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Abstract

Reduced order modeling lowers the computational cost of solving PDEs by learning a low-dimensional spatial rep-
resentation from data and dynamically evolving these representations using manifold projections of the governing
equations. The commonly used linear subspace reduced-order models (ROMs) are often suboptimal for problems
with a slow decay of Kolmogorov n-width, such as advection-dominated fluid flows at high Reynolds numbers. There
has been a growing interest in nonlinear ROMs that use state-of-the-art representation learning techniques to accu-
rately capture such phenomena with fewer degrees of freedom. We propose smooth neural field ROM (SNF-ROM), a
nonlinear reduced order modeling framework that combines grid-free reduced representations with Galerkin projec-
tion. The SNF-ROM architecture constrains the learned ROM trajectories to a smoothly varying path, which proves
beneficial in the dynamics evaluation when the reduced manifold is traversed in accordance with the governing PDEs.
Furthermore, we devise robust regularization schemes to ensure the learned neural fields are smooth and differentiable.
This allows us to compute physics-based dynamics of the reduced system nonintrusively with automatic differenti-
ation and evolve the reduced system with classical time-integrators. SNF-ROM leads to fast offline training as well
as enhanced accuracy and stability during the online dynamics evaluation. Numerical experiments reveal that SNF-
ROM is able to accelerate the full-order computation by up to 199×. We demonstrate the efficacy of SNF-ROM on a
range of advection-dominated linear and nonlinear PDE problems where we consistently outperform state-of-the-art
ROMs.

Keywords: Reduced order modeling, Neural fields, Physics-based dynamics, Galerkin projection, Scientific machine
learning

1. Introduction

Computational simulations of physical phenomena have become indispensable in scientific modeling and discov-
ery. However, attaining a reasonable accuracy for practical problems requires resolving a wide range of spatial and
temporal scales of motion, leading to large compute and memory costs. For example, the cost of direct numerical
simulations, which attempt to capture all energy-containing length scales in a fluid flow, scales super-linearly with
the Reynolds number of the flow, thus limiting the scope of fully resolved simulations to highly simplified problems
[1, 2]. Therefore, access to high-fidelity numerical partial differential equation (PDE) solutions remains prohibitively
expensive for problems requiring repeated model evaluations, such as design optimization [3] and uncertainty quan-
tification. Reduced order models (ROMs) have been studied for the past decade [4] to alleviate the cost of model
evaluations for downstream applications like controls and parameter estimation. ROMs are hybrid physics and data-
based methods that decouple the computation into two stages: an expensive offline stage and a cheap online stage. In
the offline stage, a low-dimensional spatial representation is learned from simulation data by projecting the solution
field snapshots onto a low-dimensional manifold that can faithfully capture the relevant features in the dataset. The
online stage then involves evaluating the model at new parametric points by time-evolving the learned spatial repre-
sentation following the governing PDE system with classical time integrators. Computational savings are achieved
due to the time-evolution of reduced states with much smaller dimensionality than the full order model.

The most commonly used ROMs are linear ROMs, which project the PDE solution onto a linear or affine subspace
generated from data. In the offline stage, a set of global basis functions is computed, typically by applying a variant of
proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) [5, 6] to a matrix of solution snapshots. These basis functions are computed
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by projecting the governing PDE problem onto the vector subspace spanned by the POD basis. The ability of linear
ROMs to compactly capture the physics is described by the Kolmogorov n-width of the data, which is the best possible
error one can achieve using a linear approximation with n degrees of freedom, that is, by projecting to a n-dimensional
subspace [7]. Problems that exhibit a fast decay in Kolmogorov n-width can be efficiently approximated with smaller
ROM representations. By contrast, problems with a slow decay in Kolmogorov n-width, such as many advection-
dominated problems, need larger ROM representations or accurate closure models [4, 8] to ensure accuracy while
using smaller ROM representations. Furthermore, most ROMs are intrusive, implying that they rely on access to
data-generation source code, which may not be possible when commercial or confidential simulation software is used.
These ROMs must rely on specialized methods [9, 10] for enabling nonintrusive ROMs.

As an alternative, nonlinear ROMs have been developed using neural networks such as convolutional autoencoders
(CAE) for low-dimensional spatial representation [11, 12, 13, 14]. CAE-ROMs have been shown to significantly
outperform linear ROMs in capturing advection-dominated phenomena with a few degrees of freedom [11, 12]. Au-
toencoders produce expressive low-dimensional representations by learning to compress high-dimensional data into a
lower-dimensional representation, where an encoder module maps gridded data to a low-dimensional representation,
and a decoder module maps low-dimensional representations back to the grid.

Nonlinear ROMs typically use convolutional autoencoder models that limit their applicability to fixed uniform
grids. Furthermore, the evaluation cost for CAE-ROMs scales with the grid size of the full-order computation [11, 12].
This significantly increases the runtime cost of a ROM, rendering the method unusable for practical applications. This
limitation has been addressed in [12] which proposes a shallow masked autoencoder architecture whose inference
cost does not scale with the full-order computation. Another method that addresses this limitation is the continuous
ROM (CROM) [13, 15] which employs neural field representations [16] that can be queried anywhere in the domain.
Both methods decrease the cost of the online stage by solving the ROM equations at a small set of collocation points.
This approach is called hyper-reduction [12, 17, 13]. However, a limitation of both methods is that the encoder
module remains grid-dependent and its inference cost scales with the full-order computation. As such, model
training requires the problem to have a fixed grid structure, which may be infeasible for adaptive grid simulations
and for problems where parts of the data are missing. Another major impediment to developing nonlinear ROMs is
that training autoencoder networks with stochastic optimization takes much larger compute time than computing a
linear ROM representation with POD. State-of-the-art continuous neural field architectures, such as CROM [13], take
O(100, 000) epochs to train. As such, training time can be prohibitive even for moderately-sized problems.

Another issue with nonlinear ROMs is that neural field representations are not guaranteed to smoothly interpolate
the training dataset [18, 13, 19]. As such, the spatial derivatives of neural field representations are often noisy and
may deviate from the true derivative of the underlying signal [13]. This can be problematic for the online stage
as computing the dynamics of a PDE system entails evaluating partial differential operators like the gradient and
the Laplacian of the solution field, as well as the Jacobian of the neural mapping. Previous nonlinear ROMs have
resorted to low-order numerical differentiation on a coarse supplementary mesh for spatial differencing [13]. Such
workarounds introduce additional memory costs for maintaining a background mesh, and require special treatment for
shocks and domain boundaries. The dynamics evaluation in such cases becomes sensitive to numerical perturbations
and the hyperparameters of the spatial differencing scheme due to large approximation errors.

In principle, we would like a nonlinear ROM methodology that (i) can learn from data represented as point-clouds,
(ii) has a low offline stage cost and (iii) supports fast and robust dynamics evaluation. In this work, we present smooth
neural field ROM (SNF-ROM), a continuous neural field ROM that addresses several of the previously mentioned
issues. SNF-ROM is nonintrusive by construction and eliminates the need for a fixed grid structure in the underlying
data and the identification of associated spatial discretization for dynamics evaluation. There are two important
features of SNF-ROM:

1. Constrained manifold formulation: SNF-ROM restricts the reduced trajectories to follow a regular, smoothly
varying path. This behavior is achieved by directly modeling the ROM state vector as a simple, learnable
function of problem parameters and time. Our numerical experiments reveal that this feature allows for larger
time steps in the dynamics evaluation, where the reduced manifold is traversed in accordance with the governing
PDEs.

2. Neural field regularization: We formulate a robust network regularization approach encouraging smoothness

2



in the learned neural fields. Consequently, the spatial derivatives of SNF representations match the true deriva-
tives of the underlying signal. This feature allows us to calculate accurate spatial derivatives with the highly
efficient forward mode automatic differentiation (AD) technique. Our studies indicate that precisely capturing
spatial derivatives is crucial for an accurate dynamics prediction.

The confluence of these two features produces desirable effects on the dynamics evaluation, such as greater accu-
racy, robustness to hyperparameter choice, and robustness to numerical perturbations. With a combination of hyper-
reduction and use of larger time-steps, SNF-ROM is faster than full-order computation by up to 199×. We demon-
strate the effectiveness of SNF-ROM using several test cases, such as the scalar transport problem, the Burgers’
problem at high Reynolds numbers, and the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky (KS) problem. Our model implementation and
several examples are available on GitHub at https://github.com/CMU-CBML/NeuralROMs.jl.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: we set up the reduced modeling problem in Section 2; in
Section 3, we review grid-dependent ROMs and discuss the construction of our SNF-ROM approach in Section 4;
then Section 5 goes over dynamics evaluation in the online stage with Galerkin projection; numerical examples are
presented in Section 6; we present conclusions and future work in Section 7.

2. Problem setup

We seek numerical solutions to the system of PDEs

∂

∂t
u = L(x, t,u;µ), u : Ω × (0,T ]→ Rm (1)

u(x, 0;µ) = u0(x;µ) (2)

for an m-dimensional output field u(x, t;µ) ∈ Rm over the spatial domain Ω ∈ Rd with appropriate boundary con-
ditions. The field u may represent a physical quantity like velocity or pressure whose spatio-temporal evolution is
dictated by the differential-algebraic operator L. Let the problem be parameterized by µ ∈ Rp using the initial or
boundary condition, orL. We define the intrinsic manifold dimension of the problem to be the number of independent
variables or degrees of freedom (DoFs) needed to determine the spatial field u(x, t;µ) overΩ [14, 20, 21]. It is defined
as the dimensionality of the smallest parameterization that can approximate the PDE problem. In Eq. 1 the intrinsic
manifold dimension is equal to the size of µ plus 1 (for time) as µ determines a unique instantiation of the PDE system,
and t determines a particular field in the solution trajectory.

