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the case of mass and heat transport in Fischer-Tropsch catalyst
particles

Tymofii Nikolaienko1,2 Harshil Patel3 Aniruddha Panda3 Subodh Madhav Joshi3

Stanislav Jaso4 Kaushic Kalyanaraman3

1SoftServe Inc., 2d Sadova St., 79021 Lviv, Ukraine
2Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv,
64/13 Volodymyrska Str., Kyiv 01601, Ukraine

3Shell India Markets Pvt. Ltd. (Shell Projects &
Technology), Mahadeva Kodigehalli, Bengaluru,
Karnataka 562149, India

4Shell Global Solutions International B.V., Grasweg
31, 1031 HW Amsterdam, The Netherlands

Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) have emerged as an influential technology, merging the swift
and automated capabilities of machine learning with the precision and dependability of simulations grounded
in theoretical physics. PINNs are often employed to solve algebraic or differential equations to replace some
or even all steps of multi-stage computational workflows, leading to their significant speed-up. However,
wide adoption of PINNs is still hindered by reliability issues, particularly at extreme ends of the input
parameter ranges. In this study, we demonstrate this in the context of a system of coupled non-linear
differential reaction-diffusion and heat transfer equations related to Fischer-Tropsch synthesis, which are
solved by a finite-difference method with a PINN used in evaluating their source terms. It is shown that the
testing strategies traditionally used to assess the accuracy of neural networks as function approximators can
overlook the peculiarities which ultimately cause instabilities of the finite-difference solver. We propose a
domain knowledge-based modifications to the PINN architecture ensuring its correct asymptotic behavior.
When combined with an improved numerical scheme employed as an initial guess generator, the proposed
modifications are shown to recover the overall stability of the simulations, while preserving the speed-up
brought by PINN as the workflow component. We discuss the possible applications of the proposed hybrid
transport equation solver in context of chemical reactors simulations.

1 INTRODUCTION

The outstanding abilities of neural networks (NNs) in approx-
imating complex relations have resulted in their successful
application in many fields, ranging from image recognition and
text comprehension to mimicking the solutions of differential
equations encountered in complex engineering problems1. One
of the benefits brought by employing NNs as an alternative to
traditional numerical methods is shifting the computational bur-
den to the training phase, which is performed only once, thus
enabling faster solution generation during the inference phase.
This can be especially helpful in accelerating multi-stage simu-
lations when the output of one computational method is used
as an input to another one, as often encountered in engineering
problems or digital twins designs2,3.

An illustrative example can be found in chemical engineering
problems related to ground-up modeling of chemical reactor

or even entire chemical plants. In such applications, theoret-
ical models are commonly available for finding the rates of
both the micro-scale phenomena (e.g., molecular-level chemi-
cal reactions) and macro-scale phenomena (e.g., heat and mass
transport). Their coupling results then in a system of equations
which should be solved self-consistently, e.g., by solving the
‘micro-scale’ equations as a sub-task each time when the evalu-
ation of the source terms in ‘macro-scale’ equations is required.
Replacing solution of such sub-tasks with NNs is then an
attractive option to accelerate the overal simulation.

Despite their advantages, NNs, like many other models
which learn from data, often lack interpretability. This makes
their reliability in scientific or mission-critical applications
questionable. Physics-informed neural network (PINN) ap-
proach has been proposed to partially overcome this drawback
by incorporating the available theoretical knowledge into the
NN training process4. This approach suggests using exact
equations known from the theory as the objectives that the func-
tion approximated by NN is expected to satisfy. Imposing such
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type of constraints often appears sufficient to make NN fit the
solution of a theory-based (typically, physics-based) equation
and in this way to become more interpretable. The physics-
informed paradigm also requires minimal changes to the NN
architecture and can be conveniently implemented in one of nu-
merous specialized programming frameworks. However, as the
loss function which is minimized during any NN training does
not commonly reach exactly zero during or after this process,
the theory-based constraints can only be satisfied approxi-
mately. Thus, the transfer of the theoretical knowledge into
the PINN achieved by the physics-informed method remains
incomplete. As will be discussed below, this can have signifi-
cant consequences for incorporating PINNs into the multi-stage
simulations.

More broadly, PINNs can be viewed in context of wider
family of methods, commonly known as the physics-informed
machine learning (PIML). Within this family, there are other
methods which are also intended to fuse theory-based and data-
driven methods into a single computational model, but achieve
this by modifying the architecture of the NN itself in order to
make its output by design fulfil certain theory-based constraints
exactly (e.g.,5,6,7,8). Although none of the PIML approaches
typically achieves complete transfer of all available theoretical
knowledge into the NN, different approaches prioritize different
aspects of it. To make this point more concrete, it is instructive
to distinguish between the accuracy of the numerical values
produced by NNs and the correctness of their dependence on
the NN input parameters on the asymptotics.

