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Abstract

We present a novel approach to automate and optimize anisotropic p-adaptation in high-order h/p solvers using
Reinforcement Learning (RL). The dynamic RL adaptation uses the evolving solution to adjust the high-order
polynomials. We develop an offline training approach, decoupled from the main solver, which shows minimal
overcost when performing simulations. In addition, we derive a RL-based error estimation approach that enables
the quantification of local discretization errors. The proposed methodology is agnostic to both the computational
mesh and the partial differential equation being solved.

The application of RL to mesh adaptation offers several benefits. It enables automated, adaptive mesh
refinement, reducing the need for manual intervention. It optimizes computational resources by dynamically
allocating high-order polynomials where necessary and minimizing refinement in stable regions. This leads to
computational cost savings while maintaining solution accuracy. Furthermore, RL allows for the exploration
of unconventional mesh adaptations, potentially enhancing the accuracy and robustness of simulations. This
work extends our original research in [1], offering a more robust, reproducible, and generalizable approach
applicable to complex three-dimensional problems. We provide validation for laminar and turbulent cases:
circular cylinders, Taylor Green Vortex and a 10MW wind turbine to illustrate the flexibility of the proposed
approach.

Keywords: Reinforcement Learning, Value Iteration, High-Order Discontinuous Galerkin, p-adaptation, mesh
adaptation, turbulent flow, adaptive mesh refinement

1. Introduction

The integration of machine learning techniques with scientific computing is transforming the field of com-
putational fluid dynamics (CFD) [2, 3]. Machine learning, and particularly reinforcement learning (RL), has
undergone remarkable advances in recent times. The application of RL to a variety of fields, including robotics,
gaming, finance, and healthcare, has been notable for its ability to manage sequential decision-making problems
and, more generally, to provide the autonomy of systems in complex tasks [4].

In fluid dynamics, RL has been proposed to enable flow control of time-varying flows [5, 6, 7]. Indeed,
RL employs algorithms that allow the agent to learn optimal control strategies through the interaction with an
environment and receiving feedback in the form of rewards or penalties. Agents learn to make optimal decisions
considering the current state of the environment, selecting actions, and observing the results. This learning
process enables RL agents to navigate complex environments, optimize behavior, and achieve set goals.

When considering flow simulations, where unsteady and turbulent flows evolve in time and space, RL shows
great potential, since it offers the possibility to automatically select numerical parameters and mesh resolutions
as flows evolve. An example is the selection of constants in turbulence models [8, 9], optimal parameters in
high-order schemes [10, 11] or mesh adaptation.
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Mesh adaptation or adaptive mesh refinement (AMR) is essential in numerical methods, allowing for the
refinement or coarsening of the computational mesh based on solution smoothness and computational cost. Tra-
ditionally, this process has depended on heuristics or manual intervention, which can be time-consuming and
limited in capturing complex flow phenomena. The integration of RL for mesh adaptation provides a way of
automating this process, but it is still in its early stages. RL has been successfully used for mesh adaptation
(h-refinement) in recent researches, where agents were trained to increase the number of elements in the mesh,
increasing the accuracy in critical regions. In particular, Foucart et al. [12] compared deep reinforcement learn-
ing with heuristic approaches to perform an h-adaptive mesh refinement that is generalizable for different partial
differential equations (PDE). Also, in [13] new policy architectures are considered, which are independent of
the mesh size and are trained directly from simulations. In the field of multi-agent RL, Dzanic et al. [14] show
a novel approach based on independent PPO that can be used for h- and p-refinement, with the limitation that
only periodic meshes are used and a single level of refinement is allowed. These approaches lead to accurate
solutions with a reduced computational cost compared to traditional manual h-mesh refinement.

When dealing with high-order solvers, utilizing RL for p-mesh adaptation brings about benefits. RL-driven
p-adaptation optimizes computational resources by intelligently allocating high-order polynomials where re-
quired and minimizing refinement in regions with stable flow. This strategic allocation of resources leads to
significant computational cost savings while maintaining the precision of the solution.

This work builds on our foundational research presented in [1], where we established the basis for applying
reinforcement learning to p-adaptation in 1D partial differential equations. We have further refined the original
concept, resulting in a more robust and reproducible approach that can tackle complex three-dimensional prob-
lems. Here, we focus on the Navier-Stokes equations, but the methodology is flexible and could be used to solve
other PDEs. We explore the uncharted domain of anisotropic high-order p-adaptation using RL, with the aim
of automating and optimizing the mesh adaptation process. By incorporating RL algorithms into simulations,
we can train agents to adjust the polynomial order in high-order solvers, according to evolving solutions. The
RL agent interacts with the numerical solver, observes the flow state, and makes decisions on mesh modifica-
tions. During offline training, the agent receives rewards based on the accuracy and efficiency of the numerical
solution. This training is decoupled from the real simulation (the solver is not required during the training),
enhancing the efficiency of the proposed approach. Furthermore, this novel methodology allows us to train
highly generalizable RL agents that are mesh independent and can be used to potentially solve any PDE with a
high-order solver.

Finally, to contextualize the novelty of our work, we summarize in Table 1 the main characteristics of our RL
based p-adaptation strategy and other state-of-the-art RL-based adaptive mesh refinement strategies proposed
in [12] and [14]. It can be seen that our work considers p-adaptation and is trained in 1D problems but can be
used for 3D flows, resulting in computational cost savings during the training. We do not need to retrain the
RL agent for new cases; once it is trained, it works for any (tested) case. In addition, we propose using a value
iteration algorithm that is fully reproducible and robust (since it does not rely on neural networks). Finally, we
provide an RL-based error estimation, and apply the p-adaptation to 3D turbulent cases (not done previously).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: first, in Section 2 we comment the state-of-the-art in p-
adaptation for high-order solvers. In Sections 3.1 and 3.2 we provide some background regarding discontinuous
Galerkin solvers and the reinforcement learning framework. Then, in Section 3.3 we describe the main RL
algorithm that is the core of the whole methodology, and in Section 3.4 we define all the required elements
that are necessary to compute the previous algorithm. In Section 3.5, all the underlying information is provided
in relation to the implementation of the previous methodology in a real solver. Finally, in Section 4 we show
different results to validate the proposed strategy and in Section 5 we provide some final conclusions.
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Present Method Foucart et al. [12] Dzanic et al. [14]
Adaptation Type p-adaptation h-adaptation h- and p-adaptation

(not h/p-)
Mesh Applicability Valid for any mesh Valid for any mesh Cartesian periodic

meshes
PDE Generalization Valid for any PDE

without retraining the
agent

Valid for any PDE, but
requires retraining in
each case

Valid for hyperbolic
conservation laws, and
requires retraining in
each case

Dimensional
Generalization

The agent trained in 1D
cases generalizes to 2D
and 3D cases

The agent can be
trained for 1D and 2D
cases separately

2D cases only

Anisotropic Adaptation Yes No No
Dynamic Adaptation Yes Yes Yes and anticipatory
Adaptation Levels Between pmin and pmax Based on defined

budget
One level

RL Method Value iteration:
reproducible and robust

Deep RL (DQN, A2C,
and PPO): Supports
continuum state
definitions

Independent PPO

State Definition Complete with local
contribution

Complete with
local/global
contribution

Complex and lacks
detailed information of
the solution

Reward: Trade-off Between accuracy and
computational cost

Between accuracy and
computational cost

None

Reward: Reliability High: Accuracy
measured against a
reference solution

Intermediate: Accuracy
measured based on the
change of the
approximation

Intermediate: Accuracy
measured based on the
change of the
approximation

Reward: Accuracy
Contribution

Can be chosen to
achieve certain
accuracy before the
cost matters

Both cost and accuracy
always matter in a
fixed proportion

Considered only if the
error is out of bounds
and the refinement
level is not correct

Reward: Computational
Cost Contribution

Measured based on the
polynomial order
(DOFs)

Can be measured in
various ways (RAM,
CPU usage, number of
elements, etc.)

None

Actions Refine, coarsen, do
nothing

Refine, coarsen, do
nothing

Refine, coarsen

RL-based Error
Estimation

Yes No No

Validation Cases Complex 3D cases, e.g.
Navier-Stokes with
turbulence

1D and 2D equations
with analytical
solutions

Linear advection and
compressible Euler
equations

Validation Equations Hyperbolic Hyperbolic and elliptic Hyperbolic
Validation solver DG DG and HDG DG
Comparison with other
AMR Sensors

Yes Yes Yes, with an extremely
simple AMR sensor

Table 1: Comparison of state-of-the-art RL-based mesh adaptation methods.
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2. State of the art in p-adaptation

Adaptation strategies in computational fluid dynamics are typically categorized based on the type of error
measurement that is employed. These categories include feature-based adaptation, adjoint-based adaptation,
and local error-based adaptation. Comparative studies of these approaches have been conducted by Fraysse et
al. [15] for finite-volume approximations and by Kompenhans et al. [16] and Naddei et al. [17] for high-order
discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods.

The feature-based adaptation, a classical approach, utilizes easily computable error measures that depend
on flow features. This approach operates under the assumption that areas with complex flow are likely to have
high errors, thus predicting refinement in regions with high velocity, density, or pressure gradients [18, 19]. For
DG discretizations, an accessible feature-based adaptation criterion is the evaluation of jumps across element
interfaces [20, 21, 22]. However, these methods have the disadvantage of lacking a direct correlation between the
adaptation criterion and numerical errors, making accuracy prediction challenging. Furthermore, steady-state
problems can only be solved by iterative adaptation. Recently, the feature-based approach has been enhanced
with machine learning techniques to provide a highly automated adaptation based on a clustering approach [23].