2.1. Full order model
The solution to Eq. 1 can be calculated using common discretization methods such as finite difference, finite

volume, finite element, or spectral methods. This computational model is commonly referred to as the full order
model (FOM). Several FOM approaches write the solution to Eq. 1 as

u(x, t;µ) =
Nsp∑
i=1

ui(t;µ)ϕi(x) (3)

for t ∈ [0,T ] at some parametric point µ ∈ MFOM ⊂ Rp. Here, ϕi : Ω → R are predetermined spatial basis functions,
ui(t) ∈ Rm are corresponding time varying coefficients, and Nsp is the number of spatial basis functions. ϕi(x) may be
locally supported in the case of a finite element method, or globally supported in Ω if a spectral method is applied.
We collect the FOM DoFs in a single vector

u(t;µ) :=


u1(t;µ)

...
uNsp (t;µ)

 ∈ RNFOM (4)

of size NFOM = m × Nsp. This is called the FOM state vector, as u(t;µ) determines the field u(·, t;µ). Therefore, the
FOM approximates the PDE solution with a parameterization of size NFOM. We define FOM manifold parameteriza-
tion function

gFOM : (x, u(t))→ u(x, t) (5)

3
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that maps the FOM state vector to the solution field queried at points x ∈ Ω. Based on the FOM ansatz in Eq. 3, the
FOM approximation is written with gFOM as

uFOM(x, t;µ) := gFOM(x, u(t;µ)) =
Nsp∑
i=1

ui(t;µ)ϕi(x) (6)

We define the FOM projection function hFOM as complementary function to gFOM that maps vector fields on
Ω to the corresponding FOM state vectors. Standard spatial discretizations exhibit a correspondence between the
coefficients ui and field values evaluated at mesh points XFOM = {xi}

Nsp

i=1 ⊂ Ω. As such, for some u : Ω → Rm, we
formulate

hFOM :


...

u(x)
...


x∈XFOM

→ u (7)

to map from field values on XFOM to the FOM state vector u, such that

u(x) ≈ gFOM(x, u), ∀x ∈ XFOM. (8)

In a linear finite element discretization [22], for example, ϕi are Lagrangian interpolants over XFOM, meaning ϕi(x j) =
δi j, and the coefficients ui(·) are equal to the field values at the corresponding points, u(xi, ·). When ϕi are a set of
spectral basis functions, the field values and the FOM state are related by a Fourier transform.

With the projection and manifold parameterization functions in place, we commence the time-evolution of the
FOM state vector. The initial FOM state u(0;µ) is obtained by applying the projection function to u0(x;µ) evaluated
at XFOM. Once u(0) is found, the FOM dynamics are obtained by substituting Eq. 6 to Eq. 1. This returns a system of
NFOM ODEs describing the evolution of u(t):

∂

∂t
gFOM (u(t), x) = L (x, t, gFOM (u(t), x)) . (9)

Eq. 9 can be solved by time-marching from t = 0 to t = T over Nt steps given by TFOM = {t j}
Nt
j=1 ⊂ [0,T ] following

a time-integration scheme such as Runge-Kutta [23] or Backward Difference Formula [24]. Once time-evolution is
completed, snapshots of saved FOM states, {u(t)}t∈TFOM , can be mapped back to the continuous field u(x, t) via the
FOM parameterization function, gFOM. The computational cost of time-evolution of a FOM scales as NFOM. As
accurate simulations of multiscale phenomena often involve millions to billions of DoFs, solving a full order PDE
problem can be prohibitively expensive for many applications.

2.2. Reduced order model
A ROM is commonly constructed from the data generated by the FOM evaluated for several time instances at

fixed points within the parameter space. Once ROMs are constructed in the more expensive offline stage, the online
stage is typically faster to explore parameters that were not included during the ROM training process. The size
of FOMs is typically much larger than the intrinsic manifold dimension of a PDE problem, making the calculation
computationally expensive. Conversely, ROMs seek spatial representations whose size NROM is close to the intrinsic
manifold dimension of the problem. Employing a reduced spatial representation of size NROM << NFOM then leads
to smaller ODE systems and, therefore, to a substantial reduction in the cost of the dynamics evaluation. Therefore,
ROMs are typically employed to evaluate many points in a parametric space efficiently.

A ROM representation is defined by a manifold parameterization function gROM that maps ROM state vectors
ũ ∈ RNROM to corresponding field values at query points in Ω. That is, gROM approximates the mapping

u(x, t;µ) ≈ uROM(x, t;µ) := gROM(x, ũ(t;µ)). (10)

gROM must be inexpensive to evaluate as it is called multiple times in the online stage. The set of representable ROM
solutions constitutes the ROM manifold

M :=
{

gROM(x, ũ)
∣∣∣∀ũ ∈ RNROM , ∀x ∈ Ω

}
. (11)

4



The choice of gROM dictates the quality of the reduced approximation as a smaller state vector may only be able to
express a small class of fields accurately. We also define the ROM projection function hROM that maps vector fields
on Ω to a corresponding ROM state vector.

Manifold construction, i.e., finding an appropriate gROM, involves expensive computations on snapshot data from
possibly thousands of FOM evaluations at different µ values. Specifically, we assume that we have access to snapshot
information from FOM simulations performed at parameter values µ ∈ MFOM. Snapshots are taken at times t ∈ TFOM,
with each snapshot having field values at points x ∈ XFOM, or equivalently, the FOM configuration vectors at the
snapshot times. Our dataset, therefore, is

D =
{
u(x, t;µ) ∈ Rm | x ∈ XFOM, t ∈ TFOM, µ ∈ MFOM

}
. (12)

3. Grid dependent manifold representation

This section discusses reduced representations in linear and nonlinear model order reduction approaches by con-
structing their respective parameterization and projection functions. As one typically does not have access to the
continuous field u, previous works [4, 11, 12, 25] use a discretized solution field, u, for ROMs. Here, g′ROM : ũ → u,
maps from the ROM state to the FOM state, and composing it with gFOM gives

gROM(x, ũ) = gFOM(g′ROM(ũ), x). (13)

The projection function is obtained similarly by composing h′ROM : u→ ũ with the FOM projection function as

hROM = h′ROM ◦ hFOM. (14)

This approach leverages the existing grid structure in the FOM data used to compute the reduced space. This section
discusses the construction of g′ROM and h′ROM for certain linear and nonlinear ROMs.

3.1. POD-ROM: Linear subspace representation
Linear ROMs such as POD-ROM approximate the discrete FOM solution with a subspace-projection approach,

i.e. u(t) is modeled as a linear (or affine) combination of NROM basis vectors which POD typically computes. The
POD-ROM ansatz,

u(t) ≈ uref +

NROM∑
i=1

ψiũi = uref + PPOD · ũ, (15)

is equivalent to projecting the solution field, shifted by uref ∈ RNFOM , onto the column space of

PPOD =
[
ψ1 · · · ψNROM

]
∈ RNFOM×NROM . (16)

Then, the ROM state vector ũ is the coordinate vector of u in the column space of PPOD. The manifoldM is then a
NROM dimensional subspace of RNFOM .

The POD matrix PPOD is computed from a truncated singular value decomposition (SVD) of the FOM snapshot
matrix

U =
[
· · · u(t;µ) · · ·

]
t∈TFOM,µ∈MFOM

(17)

whose columns are the FOM state vectors in the dataset D. The columns of PPOD are the orthogonal left singular
vectors of U corresponding to the largest NROM singular values. Based on Eq. 15, the POD-ROM manifold parame-
terization function

g′POD(ũ) = uref + PPOD · ũ (18)

defines the mapping from the POD coefficients to the FOM space. The POD-ROM manifold projection function

h′POD(u) = PT
POD · (u − uref) (19)

then performs the spatial projection of u ∈ RNFOM onto the column space of PPOD.
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Figure 1: Offline training procedure for SNF-ROM. Given the tuple (x, t,µ), the forward pass proceeds as follows: first, we obtain the ROM state
vector corresponding to t,µ on the intrinsic ROM manifold, Ũ, as ũ = Ξϱ(t,µ). Directly modeling Ũ with Ξϱ allows for learning continuous, and
smoothly varying ROM state trajectories ũ(t;µ). The query point x is then concatenated with ũ and passed to the smooth neural field MLP gθ with
sine activation. The output of gθ is the model’s prediction for u(x, t;µ) ∈ M. Note that Ũ is the preimage ofM under gθ. The weights θ and ϱ are
updated with backpropagation to minimize the loss function L.

3.2. CAE-ROM: Nonlinear manifold representation
Nonlinear manifold representation methods express the solution field as a nonlinear combination of the ROM state

vector. In the context of discretization dependent ROMs, this means that g′ROM is a nonlinear function of ũ. These
nonlinear functions often use machine learning (ML) based representations such as autoencoders to represent g′ROM
[11]. The CAE architecture comprises of two modules: an encoder eθe and a decoder dθd parameterized by weights θe

and θd respectively. The encoder maps high dimensional input data, u(t), to a low-dimensional bottleneck dimension,
ũ(·) ∈ RNROM . The decoder then recreates the input data from the encoded representation. When trained to minimize
reconstruction errors, CAEs learn highly expressive low-dimensional neural representations in the bottleneck layer.

We take the bottleneck dimension between the encoder and the decoder to be the space of CAE-ROM state vectors
and the learned decoder as the CAE-ROM manifold parameterization

g′CAE : ũ→ dθd (ũ). (20)

We define the CAE-ROM manifold projection function h′CAE to map the FOM state vector u ∈ RNFOM to the corre-
sponding ROM state vector ũ ∈ RNROM such that h′CAE(u) reproduces u with g′CAE to a reasonable accuracy. That
is,

u ≈ g′CAE ◦ h′CAE(u). (21)

The implementation of h′CAE is detailed in Appendix A.1.
The choice of FOM discretization constrains grid-dependent ROM approaches as gROM is restricted to output field

values u(xi, t) at fixed sensor locations, XFOM. This limitation prohibits the development of ROMs from adaptive grid
simulation data or from mixing simulation data of different resolutions which is common in multi-fidelity modeling
scenarios. Lastly, in instances where the data is partially corrupted, resulting in incomplete datasets, the manifold
parameterization may not be directly possible.

4. SNF-ROM: Offline manifold construction

In this section, we describe the offline training procedure for SNF-ROM. As illustrated in Figure 1, our training
pipeline operates on point cloud data without the need for any grid structure. The SNF-ROM manifold parameteriza-
tion function gθ is a neural field, a multilayer perceptron (MLP) parameterized by learnable weights θ, that maps query
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points x ∈ Ω and latent vectors ũ ∈ RNROM directly to field values at that point. The network gθ in this formulation
learns common properties of the fields in the datasetD and embeds them in a low-dimensional space of latent vectors
where each latent vector corresponds to a unique field over Ω. We take the space of latent vectors as the ROM state
space and parameterize ũ to continuously vary with time t and problem parameter µ as ũ(t;µ). With this representation
of the solution field and state space, we can directly model the continuous field

uROM(x, t;µ) = gθ(x, ũ(t;µ)) (22)

without intermediating through the FOM grid.
In the following subsections, we discuss the formulation of the ROM manifold in Section 4.1, and neural field

regularization in Section 4.2. A comprehensive set of implementation details are presented in Appendix A.2, which
describes the SNF-ROM projection function hθ, and in Appendix C, which describes the training procedure for
SNF-ROM, to supplement the discussion in this section.