In this paper, we demonstrate that minor numerical inaccura-
cies of PINN as a function approximator can significantly affect
the overall result of a multi-stage simulation, when the PINN
acts as a source term in a diffusion-like equation (subsection
2.3). We further investigate the asymptotics suggested by the
theory-based equations (subsection 3.1) and propose a modified
PINN architecture which ensures the model follows them by de-
sign (subsections 3.2, 3.3). This is done for the particular case
of reaction-diffusion system related to Fischer-Tropsch synthe-
sis (FTS) process, which is widely used in chemical industry
to produce synthetic hydrocarbons (the underlying equations
are reviewed in subsections 2.1 and 2.2, along with the benefits
of leveraging PINN for solving them). Finally, we demonstrate
that a well-defined and guaranteed asymptotic behavior of a
modified PINN is essential for constructing a conventional
finite-difference equation solver enabling a stable convergence
for the considered problem (subsection 3.4).

2 DEFINING THE PROBLEM

2.1 The challenge of simulating the Fisher-
Tropsch synthesis process

As a chemical process used for converting synthesis gas which
is a mixture of carbon monoxide (CO) and hydrogen (H2) into
liquid hydrocarbons, Fischer-Tropsch Synthesis (FTS) plays an
important role in the production of synthetic fuels and chemi-
cals9,10,11,12. It has become an invaluable tool in the chemical
industry, offering a pathway to sustainable and diversified
fuel sources, providing an alternative route to conventional
petrochemical processes.

At its core, the FTS process involves the catalytic reaction,
which starts from CO and H2, and forms a wide range of hy-
drocarbons, such as alkanes, alkenes. The overall chemical
reactions in which FTS transformations can be summarized are:

nCO + (2n + 1)H2 → CnH2n+2 + nH2O (1)

nCO + 2n H2 → CnH2n + nH2O (2)

Detailed mechanism behind these overall reactions depends on
thermodynamic conditions and the type of catalyst, and differ-
ent models are available to describe their actual chemistry9.

Catalysts play a central role in the FTS process as the reac-
tions predominantly take place on the active sites which are
present on the catalyst surface. A significant challenge in FTS
is optimizing the reaction rates, which is facilitated by maximiz-
ing the surface area of these catalysts. For this purpose, porous
catalyst particles are employed, offering a large surface area
to volume ratio. This implies that the simulation of the FTS
in practical setups should take both the reactions and species
transport into account, thereby forming a reaction-diffusion
type of the problem.

Industrial viability of the FTS process is tightly connected
with the design of chemical reactors, which provide a controlled
environment for the reactions, enhance catalyst performance
and manage heat, allowing for efficient, scalable, safe, and
flexible production of the hydrocarbons. Simulating the reactors
used for running the FTS process serves multiple important
purposes, such as optimizing reaction conditions to maximize
their yield and selectivity, preventing undesirable phenomena,
such as thermal runaway, ensuring safety and scalability.

In traditional approaches to simulating FTS reactors, the
behavior of catalyst particles is often fitted using empirical for-
mulae. However, these models necessitate re-parameterization
whenever there are changes in particle characteristics such as,
size, shape, or porosity. Moreover, empirical formulae typically
provide reasonable accuracy within the limited range of reac-
tion conditions, which further restricts the flexibility of process
optimization under varied operating conditions.
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Alternatively, a ground-up modeling approach allows for a
more comprehensive simulation of chemical kinetics at both mi-
cro and macro scales. This approach begins with simulating the
fundamental reaction mechanisms and their kinetics at a micro-
level, then incorporates these kinetic models into simulations of
individual catalyst particles (Fig. 1) and then ends up with the
full reactor system. At all stages, the fundamental relationships
known from theory are preferred over empirical ones. This ap-
proach thus provides a more detailed and flexible framework
for modeling and optimizing the FTS process. Moreover, it has
the potential for stronger predictive power across a broad range
of operating conditions, as it is built on fundamental physical
and chemical principles. We review the mathematical formula-
tion of the equations underlying the ground-up description of
the catalyst particle in context of FTS in the next subsection.

The multi-stage nature of the ground-up approach introduces
its own challenges in terms of computational time and numer-
ical stability. To tackle some of the these bottlenecks, we’ve
previously leveraged scientific machine learning methods to
eliminate the need of solving the microkinetics equations13. We
introduced a physics-informed neural network (PINN), which
computes the fraction of vacant catalytic sites, a key quan-
tity in FTS mikrokinetics, based on reaction conditions, with
median relative error (MRE) of 0.03%, and the FTS product
formation rates with MRE of 0.1 %. In contrast to conven-
tional equation solvers, PINN model allows natural execution
on GPUs, allowing for speedups up to 105.