The adjoint-based adaptation defines a functional target (e.g. drag or lift in external flow aerodynamics).
The adjoint problem is then solved to obtain a spatial distribution of the functional error, which guides the mesh
adaptation. This technique, originally developed for structural analysis using the Finite Element Method (FEM)
by Babuška and Miller [24, 25], has been applied to adaptation strategies in DG methods [26, 27, 28]. Despite
its sophistication, this approach has the drawback of high computational cost and storage requirements to solve
the adjoint problem and store error estimators, especially in unsteady flows. Moreover, it only guarantees the
reduction of the analyzed functional error, which could deteriorate the error of other functionals.

A computationally efficient alternative is the adaptation based on local errors, which assesses any measurable
local error (not feature-based) in all cells in the domain [27]. Unlike feature-based methods, local error-based
adaptation methods offer a way to predict and control overall accuracy and are computationally less expensive
than adjoint-based schemes [29, 16, 30]. Significant effort has been put into developing reliable local error-
based adaptation methods. Mavriplis [31, 32] used estimations of the local discretization error to develop
h/p-adaptation techniques for the spectral element method. Residual-based p-adaptation, another local error-
based adaptation method, uses residual to measure the accuracy of the local approximation. This method was
originally developed for finite elements (FE) and has been successfully applied to DG methods [26, 33, 17].
For modal (hierarchical) DG methods, low-cost error estimates utilizing the modal approximation can drive p-
adaptation procedures, such as the Variational Multiscale (VMS) indicator by Kuru and De la Llave Plata [34],
or the spectral decay indicator by Persson and Peraire [19].

Other techniques used to dynamically adapt the dissipation properties of high-order methods include trou-
bled cell-indicators, multidimensional optimal order detection (MOOD), and adaptive dissipation control. Trou-
bled cell-indicators were initially introduced in [35] and are commonly used in conjunction with TVD-TVB
limiters [36, 21, 37]. MOOD methods assess the maximum achievable accuracy order at each cell that ensures
the fulfillment of physical and numerical admissibility conditions [38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43]. Adaptive dissipation
control, on the other hand, aims at adapting the dissipation properties of the scheme by means of modal filters
(which are closely related to p-adaptation) [44, 45, 46, 47].

In this work, we apply reinforcement learning as an alternative to other local approaches. RL provides an ef-
ficient, robust, and automated p-adaptation strategy that can be applied in real time with minimal computational
overhead.
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3. Methodology

3.1. High-order discontinuous Galerkin solvers

In this work we use the nodal discontinuous Galerkin variant called DGSEM (Discontinuous Galerkin Spec-
tral Element Method) [48]. DG methods are characterized by their ability to use mesh refinement through
polynomial enrichment (p-adaptation) to achieve highly accurate solutions; that is, low numerical errors. Such
high-order polynomial methods produce an exponential decay of the error for sufficiently smooth solutions in-
stead of the algebraic decay characteristic of low-order techniques [49]. The DGSEM method allows us to
compute the approximated solution in each element of the computational mesh, which is a tessellation of non-
overlapping hexahedral elements for a 3D case, through Lagrange polynomials. Within this framework, the
elements of the mesh have to be transformed from their original shape to a cube, which is used as a reference
element E = [−1, 1]3, as shown graphically in Figure 1. Once the equations are solved in computational space,
the inverse transform is applied to recover the original geometry of the problem. The geometric transformation
from the physical space to the computational space provides a mechanism to use curvilinear meshes up to an
arbitrary order. We provide more details on the formulation in Appendix A and Appendix B.

The DGSEM approach is based on the weak formulation of the equations, where the integrals are approx-
imated with Gauss quadratures, which are solved using Legendre-Gauss nodes to interpolate the Lagrange
polynomials. Gauss points provide an exact integration for polynomials of order 2p+ 1 or lower [50], with p as
the selected order for the Lagrange polynomials. Therefore, the solution is computed on a set of nodes, which
defines the DGSEM procedure as a nodal approach, in contrast to other DG solvers where a modal approach is
used instead. A major advantage of the nodal approach is that the final three-dimensional solution inside one
element is reconstructed by computing the tensor product of one-dimensional solutions. Later, we will exploit
this fact to develop a reinforcement learning agent that will be trained with 1D solutions in computational space,
drastically reducing the training time, but that can be applied as it is to a 3D problem, by taking advantage of
the way the solution is computed with the tensor product.

The DGSEM methodology leads to a discontinuous solution along the interfaces between elements, which
is a characteristic feature of all DG methods, as shown schematically in Figure 2. These discontinuities generate
a Riemann problem at the interfaces, which has to be solved to ensure a correct coupling between elements;
see also Appendix B. Furthermore, when a p-adaptation algorithm is used, the coupling between the faces of
adjacent elements with different polynomial orders is performed using the mortar method [51].

Figure 1: Geometrical transformations in the DGSEM method [52].
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Figure 2: Example of a 1D subdivision into finite elements with piece-wise solutions.

3.2. Reinforcement learning framework

Reinforcement learning is generally considered a semi-supervised approach, as the agent learns by itself the
optimal policy through the interaction with an environment. However, the user must define an objective function
to reward the agent when it shows a positive behavior. Most RL approaches are based on the scheme shown in
Figure 3.

Figure 3: Schematic definition of the RL framework.

The environment is considered to be a finite Markov Decision Process (MDP). That is, the state space S,
the action spaceA and the reward space R are finite and the MDP dynamics are given by the set of probabilities
P(s′, r | s, a) for all s ∈ S, a ∈ A, r ∈ R and s′ ∈ S+ (where S+ is S plus a terminal state if the problem is
episodic and s′ is a reachable state from s in a single step by applying an action a). This probability reads as the
probability to reach the state s′ and receive the reward r after taking action a on the state s, and it is called the
probability transition function [4].

This reinforcement learning framework highlights several concepts that must be defined for a correct under-
standing of the proposed p-adaptation methodology:

1. Agent: The brain behind the reinforcement learning which decides the best action to take. The agent is
modeled with the policy function π(s), which is obtained through the training process and determines the
action a to take from the state s.

2. Environment: The high-order numerical solver and each element of the computational mesh in our
problem. It allows to compute a solution in one element given the polynomial order, p.

3. Action (a): It is an output for the agent and an input for the environment. Three different actions will be
considered: to increase the polynomial order by one unit, to decrease the polynomial order by one unit,
and to keep the polynomial order constant.
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4. State (s): It is an output for the environment and an input for the agent. It must contain enough infor-
mation to define the current scenario, and hence it should provide the solution in each element of the
computational mesh.

5. Reward (r): The user-defined objective function: r(s, a, s′). It should have a higher value when the agent
is performing better. It provides a trade-off between accuracy and computational cost.

While the definitions of the environment and the actions are straightforward, the state and the reward have
to be cautiously designed to obtain good performance. These elements of the RL framework are explained in
detail in Sections 3.4.1, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3.

3.3. The value iteration algorithm

In this research, we use a family of model-based algorithms known as Dynamic Programming (DP) to solve
the RL problem. These algorithms allow to compute optimal policies given a known model of the environment
as a finite MDP [4]. Therefore, the probability transition function P(s′, r | s, a) for the environment is explic-
itly required. DP does not rely on neural networks (NN), but uses tabular representation of the variables of
interest instead, which limits the size of the state space. This limitation has driven the development of Deep
Reinforcement Learning methods. However, classic reinforcement learning methods like DP excel in robust-
ness, reproducibility, and reliability, along with fast convergence, all of which are highly desirable for numerical
simulations. Therefore, whenever feasible, these methods should be considered.

Dynamic programming, as well as many other RL approaches, is based on value functions vπ(s), also called
v-values. The value function of a state s under the policy π is the expected return when starting the interaction
with the environment from s and following π thereafter,

vπ(s) = Eπ

 ∞∑
k=0

γkRt+k+1 | S t = s

 for all s ∈ S, (1)

where γ is the discount factor, which measures the importance of future rewards on the present v-value. An
action taken k steps in the future is worth γk−1 times what it would be worth if it were received immediately.
For convergence reasons, the discount factor is bounded in 0 ≤ γ < 1, and its value must be selected depending
on the specific RL problem to be solved.

The main difference between algorithms within the DP framework is the method used to compute these v-

values. However, the ultimate goal of all these algorithms is the same: to find an optimal policy, π∗. By following
that policy, it is possible to obtain the highest cumulative reward from any state. The v-values associated with
this policy are the optimal v-values, v∗(s). As shown in [4], the optimal v-values follow the Bellman optimality

equation:

v∗(s) = max
a
Eπ∗ [Rt+1 + γv∗(S t+1) | S t = s, At = a] = max

a

∑
s′,r

P(s′, r | s, a)
[
r + γv∗(s′)

]
. (2)

The exact solution of the previous problem can be obtained by solving a system of N nonlinear equations
(due to the nonlinearity introduced by the max operator), with N as the total number of states in S. In addition,
there are different approaches to solving the problem approximately using an iterative algorithm. Among the
available options, the value iteration algorithm provides an update rule for v(s), based on the Bellman equation,
that converges to the optimum v∗ for an arbitrary initialization v0 [4]:

vk+1(s) = max
a
E[Rt+1 + γvk(S t+1) | S t = s, At = a] = max

a

∑
s′,r

P(s′, r | s, a)
[
r + γvk(s′)

]
. (3)
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This iterative algorithm would require an infinite number of iterations to exactly converge. Hence, it is
stopped once the change in the value function is below a small threshold. The pseudocode for this algorithm
can be found in Appendix C. Once the optimal value function, v∗, is known for every state, s, the optimal policy
consists in selecting the action that leads to the state with the highest value among the available options.