4.1. Manifold formulation

We cast the manifold construction task as a supervised learning problem to determine SNF-ROM from data. We
seek ROM state vectors corresponding to the datasetD

Ũ =
{
ũ(t;µ) ∈ RNROM

∣∣∣ t ∈ TFOM, µ ∈ MFOM

}
(23)

and MLP parameters θ such that

gθ(x, ũ(t;µ)) ≈ u(x, t;µ), ∀x ∈ XFOM, ∀t ∈ TFOM, ∀µ ∈ MFOM. (24)

The loss function to be minimized by stochastic optimization is

Ldata(θ, Ũ; D) =
∑
µ∈MFOM

∑
t∈TFOM

∑
x∈XFOM

∥gθ(x, ũ(t;µ)) − u(x, t;µ)∥22. (25)

Note that a common ROM state vector ũ(·) is learned for pairs (x,u(x, ·)), and θ is common for all data pairs. This
ensures that ũ(·) can modulate the decoder to recover the corresponding field u(x, ·) over Ω.

One approach to finding θ and Ũ is to jointly optimize both, following the auto-decode paradigm proposed in [26].
While minimizing Eq. 25 is sufficient for learning a neural manifold representation from simulation data, learned
nonlinear manifolds exhibit undesirable numerical artifacts in dynamics computation. For example, the learned ROM
representations may become disentangled, that is, ROM state vectors corresponding to similar fields are mapped
to far away points in RNFOM or vice versa [27]. An extreme version of this issue is when the learned manifold is
disjoint or disconnected, meaning there is no continuous path between ROM state vectors at times t1 and t2. Another
problem with directly optimizing Ũ is that the ROM state vectors are only available for a fixed set of (t, µ), and any
continuous structure in their distribution could be lost. Our numerical experiments found that these issues can be
major impediments in the dynamics evaluation where a continuous trajectory of ROM state vectors is sought.

To resolve above-mentioned issues, we seek a constraint on Ũ to enforce the prior that ũ(t;µ) are smooth, con-
tinuously varying functions of t and µ. This constraint is ensured by modeling the continuous set of ROM state
vectors,

Ũ :=
{
ũ(t;µ) ∈ RNROM | t ∈ R+, µ ∈ Rp

}
, (26)

as a learnable function
Ξϱ (t,µ) = ũ(t;µ) (27)

of t and µ that is parameterized by weights ϱ. We refer to Ũ as the intrinsic ROM manifold as it describes how the
ROM state vector varies with the intrinsic coordinates of the PDE problem in Eq. 1. As illustrated in Figure 1, we
model the ROM state vector as Ξϱ(t, ϱ) to enforce continuity and smoothness with respect to both. Furthermore, we
design Ξϱ as a simple, smoothly varying function (see Appendix C for details). This constraint helps to organize
the ROM state vectors better, makes them more interpretable, and facilitates meaningful interpolations between data
points. These characteristics are especially helpful in the dynamics evaluation of the reduced system when we traverse
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the reduced manifold guided by the dynamics of the governing PDE. Our numerical experiments in Section 6 indicate
that smooth reduced-state dynamics support numerical stability in the dynamic evaluation of the ROM while using
larger time steps.

We reformulate the offline stage learning problem to approximate the mapping

u(x, t;µ) ≈ gθ
(
x,Ξϱ(t,µ)

)
. (28)

Note that Ũ is the preimage of the ROM manifoldM under gθ. We simultaneously learn both by jointly optimizing
ϱ and θ. We reformulate the data loss to reflect the same,

Ldata(θ, ϱ;D) =
∑
µ∈MFOM

∑
t∈TFOM

∑
x∈XFOM

∥∥∥gθ(x,Ξϱ(t;µ)) − u(x, t;µ)
∥∥∥2

2. (29)

4.2. Neural field regularization
When computing the dynamics of the reduced system, the right-hand-side (RHS) term in Eq. 1, L(x, t,u), must be

calculated where the solution field u is given by the SNF representation gθ(x, ũ). This computation involves computing
spatial derivatives of neural field representations, which is nontrivial as such representations are not guaranteed to
interpolate the training dataset smoothly [19, 28, 29]. The key problem is that neural field ROMs are trained to
approximate the signal itself; there is no guarantee on the quality of the approximation of signal derivatives [29].
As such, partial derivatives of neural field ROMs are riddled with numerical artifacts, making them unusable in
downstream applications such as time-evolution.

In this context, we construct smooth neural fields, which are essentially continuous neural fields with inherent
smoothness. This smoothness is ensured by dampening high-frequency modes by applying regularization during
training. Exact spatial derivatives of the neural field can then be efficiently computed with automatic differentiation.
Regularizing the network smoothens its output in relation to all inputs. As a consequence, the network’s Jacobian

with respect to the ROM state vector
∂

∂ũ
gθ(x, ũ) becomes a smoothly varying function. This feature is extremely

advantageous as a smooth Jacobian permits larger time steps in the dynamics evaluation [30]. Our approaches are
based solely on network parameters and can be implemented in a few lines of code with minimal computational
overhead.

This section introduces two regularization techniques designed to encourage smooth neural representations. The
first approach is principled in minimizing the Lipschitz constant of an MLP function; the second is derived by analyz-
ing the derivative expressions of an MLP. We preface the regularization schemes with the description of a canonical
MLP. Let NNθ : R → R be an MLP with scalar inputs and scalar outputs without loss of generality. The MLP is
composed of L affine layers, Zl, parameterized by weight matrices Wl and bias vectors bl for l ∈ {1, · · · , L}. Each layer
performs the following affine transformation to input z,

Zl(z) = Wl · z + bl. (30)

The set of trainable parameters in the network are

θ =
{
W1, b1, . . . ,WL, bL

}
. (31)

A pointwise activation function, σ, is applied to the output of all but the last layer. The action of the neural network
on input z is then defined as

NNθ(z) = ZL ◦ σ ◦ ZL−1 ◦ σ ◦ · · · ◦ σ ◦ Z2 ◦ σ ◦ Z1 (z) . (32)

4.2.1. SNFL-ROM: Smooth neural field ROM with Lipschitz regularization
As indicated in [19], smoothness can be encouraged by minimizing the Lipschitz constant of the network. A

function f is called Lipschitz continuous if there exists a constant c ≥ 0 such that

∥ f (x2) − f (x1)∥p︸               ︷︷               ︸
change in output

≤ c ∥x2 − x1∥p︸      ︷︷      ︸
change in input

(33)
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for all possible x1, x2 under a p-norm of choice [19]. The parameter c is called the Lipschitz constant of function f .
The Lipschitz constant acts as the upper bound to the frequency of noise in a function. As noisy functions neces-
sarily have large Lipschitz constants, minimizing the Lipschitz constant of an MLP during training could encourage
smoothness in the neural representation. Unfortunately, one does not have direct access to the Lipschitz constant of
an MLP; we instead minimize its Lipschitz bound,

c(θ) =
L∏

l=1

∥Wl∥p, (34)

the upper bound to the Lipschitz constant of the MLP (Eq. 32) when σ has Lipschitz constant of unity [19]. We
formulate a loss function that penalizes the Lipschitz bound of the MLP,

LLipschitz(θ) = αc(θ), (35)

where the magnitude of regularization is modulated by the hyperparameter α. We set p = ∞ and minimize the infinity
norm of the weight matrices in the network. In our experiments of Section 6, we verify that this approach produces
smooth neural network representations that illustrate a marked reduction in noise compared to other works. We write
the learning problem for smooth neural field ROM with Lipschitz regularization (SNFL-ROM) as

argmin
θ,ϱ

{
Ldata(θ, ϱ;D) + LLipschitz(θ)

}
. (36)

4.2.2. SNFW-ROM: Smooth neural field ROM with weight regularization
Our second approach is to penalize high-frequency components directly in the expression of the derivative of an

MLP. Let z0 := z, the input to the MLP, and let the output of Zl be denoted as zl. Following [28], the expression for
the first derivative is

d
dz

NNθ(z) =

 L∏
l=2

Z′l (σ(zl−1)) · diag(σ′(zl−1))

 · Z′1(z) =

 L∏
l=2

Wl · diag(σ′(zl−1))

 ·W1 (37)

where diag(·) is a diagonal matrix whose non-diagonal entries are all zero. We seek to mitigate high-frequency features
in Eq. 37 and, as such, restrict our attention to the diagonal matrices; the weight matrices in Eq. 37 are constant and
do not vary with the input. In this paper, we choose sinusoidal activation functions, that is, σ(z) = sin(z), for their
ability to represent complex signals with relative ease [16]. Thus,

σ′(zl−1) = cos(Wl · zl−1 + bl). (38)

In this expression, Wl modulates the frequency and bl modulates the phase shift of the cosine. The derivative ex-
pression would thus be highly oscillatory when the entries in the weight matrices are large, implying that directly
smoothing the weight matrices can help remove high-frequency noise in the derivative fields. As the weight entries
are initialized with zero mean, it is sufficient to penalize their magnitude through the additional loss term,

LWeight(θ) =
γ

2

L∑
l=1

dl∑
i=1

dl−1∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥W i j
l

∥∥∥∥2
2
, (39)

where W i j is the (i, j)-th entry of the W matrix. We write the learning problem for a smooth neural field ROM with
weight regularization (SNFW-ROM) as

argmin
θ,ϱ

{
Ldata(θ, ϱ;D) + LWeight(θ)

}
. (40)

Compared to L2 regularization, which penalizes both weights and biases, our weight regularization scheme leads
to faster convergence and comparably smooth models. We believe this is because L2 regularization penalizes bias
vectors, which do not contribute to the high-frequency noise in the derivative. Numerical experiments in Section 6
indicate that SNFW-ROM trained with a large value of γ consistently outperforms the other benchmark models. A
comparison of regularization approaches is presented in Appendix B.
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ũ(0)
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Figure 2: The online dynamics evaluation is described (a) with a commutative diagram, and (b) with a schematic diagram. Reduced dynamics are
evaluated in three steps. (1) Manifold projection: The PDE initial condition u(0) is projected onto the ROM manifoldM to obtain the corresponding
ROM state vector ũ(0). (2) Manifold dynamics: ũ is time-marched onM till t = T following the dynamics of the governing PDE to obtain ũ(T ).
(3) Model inference: ũ(T ) is inferred for analysis and post-processing as u(x,T ) = gθ(ũ(T )).

