which include FNOs, can approx-
imate any given nonlinear continuous operator. Furthermore,
the neural operator proposed in [14] is discretization-invariant,
meaning that it shares the same model parameters θ∗ among
different discretizations of the underlying function spaces. This
is advantageous since, upon training (i.e., learning the optimal
model parameters θ∗), the resulting neural operators can then
be used with discretizations of the input space A and output
space U which are possibly different than the discretizations
used when training.

F I G U R E A1 Architecture of a Fourier neural opera-
tor (FNO). (Figure adapted from [14]. Permission to reuse
material made available under a CC-BY 4.0 license, see
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. Attribution re-
quirements are provided at https://jmlr.org/papers/v24/21-
1524.html)

The architecture of a Fourier neural operator, FNO, is de-
picted in Figure A1. Here, a FNO Gθ : A → U is defined as a
composition

Gθ ≡ Q ◦ σL ◦ (WL + KL) ◦ σL–1 ◦ (WL–1 + KL–1) (A4)

◦ . . . ◦ σ1 ◦ (W1 + K1) ◦ P

of linear operators {Wl + Kl}L
l=1 and nonlinear activation func-

tions {σl}L
l=1 for some given number L of layers in the neural

network, and where:

1. First, the input a ∈ A is lifted to a higher dimensional
representation

v0 = P ◦ a (A5)

by a map P, often parameterized by a shallow neural
network PθP with parameters θP.

2. The above lifting operation is followed by a number L of
iterative updates v0 7→ v1 7→ . . . 7→ vL, with

vl = σl ◦ (Wl + Kl) ◦ vl–1, l = 1, . . . , L, (A6)

where, for each l = 1, . . . , L, Wl is a linear operator
parametrized by a neural network WθW with parameters
θW and

Kl ≡ F–1 ◦ R ◦ F , (A7)

where F denotes the Fourier transform to frequency space
and F–1 its inverse (transforming to physical space) and R
is an operator filtering frequencies, which is parameterized
by a neural network RθR with parameters θR.

3. Finally, the output is

u = Q ◦ vL, (A8)

where Q is a map that projects vL to u ∈ U , and is pa-
rameterized by a neural network QθQ with parameters
θQ.

The parameters of the FNO Gθ from (A4) are thus given by
θ = (θP, θW , θR, θQ).
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