3.4. Reinforcement learning strategy for p-adaptation

The main objective of this research is to provide a flexible p-adaptation RL agent that can be used to solve
a wide variety of problems (or PDE) and that is not dependent on the computational mesh. Furthermore, the
resulting agent, once trained, should be used as it is in any high-order solver and it should provide accurate
results for every possible scenario. This approach would require training the agent in a way that is common for
every problem, which is not a simple task. In this work, we have defined the state and the reward to provide
enough information to the agent, while being general enough. In this way, the same agent can be used for
different problems.

3.4.1. State definition

The state can be encoded as a set of variables that must provide enough information about the environment
to the agent. Based on this state, the trained agent can select the best course of action for each scenario. An
incomplete state may lead to a poor performing agent.

As our goal is to create an agent as general as possible, the state must be as general as possible. Here, we
consider a nodal-based discontinuous Galerkin solver, as was explained in Section 3.1. Therefore, we have to
focus on the only thing that is common for every DGSEM solver: the solution is computed at the Gauss nodes
inside each element. Hence, the state is simply defined as the values of the variable of interest, q, at the Gauss
nodes, as represented in Figure 5a. The size of the resulting state is p + 1 (the same as the number of Gauss
nodes) and is different depending on the polynomial order. This approach considers a different state in each
element of the computational mesh; that is, the RL agent will handle each element independently, leading to
a mesh-independent strategy. However, the main issue behind this definition of the state is that, in a general
problem, q may take any value, since q ∈ R. This would lead to an unbounded and continuous state space,
which does not match neither the MDP framework nor the value iteration algorithm, as they both deal with a
finite state space. Hence, the possible values of the variable of interest q must be discretized, so we can define
an appropriate finite space state S.

The proposed methodology takes the values of q at every node within an element and normalizes the values
from −1 to 1. In this way, for each element there will always be one node with a value of −1 and another with
a value of 1. If it is the case that the value of q is exactly the same at every node (below a very small tolerance,
then the value at each node is set to 0 (see Section 3.5 for additional implementation details). Then, the state is
discretized in Nl levels. The higher the value of Nl, the more accurate the final agent will be, but the slower the
training phase. After some trial and error, we discovered that a value of Nl = 11 provides a good trade-off.

Finally, the agent must select the optimal action for each element individually, but different elements may
have different shapes. To create an agent as general as possible, the solution inside each element is mapped to
the computational space (see Section 3.1 for details) before the state is computed. This step is used to facilitate
the integration in finite element and discontinuous Galerkin solvers, and hence the transformation does not
create an additional overhead during the p-adaptation process.

3.4.2. State extrapolation for 3D problems

The previous definition of the state should be applicable regardless of the dimension of the problem (the
mesh can be 1D, 2D or 3D). Furthermore, we aim to design a reinforcement learning agent that is able to show
anisotropic behavior when adapting the mesh; that is, each element may have a different polynomial in each
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local axis x, y and z. With this objective in mind, we go one step further: the agent will be trained for 1D cases
only, but the same agent will be able to handle 3D simulations without any modification. This approach saves
computational time during the training of the RL agent. To accomplish this objective, we take advantage of the
fact that the 3D solution in a DGSEM solver can be obtained as a tensor product of 1D solutions (see Section
3.1). Therefore, for each local axis inside an element, the agent is provided with each row of values at the Gauss
nodes that are aligned following that axis. The agent will handle one row of nodes at a time and generate an
action for each row. Then, we select the most restrictive action, and this operation is repeated for each local
axis.

To provide an example of this methodology, let us consider that we have a 3D element with a uniform
polynomial p = 3 for every axis. In this scenario, there are (p + 1)2 = 16 rows of nodes aligned with the
local x axis, with p + 1 = 4 nodes per row. First, we feed the agent with each row of nodes and the agent
will provide as an output 16 actions, one per row. Then, the most restrictive action among the 16 options will
be selected. We consider that increasing the polynomial order is more restrictive than keeping the polynomial
constant, which is, in turn, more restrictive than decreasing the polynomial. The same procedure has to be
applied for each local axis in each element: twice per element for 2D problems and three times per element for
3D problems. The final output is a set of 3 actions, one for each local axis of the element, that are not necessarily
the same. Therefore, the p-adaptation approach can show an anisotropic behavior. It is very important to note
that the agent only handles rows of values at the nodes, which are one-dimensional arrays of size p + 1. The
tensor product expansion of 1D cases ensures that the agent trained for 1D can also be effective in 2D and 3D
problems.

3.4.3. Reward definition

The reward can be defined as the objective function that the agent should learn to decide the best course
of action based on the current state. This function must represent the desired behavior of the agent for every
possible scenario. An appropriate definition of the reward, together with a well-designed state, is the key to
an effective RL agent. In general, the reward function is defined as r(s, a, s′), which reads: the reward that the
agent will obtain if it is in a state s, chooses an action a and arrives at the state s′. The first conclusion one
may extract from this definition is that you might reach different states s′ from a state s taking an action a, if
your environment is stochastic; that is, if the probability P(s′, r | s, a) from the Bellman equation (2) is different
from 0 or 1 for some combination of (s, a, s′). A detailed description of these probabilities is included in the
following Section 3.4.4. Depending on the problem, the reward may depend on the original state, s, the final
state, s′, the chosen action, a, or all of them. Here, we explore different possibilities to decide which one is
better suited to solve the p-adaptation problem.

General considerations
The definition of the reward will be influenced by the framework used to implement the p-adaptation strat-

egy. In general, the p-adaptation process in a high-order solver is highly time-consuming. Therefore, we cannot
afford to adapt the mesh every iteration. Furthermore, for numerical stability reasons, each time the mesh is
adapted, only one action is taken in each element; that is, the polynomial order can be increased or decreased by
1 unit (see Section 3.5 for additional details regarding the implementation). These details should be considered
when defining an appropriate definition of the reward function.

Additionally, we want the agent to find the optimal polynomial order for each element of the computational
mesh, but it is not relevant how it reaches that polynomial, and therefore the reward must not depend on the
action. However, it is important to decide whether the reward should depend on the current state s, or on the
next state s′. Both approaches are possible and valid, but the meaning is slightly different in each case. The
key behind this decision is based on the knowledge that the trained agent will rely on the value function v(s) to
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follow the optimal policy, which is simply to select the action that leads to a state with a higher v(s′) (see the
previous Section 3.3). Furthermore, as it is stated in eq. (2), each value function is directly linked to the reward
r(s, a, s′), and hence there is a direct correlation between the selected reward and the final policy.

Reward options: r(s) vs r(s′)

Let us consider, for the sake of argument, that we are facing a deterministic environment and that the
discount factor is γ = 0. In this hypothetical case, v(s) = max

a
r(s, a, s′) and hence we do not care about the long

term. On the one hand, if r = r(s), then v(s) will be higher when the current state is beneficial. On the other
hand, if r = r(s′), then v(s) will be higher when, from the current state, it is possible to reach a future state s′

that is beneficial. In other words, if the reward is r = r(s), then the present is more important, while if r = r(s′)
then the future (even if it is a short-term future) is more important.

Within this framework, if we choose the second reward option, r = r(s′), the agent will try to find a state
from which it is possible to reach a highly beneficial future state. However, if we can only perform one action
at a time, the agent will not be able to reach the desired state until we can adapt the second time, at least. By
the time we adapt again (several iterations later), the flow field might have changed, and that desirable future
state might not be beneficial anymore. In contrast, if we define the reward as r = r(s), the agent will take the
action that leads to a highly beneficial state right now, even if the future is uncertain. In this way, at least, we
can ensure that the chosen action is the best possible one right now. This is the reason why we have selected
this approach when defining the reward function.

Finally, it is important to note that for large values of the discount factor, γ = 1 − ε, with ε << 1, both
approaches are very similar and should lead to equivalent solutions. However, when the number of actions that
can be performed is limited and the time between actions is large (many iterations),in presence of a constantly
changing environment, a very high value of γ might not be desired.

Reward function
Once we have selected the variables that should influence the reward, we must define the objective function

for the agent. This function should have a higher value as the error decreases. In addition, it should have a higher
value as the polynomial order decreases, because the objective is to use the minimum polynomial order possible
to reduce the computational cost while preserving the accuracy. The error should provide a measurement of
the difference between the DGSEM polynomial approximation and the real solution within one element of the
computational mesh. Therefore, the error can only be computed during the training as an analytical reference
solution is required, which is unknown during a real simulation. We will propose a solution to this problem in
the following Section 3.4.4.