5. Evaluation of reduced state dynamics

This section describes the online stage of reduced state dynamics with Galerkin projection. As illustrated in
Figure 2, the dynamics evaluation of the reduced system is done in three steps: (1) Manifold projection: we project
the initial condition u(x, 0) to Eq. 1 onto the ROM manifold and obtain the corresponding ROM state vector ũ(0).
This step is performed only once. (2) Manifold dynamics: ũ(t) is evolved from t = 0 to t = T following the Galerkin
projection approach [31]. (3) Model inference: once time-evolution is complete, the PDE solution at time t = T is
evaluated as gROM(x, ũ(T )) at query points x ∈ Ω. In the rest of this section, we omit dependence on the parameter
vector µ for ease of exposition.

5.1. Manifold projection
As illustrated in Figure 2, the initial condition u(0) = u0(x) to Eq. 1 is projected onto the manifold with hROM to

obtain the corresponding ROM state vector ũ(0). This step is only done once to initialize the dynamics evaluation. For
POD-ROMs, the projection function is a matrix-vector product as described in Eq. 19. For CAE-ROM, a preliminary
approximation to ũ(0) is given by the encoder prediction eθe (u(0)), where u is the FOM state vector corresponding to
the initial condition. Our experiments indicate that eθe (u(0)) may not be the optimal projection. As such, the accuracy
of the dynamics evaluation can be significantly improved by employing Gauss-Newton iteration to further optimize
the return value. CAE-ROM thus solves the nonlinear system in Eq. A.4 with NFOM equations for NROM unknowns
with Gauss-Newton iteration where the initial guess is taken to be the encoder prediction eθe (u(0)). Further details are
presented in Appendix A.1.

For SNF-ROM, a preliminary approximation to ũ(0) is given by the intrinsic ROM manifold Ξϱ(0). Our experi-
ments indicate that using Gauss-Newton iteration to solve Eq. A.8 after the process leads to marginal improvements in
the accuracy of the dynamics evaluation. As such, we select a small set of points Xproj ⊂ Ω where Eq. A.5 is satisfied.
The choice of points in Xproj is not restricted to XFOM and can be sampled anywhere in Ω. Although only NROM points
are needed for solving Eq. A.6, the system is typically over-determined [13] with NROM <

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ << NFOM where∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣ is the number of points in Xproj. The resulting system is much smaller (see Eq. A.8), with
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣ equations and
NROM unknowns, and solved with Gauss-Newton iteration where the initial guess is given by Ξϱ.

5.2. Manifold dynamics
Once the initial ROM state vector ũ(0) is found, we begin time-evolution on the reduced manifold as illustrated

in Figure 2(b). For time-marching of ROM state vector, we substitute the ROM ansatz, uROM(x, t) = gROM(x, ũ(t)), in
Eq. 1 to get

∂

∂t
gROM(x, ũ(t)) = L (x, t, gROM(x, ũ(t))) . (41)
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As the ROM state at time t is known,

f (x, t, ũ(t)) := L (x, t, gROM(x, ũ(t))) (42)

can be evaluated anywhere in Ω. Evaluating L involves computing spatial derivatives of u. As mentioned earlier,
CAE-ROM computes spatial derivatives at XFOM by applying a low-order finite difference stencil [13]. As SNF-ROM
is inherently smooth, we can compute accurate spatial derivatives with forward mode AD as verified using numerical
experiments.

We aim to satisfy Eq. 41 at points in Xproj ⊂ Ω. As such, we refer to Xproj as the set of hyper-reduction collocation
points. For CAE-ROM, Xproj = XFOM as CAE architectures do not implement hyper-reduction, and predict the entire
solution field at inference time [11]. As such, the cost for CAE-ROM scales with that of the FOM. In comparison,
Xproj can be a small subset of Ω for SNF-ROM, which leads to substantial computational savings. We restrict the
semi-discretized system (Eq. 41) to Xproj and write it in matrix-vector notation as

Jg(ũ(t)) ·
d
dt

ũ(t) = f (t, ũ(t)), (43)

where

Jg(ũ; Xproj) =


...

∂
∂ũ gROM(x, ũ)

...


x∈Xproj

(44)

is the Jacobian matrix (with m ×
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣ rows and NFOM columns) of gROM with respect to ũ, and

f (t, ũ; Xproj) =


...

f (x, t, ũ)
...


x∈Xproj

. (45)

We follow the time-continuous residual minimization methodology [31, 11, 12] that leads to Galerkin-optimal ROM
solutions. The Galerkin projection scheme seeks to project the time-continuous ODE system Eq. 43 onto the reduced
manifoldM. To derive the Galerkin projection scheme, we close the overdetermined system in Eq. 43 by minimizing

the squared norm of its residual. That is, we seek velocity
d
dt

ũ(t) such that

d
dt

ũ(t) = argmin
v∈RNROM

∥∥∥∥Jg(ũ(t)) · v − f (t, ũ(t))
∥∥∥∥2

2
. (46)

The linear least-squares problem in Eq. 46 can be solved exactly to obtain the system

d
dt

ũ(t) = Jg(ũ(t))† · f (t, ũ(t)) (47)

where J† = (JT · J)−1JT is the pseudo-inverse of matrix J. In practice, the pseudo-inverse is not computed, but the
RHS of Eq. 47 is computed with QR factorization. As NROM is small, this computation introduces minimal overhead
when the projection set Xproj is small [13]. The reduced system in Eq. 47 is then marched in time with an explicit time
integrator such as the Euler or Runge-Kutta (RK) method.

An alternative time-evolution strategy, called least-squares Petrov-Galerkin (LSPG) [31], is obtained by applying
a time-discretization to Eq. 43. The problem is then evolved by solving the nonlinear system for ũ at the next time-step
with nonlinear least squares. We consider explicit time-integrators in this paper, for which LSPG has been shown to
be equivalent to Galerkin projection [31]. As such, we focus only on Galerkin projection method for the rest of this
paper.
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Table 1: Description of the PDE problem and FOM dataset for each test case.

Problem
Intrinsic manifold

dimension Domain (Ω) Grid size (NFOM) End time (T )
Number of

snapshots (Nt)
Advection 1D 1 [−1, 1) 128 4 500
Advection 2D 1 [−1, 1)2 128 × 128 4 500

Burgers 1D 2 [0, 2) 1, 024 0.5 500
Burgers 2D 2 [−0.25, 0.75)2 512 × 512 0.5 500

KS 1D 1 [−π, π) 256 0.1 1, 000

5.3. Model inference

ROM state vectors can be saved at different times throughout the time-marching while incurring significantly
lower memory cost than FOMs as NROM is typically much smaller than NFOM. Saved ROM snapshots ũ(t;µ) can then
be evaluated with gROM to produce corresponding PDE solution fields at query points x ∈ Ω. Figure 2(b) illustrates
the PDE solution at the final time-step being obtained as

u(x,T ) = gROM(x, ũ(T )). (48)

This evaluation is typically done in a post-processing step after the solution is computed.

6. Numerical experiments

In this section, we validate the SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM on several advection-dominated PDE problems and
compare them to POD-ROMs and CAE-ROMs [11]. The concurrent work in [30] employs a continuous low-rank
architecture to develop an alternate grid-free neural representation for reduced order modeling. Future work may
consider a detailed comparison of SNF-ROM with this approach.

We use a Fourier spectral PDE solver FourierSpaces.jl [32] to generate the FOM datasets. A strong stability-
preserving Runge-Kutta time integrator, available in package OrdinaryDiffEq.jl [33], is used for temporal dis-
cretization. For each experiment, XFOM is a uniform rectilinear grid in the problem domain, and TFOM are uniformly
sampled from t = 0 through t = T . Details of the dataset for each test case are presented in Table 1. Note that
problems with an intrinsic manifold dimension of 1 are reproductive examples where the parameter µ is kept constant,
implying that the ROM dynamics are evaluated on the same trajectory as the model is trained. Such examples help to
disambiguate errors from parameter interpolation and errors from deviations in the dynamics evaluation.

For the dynamics evaluation for ROMs, we use a first order explicit Euler time integrator with a uniform step size
of

∆t0 =
T

Nt − 1
. (49)

Our numerical experiments revealed no substantial improvement in performance with higher-order time-integration
schemes such as RK4. The accuracy of all ROMs deteriorates with the time-step size. Our experiments in this section
reveal that the accuracy of SNF-ROM does not significantly degrade with increasing ∆t. Taking large time-steps can
thus lead to a substantial speedup without compromising accuracy of the method.

Unless otherwise noted, we set Xproj to be the same as XFOM in order to carry out a fair comparison with the CAE-
ROM, which does not include hyper-reduction [12] in its current implementation. To reduce the cost of the FOM
computation, we implement hyper-reduction by choosing the set of collocation points Xproj such that

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ < |XFOM|.

As such, speedup in the online evaluation is reported for Section 6.2 and Section 6.4. In these experiments, Xproj
is obtained by uniformly subsampling the FOM grid XFOM. Future work may consider incorporating sophisticated
strategies for obtaining Xproj such as the greedy approach developed in [13].