While the PINN model considerably speeds up microkinetics
simulations, its integration into the multi-scale reactor model
requires a careful treatment. As we demonstrate in this study,
apart from improving computational efficiency, approximate
solutions of the reactions kinetics model equations might still
not be directly applicable within a source term in a diffusion
equation due to the convergence issues. We address them in
detail in subsections 2.3, 3.1, 3.2. Thus, there exists a need for

F I G U R E 1 Schematic representation of the catalytic par-
ticle as an element of chemical reactor performing Fischer-
Tropsch synthesis. The mass and heat transport in the particle is
modeled by diffusion and heat transfer equations, in which the
source terms result from the kinetics of underlying reactions.

a mechanism for correct integration of the microkinetics PINN
model into the more general multi-scale simulation framework.
This forms the primary motivation for this study.

2.2 Reaction-diffusion equations in ground-
up modelling of Fisher-Tropsch synthesis process

The ground-up approach suggests breaking down the overall
transformation eqs. (1), (2) into a series of interconnected el-
ementary steps or stages. Each step is then described as an
individual reaction with its own rate constant, using which the
full reaction pathway kinetics is deduced. In the case of FTS,
the processes described by the elementary steps typically in-
clude reactant adsorption, chain initiation, chain growth, and
product formation/desorption. Such a description is typical for
a ‘microkinetic’ approach14,15,16,17, as the surface of a catalyst
at which the chemical transformations of interest occur acts
as a ’microdomain’. The rate constants and other parameters
for these equations are estimated based on experimental data,
empirical correlations, or ab initio modelling.

In this work, we adhere to the set of elementary reactions
suggested in18,19. This model follows CO insertion mechanism
of FTS and considers the stationary state of the reacting system,
when a dynamic equilibrium has been established between the
rates at which different intermediate substances are produced
and consumed. As a result, the balance constraints lead to a
non-linear algebraic equation which needs to be solved in order
to find the dependence of the overall transformation on the
thermodynamic conditions18,19:

1
[S]

= c0 + cS · α1 · (1 + α2 + α2α3 + α2α3α4 + · · · ) (3)

(where the summation continues up to infinity and its properties
will be discussed in more details in subsection 3.1). Here, the
fraction of vacant catalytic sites [S] is the unknown which
determines the overall reaction rates and is an implicit function
of the coefficients

c0 = 1 + K1PCO +
√

K2PH2 , (4)

cS =
1

K2
2K4K5K6

PH2O

P2
H2

+
√

K2PH2 , (5)

These coefficients, in turn, depend on the equilibrium constants

Kj = Aj · e–∆Hj/(RT)

as the properties of the elementary steps suggested by the CO
insertion mechanism as well as thermodynamic conditions at
the given point of the system. For convenience and for the
sake of consistency with18,19, we use partial pressures PCO,
PH2 and PH2O of CO, H2 and H2O respectively, as well as the
temperature T , to describe the thermodynamic conditions at
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given point. Eq. (3) also involves the chain growth probabilities
αj

20,10,9 which are considered product-dependent and can be
defined as

α1 =
κgrowth

κgrowth + κpar,short
, (6)

α2([S]) =
κgrowth

κgrowth + κpar,long + e–2c · κole,short
[S]

, (7)

αn([S]) =
κgrowth

κgrowth + κpar,long + e–nc · κole,long

[S]

, n ⩾ 3. (8)

by introducing a number of ‘aggregated’ parameters

κgrowth = k3K1PCO (9)

κpar,long = k7
√

K2PH2 (10)

κole,long = k8,0 (11)

κpar,short = k7M
√

K2PH2

κole,short = k8E,0

where kj denotes the (temperature-dependent) rate constants
of elementary reactions and are reported in18,19 along with
c = ∆E/(RT). Note that in contrast to the original definitions,
we define c > 0, which provides a more convenient notation for
asymptotics analysis performed below.

When [S] for the given reaction conditions has been found
by solving Eq. (3), the production rates for the final products
of FTS are obtained as18,19

RCnH2n+2 = κpar,long · α1α2 · . . . · αn · [S]2, (12)

RCH4 = κpar,short · α1 · [S]2 , (13)

in case of ‘long’ (n ⩾ 2, n being the number of carbon atoms in
the hydrocarbon chain) and short (n = 1) paraffins respectively,
while for the olefins, the similar expressions for the production
rates are given by

RCnH2n = κole,long · ec·nα1α2 · . . . · αn · [S], (14)

RC2H4 = κole,short · ec·2α1α2 · [S] (15)

for ‘long’ (n ⩾ 3) and short (n = 2) 1-olefins respectively.
Finally, with the reaction rates obtained using (12)–(15), the

total consumption rates of H2 and CO reactants can then found
by appropriate stoichiometric summation as

–RCO =
Nmax∑
n=1

(n · RCnH2n+2 ) +
Nmax∑
n=2

(n · RCnH2n ) + δRCO (16)