Consider the polynomial approximation y∗(x) and the analytical reference solution y(x), where x belongs
to the computational space, and both functions have been normalized to values between -1 and 1. To evaluate
the error between both functions, the Chebyshev weighted L2 norm is used. This metric is chosen to avoid
error propagation through the interfaces of the elements, as it penalizes more the boundaries of the integration
interval. The Chebyshev weighted L2 norm is defined as:

e2
r = ∥y − y∗∥2L2,Chebyshev =

∫ 1

−1
|y(x) − y∗(x)|2

1
√

1 − x2
dx. (4)

In general, this integral is computed numerically. In particular, it can be approximated by a quadrature rule
sampling in Ne Chebyshev nodes:

e2
r = ∥y − y∗∥2L2,Chebyshev ≈

π

Ne

Ne∑
i=1

(y(xi) − y∗(xi))2, (5)
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where xi = cos
(

iπ
Ne−1

)
are the Chebyshev node coordinates and Ne = 2 (pmax + 1), with pmax as the maximum

allowed polynomial order. To incorporate the error in the reward, we introduce the root mean squared error

(rmse), which is related to the error in equation (5) but omits the constant π. Since this term is constant, it does
not influence the RL algorithm, so it can be excluded. The rmse is defined as follows:

rmse =

√∑Ne
i=1(y(xi) − y∗(xi))2

Ne
. (6)

Finally, we define the reward function, r, as a smooth Gaussian distribution, which provides a trade-off
between cost (low polynomial order) and accuracy (low error):

r =

COST︷   ︸︸   ︷(
pmax

p

)α ERROR︷           ︸︸           ︷
exp

(
−

rmse2

2σ2

)
, (7)

where σ is the standard deviation and α is a control parameter. The most important contribution to the reward
function is the exponential part, which measures the accuracy (or the error). This part will drop the reward to
zero if the rmse is big compared to the standard deviation, σ. The second contribution is the cost, and it will only
be relevant when the rmse is small enough. This part will decrease the reward when a high polynomial order is
used, as it will require a high computational cost. Therefore, the reward function prioritizes the reduction of the
error; but if the error is acceptable (based on the value of σ), then the polynomial degree is reduced as much as
possible (without significantly increasing the error).

On the one hand, the value of the parameter α provides a way to measure the trade-off between accuracy
and computational cost. When α is small, the accuracy is more important than cost and vice versa. On the other
hand, the value of the parameter σ provides an estimate of the error that must be achieved in one element before
the cost is taken into account. Therefore, the smaller the value of σ the more important is the accuracy over the
cost. Based on preliminary tests (not shown here), we have selected α = 0.9 and σ = 0.05, which provides an
appropriate balance between efficiency and accuracy of the p-adaptation strategy.

3.4.4. Training

The reinforcement learning agent is trained to select the optimal polynomial order for each element of the
computational mesh. The proposed strategy for the training process does not depend on a CFD solver. This
decision results in a faster and general training that does not depend on the problem to be solved. As explained
in Section 3.3, we select a value iteration algorithm, which is a classic model-based reinforcement learning
method. The training process consists in executing an iterative algorithm until convergence is reached (details
of the algorithm are shown in Appendix C). The v-values are initialized to v0 = 0 and the value function for each
state is calculated using the update rule from eq. (3). In this equation, the discount factor γ = 0.5 is known and
fixed. This low value for γ has been selected to increase the importance of the short-term, as it was explained in
the previous Section 3.4.3. The remaining variables in the right hand side of the update rule are the probabilities
P(s′, r | s, a), the reward function r and the future states s′. All of them require additional considerations to
be computed. In particular, a reference solution, which plays the role of the analytical solution of the problem
during the training, has to be defined, together with the polynomial approximation for each state within the
DGSEM framework.

Definition of the approximated solution from the state vector
For each state s, we only know the values of the approximated solution at the Gauss nodes and the polyno-

mial order p = size(s) − 1. This information allows to reconstruct, for each state, the approximated solution y∗
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within the DGSEM framework, which is generated through Lagrange polynomials based on the Gauss nodes:

y∗(x) =
k∑

j=0

s jℓ j(x), (8)

ℓ j(x) =
k∏

i=0
i, j

x − xi

x j − xi
=

x − x0

x j − x0
· · ·

x − x j−1

x j − x j−1

x − x j+1

x j − x j+1
· · ·

x − xk

x j − xk
, (9)

where s j are the components of the state vector and xi are the coordinates of the Gauss nodes in the computa-
tional space.

Definition of the reference solution
The reference solution, y, represents possible outcomes that can be found within one element in a real sim-

ulation. In particular, we define the reference solution as a polynomial function. This hypothesis is reasonable
within the discontinuous Galerkin framework, as the final solution is approximated using Lagrange polynomi-
als (see Section 3.1). Therefore, we limit the space of possible reference solutions to polynomials of different
orders. For each state, s, we consider three possible scenarios, where the reference solution, y, is a polynomial
function:

1. One order higher than the approximated solution y∗.

2. Of the same order as the approximated solution y∗.

3. One order lower than the approximated solution y∗.

With these scenarios in mind, for each state s, the three reference solutions must be defined from the infor-
mation available at the Gauss nodes. Our objective is to design functions that are capable of representing the
current state with high fidelity. Therefore, the reference solutions will be constructed using Lagrange polyno-
mials that match all the values at the Gauss nodes. The definition of these functions depends on each specific
scenario, among the three aforementioned possibilities:

1. In the first case, there is an infinite number of high-order polynomial functions that match the current
values at the Gauss nodes. Therefore, we select the high-order polynomial with minimum L2 norm that
goes through all the nodes for the current state.

2. In the second case, the reference solution, y, is exactly the approximated solution, y∗.

3. Finally, in the third case it is necessary to check whether it is possible to approximate the current state
with a low-order polynomial. Hence, the approximated solution for the present state, y∗, is evaluated at
the low-order Gauss nodes; and then, those values are used to define a low-order polynomial using eq. (8)
and (9). Then, the low-order (possible reference solution) and the current polynomial (approximated
solution) are compared using the same root mean squared error defined for the reward in eq. (6). This
step is sketched in Figure 4. If the rmse is below a threshold rmseth = 0.1, then we consider that the
low-order reference solution is possible for the current state. In other case, we reject this third solution.

Definition of the probability transition function
The probabilities P(s′, r | s, a) define the likelihood of being in one or another scenario; that is, the likelihood

of using one reference solution over the other ones. In this case, since the real analytical solution will strongly
depend on each specific problem, we consider that all reference solutions are equally likely. Therefore, when
all three scenarios are possible, P(s′, r | s, a) = 1/3 . However, when the third scenario (i.e. the reference
solution is a polynomial function one order lower than the approximated solution) is not possible (the current
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Figure 4: Example of a comparison between the approximated solution y∗ (p = 3 in this example) and the low-order reference solution
(p = 2 in this example). The error between both functions is estimated through the root mean squared error defined in eq. (6).

state cannot be well captured using a low-order polynomial function), then P(s′, r | s, a) = 1/2 for the first two
scenarios, and P(s′, r | s, a) = 0 for the third scenario.

Once the specific scenario is selected using P(s′, r | s, a), the transition from a state s to the next state s′ can
be performed employing the reference solution for the current scenario. The steps to compute s′ are as follows:

1. The polynomial order of the current state is obtained as p = size(s) − 1.

2. For each action a = −1, 0 and 1 (decrease, keep constant and increase the polynomial order respectively),
the polynomial order of the following state, p′, can be calculated as p′ = p + a. Note that p′ must be
bounded in [pmin, pmax].

3. The reference solution for the current scenario is evaluated at the Gauss nodes of the new polynomial
order p′.

4. The values at the Gauss nodes are normalized between [−1, 1], resulting in the new state s′.

Example of the iterative training process
To provide a detailed overview of the resolution of the problem, let us consider an example of the iterative

process. For each iteration of the value iteration algorithm, k (see eq. (3)), we loop through every state, s ∈ S.
We focus on one of those states, that will be called s for simplicity. That state, s, represents a set of values at
the Gauss nodes, as shown schematically in Figure 5a. Given these values, we first define the reference solution
for the three possible scenarios that have been defined before, as is represented in Figure 5b.

For each scenario, j = 1, 2 and 3, we calculate the reward r j(s) using eq. (7). Then, for each action a , we
compute the next state s′j,a by evaluating the reference solution of the current scenario, j, into the Gauss nodes
for the new polynomial order p′ = p + a. It is important to note that the new polynomial order, p′, must be
bounded between pmin and pmax. Finally, once we have computed the reference solutions, the rewards and the
next states for each scenario, we have to introduce all the values in the value iteration algorithm. Using the new
notation for each scenario:

vk+1(s) = max
a

∑
j

P j(s′, r | s, a)
[
r j(s) + γvk(s′j,a)

]
. (10)
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(a) Example of values at the Gauss nodes for a p = 3 approximated solution.
(b) Possible reference solutions generated from the Gauss nodes defined on
Fig 5a. The polynomial order of each possible reference solution is included.

Figure 5: a) Values of the state vector for an approximated solution y∗(x) and b) reference solutions y(x) computed during the training
process.

The final solution to the RL problem is obtained by solving the previous equation for each state s ∈ S, a
number of iterations k, until the stop criterion defined in eq. (11) is fulfilled:∑pmax

p=pmin ∆vp(s)
pmax − pmin + 1

< 10−3, (11)

where ∆vp(s) is the maximum difference between two consecutive v-values, among every state s that defines a
polynomial of order p; or in other words, among every state s whose size is: size(s) = p + 1.

Problem Complexity
The value iteration algorithm is simple and reproducible since it does not rely on neural networks. However,

each iteration involves evaluating the equation (3) for every state, which can be expensive, since the compu-
tational complexity relates to the growth of the state space. The number of operations required per iteration
is O(|S| × |A|), where |S| denotes the number of states and |A| the number of actions. Note that the classical
computational cost of value iteration typically has a quadratic dependence on the number of states. However,
in our case, this is not applicable, as the summation over future states,

∑
s′ , does not encompass the entire state

space. Instead, only three future states s′, one for each defined scenario, are considered from a state s and for
each action a.