We efficiently compute Jacobian matrices by propagating dual numbers through gROM in the forward mode AD
procedure. As such, the cost of computing Jg(ũ; Xproj) is only NROM times that of a single forward pass, gROM,
evaluated on Xproj. This cost is independent of the FOM computation when hyper-reduction is employed. Spatial
derivatives for POD-ROM and CAE-ROM are computed with a second order central finite difference stencil on the
XFOM grid. For SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM, spatial derivatives are computed grid-free with forward mode AD.
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Table 2: Hyperparameters of POD-ROM, CAE-ROM, SNFL-ROM, and SNFW-ROM for each test case.
POD CAE SNF

Problem NROM NROM Nparam σ NROM Nparam α (SNFL) γ (SNFW)
Advection 1D 8 2 21k (w = 32) elu 2 21k (w = 64) 10−4 10−2

Advection 2D 8 2 594k (w = 64) tanh 2 82k (w = 128) 10−4 10−2

Burgers 1D 8 2∗ 115k (w = 64) tanh 2∗ 82k (w = 128) 10−4 10−2

Burgers 2D 16 2∗ 800k (w = 64) elu 2∗ 82k (w = 128) 10−4 10−2

KS 1D 2 1∗ 82k (w = 64) elu 1∗ 82k (w = 128) 10−7 10−2

Note: “∗” indicates that the ROM dimension is equal to the intrinsic manifold dimension of the test problem;
Nparam is the number of parameters in gROM; w is the width of the hidden layer in SNF-ROM and the depth of the
convolutional kernels for CAE-ROM; and σ is the activation function.

The choice of hyperparameters for all models is presented in Table 2 for each test case. A common drawback of
machine learning methods is that significant time and computing resources are spent optimizing hyperparameters to
produce good results for each problem. We find that the choice of hyperparameters for SNF-ROM remains consistent
across a broad range of problems, which is an additional advantage.

We quantify the projection error for each ROM method as

eproj =

 1
|TFOM||MROM|

∑
t∈TFOM
µ∈MFOM

∥u(t;µ) − gROM ◦ hROM(u(t;µ))∥22
∥u(t;µ)∥22


1/2

. (50)

This metric assesses the ability of a model order reduction approach to capture the solution manifold for a PDE
problem. The relative error as a function of (x, t;µ) in ROM predictions is quantified as

ϵ(x, t;µ) =
∥uFOM(x, t;µ) − uROM(x, t;µ)∥2√

1
|XFOM |

∑
x∈XFOM

∥uFOM(x, t;µ)∥22
, (51)

where uFOM and uROM are spatiotemporal snapshots of the FOM and ROM solutions, respectively. The evolution of
relative error in ROM predictions is quantified using

ε(t;µ) =

√
1

|XFOM|

∑
x∈XFOM

ϵ(x, t;µ)2 =

 ∑
x∈XFOM

∥uFOM(x, t;µ) − uROM(x, t;µ)∥22

1/2/
 ∑

x∈XFOM

∥uFOM(x, t;µ)∥22

1/2 .
(52)

Details of the training procedure for SNF-ROM are presented in Appendix C. The training and inference pipelines for
all models are implemented in the Julia programming language [34] using the Lux [35] deep learning framework using
the CUDA.jl library [36] for GPU acceleration. The ZygoteAD [37] is used for backpropagation during training, and
forward mode AD is implemented with the package ForwardDiff.jl [38]. All FOM and ROM calculations have
been carried out on a single Nvidia 2080 Ti GPU with 11GiB of VRAM.

6.1. 1D scalar advection test case

The first test case involves solving the 1D scalar advection equation,

∂u
∂t
+ c

∂u
∂x
= 0, (53)

which governs the transport of a scalar u. The advective velocity is selected to be c = 0.25. A Gaussian signal,

u0(x) = exp

−(x − µ0)2

2σ2
0

 , (54)
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Figure 3: 1D scalar advection test case: comparison of different ROM predictions with the FOM solution. The predicted solutions for CAE-ROM,
SNFW-ROM, and SNFL-ROM overlap and match the FOM solution, whereas those for POD-ROM suffer from large oscillations.

with µ0 = −0.5 and σ0 = 0.1, is used to initialize the problem. As advection is the only transport mechanism for
the scalar in this test case, it suffers from a slow decay of the Kolmogorov n-width, thereby motivating the need for
nonlinear model reduction approaches.

A comparison of ROM predictions with the FOM solution is shown in Figure 3 for t = 1 and t = 4. The figure
indicates that the nonlinear ROMs give close predictions to FOM in both instances. On the other hand, POD-ROM
leads to oscillations in the solution that become more prominent near the wave.

To assess the model order reduction capability of different ROMs, we compute the projection error as a function of
ROM dimension NROM in Figure 4. As expected, the linear POD-ROM requires a large number of modes to capture the
solution manifold. This is because advection dominated problems exhibit a slow decay in their Kolmogorov n-width.
In contrast, the three nonlinear ROMs are able to adequately capture the solution manifold with NROM = 1, which is
the intrinsic manifold dimension of this problem. Specifically, SNFW-ROM best captures the solution manifold for
small NROM. We also note that increasing NROM beyond the intrinsic manifold dimension of the problem does not lead
to a significant improvement in the performance of nonlinear models.

A more detailed analysis of the differences between the ROM approaches requires assessing the temporal variation
of the error, as defined in Eq. 52. Figure 5 presents the error evolution of ROMs from a dynamics evaluation with
∆t = ∆t0, and a dynamics evaluation with a ∆t = 10∆t0. POD-ROM exhibits a large error at all times, indicating
that a larger ROM representation is required to capture physics accurately. The curve for POD-ROM is omitted from
Figure 5(b) due to large errors. In contrast, the nonlinear ROMs yield lower errors with a much smaller NROM. Despite
a low initial value, the error in CAE-ROM grows steadily with time for both ∆t, and reaches close to the POD-ROM
error levels. The two SNF-ROM variants produce much lower errors for both ∆t, though we observe a dramatic rise
in error for SNFL-ROM with the larger time step size between t = 0.5 and t = 3.5. In contrast, SNFW-ROM produces
consistently low errors for both ∆t.

We analyze the trajectories of the ROM state vector for the nonlinear ROMs in Figure 6 to assess deviation
between predictions of ũ(t) learned during training (solid lines) and ũ(t) obtained from dynamics evaluations (dotted
lines correspond to a dynamics evaluation with ∆t = ∆t0, and dashed lines correspond to a dynamics evaluation
with ∆t = 10∆t). The first and second components of ũ(t) =

[
ũ1(t) ũ2(t)

]T
are represented by blue and red curves

respectively. Figure 6 indicates that the three nonlinear ROMs learn ROM state trajectories that are smooth and
continuous. SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM explicitly force this behavior by modeling ũ as a simple and smooth
function of t, which follows the expected trajectory accurately. For CAE-ROM, despite the initial proximity to the
learned trajectory, ROM states from the dynamics evaluation with ∆t = ∆t0 deviate from the learned trajectory. This
deviation corresponds to the growth in error with time for CAE-ROM presented in Figure 5 although further studies
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Figure 4: 1D scalar advection test case: comparison of projection error eproj of different ROMs as a function of ROM dimension NROM. The
three nonlinear ROMs adequately capture the solution manifold with NROM = 1 which is equal to the intrinsic manifold dimension of the problem.
Comparatively, the linear POD-ROM requires NROM = 16 modes to capture the solution manifold for this case.
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Figure 5: 1D scalar advection test case: error evolution of ROM predictions in time for dynamics evaluation with (a) ∆t = ∆t0, and (b) ∆t = 10∆t0.
The error for CAE-ROM grows with time for both cases, while the error for SNFW-ROM remains consistently low. The curve for POD-ROM is
omitted from (b) due to large error values.

need to be conducted to ascertain causality. Furthermore, the ROM state trajectories for CAE-ROM obtained using a
10× larger ∆t quickly deviate from the learned trajectory. This experiment illustrates that the dynamics evaluations of
SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM are more accurate than those of other ROMs and support taking larger time steps.

6.2. 2D scalar advection test case

In this test case, we demonstrate the applicability of our model reduction approach for a 2D advection problem
given by the equation

∂u
∂t
+ c · ∇u = 0, (55)
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ũ (
t)

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

t
0 1 2 3 4
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Figure 6: 1D scalar advection test case: time-evolution of the ROM state vector ũ(t) =
[
ũ1(t) ũ2(t)

]T
. The blue and red curves correspond to the

first (ũ1) and second (ũ2) components respectively. For CAE-ROM, ũ(t) from the dynamics evaluation deviates from the learned trajectory, whereas
the curves from dynamics evaluations and the learned trajectory overlap for both SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM.

where c =
[
0.25 0.25

]T
is the advection velocity. The solution is initialized with

u0(x) = exp

−
∥∥∥x − µ0

∥∥∥2
2

2σ2
0

 , (56)

where µ0 =
[
−0.5 −0.5

]T
and σ0 = 0.1.

The solution prediction at different time instances is shown in Figure 7. We observe oscillations in POD-ROM
predictions even at an early time of t = 1. These oscillations grow significantly and distort the solution by time
t = 4. The nonlinear ROMs, which include CAE-ROM, and SNFW-ROM, yield accurate results for both instances
that match the FOM solution well. The final row of Figure 7 presents the distribution of ϵ(x, t) at the final time step for
the four ROMs considered in this study. We notice that POD-ROM oscillations have grown larger in magnitude than
the FOM solution. CAE-ROM has markedly lower errors in large parts of the domain. However, this error is roughly
10% near the solution peak. SNFL-ROM has a much smaller overall error, whereas SNFW-ROM has the lowest error
among all models with ϵ(x, t) < 1% everywhere in Ω. A more quantitative comparison of accuracy can be observed
by assessing the error metric defined in Figure 8.

The temporal variation of ε(t) is shown in Figure 8. Consistently high errors are observed for POD-ROM com-
pared to nonlinear ROMs. CAE-ROM exhibits comparatively lower error for the initial time t < 0.5. However, this
error grows in time to about 10% of the solution magnitude. On the other hand, both SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM
produce consistently low errors that do not grow in time, with SNFW-ROM exhibiting the lowest errors. With nearly
constant errors, SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM are better suited for longer time dynamics predictions compared to
POD-ROM and CAE-ROM. These results highlight the robustness of smooth neural fields in yielding consistently
accurate representation for 2D advection-dominated problems, which have proven challenging for other ROM ap-
proaches as observed from the results.

To assess the effect of time-step size ∆t and choice of hyper-reduction points Xproj, we evaluate SNF-ROM at
different choices of ∆t and

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣. Table 3 presents speed-up, relative error, and GPU memory allocations as a function

of time-step size ∆t and number of hyper-reduction points
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣. The speed-up is computed with respect to the
FOM computation which employs a Fourier spectral spatial discretization and an adaptive, strong stability preserving
Runge-Kutta time-integrator. Both FOM and ROM computations are carried out on a single GPU device with 11GiB
of memory. GPUs are massively parallel machines that can perform fast vector operations on large arrays. However,
GPUs are memory-limited devices and for large array sizes, may run out of memory. As such, the wall time can be
dominated by garbage collection in dynamically typed programming languages.