–RH2 =
Nmax∑
n=1

((2n + 1) · RCnH2n+2 ) +
Nmax∑
n=2

(2n · RCnH2n ) + δRH2 (17)

where Nmax = 100 is the maximum carbon number treated
explicitly. Such threshold is introduced solely because of the

computational efficiency reasons, as formally the upper bound
of all summations should have corresponded to Nmax =∞. In
order to reduce the incaccuracy related to the truncation of the
summations, we thus introduced the ‘corrections’

δRCO = L(αNmax+1, Nmax) · RCNmax H2Nmax+2

+ L(ecαNmax+1, Nmax) · RCNmax H2Nmax
(18)

and

δRH2 = 2 · L(αNmax+1, Nmax) · RCNmax H2Nmax+2

+ RCNmax H2Nmax+2 ·
αNmax+1

1 – αNmax+1

+ 2 · L(ecαNmax+1, Nmax) · RCNmax H2Nmax
(19)

defined through an auxiliary function

L(x, N0) =
(

N0 +
1

1 – x

)
x

1 – x
(20)

(see Appendix A for a detailed derivation).
By the similar computation based on FTS equations stoi-

chiometry, the total enthalpy released into the system as a result
of FTS reactions can be computed. However, in the present
study we ignore its effect on the temperature change of the sys-
tem for the sake of simplicity, as such a simplification preserves
all the key properties of the reaction-diffusion system related
to our objectives. Unless otherwise specified, all quantities
analyzed in the Results section will refer to T = 493.15K.

Ability of the microkinetics model to find the overall con-
sumption rates for the FTS reactants can now to be put into the
context of reactor modeling. Through its boundary, the pellet
interacts with the reactor bulk flow. Obtaining the relationship
between the the thermodynamic conditions on the pellet bound-
ary and its productivity as a sink or source in the reactor volume
is thus an essential element in linking the microkinetics scale
of atomic-level processes and the scale of entire reactor within
the ground-up approach to the simulations.

To this end, we focus on the scale of the catalyst pellets. In
simplest approximation, the catalyst pellet can be modeled as a
spherical particle (Fig. 1) in which the transport of the reactants
and products is coupled to their chemical intercoversions. The
substances transport within the porous volume of the pellets is
typically modeled as a diffusion process, with the source terms
determined by the reaction rates predicted by the microkinetics
model. The simulation of the substances distribution within the
pellets is thus a multi-staged problem built on top microkinetics
model reviewed above.

In order to formulate this ‘pellet-scale’ problem, we will
consider a spherical pellet , and describe the substances trans-
port as a steady-state diffusion governed by a Fick’s law,
with constant diffusivities equal to DCO = 1.3 · 10–8 · εp

τp

m2

s ,
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DH2 = 3.6 · 10–8 · εp

τp

m2

s , DH2O = 1.7 · 10–8 · εp

τp

m2

s , ϵp = 0.62,
τp = 2. As a further simplification, we also assume that only
initial reactants (H2 and CO) and ultimate FTS synthesis prod-
ucts (paraffins, olefins and H2O) participate in mass transport
across the pellet, while all intermediate substances do not. Such
assumption allows using microkinetic model in a ‘local’ or
‘pointwise’ manner, eliminating the need to solve diffusion
equations for each of the intermediates occurring in elementary
transformations.

With the above assumptions, it is now possible to formulate
the equations governing the distribution of substances in the
pellet as

–
1
r2

d
dr

(
Dj · r2 dcj

dr

)
= sj, (21)

where r is the radial coordinate of the spherical coordinate sys-
tem, j enumerates the substances (j = CO, H2, H2O), cj(r) is
the concentration (specifically, the amount concentration, in
mol/m3) of j-th substance and Dj is its corresponding ‘effective’
diffusion coefficient (selected so that the Fick’s law could ade-
quately approximate the flux of substances in the pellet pores),
sj({ck}) is the source term equal to the amount of the j-th sub-
stance produced per unit volume per unit time. Importantly, sj

depend on all concentrations cj, but not on r explicitly. They
are obtained as

sj = ρcat · Rj(PCO, PH2 , PH2O, T) (22)

where ρcat = 1980 kg/m3 is the effective density of the catalyst
material. Dependence of Rj on the partial pressures of sub-
stances is determined by (16), (17), with the proper conversion
of units.

Additional clarification needs to be made here regarding the
arguments on which the source terms in (22) depend. Although
original microkinetic model18,19 was parameterized using the
partial pressures of reactants as its input parameters, Eqs. (21)
are formulated in terms of concentrations. The conversion thus
should be made between these two quantities. To this end, it
is essential to note that underlying experimental data in18,19

was collected using the slurry reactor, in which the mixture
of reactants gases was bubbled through a liquid in which the
catalyst is suspended in form of rather small (< 90 µm) solid
particles. By such design, the influence the physical transport
resistances were minimized to allow for intrinsic kinetic mea-
surements18,19. However, in spite of using partial pressures in
the original model, it is usually assumed that the reaction ki-
netics is determined by concentrations rather than pressures21.
Accordingly, the partial pressures PCO, PH2 , PH2O should rather
be treated merely as the ‘proxies’ to the concentrations of cor-
responding substances inside of the catalyst particles. The role
of these ‘proxies’ can be formalized by taking into account that
when the certain substance present in both gas phase (outside
of the catalyst) and a condensed phase (e.g., in wax covering