The state space S has been discretized to make it suitable for an MDP framework. Therefore, the total
number of states can be explicitly calculated:

|S| =

pmax∑
p=pmin

1 +
p(1 + p)

2
N(p−1)

l , (12)

with Nl = 11 as the number of discretization levels for the state (see Section 3.4.1 for details). The previous
equation highlights the rapid increase in the number of states with the polynomial order p. Furthermore, in this
expression additional information has been taken into account to reduce the effective number of states:

1. Each state must have at least one element whose value is 1 and another element whose value is −1, with
the exception of the zero state, where all values are 0.

2. Symmetries are applied; that is, if two states are symmetric, only one of them is computed.

Both rules drastically reduce the number of possible states during the training phase, and hence the effective
training time. Overall, the computational complexity of the value iteration algorithm grows exponentially with
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the maximum polynomial order considered. Furthermore, since the number of states shows the same trend as
the computational complexity, there is a corresponding increase in the memory requirements needed to store
all the v-values. Despite these challenges, the algorithm is highly parallelizable, which enhances its scalability
even with high polynomial orders. More importantly, training is only done once and offline. The same trained
agent then is used for multiple cases (all the results provided in Section 4 are simulated with the same trained
agent).

3.4.5. Error Estimation

The optimal policy obtained during the training process determines the best action to take for each state.
This policy is based on the value function v(s), which provides highly valuable additional information that can
be used to calculate an error estimate. This estimation is the error between the numerical approximation and
the analytical solution of the problem (even if it is unknown) that the RL agent considers as real for the current
state.

First, let us start with the definition of the optimal value function, v∗(s), given by the Bellman optimallity

equation in eq. (2). Considering that we can reach an optimal state s∗ in n steps, from that point onward the best
action will always be to keep the current polynomial order as it is, and the next state, sn+1), will be equal to the
optimal state: sn) = sn+1) = s∗. Following these considerations, the value function definition in eq. (1) can be
explicitly written as:

v∗(s) = r̄ + γr̄′ + · · · + γn−1r̄n−1) + γnv∗(s∗) = r̄ + γr̄′ + · · · + γn−1r̄n−1) +
γnr̂

1 − γ
, (13)

where r̄, r̄′, ..., are the average reward (considering the three possible scenarios described in the previous Section
3.4.4) for each state s, s′, ..., respectively.

During the training process, we know each state s and the corresponding future states s′, but no information
is available beyond that. Hence, the final reward in the optimal state, r̂, can be obtained from the previous
equation for a value of n = 2 steps:

r̂ =
(1 − γ)
γ2

(
v∗(s) − r̄ − γr̄′

)
. (14)

The estimated reward will be the real reward if an optimal state can be reached in 2 steps, and it will provide
an estimation of the reward in other case. However, given that pmin = 2 and pmax = 6 (see the previous Section
3.4.4 for details), if the polynomial order is frequently adapted, it is likely to be close to an optimal state, and
hence the estimated reward will be an appropriate approximation of the real one.

The value of r̂ compresses all the information on future probabilities stored within the value function. The
estimated reward takes into account not only the current state s, but also the underlying information of v∗(s),
which defines how beneficial a state is based on future states s′ that can be reached from s. Given that r̂ is
an estimated reward, it can be replaced with the definition of the reward provided in eq. (7). The resulting
expression has one unknown, the r̂mse estimated error:

r̂ =
(

pmax

p

)α
exp

− r̂mse2

2σ2

 = (1 − γ)
γ2

(
v∗(s) − r̄ − γr̄′

)
, (15)

and the estimation of the error becomes:

r̂mse =

√
−2σ2 log

(
v∗(s) − r̄ − γr̄′

γ2vmax,p

)
, (16)

where vmax,p is equivalent to the maximum v-value that can be obtained given a polynomial order p:
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vmax,p =
1

1 − γ

(
pmax

p

)α
. (17)

One may notice that, although we estimate the reward r̂ two steps in the future, the polynomial order used
in eq. (17) is the polynomial order p of the present state s. The reason behind this decision is that we want
to estimate the error that we potentially have based on the measurements from the environment that can be
collected in real time. Therefore, the use of the same polynomial order as is used in the environment when
computing the state leads to more accurate estimations.

It is important to note that this error estimation is the error that the RL agent believes to be real, but the
only feedback received by the agent comes from the reward function. In addition, the average rewards r̄ and
r̄′ are calculated based on the probabilities defined during the training. Hence, it may be impossible to obtain
an estimate for some specific situations. However, even if an estimation of the error cannot be obtained, the
solution has a true meaning behind it.

1. v∗(s) − r̄ − γr̄′ < 0: The agent believes that the error is much higher than expected. This situation is
unusual, but it may happen if the polynomial order used to solve the problem is very small compared to
the optimum polynomial order (e.g. p = 2 and p∗ > 4).

2. v∗(s) − r̄ − γr̄′ > 1: The agent believes that the error is very small compared to the standard deviation of
the reward σ (see eq. (7) for details). This situation may happen if the polynomial order is high in relation
to the optimum polynomial order (e.g. p = 4 and p∗ ≤ 2).

In both cases, even if a numerical value for the error cannot be obtained, it is possible to extract a valuable
information. Furthermore, we could assign a numerical value for each case: a very high error could be used for
the first case, r̂mse = 10σ, and a very small error could be used for the second case, r̂mse = 10−3σ.

Finally, we have to link this error, defined for dimensionless variables, with an actual error estimate for a
variable q with dimensions. The dependency between the normalized solution, y, and the real solution, q, at the
Gauss nodes is given by the following transformation:

yi = 2
qi − qmin

qmax − qmin
− 1, (18)

where qmin = min(qi) and qmax = max(qi) for i in each Gauss node. Applying this transformation to the original
definition of the normalized rmse from eq. (6), we obtain:

rmse =

√∑Ne
i=1(yi − y∗i )2

Ne
=

2
qmax − qmin

√∑Ne
i=1(qi − q∗i )2

Ne
=

2
qmax − qmin

rmseq, (19)

with rmseq as the root mean squared error scaled for the specific variable q. Combining eq. (16) and eq. (19),
we obtain the final expression for the estimated error of the variable q:

̂rmseq =
qmax − qmin

2

√
−2σ2 log

(
v∗(s) − r̄ − γr̄′

γ2vmax,p

)
. (20)

This error estimation will be tested in the results section.

3.4.6. Error estimation extrapolation for 3D problems

As we can use the RL p-adaptation agent for 3D problems, though it was trained with 1D cases (see Section
3.4.2), we also want to apply a similar approach to use the error estimation capability for 3D problems. In a
similar way as we did for the state, inside each element we compute the estimated error for each row of Gauss
nodes that aligns with each local axis x, y, z, and we average the results among every row of nodes, resulting
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in three different values of the error, one for each direction. Then, depending on how these three values are
combined, we may obtain different error estimations for 3D problems. In particular, we provide two possible
alternatives:

1. Average error: ̂rmseq =
̂rmseq,x+ ̂rmseq,y+ ̂rmseq,z

3 . This approach provides, in general, a good estimation of the
error, which is of the same order of magnitude than the real error for the selected variable q.

2. Maximum error: ̂rmseq = max
( ̂rmseq,x, ̂rmseq,y, ̂rmseq,z

)
. This estimation of the error tends to slightly

overestimate the real error. Furthermore, it could be use as a maximum value that should not be reached
in the real solution.

3.5. Implementation of p-adaptation in DGSEM solvers

The entire methodology that has been explained in previous sections has been implemented in the open-
source CFD solver HORSES3D [49], developed at ETSIAE-UPM (The School of Aeronautics in Madrid). This
code provides all the necessary elements to apply the novel p-adaptation strategy to complex 3D problems in the
field of fluid mechanics. However, it is important to discriminate between the RL p-adaptation sensor, which is
the whole algorithm described so far, and all the minor additional details that must be taken into account in a
real CFD solver to make all the components work in a soft and efficient way.

First, we have to consider that the p-adaptation process in a CFD solver is highly time-consuming. Al-
though the time required to evaluate the RL agent is negligible, as it is based on a look-up table, the whole
adaptation process requires significant memory reallocation and, in some cases, dynamic load balancing in MPI
simulations. Consequently, adapting the mesh at every iteration is impractical and computationally prohibitive.
Therefore, we should adapt the mesh every 100−10000 iterations, or when we have detected that it is really nec-
essary to perform an adaptation (e.g. based on the error estimation). Furthermore, a sharp increase or decrease
in the polynomial order may lead to a numerical divergence. For that reason, each time the mesh is adapted,
only one action is taken in each element; that is, the polynomial order can be increased or decreased by 1 unit.

Furthermore, when a new simulation is started, the original mesh is usually not p-adapted. An usual practice
is to initialize all elements with a uniform low polynomial (e.g. p = 2) to reduce the computational cost during
the first stage of the simulation, which is, in general, a transient phase of little interest. However, this is not
a fixed rule: the simulation can also be started from an uniform high-order polynomial, or even from another
p-adapted mesh. Later, the p-adaptation algorithm may take control over the simulation and decide which
polynomial order is desirable in each region.