In this experiment, the FOM computation allocates 1.60GiB of GPU memory to solve the advection problem
over 16, 384 grid points. Such an allocation can fit comfortably in the VRAM of our GPU device. Thus, the FOM
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Figure 7: 2D scalar advection test case. Top row: prediction at t = 1. Middle row: prediction at t = 4. Bottom row: error in prediction ϵ(x, t)
at t = 4. The nonlinear ROMs match the FOM solution at both times, whereas POD-ROM produces large numerical oscillations. At t = 4,
SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM produce much smaller error values than POD-ROM and CAE-ROM. The predictions from SNFL-ROM at t = 1, 4,
omitted due to space constraints, are indistinguishable from the FOM solution as indicated by the low error values in (k) and in Figure 8.

computation is executed efficiently in 0.44s of wall time. We note that the GPU is under-utilized in this experiment as
the FOM is relatively small. As such, we do not see an appreciable speed-up when

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ is large. SNF-ROM allocates

100× more memory than the FOM when |XFOM| = 16, 384. The large allocations here are due to the evaluation of the
MLP gθ on a large batch of points Xproj. This leads to frequent calls to the garbage collector during ROM evaluation,
leading to a much longer wall time.

The memory allocations diminish proportionally as Xproj is reduced and ∆t is increased. This leads to a consistent
reduction in wall-time till

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ = 256. For smaller array sizes in this range, the wall time is dominated by the latency

in communication between the host CPU and the GPU device. For that reason, we do not see a substantial increase in
speed-up between

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ = 256 and

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ = 64.

We consider the variation of relative error with ∆t and
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣. In this experiment, we note that relative error does
not significantly vary with

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣. However, the error increases substantially as we increase the time step size ∆t. Note

that in this work, Xproj is obtained by uniformly coarsening the FOM grid. A more sophisticated strategy for choosing
Xproj may further lower error for the same

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣. Finally, we note the following oddity: the relative error goes down
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Figure 8: 2D scalar advection test case: temporal variation of error in ROM predictions. POD-ROM has the largest error at all time instances. The
error in CAE-ROM grows with time, while SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM produce low errors that do not increase with time.

Table 3: 2D scalar advection test case: speedup over FOM computation and relative error by evaluating SNFW-ROM for different choices of time-
step size and number of hyper-reduction points. The entries in each cell are the (top) speed-up with respect to FOM, (middle) the percent relative
error at the final timestep ε (t = T ), and (bottom) GPU memory utilized in the calculation. A single FOM evaluation (with 16, 384 grid points and
DoFs) for this case takes 0.44s of wall time and allocates 1.60GiB of GPU memory. In contrast, our fastest ROM evaluation takes 0.0619s of wall
time and allocates only 185MiB of GPU memory.

Number of hyper-reduction points (
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣)
16, 384 4, 096 1, 024 256 64

Ti
m

e-
st

ep
si

ze
(∆

t)

1∆t0
0

0.0465×
0.296%
355GiB

0.160×
0.296%
89.2GiB

0.400×
0.295%
22.6GiB

0.637×
0.271%
5.95GiB

0.650×
0.237%
1.79GiB

2∆t0
0

0.0939×
0.495%
178GiB

0.327×
0.495%
44.6GiB

0.818×
0.494%
11.3GiB

1.313×
0.465%
2.98GiB

1.338×
0.393%
911MiB

5∆t0
0

0.238×
1.12%

77.4GiB

0.828×
1.12%

17.9GiB

2.41×
1.12%

4.54GiB

3.34×
1.09%

1.19GiB

3.39×
0.926%
368MiB

10∆t0
0

0.485×
2.19%

35.8GiB

1.72×
2.19%

8.99GiB

4.98×
2.19%

2.28GiB

6.71×
2.15%

614MiB

6.80×
1.84%

185MiB

as we reduce
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣. Further investigation is necessary to ascertain the reason behind this trend.

6.3. 1D viscous Burgers test case
We consider 1D viscous Burgers equation,

∂u
∂t
+ u

∂u
∂x
= ν

∂2u
∂x2 , (57)

where the viscosity ν = 10−4 resulting in a Reynolds number of 10, 000. The PDE is initialized with a sinusoidal
solution profile,

u0(x; µ) =

1 + µ
2

(
1 + sin

(
2πx − π

2

))
x ∈ [0, 1]

0 otherwise
, (58)

parameterized by a scalar µ ∈ R+. The solution to this equation involves the transport of a wavefront that eventually
forms a shock. Accurate resolution of this shock typically requires a large number of linear modes from POD, and
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Figure 9: 1D viscous Burgers test case: comparison of ROM predictions with the FOM solution at µ = 0.575. The predicted solutions for CAE-
ROM, SNFL-ROM, and SNFW-ROM agree well with the FOM solution, while POD-ROM produces spurious oscillations near the shock.

a key goal of nonlinear ROMs is to handle such physics with smaller reduced space representation. This test case is
also used to demonstrate the applicability of proposed ROM approaches for parameter space exploration problems.
In particular, FOM simulations with µtrain = {0.5, 0.55, 0.6} are used to train the ROM models. The ROMs are then
evaluated for µtest = {0.525, 0.575, 0.625}. These tests enable the comparison of ROM approaches for both parameter
space interpolation (µ ∈ {0.525, 0.575}) and extrapolation (µ = 0.625).

The comparison of different ROMs with FOM at two different time instances is shown in Figure 9 for µ = 0.575.
All ROMs agree well with the FOM at t = 0.25s, though POD-ROM exhibits small oscillations on the downstream
end of the wave. These oscillations grow significantly and exhibit a large deviation from the FOM result near the
shock at t = 0.5. All nonlinear model reduction approaches exhibit high accuracy and adequately capture the shock.

A more detailed comparison of accuracy involves assessing the evolution of error in time for both training and
validation datasets as shown in Figure 10. The three nonlinear ROMs perform well on the training case (Figure 10(a):
µ = 0.600), whereas POD-ROM exhibits large errors. This was expected due to its inability to capture the shock in
Figure 9. While all models experience growth in error with time, only SNFW maintains < 0.1% error in ε(t;µ) for all
time. For all models, the errors appear to be consistent between the training case and the interpolation case, indicating
that their performance does not deteriorate significantly within the parameter space.

For the interpolation case (Figure 10(b): µ = 0.575), SNFW-ROM yields the lowest errors with time, whereas
CAE-ROM and SNFL-ROM yield slightly larger errors. The errors on the extrapolation case (Figure 10(c): µ = 0.625)
are markedly larger for all nonlinear ROMs, though POD-ROM still produces the greatest error values. The error in
SNFL-ROM is consistent at 0.1% until t = 0.4, after which it increases to 1%. Similarly, the error in CAE-ROM
remains consistent at a low value close to the end of the simulation, when it shoots up to 1%. Although SNFW-ROM
experiences a rise in error close to t = 0.5, the ROM maintains ∼ 0.1% error at all times.

To investigate the source of the error spikes near t = 0.5, we examine the distribution of ROM state vectors ũ
for the nonlinear ROMs in Figure 11. The trajectories learned by CAE-ROM (Figure 11(a)) do not appear smooth
and evenly spaced. For the interpolation case (µ = 0.575), the ROM state trajectories from the dynamics evaluation
deviate from the learned trajectory, although this does not correspond to a marked rise in error.

In the extrapolation case (µ = 0.625), the ROM state trajectories from the dynamics evaluation of CAE-ROM
(Figure 11(a)) deviate significantly from the learned trajectory for all time, although the error is low for t < 0.4.
This observation highlights that the deviation of ROM state trajectories from the dynamics evaluation away from the
learned trajectory does not necessarily imply poor performance. As nonlinear ROMs parameterized by neural network
functions may have multiple ROM state trajectories that yield low errors, the behavior of the dynamics evaluation away
from the learned trajectory is unknown.
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Figure 10: 1D viscous Burgers test case: variation of error in ROM prediction against time. All ROMs experience a rise in error with time on the
extrapolation case (µ = 0.625). POD-ROM has the largest error. CAE-ROM and SNFL-ROM have similar error values, whereas SNFW-ROM
performs the best for all cases.
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ũ 2
(t;

𝜇
)

−0.25

0.00

0.25

u ̃1(t;𝜇)
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
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Figure 11: 1D viscous Burgers test case: distribution of ROM state vectors ũ(t; µ) =
[
ũ1(t; µ) ũ2(t; µ)

]T
. The stars mark the beginning of the

learned trajectories at t = 0. In comparison to CAE-ROM, the SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM produce smooth, evenly-spaced learned trajectories
that match with ũ(t,µ) from the dynamics evaluation. These results facilitate meaningful and robust interpolation and extrapolation in the parameter
space.

For the extrapolation case (µ = 0.625), the starting point for the dynamics evaluation for CAE-ROM (Figure 11(a))
has moved away from the encoder prediction by Gauss-Newton iteration in the manifold projection step (Section 5.1).
We found that the Gauss-Newton step in manifold projection (Eq. A.4) significantly improved the accuracy of CAE-
ROM over initializing the dynamics evolution with encoder prediction at t = 0. Although the ROM state trajectories
from the dynamics evaluation remain away from the learned trajectory for all time, the error remains small till t = 0.4.
The large spike in error at t > 0.4 illustrates that the dynamics evaluation is unreliable (away from the learned
trajectory) and may produce inaccurate results.

We now investigate the ROM trajectories of SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM in Figure 11(b), Figure 11(c) respec-
tively. The manifold constraint applied to SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM in Section 4.1 ensures that the trajectories
are simple and evenly spaced. We note that for SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM, the ROM trajectories from the dynam-
ics evaluation follow the learned trajectories for all µ. In the extrapolation case (µ = 0.625), we observe a deviation
between the learned trajectory and the dynamics evaluation for SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM near the end of the sim-
ulation. This deviation corresponds to the spike in error in both at t = 0.4 in that case, although further investigation
is needed to ascertain causality. This experiment highlights that SNF models are ideally suited for parametric space
exploration problems and exhibit higher accuracy than other model reduction approaches considered in this article for
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both interpolation and extrapolation scenarios.