the catalyst surface) regions sharing a common boundary and
being in thermodynamic equilibrium, the partial pressure of
the substance in the gas phase is related to its concentration in
the condensed phase by Henry’s law22. We thus assume that
Henry’s law can also be used in the ‘inverse’ manner when
it comes to applying the model parameterized in18,19 to inner
space of the catalyst pellets. Specifically, given some concen-
trations cj of CO, H2 and H2O at certain point r of the pellet,
they can be converted through the Henry constant Hcp

j as

Pj(r) = cj(r) · Hcp
j (23)

into ‘effective’ partial pressures Pj which these substances
would have in the gas phase if they were supplied to the slurry
reactor used by the authors of18,19. Such pressures should then
suitable to recreate the same conditions inside of the particle of
the slurry reactor as the ones observed at the given point r of the
pellet. In other words, when (23) is substituted into (5)–(12), the
input variables of the original microkinetics model are changed
from partial pressures to concentrations, as desired. Here, we
implicitly assume that the same values of the Henry’s constants
are suitable in both (23) (which describes the catalytic particles
of the slurry reactor used in18,19) and (24) (which is related to
the material of the pellet being modelled). The following values
were used23,24: Hcp

CO = 0.165 bar · m3

mol , Hcp
H2

= 0.222 bar · m3

mol ,
Hcp

H2O = 0.0291 bar · m3

mol . For the sake of simplicity, all Henry’s
constants are assumed to be temperature- and concentrations-
independent.

Together with (16), (17), Eqs. (23), (22) and (21) form the
system of interrelated non-linear differential equations. By solv-
ing this system, the concentration ‘profiles’ cj(r) of the pellet
can be found and these data can then be used for further anal-
ysis either on its own, or be converted into the volumetric
production or consumption rates of all substances and used in a
larger-scale model of FTS reactor.

Reaction-diffusion system (21) requires also the set boundary
conditions to be defined. Similarly to25,26,27, no-flux boundary
conditions ( dcj

dr

∣∣∣
r=0

= 0) are used for all concentrations at the
center of the pellet. On the outer surface of the pellet, the
boundary conditions for the concentrations csurf

j = cj(r = Rp)
(we used Rp = 0.85 mm throughout this work) are obtained
from Henry’s law as

cj(r = Rp) =
Psurf

j

Hcp
j

(24)

where Hcp
j is the Henry’s constant for the j-th substance and

Psurf
j is equal to its partial pressures in the medium surrounding

the pellet, which is assumed to be in a gas phase found in the
reactor volume. The possible presence of liquid film on the
surface of the catalyst pellet is neglected in our current model.
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For the actual computations, the system of reaction-diffusion
equations (21) as well as their boundary conditions were non-
dimensionalized by introducing a ‘reference concentration’
cref = Pmax

RTmin
= 1526.5 mol

m3 (the amount concentration observed in
an ideal gas at Pmax = 6 MPa). As we expect that the concentra-
tion of reactants inside of the pellet is smaller than that in its
surrounding gas phase, the introduced estimate should provide
a reasonable upper bound for the concentrations observed in
the pellet. Accordingly, non-dimensionalized concentrations
are introduced as

wj =
cj

cref
.

Finally, using the pellet radius as the unit of length, we consider
x = r

Rp
as a new non-dimensionalized radial coordinate. In these

non-dimensionalized quantities, the Eqs.(21) read

–
1
x2

d
dx

(
x2 ·

dwj

dx

)
= s̃j(x), (25)

where s̃j(x) =
R2

p

Djcref,j
·sj({ck(xRp)}, T) is the non-dimensionalized

source term.
Note that stoichiometry of (1), (2) suggests that the molar

production rate of H2O equals the molar consumption rate of
CO: RH2O = –RCO (CO is the only source of oxygen for H2O
being produced as one of FTS products). This allows effectively
eliminating one of the unknowns, viz. cH2O, from the system.
Indeed, it can be directly verified that as soon as there is some
function wCO(x) satisfying (25) with j = CO and its boundary
conditions,

wH2O(x) = –
DCO

DH2O
wCO(x) +

(
DCO

DH2O

)
x=1

wCO(1) + wH2O(1)

(26)
will satisfy (25) with j = H2O as well as its boundary
conditions. Here, wj(1), j = CO or H2O, represents the non-
dimensionalized concentrations on the outer surface of the
pellet, determined by the boundary conditions. It is thus suffi-
cient to solve (25) for the concentrations of H2 and CO only,
while using applying (26) to eliminate H2O concentration from
their source terms.