Additionally, a common problem that may arise in a real implementation is related to the state (set of
scaled values at the Gauss nodes) that is provided to the RL agent to perform the adaptation, which is always
scaled between [−1, 1], as previously explained in Section 3.4.1. Although this step is completely necessary
to obtain a RL agent as general as possible, it may be problematic if the values at the Gauss nodes that allow
us to create the state are extremely small. In those cases, the variable of interest that has been measured at
the nodes can be considered to be constant along that row of points. However, after the scaling process, the
state is not constant anymore, and the RL agent may perceive solution gradients that are actually negligible. To
solve this issue, when the spatial change inside one element in the non-dimensional variable used to compute
the state, q, is below a small tolerance, ∆q < 5 · 10−3, we set the state to 0. By doing so, we can provide this
additional information to the RL agent, obtaining a significant improvement in the performance. In addition, as
the variable of interest q is, in our solver, always nondimensional, this tolerance is general enough to be used in
a wide variety of problems without modifying its default value. The default tolerance has been successfully used
for all the problems reported in this work and for the different reported variables. Finally, note that tolerance is
independent of the training process, and hence the RL agent, previously trained, is still valid for any value of
the aforementioned tolerance.
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Another implementation decision is that the polynomial adaptation is bounded between pmin = 2 and pmax =

6. This range is appropriate for a wide variety of problems; however, in large simulations it could be desirable
to decrease the polynomial below pmin = 2 in some regions, reducing the computational cost. To do so, we
consider that if nothing relevant is happening inside one element; that is, the maximum change in the variable
of interest is below the aforementioned tolerance, ∆q, then we can decrease the polynomial order to p = 1.
Once we detect that the variations of the variable are above the tolerance, we switch to p = 2 and the RL agent
is in charge of the adaptation again.

Also, it is important to decide which variables of interest (it can be more than one) should be considered
to perform the adaptation process. For all the following problems, the state will be computed based on three
non-dimensional components of momentum:

q1 = ρu q2 = ρv q3 = ρw (21)

where ρ is the density and u, v and w as the velocity components. When selecting the polynomial adaptation,
the RL agent will choose one action for each variable q1, q2 and q3, and we select the action that is the most
restrictive among the three.

4. Results

To show the applicability and flexibility of the proposed methodology, different problems with increasing
complexity are included. For all the cases, we show the effectiveness of the RL-based p-adaptation, leading to
accurate solutions and a significant reduction of the computational time, when compared to using homogeneous
polynomials and other adaptation criteria. Note that for those problems in which the error estimation method-
ology is used, we consider the average error as default (see Section 3.4.6), unless explicitly stated otherwise.

Finally, for all the following cases, an explicit Runge-Kutta 3 temporal scheme is used. Furthermore, to
solve the Riemman problem at the interfaces between elements, a roe scheme is used for the convective fluxes,
and Bassi Rebay 1 for the viscous fluxes.

4.1. Error estimation for an Euler flow around a cylinder

The first problem to be tackled is the flow field around a cylinder at M = 0.1 solved using the Euler
equations; that is, the viscosity is not considered in this first problem. This simple solution provides a way to
test our approach before addressing the Navier-Stokes equations. The mesh used for this problem is shown in
Figure 6. It only has 6664 elements that have been extruded one unit in the z axis. This mesh has been created
slightly coarse on purpose, and it is completely symmetric, without providing any prior knowledge regarding
the flow field. In this way, the p-adaptation algorithm will have to increase the polynomial order to obtain an
accurate solution in those regions where strong gradients are present.

Once steady-state conditions are achieved, the velocity field and the average polynomial order (average
among the three anisotropic polynomials) selected in each element by the reinforcement learning agent are
represented in Figures 7 and 8, respectively. The high-order polynomials are gathered very close to the cylinder,
where the velocity gradients are maximum. In those regions where the flow is far enough from the cylinder, the
velocity variations are small and the polynomial order is reduced to save computational costs.

To test the accuracy of the error estimator, a comparison has been performed for different uniform poly-
nomial orders and the RL p-adaptation. Although the flow around the cylinder is almost a potential flow, the
compressible solution for the Euler equations at M = 0.1 is not completely potential. Therefore, instead of the
analytical solution of the potential flow, we consider as a reference solution a uniform polynomial order p = 5
for the three axes in every element of the mesh. We consider this reference solution to be accurate enough, as
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the maximum polynomial order selected by the RL agent for this simple test case never exceeds p = 4 on a
single axis. Therefore, the reference solution will always be more accurate than the p-adapted solution.

(a) Detail view. (b) Full view.

Figure 6: Representation of the mesh used for the simulation of the Euler flow around a cylinder.

(a) Non-dimensional u velocity. (b) Non-dimensional v velocity.

Figure 7: Steady-state velocity field following a) the x axis and b) the y axis, for the Euler flow around a cylinder at M = 0.1.

The error estimation and the real error between the reference and the RL p-adapted solution, for the non-
dimensional u velocity, are shown in Figure 9. The error estimator is capable of providing the trend of the
error, highlighting those regions where the real error is higher. Of course the exact value of the error cannot be
estimated, given that the RL agent is exactly the same for every problem and PDE and no information regarding
the equations to be solved, the mesh or the boundary conditions are provided. Even with this little knowledge,
the RL agent shows an excellent behavior and versatility, and a fairly good estimation can be obtained.

A summary of the degrees of freedom, the computational cost, and the maximum error (real and estimated)
in the whole domain for each solution is represented in Table 2. First, we can see how the real error decreases
as the polynomial order increases, which is the expected behavior. In addition, the order of magnitude of the
estimation matches the order of magnitude of the real error in all cases. Although some estimations have slightly
underestimated the error, that can be attributed to the fact that we are computing the average error estimation
(see Section 3.4.6). Furthermore, the solution obtained with the p-adaptation algorithm has a maximum error
close to 10−3, which is small given that the maximum non-dimensional velocity is umax = 2.1. In addition, the
computational cost is even lower than the uniform p = 2 solution, while being more accurate. The p-adapted
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solution is the fastest and the accuracy is similar to a uniform p = 3 solution. Of course, by changing the
parameters of the reward function (see eq. (7)) one can obtain a different agent whose priority is to reduce the
error even more, even if the cost is increased. In the following sections, we show more complex problems in
which we can take advantage of the maximum potential of the p-adaptation strategy.

Figure 8: Average polynomial order in each element of the mesh after the p-adaptation process in steady-state conditions for the Euler flow
around a cylinder at M = 0.1.

(a) Average error estimation for the RL p-adapted solution. (b) Error between the p-adapted and the reference solution.

Figure 9: Comparison of the error estimation from the RL agent and the real error for the non-dimensional u velocity under steady-state
conditions for the Euler flow around a cylinder at M = 0.1. The error was computed by comparing the p-adapted solution with a reference
solution uniformly set to p = 5. Only those elements of the mesh with an error higher than 10−6 are represented.

Polynomial order DOFs Computational cost (s) Real error Error estimation
p = 2 58968 252 8.1 · 10−3 2.1 · 10−3

p = 3 139776 431 6.7 · 10−4 2.8 · 10−4

p = 4 273000 737 6.5 · 10−5 3.0 · 10−5

p = 5 471744 1181 0.0 (reference) 0.0 (reference)
p-adapted 27708 197 7.8 · 10−4 1.6 · 10−3

Table 2: Comparison between the DOFs, the computational cost, the maximum value of the real error, in relation to the reference solution
p = 5, and the maximum value of the estimated average error for the non-dimensional u velocity, for several solutions obtained with
different polynomial orders. All solutions are defined in steady-state conditions for the Euler flow around a cylinder at M = 0.1. The
simulations were run in a node Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6248 CPU @ 2.50GHz, using 40 MPI tasks.

4.2. Comparison of p-adaptation approaches and accuracy in lift and drag for a cylinder at Reynolds 100

Once we have tested that the performance of the p-adaptation strategy is appropriate and that we can trust,
in general, the error estimation, we increase the complexity of the problem to validate different aspects of the
RL p-adaptation approach. In particular, to improve the quality of the designed test cases and quantitatively
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measure the performance of the p-adaptation strategy, we compare our novel approach with a p-adaptation
sensor based on the original sensor developed by Persson and Peraire [19]. This sensor compares the solution
inside each element using a different number of high-order modes, providing a spectral decay indicator that can
be used as an estimation of the smoothness of the solution. Although it was first developed for shock-capturing
purposes, based on this sensor some p-adaptation approaches have been successfully used in DG solvers [17].
However, the available strategies based on this sensor are very limited as they have only been used to increase
the polynomial order (not to decrease it) and they are cannot handle anisotropic adaptation. Therefore, we have
slightly improved the approaches based on this sensor to add these two functionalities; in this way, we can
perform a fair comparison between our novel approach and the state-of-the-art sensor.

The problem to be solved is the laminar, but unsteady, flow field at Re = 100 around a cylinder at M = 0.15.
The mesh used for this problem is shown in Figure 10. This coarse mesh has only 1282 elements on purpose,
again to highlight the ability of the RL agent to increase the polynomial where required. However, the elements
are slightly smaller downstream to capture the vortex shedding.

(a) Detail view. (b) Full view.

Figure 10: Representation of the mesh used for the simulation of the flow around a cylinder at Re = 100.

For this problem, a dynamic p-adaptation is required, as the solution is unsteady. A snapshot of the average
polynomial order in each element using both approaches (RL and Persson and Peraire-based sensor), once the
flow field is stabilized, is represented in Figure 11. At first glance, both approaches are similar, as they increase
the polynomial near the cylinder and in the wake, where the vortex shedding is present. However, the adaptation
performed by our RL agent is more efficient as it increases the polynomial order only where required, while
the Persson and Peraire-based approach increases the polynomial order in some regions upstream and also
downstream far from the wake, where the flow field is almost steady.