6.4. 2D viscous Burgers test case
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Figure 12: 2D viscous Burgers test case evaluated at µ = 1.00 (interpolation): Top row: prediction at t = 0.125. Middle row: prediction at t = 0.5.
Bottom row: error ϵ(x, t; µ) in prediction for ROM based at t = 0.5. The nonlinear ROMs match the FOM solution at both times, while POD-ROM
produces large oscillations. A quantitative error assessment indicates that SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM significantly outperform POD-ROM and
CAE-ROM. The predictions from SNFL-ROM at t = 0.125, 0.5, omitted due to space constraints, are indistinguishable from the FOM solution as
indicated by the low error values in (k) and in Figure 14.

To demonstrate the applicability of nonlinear model reduction for 2D problems with a shock front, we consider
the 2D Burgers equation

∂u
∂t
+ u · ∇u = ν∆u, (59)

where ν = 10−3 is the viscosity resulting in a Reynolds number of 1, 000. Similar to the 1D Burgers test case, the
solution propagates in time leading to a shock at t = 0.5. The simulation is initialized to u0(x, y) =

[
u0(x, y) u0(x, y)

]T
where the scalar function u0 is selected to be

u0(x, y; µ) =

µ sin (2πx) sin (2πy) x, y ∈ [0, 0.5]
0 otherwise

(60)
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Figure 13: 2D viscous Burgers test case evalauted at µ = 1.00 (interpolation): comparison of ROM predictions with FOM solution along the slice
y = x. CAE-ROM, SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM capture the steep shock at t = 0.5, whereas POD-ROM suffers from large oscillations near the
shock.
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Figure 14: 2D viscous Burgers test case evaluated at µ = 1.00 (interpolation): temporal variation of error in ROM solutions. SNFL-ROM and
SNFW-ROM produce low errors that do not grow with time, whereas errors for POD-ROM and CAE-ROM are high and grow with time.

which is parameterized by a scalar µ ∈ R+. The solution to this problem involves propagation of a wavefront that
eventually forms a shock. The x and y components of u will be equal for all times as the problem is symmetric.
Although the ROM models solve for both components, we restrict our analysis in Figure 12 and Figure 13 to the first
component of the solution vector without loss of generality. We train the ROM models on FOM simulations with
µtrain = {0.900, 0.933, 0966, 1.033, 1.066, 1.100}, and evaluate for µtest = {1.000}. This test enables the comparison
of ROM approaches for parameter space interpolation. The results discussed hereafter are for the interpolation case
µ = 1.00.

The solution at multiple time instances for different ROMs is shown in Figure 12. Similarly to the 1D burgers test
case, we observe that POD-ROM exhibits large oscillations and deviation from the FOM results at later times. All
nonlinear model reduction approaches capture the shock well and exhibit much better accuracy than POD-ROM. A
qualitative assessment of ϵ(x, t) indicates that CAE-ROM exhibits large errors near the shock front. SNFL-ROM and
SNFW-ROM produce much smaller errors around the shock, as well as further away, with SNFW-ROM producing
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Table 4: 2D viscous Burgers test case evaluated at µ = 1.00 (interpolation): we present speedup over FOM computation and relative error for
different choices of time-step size and number of hyper-reduction points. The entries in each cell are (top) the speed-up with respect to FOM,
(middle) the percent relative error at the final timestep ε (t = T ; µ), and (bottom) the GPU memory utilized in the calculation. A single FOM
evaluation (with 262k points and 524k DoFs) for this case takes 13.44s of wall time and allocates 640GiB of GPU memory. In contrast, our fastest
ROM evaluation takes 0.0684s of wall time and allocates only 261MiB of GPU memory.

Number of hyper-reduction points (
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣)
16, 384 4, 096 1, 024 256 64

Ti
m

e-
st

ep
si

ze
(∆

t)

1∆t0
0

1.92×
0.186%
546GiB

4.39×
0.231%
137GiB

11.8×
0.428%
34.5GiB

18.3×
0.342%
8.93GiB

19.1×
1.16%

2.53GiB

2∆t0
0

2.42×
0.171%
273GiB

8.85×
0.211%
68.5GiB

23.7×
0.469%
17.3GiB

38.9×
0.361%
4.47GiB

38.7×
1.16%

1.27GiB

5∆t0
0

6.08×
0.168%
110GiB

22.3×
0.185%
27.4GiB

61.7×
0.588%
6.92GiB

99.9×
0.706%
1.79GiB

101×
1.64%

520MiB

10∆t0
0

12.2×
0.212%
54.9GiB

44.5×
0.302%
13.8GiB

138×
1.25%

3.47GiB

199×
1.09%

919MiB

199×
0.369%
261MiB

ϵ ≤ 0.1% errors everywhere at t = 0.5.
This observation is more evident from results in Figure 13, which show ROM predictions along the diagonal

slice y = x. We observe that POD-ROM exhibits a much higher error throughout the domain than nonlinear ROMs,
which produce much more accurate results. We also observe that CAE-ROM does not adequately capture the shock at
t = 0.5, whereas SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM are indistinguishable from the FOM solution. The temporal evolution
of error for different ROMs is shown in Figure 14. These results indicate that POD-ROM and CAE-ROM exhibit large
errors that grow with time. Conversely, SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM experience a decrease in error at an early time,
after which the error in SNFW-ROM rises steadily till the final time step, whereas the error in SNFL-ROM stabilizes
to ∼ 0.1%. These results highlight the suitability of smooth neural fields in capturing the physics of this 2D flow with
a shock wave accurately and efficiently.

In order to demonstrate a speedup over the FOM computation, we evaluate SNFL-ROM model for different choices
of time-step size ∆t and number of hyper-reduction points

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣. Table 4 presents speed-up and relative error as a

function of ∆t and
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣. In this experiment, the FOM calculation allocates a total of 640GiB of GPU memory to
solve Eq. 59 over 262k points, and takes 13.44s of wall time.

The first trend we note in Table 4 is that memory allocation decreases proportionally as we reduce
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣ and
increase ∆t. This is expected as reducing

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ leads to evaluating gθ on smaller batches, and increasing ∆t leads to

fewer calculations altogether. We note that speed-up increases proportionally with ∆t for all
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣. We also note a
similar steady rise speed-up with a reduction in

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ till ∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣ = 256. Thereafter, we observe no substantial increase
in speed-up as the wall-time is dominated by latency of CPU to GPU communication. The maximum speed-up
achieved in this experiment is 199× against the FOM calculation.

In Table 4, we note that the relative error increases as we decrease
∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣. This is expected as the dynamics
associated with the omitted collocation points is not available to guide the time-integration of the reduced system.
We also note that, as expected, the relative error increases steadily with ∆t. Both trends in relative error are thwarted
by the case with ∆t = 10∆t0 and Xproj = 64, which has a relative error of 0.369%. This might be due to fortuitous
cancellation of error introduced by hyper-reduction and time-integration, although further investigation is needed to
ascertain the reason for this phenomenon.

6.5. 1D Kuromoto-Sivashinsky test case
For the last test case, we select the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky (KS) equation to compare the performance of ROMs

using nonlinear PDEs with higher-order derivatives. This PDE is given as,

∂u
∂t
+ u

∂u
∂x
+
∂2u
∂x2 + ν

∂4u
∂x4 = 0, (61)
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Figure 15: 1D Kuromoto-Sivashinsky test case: comparison of ROM predictions with the FOM solution. As this problem is highly diffusive
(ν = 0.01), all linear and nonlinear ROMs agree with the FOM solution.

where ν = 0.01 is the viscosity. Higher-order derivatives in this problem make the dynamics difficult to predict. In
particular, we note that the problem becomes high oscillatory results indicating unstable behavior for large number
of POD modes. As such, we solve this problem with NROM = 2 for POD-ROM. In comparison, nonlinear ROMs did
not show a significant difference in performance between NROM = 1, 2. We present results here for NROM = 1 for
nonlinear ROMs. The PDE is initialized with

u0(x) = exp

−x2

2σ2
0

 , (62)

where σ0 = 0.2. As the solution of this equation is chaotic with a large sensitivity to the initial conditions, we only
compare the ROMs at an initial short time window.

A comparison of solutions using different ROMs at two time instances is shown in Figure 15. The solution grows
from a Gaussian initial condition to a complex signal with varying magnitudes. As the problem is highly diffusive,
all ROMs appear to give similar results that are in good agreement with FOM. To compare these approaches more
closely, we analyze the temporal evolution of the error defined in Eq. 52. The temporal evolution of model error for
different ROMs is shown in Figure 16 which presents the error evolution of ROMs from a dynamics evaluation with
∆t = ∆t0 and a dynamics evaluation with ∆t = 10∆t0. POD-ROMs exhibit the highest error for all instances of time
that are tested with both ∆t. CAE-ROMs exhibit a lower error value that remains consistent over time for ∆t = ∆t0.
For ∆t = 10∆t, however, the error in POD-ROM rises dramatically with time. SNF-ROMs exhibit a much smaller
error in the initial time window, which does not grow considerably over time. We observe large oscillations in the error
curves for SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM in Figure 16 whose origin is not fully understood. However, despite these
oscillations, the errors are consistently below those for POD-ROM and CAE-ROM indicating superior performance
of proposed SNF-ROMs. Low errors in this numerical experiment indicate that SNF-ROM can adequately capture the
dynamics of PDE problems with higher-order derivatives.

7. Conclusions and discussion

SNF-ROM is a machine learning-based nonlinear model order reduction method that predicts dynamics by com-
bining neural field spatial representations from point-cloud datasets with Galerkin projections. Compared to existing
nonlinear ROMs, SNF-ROM presents several advantages in the online stage of dynamics prediction. SNF-ROM
constrains the learned ROM manifold to be smooth and regular, thus allowing for robust online stage evaluations
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Figure 16: 1D Kuromoto-Sivashinsky test case: variation of error in ROM predictions against time. Despite large oscillations in error values, the
error in nonlinear ROMs remains below 1% at all times. SNFL-ROM and SNFW-ROM produce low error values at all times. Note that the y-axis
in this figure has log scale, which may distort the oscillations in the error curves for the nonlinear ROMs.

with large time steps. By supporting AD-based spatial differencing, SNF-ROM drastically simplifies the computa-
tion of online dynamics. Numerical experiments reveal that the dynamics evaluation of SNF-ROM is accurate and
that the proposed smoothing methodology is robust, thus eliminating the need for significant hyperparameter tuning.
With a combination of hyper-reduction and larger time-steps, SNF-ROM faster than the full-order model by up to
199×. While offering the key advantages mentioned above, SNF-ROM consistently outperforms other tested ROM
approaches across various PDE problems.