As can be seen from the above discussion, even within a
simplified model, the ground-up modeling of the distributions
of substances inside of the catalyst pellet not only requires nu-
merically solving diffusion equations, but also computing their
source terms at each iteration of the solver. This further re-
quires entire microkinetics model to be simulated ‘on-the-fly’,
including solving of non-linear equation (3). It is thus advanta-
geous to use numreical approximation methods to accelerate
the computationally demanding steps by avoiding the need of
explicitly solving all underlying chemical kinetics equations on
each iteration.

As we have previously shown in13, neural networks, specifi-
cally PINNs, can be applied for this purpose. Still, as we will

demonstrate in subsection 2.3, special care must be taken when
any approximation is used in the source terms of the reaction-
diffusion equations. In particular, we will show that seemingly
minor inaccuracies (cf. Fig. 2) in the approximation of s(c) can
lead to drastically unphysical results, such as negative concen-
trations. We will then proceed by analyzing the true asymptotic
behaviour of the chosen microkinetics model, modifying orig-
inal PINN model to match those asymptotics by design and
demonstrating that with such a modification, the PINN model
becomes applicable for accelerating the source terms of the
reaction-diffusion equations.

2.3 A simplified ‘toy model’ example

In order to showcase how minor inaccuracies (or, more properly,
incorrect asymptotics) in approximation of s(c) even in a small
region near c = 0 can lead to unphysical solutions of (27), the
following simple model example can be helpful. Consider a
simple one-dimensional reaction-diffusion system, which can
be described, in its stationary state, by a differential equation

d2c
dx2 = –s(c) (27)

with boundary conditions dc
dx (x = 0) = 0 and c(x = 1) = 1 (for

convenience, we’ll use nondimensionalized units throughout
this example). Such system can correspond to a transport of
some substance in a reactive media, where this substance is
consumed in a chemical reaction. The dependence of the source
term s < 0 on the concentration c(x) is then determined by a
function s(c) resulting from a complicated chain of chemical
transformations. For the sake of this model example, we assume
that the exact s(c) is approximated or fitted by some other
function (e.g., by an NN). To simplify the system even further,
assume that the ‘exact’ s(c) is given by

s(c) = –k · c, (28)

and consider two of its ‘approximations’, which differ from the
exact form only in a small region near c = 0 (Fig. 3):

sapprox
1 (c) = –k ·

{
θ, c < θ

c, c ⩾ θ
(29)

and

sapprox
2 (c) = –k ·


|c|
25 , c < 0
θ, 0 ⩽ c < θ

c, c ⩾ θ

(30)

In all cases we set k = 50 and θ = 0.04, and used fsolve from
SciPy library28 to obtain the solutions numerically, althoug all
three considered forms of s(c) can be treated analytically as
well, additionally requiring the solution of a single non-linear
algebraic equation when sapprox

1 or sapprox
2 are involved.



7

a b

F I G U R E 2 H2 consumption rate –s(c) as a function of H2 concentration c (at PCO = 1 MPa, PH2O = 0.5 MPa, T = 493.15 K).
The difference between exact and approximated dependencies might seem negligible when characterized by the absolute
difference (and also hardly noticeable in linear scale, a), but exhibits drastically different asymptotic behaviour (best viewed in
logarithmic scale, b).

It is essential that although the region of negative concen-
trations is unphysical, all the three functions are defined for
that region as well. When the exact dependence (28) is used,
the properly constructed numerical solver will never call s(c)
with negative argument c in given problem. This might change
however, when ‘approximate’ s(c) is used in the equation
instead.

Indeed, suppose that at some x = xthresh we have c(xthresh) =
θ and approximation sapprox

1 is used. In that case, given the

shape of exact solution c(x) =
cosh

(
x·
√

k
)

cosh
(√

k
) (shown in Fig. 4), the

solver can then ‘assume’ that the value of concentration should
continue decreasing as x decreases further to the left from xthresh.
In that case, sapprox

1 will evaluate to –k·θ suggesting that c should
decrease even further at even smaller coordinates and so on. The
concentration can then reach c = 0 value at some finite x = x0.
At that point two scenarios, both resulting from the same cause
of inaccurate asymptotics of sapprox

1 , can be considered. In the
first scenario, the function approximating the true s(c) verifies
its argument to ensure that it belong to a physically meaningful
domain (in our case, c ⩾ 0) and causes the solver failure if that
verification fails. In contrast to that, the second scanario can be
considered which would more closely resemble the case when
a fully-connected NN without any ‘ad hoc’ modifications had
been used to approximate the true ‘complicated’ s(c) function.
In such scenario, it would have ‘silently’ output ‘some’ value
of sapprox even if its argument c is unphysical (negative), and
the process of solving Eq. (27) numerically could continue. As
a result, a curve c(x) shown in Fig. 4 is obtained.