It is very important to mention that, on the one hand, the Persson and Peraire-based approach relies on a
threshold to decide when to increase and decrease the polynomial order and this threshold is problem-dependent.
It took several attempts of trial and error, using different values of the aforementioned threshold, to achieve the
polynomial adaptation shown in Figure 11b. On the other hand, the parameters of our RL agent are decided
beforehand, before the training, and their dependency with each specific problem is small. Therefore, our agent
does not require problem-specific tuning, which is an important advantage of the proposed methodology, when
compared to other state-of-the-art p-adaptation strategies.

For completeness, a snapshot of the velocity field is represented in Figure 12. The vortex shedding is well
captured, as expected. Finally, we report the accuracy of the p-adaptation approach in Table 3. A comparison
between the average drag, the maximum lift and the Strouhal number is considered. The results obtained with
the proposed methodology are very close to those of other sources.
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(a) RL p-adaptation. (b) Persson and Peraire sensor (best solution after fine tuning parameters)

Figure 11: Comparison of the p-adaptation between a) the RL agent strategy and b) the improved Persson and Peraire sensor for a simulation
of the flow around a cylinder at Re = 100. A snapshot of the average polynomial order in each element of the mesh is illustrated.

(a) u velocity. (b) v velocity.

Figure 12: Snapshot of the velocity field for the simulation of the flow around a cylinder at Re = 100 using the RL p-adaptation agent.
Both, a) the horizontal velocity and b) the vertical velocity are shown.

Case Cd Cl,max S t DOFs
Braza et al. [53] 1.28 0.29 0.160 13530
Talley et al. [54] 1.34 0.33 0.160 42000
Shiels et al. [55] 1.33 0.30 0.167 Unknown
Gsell et al. [56] 1.41 0.34 0.170 Unknown

Tlales et al. (p = 4) [23] 1.35 0.33 0.164 32050
Kou et al. (p = 4) [57] 1.32 0.31 0.165 818800

Persson and Peraire sensor 1.33 0.32 0.163 24885
RL p-adaptation (ours) 1.33 0.32 0.163 23675

Table 3: Comparison of mean drag coefficient, amplitude of the fluctuating lift coefficient, Strouhal number and degrees of fredom (DOFs)
for the flow past a cylinder at Reynolds number 100. The DOFs are computed in the plane (2D) for all cases; additional DOFs in the third
dimension in 3D solvers are not considered to show a fair comparison among all methods.

22



4.3. Laminar - turbulent transition for the Taylor Green Vortex problem at Reynolds 1600

The p-adaptation approach showed good behavior in the previous tests, but the flow field was laminar in all
cases. Here, we tackle the laminar-turbulent transition by simulating the Taylor Green Vortex problem (TGV).
The mesh is a perfect cube divided with a Cartesian grid of 323 elements in the domain x, y, z ∈ [−π, π] and
periodic conditions on all sides. The initial conditions for the variables of the problem are as follows:

ρ = ρ0,

u = V0 sin x cos y cos z,

v = −V0 cos x sin y cos z,

w = 0,

p = ρ0V2
0

γM2
0
+
ρ0V2

0
16 (cos 2x + cos 2y)(cos 2z + 2).

, (22)

with γ = 1.4 and M0 = 0.1. The reported times t/tc are non-dimensional and have been scaled with the
characteristic velocity V0 and the reference length L = 1. In the TGV problem, the initial flow is smooth
and highly anisotropic. As the simulation progresses beyond t/tc > 6, the flow begins to transition from the
original laminar flow to a turbulent anisotropic state. Finally, beyond t/tc > 13, the flow becomes turbulent with
isotropic structures.

The flow field is continuously evolving and it has been widely reported that under-resolution without special
numerical treatment creates poor results [58, 59, 60, 61], therefore a dynamic p-adaptation is an excellent option
to accurately solve the problem while maintaining the cost at minimum. A p-adaptation is performed at every
0.05 non-dimensional time units. The non-dimensional velocity magnitude and the polynomial adaptation for
different timestamps are shown in Figure 13. Each snapshot shows how the p-adaptation algorithm is able to
capture velocity fluctuations by increasing the polynomial order locally. As time progresses, the flow transitions
to turbulent, and hence the average polynomial order in the whole domain increases. This phenomenon is
highlighted in Figure 14a, where it is clear how the polynomial order is progressively increased, almost reaching
the maximum polynomial order pmax = 6 after 20 non-dimensional time units (fully turbulent regime).

Finally, in Figure 14b we show the evolution of the kinetic energy rate over time for different solutions: two
uniform polynomial orders p = 3 and p = 6, the RL p-adaptation and a DNS solution of [62]. On the one
hand, the coarse p = 3 solution presents large deviations from the reference DNS solution at the transitional
times t/tc ∈ [8, 14]. On the other hand, both the p-adapted and the uniform p = 6 solution are very close to the
reference DNS simulation, with both matching almost perfectly. Despite these similar results between the p = 6
and the p-adapted solutions, the simulation with dynamic p-adaptation was much faster, as described in Table 4.
It is shown that the novel p-adaptation strategy is accurate in the presence of turbulence while significantly
reducing the computational cost, with a cost reduction close to the 60% of savings.

p = 6 RL p-adapted
Computational cost (h) 102 41

Cost reduction (%) 0.0 59.8
DOFs 11239424 2066944 − 10851264

DOFs reduction (%) 0.0 81.6 − 3.5

Table 4: Comparison of the computational cost, the cost reduction, the DOFs and the DOFs reduction between the uniform p = 6 and the
RL p-adapted solutions for the Taylor Green Vortex problem. The simulations were run on an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6240R CPU node at
2.40GHz, using 48 OpenMP processes.
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(a) Velocity magnitude at
t
tc
= 4. (b) Velocity magnitude at

t
tc
= 8. (c) Velocity magnitude at

t
tc
= 12. (d) Velocity magnitude at

t
tc
= 16.

(e) Average p at
t
tc
= 4. (f) Average p at

t
tc
= 8. (g) Average p at

t
tc
= 12. (h) Average p at

t
tc
= 16.

Figure 13: (a - d) Non-dimensional velocity magnitude and (e - h) average polynomial order, for the Taylor Green Vortex problem at
different timestamps of non-dimensional time.
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(a) Average polynomial order evolution in the complete domain, using a dy-
namic p-adaptation every 0.05 non-dimensional seconds.
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(b) Comparison of the kinetic energy rate in the complete domain
for different polynomial orders against DNS results [62].

Figure 14: Time evolution results of the Taylor Green Vortex problem employing a p-adaptation strategy and homogeneous polynomials.
a) Average polynomial and b) kinetic energy rate for different strategies are displayed as a function of the non-dimensional time.
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4.4. Simulation of the wind turbine DTU 10MW

Finally, once the reinforcement learning agent has been tested in a wide variety of scenarios and problems,
we apply this methodology to solve the flow field around a wind turbine. The objective behind this problem
is to demonstrate that the proposed p-adaptation methodology can be used in complex scenarios without any
previous knowledge (during training) regarding the simulation.

We focus on the DTU 10 MW wind turbine, whose blades of the wind turbine are modeled using an actuator

line [63, 64], while the nacelle and pylon have been simulated using an immersed boundary approach [65, 49].
Furthermore, a no-slip boundary condition has been set at the bottom of the domain, while free-slip boundary
conditions have been applied at the top and at the side faces of the domain. Each of these elements adds an
additional level of complexity to the p-adaptation algorithm:

1. Inside the immersed boundaries (IB) the velocity is zero, and hence the polynomial order should be
minimum. At the interface between the IB and the flow, a high polynomial should be used to capture the
boundary layer.

2. Actuator lines add source terms to the Navier-Stokes equations, and we look for an accurate solution near
the blades to correctly model the problem.

3. Near the floor, where there is a wall boundary condition without sliding, a high polynomial order is
expected to capture the boundary layer.

4. Behind the rotor, in the wake of the wind turbine, the flow is fully turbulent and high polynomials are
required. An accurate computation of this region is essential to obtain accurate predictions of the power
generated by the wind turbine.

5. An LES model is used to solve under-resolved scales. In this case, we use the Vreman model [66].

All these elements must be taken into account to obtain an accurate solution. In our case, we use a coarse and
almost uniform Cartesian h-mesh with 294492 hexahedral elements, and the RL agent will select the appropriate
polynomial inside each element. We limit the maximum polynomial order to p = 4 due to computational
constraints. Again, it is exactly the same RL agent that was used in all the previous cases and it does not have
any knowledge in relation to this specific problem. Despite this, we expect to obtain an appropriate polynomial
adaptation based on the values at the Gauss nodes (the state) that are provided to the agent during the simulation.

The operational conditions of the wind turbine are summarized in Table 5. The simulation has been run until
the wake has completely developed, reaching the outlet of the domain. In this case, we simulated 30 revolutions
of the rotor, around 200 s.

Inflow wind speed [m/s] 11.4
Rotor speed [rpm] 9.6

Blade pitch angle [deg] 0.0

Table 5: Wind turbine DTU 10MW operational conditions.