SNF-ROM is not without limitations. For one, the offline training cost is significantly greater than that for a
linear POD-ROM. This higher cost is a significant hurdle in working with nonlinear ROMs, as large training times
bottleneck prototyping and experimentation processes. Future work may consider using modern neural architectures
that support fast training [39]. Another possible research direction could be to use transformer-based meta-learning
approaches to learn network weights [40] quickly. Many nonlinear ROMs are unable to handle complex and changing
boundary conditions; future work could be directed towards alleviating this limitation. Further performance gains
may be achieved by writing customized GPU kernels for the online stage and employing highly efficient Taylor mode
AD [41, 42] instead of forward mode AD. Nonlinear reduced order modeling is an emerging technology in its nascent
stage. This work has identified and eliminated critical shortcomings in existing approaches. Substantial enhancements
must be made for its maturation and practical application.
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Appendix A. Manifold projection

Appendix A.1. CAE-ROM

The CAE-ROM manifold projection function h′CAE maps FOM state vectors u ∈ RNFOM to corresponding ROM
state vectors ũ ∈ RNROM such that h′CAE(u) reproduces u with g′CAE to a reasonable accuracy. That is,

u ≈ g′CAE ◦ h′CAE(u). (A.1)

Previous CAE-ROM implementations [11, 12] have employed the learned encoder for this task:

h′CAE : u→ eθe (u). (A.2)

In our experiments, we found that the encoder prediction by itself may not be a local optimum solution to the nonlinear
system

argmin
ũ

∥∥∥u − g′CAE(ũ)
∥∥∥2

2. (A.3)

As such, we solve this nonlinear least squares problem with Gauss-Newton iteration to implement h′CAE,

h′CAE(u) = argmin
ũ

∥∥∥u − g′CAE(ũ)
∥∥∥2

2, (A.4)

where the initial guess is the encoder prediction eθe (u). Our experiments indicate that using Gauss-Newton iteration
to implement h′CAE performed significantly better than simply using the encoder prediction as in Eq. A.3.

Appendix A.2. SNF-ROM

We define the SNF-ROM manifold projection function hθ. Given a vector field u : Ω → Rm, hθ seeks ROM state
vector ũ ∈ RNROM that can reconstruct u to a reasonable accuracy. That is,

u(x) ≈ gθ (x, hθ(u)) , ∀x ∈ Ω. (A.5)

Unlike discretization-dependent ROMs where the projection functions map between finite-dimensional fields, hθ maps
the continuous fields over Ω to RNROM . We close this problem by selecting a small subset of points Xproj ⊂ Ω where
we attempt to satisfy Eq. A.5

u(x) ≈ gθ (x, hθ(u)) , ∀x ∈ Xproj. (A.6)

The choice of points in Xproj is not restricted to XFOM and can be sampled anywhere in Ω. Although only NROM points
are needed for solving Eq. A.6, the system is typically over-determined [13] with NROM <

∣∣∣Xproj
∣∣∣ << NFOM where∣∣∣Xproj

∣∣∣ is the number of points in Xproj.
If the intrinsic coordinates (t,µ) of u are known, then ũ(t;µ) can be predicted using the intrinsic ROM manifold as

Ξϱ. That is,
hθ : u(t;µ)→ Ξϱ(t,µ). (A.7)

However, our experiments in Section 6 indicate that Ξϱ(t,µ) may not be the local optimum of the system

argmin
ũ

∑
x∈Xproj

∥u(x) − gθ(x, ũ)∥22. (A.8)

As such, we implement hθ by solving Eq. A.8 with Gauss-Newton iteration where the initial guess is given by Ξϱ(t,µ).
Our experiments indicate that using Gauss-Newton iteration for manifold projection leads to marginal improvements
in accuracy over simply using Ξϱ(t,µ).
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Figure B.17: We compare the effectiveness of Lipschitz regularization and weight regularization at smoothing neural field representations. We train
a set of neural networks to regress the function u(x) = (x −

π
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) sin(x) exp

(
−x2
)

with different regularization strategies (top). The first (middle) and
second (bottom) derivatives of the neural network representations are computed exactly in automatic differentiation. When no regularization (orange
line) is applied, the first and second derivatives of the neural field differ from those of the true signal. Comparatively, Lipschitz regularization and
weight regularization significantly smooth out the noise in spatial derivatives of the neural field representation.

Appendix B. Neural field regularization

Here, we discuss the effectiveness of Lipschitz regularization and weight regularization at smoothing neural field
representations. The purpose of this step is to ensure that spatial derivatives of neural field representations adequately
capture the derivatives of the true signal. A typical neural field representation is not guaranteed to smoothly interpolate
the training data. As such, partial derivatives of neural field ROMs are riddled with numerical artifacts, making them
unusable in downstream applications such as time-evolution. In this appendix, we assess the effectiveness of the
proposed regularization strategies in Section 4.2 at curbing numerical artifacts in spatial derivatives of a neural field
representation.

In Figure B.17, we train a set of MLPs to regress a simple 1D function with different regularization strategies. We
fix the width of the hidden layer of each MLP to be 64 and adopt the training strategy and architecture details of gθ
described in Appendix C. Spatial derivatives of the neural network representations are then computed exactly with
automatic differentiation and compared with the true derivatives of the signal u(x) in Figure B.17.

Table B.5 quantifies the mismatch between the derivatives of the neural field representations and the derivatives
of the true signal by computing the relative mean-squared error. We note that all neural fields accurately capture the
ground truth function. However, when no regularization is applied, the first and second derivatives differ from those
of the true signal. This may lead to numerical instabilities in the dynamical evaluation in Section 5. In contrast, both
Lipschitz regularization and weight regularization adequately capture the derivative of the signal. This is evident in
the successful numerical experiment in Section 6.5 where we perform dynamics evaluation on the fourth-order KS
problem.

Appendix C. SNF-ROM: Architecture and training details

We discuss the implementation details in manifold construction of SNF-ROM. Given the tuple (x, t,µ), we make
a prediction for u(x, t;µ) as follows. First, we obtain the ROM state vector corresponding to t, µ on the intrinsic ROM
manifold Ũ as ũ(t;µ) = Ξϱ(t,µ). Then the query point x is concatenated with ũ(t;µ). The concatenated vector is then
passed to the MLP, gθ. In the backward pass, the gradients are calculated with respect to θ and ϱ. See Figure 1 for
reference.
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Table B.5: We compare the effectiveness of Lipschitz regularization and weight regularization at smoothing neural field representations. We
compare the derivatives of the signal u(x) = (x −

π

2
) sin(x) exp

(
−x2
)

and those of neural field representations trained to regress u(x) with different
regularization strategies. The mismatch is quantified with the relative mean squared error.

Regularization approach u(x) u′(x) u′′(x)
No regularization 2.75 × 10−6 7.06 × 10−2 70.1

Lipschitz regularization (α = 5 × 10−5) 3.68 × 10−6 5.28 × 10−4 9.72 × 10−2

Weight regularization (γ = 5 × 10−2) 2.10 × 10−6 1.01 × 10−4 1.76 × 10−2

In all experiments, the network gθ has 7 layers. The 5 hidden layers have a fixed width w, whereas the sizes of
the input and output layers are d + NROM and m respectively. A sine activation function, i.e. σ(x) = sin(x), is chosen
for the ability of sinusoidal networks to fit high-frequency functions [16]. The final layer of the network does not use
a bias vector. The network Ξϱ is chosen to be a shallow MLP with width 8. The network is purposely chosen to be
small so that simple ROM representations are learned. The tanh activation function is chosen to ensure that ROM state
vectors are continuous functions of t and µ. Furthermore, we apply L2 regularization with γ = 10−3 on the parameters
ϱ to ensure that a smooth mapping is learned.

In gθ, the weight matrices have been initialized per the SIREN initialization scheme described in [16] to ensure
a normal distribution of output values following a sine activation. This involves scaling the weight matrices in the
network layers by constant ω during initialization. For the first layer, ω is set to 10 to represent a wide range of
frequencies [16], and ω = 1 for the following layers. The choice of ω directly affects the range of frequencies
the model is able to represent, where low values encourage smoother functions, and larger values encourage high-
frequency and finely-detailed functions [43]. The final layer is initialized with Xavier initialization [44]. The initial
bias vectors are sampled from a uniform random distribution to create a phase shift among the sinusoidals in each
layer. For the network Ξϱ, the weight matrices are initialized according to the Xavier initialization [44] scheme, and
the biases are initialized to zero values.

We normalize the data set so that the spatial coordinates, the field values, and the times have zero mean and
unit variance. Our training pipeline disaggregates simulation snapshots into tuples (x, t,µ,u(x, ·)) and stochastically
composes the dataset D into 100 equally-sized mini-batches. For SNFL-ROM, we use the Adam optimizer [45] for
learning θ, and ϱ. For SNFW-ROM, we use the AdamW optimizer [46] is employed as described in Section 4.2.2.
While we formulate weight regularization as an additional loss term, it can be easily implemented by modifying the
weight-decay approach in an AdamW optimizer. Rather than computing the sensitivity of LWeight in Eq. 39 with
respect to θ via backpropagation, the expressions can be written in closed form as

∇W i j
l

LWeight = γW i j
l , ∇θi LWeight = 0 for all other θi. (C.1)

The sensitivity ∇θLW is computed per Eq. 39 and subtracted from θ at every optimization step [46].
We adopt the learning rate decay strategy outlined in [13]. We train for 200 epochs at each learning rate in the

schedule,
100 · η→ 10 · η→ 5 · η→ 1 · η→ 0.5 · η→ 0.2 · η→ 0.1 · η, (C.2)

with a base learning rate of η = 10−4. For the 2D Burgers problem, we reduce the number of epochs from 200 to
30 per learning rate. This is done to reduce training time. Additionally, we run a learning rate warmup cycle for 10
epochs at η = 0.01. Early stopping is imposed if the loss value does not decrease for 20% of consecutive epochs at
any learning rate. When training is complete, we find that all models have Ldata(θ, ϱ;Dtrain) ∼ 10−6 or lower.
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