When crafting the approximate function sapprox(c) investi-
gated in the considered scenario of our ‘toy’ example, we thus

focused on two possibilities. For the first one, sapprox
1 simulates

the situation when the model approximating s(c) was ‘trained’
only for the values of c above certain finite threshold θ, and
when the ‘extrapolation regime’ of the approximator works by
just outputting the value of s it has ‘learned’ for the ‘closest’
concentration available in the training set (in our case, θ). For
the second one, sapprox

2 simulates a similar situation, but admits
that for negative arguments within the extrapolation regime the
approximator can output some ‘random’ dependence on concen-
tration rather then producing a constant output. We thus added
a ‘small’ slope to sapprox

2 for c < 0, which might be expected to
‘slightly worsen’ results from the previous approximation. The
concentration profiles obtained under these two approximations
are shown in Fig. 4.

Obtained profiles clearly demonstrate that even minor inac-
curacies in s(c) asymptotic near c = 0 can result in qualitatively
incorrect c(x) profiles. Moreover, the drift into unphysical re-
gion can even be self-accelerating, as shown by the effect of a
small additional slope introduced in sapprox

2 in c < 0 region.
In practice, when NN is used to approximate the true s(c)

dependence, the model is trained on a dataset composed from
the discrete set of {(ci, si)} data-points. Because approximate
model will not capture the true s(c) dependence exactly, its out-
put will have some error for all of its inputs. In particular, the
output value sNN(0) at c = 0 will never equal to sexact(0) = 0 ex-
actly, unless some special modifications are introduced into the
NN architecture. In turn, this can result in approximated sNN(c)
dependencies with the same features as the model examples
sapprox

1 or even sapprox
2 considered above.
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F I G U R E 3 Exact dependence of the source term s on substance concentration c and two approximations which differ from it
only in a small region (zoomed in a right plane) near c = 0

F I G U R E 4 The concentration profiles c(x) obtained with exact form of dependence of the source term s on concentration
c and two its approximations (29) and (30). Right plane explicitly shows these approximations for the range of concentration
values requested by the numerical solver. For convenience, threshold values of c = 0 and c = θ are shown in a left plane with blue
and red the dotted lines respectively.

We thus conclude that ensuring correct asymptotic behavior
of sNN within some continuous region near c = 0 is essential
to ensure that numerical solver applied to (27) produces physi-
cally meaningful results. Another requirement, which has not
been encountered in the considered example, but is nevertheless
equally important, is to ensure that given the approximation
of s(c) dependence with a correct asymptotic, the numerical
solver applied to the reaction-diffusion equation should never
invoke the (approximated) source term s(c) function with ‘un-
physical’ values of its argument c (which can happen in, e.g.,
predictor-corrector or Runge-Kutta ODE solving methods).

We will address these two issues in the subsequent subsec-
tions: asymptotic in subsection 3.1 and adapting numerical
reaction-diffusion equation solver in subsection 3.4.

3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1 Asymptotic behavior of CO insertion
FTS model in low pressure region

As the first step in modifying the architecture of PINN, we
analyze analytically the true asymptotics which the reaction
rates have as the functions of the reactants partial pressures.
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When PCO → 0, all αj’s tend to zero due to (9) and, most
importantly, so do all the reaction rates when computed by (12)–
(15). We thus will consider below only the case when PCO ̸= 0
and PH2O ̸= 0 (as even when a completely dry reactants mixture
is fed into the reactor or the catalyst pellet, some water vapour
will still be produced in it as a result of FTS). By (12)–(15),
this case reduces to analyzing the asymptotic behaviour of [S]
at small PH2 .

To perform such an analysis, we first rewrite (3) as

[S] =
1

c0 + cS · α1 · J
(31)

by introducing an auxiliary quantity

J =
1
α1
·

∞∑
n=1

n∏
j=1

αj = 1 + α2 + α2α3 + α2α3α4 + · · · (32)

Importance of this quantity stems from the fact that in case
when αj become close to unity, this sum can potentially tend
to infinity, determining thereby the ‘smallness’ of [S]. It will,
according to (12)–(15), also determine the asymptotic behavior
of the reaction rates under the thermodynamic conditions when
these rates are ‘small’.

Apart from potentially ‘large’ J, [S] in (31) also depends on
c0, which doesn’t have peculiarities at small PH2 or PCO (and
just tends to unity according to (4)), and on cS, defined by (5).
In contrast to c0, the latter can become quite ‘large’, with an
asymptotics cS ∼ 1

P2
H2

when PH2 → 0 and when PH2O is finite
and non-zero (which is quite a realistic assumption especially
near the center of the pellet, where the concentration of H2O
is the largest). It is thus cS · α1 · J term in (31), which can
potentially become large and thus determine ‘smallness’ of [S].
Even with finite α1J, we can thus expect that at small PH2 the
following estimate holds

1
[S]
∼ cS =⇒ [S] ∼ P2

H2
. (33)

This would, in turn, imply that all production rates (12)–(15)
tend to zero as PH2 to the power of at least 2. Apart from its
importance for the analysis of asymptotics and PINN architec-
ture modifications, these heuristics would further imply that
the overall reaction rate to concentration ratio s

c remains finite.
Such property appears to be an important factor in the design
of a numerical solver for the reaction-diffusion equation, as
discussed in more details in section 3.4.