The solution of the proposed problem is unsteady and a dynamic p-adaptation is performed each time the
rotor has rotated 1/16 of revolution. A snapshot of the average polynomial order and the error estimation, once
the wake is fully developed, are represented in Figures 15 and 16. The p-adaptation algorithm has effectively
increased the polynomial order to the maximum in the wake and at the BC on the floor. The polynomial order in
the rotor plane has been manually limited to a maximum order p = 3 to fix the modeling errors associated with
the actuator line methodology. Also, the far field has been adapted with the minimum order p = 1, which means
that the change in the non-dimensional variables of interest (ρu, ρv and ρw) is below the defined tolerance (see
Section 3.5 for details). Furthermore, downwind turbulent mixing enlarges the wake size, and the high-order
region is increased consequently, as shown in Figures 15a, 15b, 15c and 15d.

25



The figures also show the error estimation. The highest error values, around 10−2, are located near the
immersed boundaries and near the floor (no slip boundary condition). Both results were expected, as the mesh
was coarsened on purpose to test the effectiveness of the p-adaptation algorithm and the error estimation strategy.
Inside the immersed boundaries (tower and nacelle), there is only one h-element of the computational mesh for
each height, so even if the polynomial order is high, the error remains large. The interesting point is that the
error estimation algorithm has been able to identify the two major sources of error, without having any prior
knowledge regarding this specific problem and without training a specific agent for this purpose.

(a) Average p at 1m. (b) Average p at 1D. (c) Average p at 3D. (d) Average p at 5D.

(e) Max error estimation at 1m. (f) Max error estimation at 1D. (g) Max error estimation at 3D. (h) Max error estimation at 5D.

(i) Avg error estimation at 1m. (j) Avg error estimation at 1D. (k) Avg error estimation at 3D. (l) Avg error estimation at 5D.

Figure 15: Snapshot of the (a - d) average polynomial order, (e - h) maximum error estimation of the non-dimensional u velocity and (i - l)
average error estimation of the non-dimensional u velocity, for the wind turbine simulation at different planes parallel to the rotor.
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(a) Average polynomial order.

(b) Maximum error estimation.

(c) Average error estimation.

Figure 16: Snapshot of the a) average polynomial order, b) maximum error estimation of the non-dimensional u velocity and c) average
error estimation of the non-dimensional u velocity, for the wind turbine simulation at a plane that divides the wake in two.
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5. Conclusions

In conclusion, this study presents a new approach to automate anisotropic p-adaptation in high-order h/p
solvers using reinforcement learning. The RL-based adaptation dynamically adjusts high-order polynomials
based on the evolving solution. The proposed methodology is independent of the computational mesh and can
be applied to any partial differential equation, illustrating its broad applicability and flexibility.

The approach is based on the value iteration algorithm and allows offline training. Therefore, the actual
simulations do not see any significant computational overhead. We showcase the methodology for a variety of
flows ranging from laminar 2D to turbulent 3D, including circular cylinders, the Taylor Green Vortex, and a
10MW wind turbine. The method offers a robust, reproducible and general approach, applicable to complex
three-dimensional problems without needing to retrain. In addition, we include an error estimation, derived
from the RL framework, that offers the possibility to quantify local discretization errors.

In general, the findings open up new avenues for further research and potential applications in the solution
of complex partial differential equations using RL-based h/p-mesh adaptation.
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Appendix A. Compressible Navier-Stokes solver

We solve the compressible 3D Navier-Stokes equations for laminar cases and supplement the equations
with the Vreman LES model for turbulent flows. The 3D Navier-Stokes equations, when including the Vreman
model, can be written compactly:

qt + ∇ · F⃗e = ∇ · F⃗v,turb, (A.1)

where q is the state vector of large-scale resolved conservative variables q = [ρ, ρv1, ρv2, ρv3, ρe]T , F⃗e are the
inviscid, or Euler fluxes,

F⃗e =



ρv1 ρv2 ρu3

ρv2
1 + p ρv1v2 ρv1v3

ρv1v2 ρv2
2 + p ρv2v3

ρv1v3 ρv2v3 ρv2
3 + p

ρv1H ρv2H ρv3H


, (A.2)

where ρ, e, H = E+ p/ρ, and p are the large-scale density, total energy, total enthalpy and pressure, respectively,
and v⃗ = [v1, v2, v3]T is the large-scale resolved velocity components. Additionally, F⃗v,turb defines the viscous
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and turbulent fluxes,

F⃗v,turb =



0 0 0
τxx τxy τxz

τyx τyy τyz

τzx τzy τzz∑3
j=1 v jτ1 j + κTx

∑3
j=1 v jτ2 j + κTy

∑3
j=1 v jτ3 j + κTz


, (A.3)

where κ is the thermal conductivity, Tx,Ty and Tz are the temperature gradients and the stress tensor τ is defined
as τ = (µ+ µt)(∇v⃗+ (∇v⃗)T )− 2/3(µ+ µt)I∇ · v⃗, with µ the dynamic viscosity, µt the turbulent viscosity ( defined
through the Vreman model) and I the three-dimensional identity matrix. When solving laminar flows, it suffices
to set µt = 0 and reinterpret the large-scale resolved components as the main components (no under-resolved
components). The turbulent dynamic viscosity in the Vreman [66] model is:

µt = Cvρ

√
Bβ
αi jαi j

,

αi j =
∂u j

∂xi
,

βi j = ∆
2αmiαm j,

Bβ = β11β22 − β
2
12 + β11β33 − β

2
13 + β22β33 − β

2
23,

(A.4)

where Cv = 0.07 is the constant of the model. The Vreman LES model adjusts the model parameters based
on the local flow characteristics and automatically reduces the turbulent viscosity in laminar, transitional, and
near-wall regions, allowing to capture the correct physics.

Appendix B. Spatial discretisation: discontinuous Galerkin

The discontinuous Galerkin Spectral Element Method (DGSEM), is a particularly efficient nodal version
of DG schemes [48]. For simplicity, here we only introduce the fundamental concepts of DG discretizations.
Further details can be found in [67, 68].

The physical domain is tessellated with nonoverlapping curvilinear hexahedral elements, e, which are geo-
metrically transformed to a reference element, el. This transformation is performed using a polynomial transfi-
nite mapping that relates the physical coordinates x⃗ and the local reference coordinates ξ⃗. The transformation is
applied to (A.1) resulting in the following:

Jut + ∇ξ · Fe = ∇ξ · Fv,turb, (B.1)

where J is the Jacobian of the transfinite mapping, ∇ξ is the differential operator in the reference space and F

are the contravariant fluxes [48].
To derive DG schemes, we multiply (B.1) by a locally smooth test function ϕ j, for 0 ≤ j ≤ P, where P is

the polynomial degree, and integrate over an element el to obtain the weak form∫
el

Jutϕ j +

∫
el
∇ξ · Feϕ j =

∫
el
∇ξ · Fv,turbϕ j. (B.2)

We can now integrate by parts the term with the inviscid fluxes, Fe, to obtain a local weak form of the equations
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(one per mesh element) with the boundary fluxes separated from the interior∫
el

Jutϕ j +

∫
∂el

Fe · n̂ϕ j −

∫
el

Fe · ∇ξϕ j =

∫
el
∇ξ · Fv,turbϕ j, (B.3)

where n̂ is the unit outward vector of each face of the reference element ∂el. We replace discontinuous fluxes at
inter–element faces by a numerical inviscid flux, F⋆e , to couple the elements,∫

el
Jut · ϕ j +

∫
∂el

F⋆e · n̂ϕ j −

∫
el

Fe · ∇ξϕ j =

∫
el
∇ξ · Fv,turbϕ j. (B.4)

This set of equations for each element is coupled through the Riemann fluxes F⋆e , which governs the numerical
characteristics, see for example the classic book by Toro [69]. Note that one can proceed similarly and integrate
the viscous terms by parts (see, for example, [70, 71, 72, 73]). The viscous terms require further manipulations
to obtain usable discretisations (Bassi Rebay 1 and 2 or Interior Penalty). Viscous and turbulent terms are
discretised following the same spatial discretisation and in this work we retain the Bassi Rebay 1 scheme. For
simplicity, here we retain the volume form:∫

el
Jut · ϕ j +

∫
∂el

F⋆e · n̂︸︷︷︸
Convective fluxes

ϕ j −

∫
el

Fe · ∇ξϕ j =

∫
el

( ∇ξ · Fv,turb︸      ︷︷      ︸
Viscous and Turbulent fluxes

) · ϕ j. (B.5)

The final step, to obtain a usable numerical scheme, is to approximate the numerical solution and fluxes by
polynomials (of order p) and to use Gaussian quadrature rules to numerically approximate volume and surface
integrals. In HORSES3D we allow for Gauss-Legendre or Gauss–Lobatto quadrature points, but we only use
Gauss-Legendre in this work.

Appendix C. Value Iteration

The update rule for the value iteration algorithm is introduced in eq. (3). In Algorithm 1, we show the
pseudo-code that allows to implement this RL approach.

Algorithm 1: Value Iteration [4]
Algorithm parameter: ε > 0 determining accuracy of estimation
Initialize v(s), for all s ∈ S+, arbitrarily except that v(terminal) = 0;
while ∆ ≥ ε do
∆← 0;
for each s ∈ S do

V ← v(s);
v(s)← max

a

∑
s′,r

P(s′, r|s, a)[r + γv(s′)];

∆← max(∆, |V − v(s)|);

end
end
for each s ∈ S do
π(s)← arg max

a

∑
s′,r

P(s′, r|s, a)[r + γv(s′)];

end
Output: Deterministic policy π
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