So far we have only assumed that J remains finite rather then
goes to infinity at small PH2 , which lead to (33). However, if
J as the sum of the series (32) diverges, the exponent in (33)
will be different. We thus proceed with investigating the actual
behaviour of the sum α1 · J more carefully at small PH2 . To this

end, consider αn from (8) with n ⩾ 3:

αn =
1

1 + κpar,long

κgrowth
+ κole,long

κgrowth
· 1

[S] · e–nc
=

1
1 + ε + A · e–nc (34)

where we introduced a ‘smallness parameter’

ε =
κpar,long

κgrowth
=

K7
√

K2

K3K1
·
√

PH2

PCO
(35)

and A = 1
[S]

κole,long

κgrowth
= 1

[S]
K8,0

K3·K1PCO
for a shorthand notation.

Proposition 1. J remains finite as ε goes to zero.

Proof. In order for J to remain finite, the α2 ·. . .·αn products in
(32) should tend to zero as n rises. This is possible due to αj < 1
inequality which, in turn, results from the presence of both ε

and A · e–cn in (34) at ‘small’ n, but both of them can vanish
leading to αj ≈ 1 at ‘large’ n, as A · e–cn decays and in case
ε → 0 limit is considered. Indeed, the presence of ε alone in
the denominator of (34) would result in αn ≈ 1

1+ε = α∞ (which
is assumed for n as low as n ⩾ 2, for the sake of simplicity),
and we would end up with having

J ≈ 1 + α∞ + α2
∞ + · · · = 1

1 – α∞
=

1 + ε

ε
∼ 1

ε
, (36)

which tends to infinity at small ε. As the ‘diverging’ part of
this sum is dominated by the large-index terms, the products
α2 · . . . · αn in (32) with ‘large’ n ≫ 1 can be analyzed first.
In that regime, there is a ‘competition’ of two multipliers. One
of them, which ultimately can be factored out in (32), comes
from some number N of ‘initial’ αj’s in which the presence of
non-negligible A · e–cj ⩾ A · e–cN > ε results in α2 · . . . ·αN ≪ 1
being ‘small’, while the second multiplier corresponds to the
remaining αN+1 . . . αn ≈ αn–N

∞ with a (36)-like divergence at
small ε:

J ∼ 1 + · · · + α2 · . . . · αN · (1 + αN+1 + αN+1αN+2 + · · · )

∼ α2 · . . . · αN ·
1
ε

(37)

In other words, it should be checked whether at small ε the
factored-out part α2 · . . . ·αN can under small ε go to zero faster
than ∼ 1

ε sum of the remaining parts rises. In such analysis,
we should treat A ∼ 1

[S] as a relatively ‘large’ number, because
whether J remains finite or not, [S] ≈ 1

cS·α1·J is guaranteed to
be small at small ε, at least, because of cS ∼ 1

ε4 at small ε due
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to (5). More strictly, we have

[S] =
1

c0 + cSα1J
<

1
α1cSJ

<
1

α1

(
1

K2
2 K4K5K6

PH2O

P2
H2

+
√

K2PH2

) <
1

α1

(
1

K2
2 K4K5K6

PH2O

P2
H2

)
=

1
b
· ε4 (38)

where we used (5), relied on J ⩾ 1 and introduced b =

α1

(
PH2O

K2
2 K4K5K6

)(
K7·

√
K2

K3·K1

1
PCO

)4
. This implies [S] < 1

b · ε
4 ⇒ 1

[S] >
b
ε4 , so that

αj =
1

1 + ε + 1
[S]

κole,long

κgrowth
· e–cj

<
1

1 + ε + b
ε4

κole,long

κgrowth
· e–cj

=
ε4

ε4 + ε5 + bκole,long

κgrowth
· e–cj

(39)

Although it can be seen that for sufficiently large j, when
bκole,long

κgrowth
· e–cj ≪ ε5, this upper bound tends to the same

1
1+ε = α∞ as in (36), for smaller j’s (which are of interest in
(37)), when bκole,long

κgrowth
· e–cj ≫ ε4, each αj is bounded from above

by a quantity ∼ ε4. The product α2 · . . . ·αN in (37) is thus less
than ε to the power higher than 1, so that J is guaranteed to
remain finite at small ε.

We have thus shown that when ε ∼
√

PH2

PCO
is made small

enough, J remains finite. This further means that in cSα1 · (1 +
α2 + α2α3 + α2α3α4 + · · · ) the term cS · α1 will dominate, so
that (33), initially introduced as a heuristics for the asymptotics
of [S] at small ε, is now verified. This can be also confirmed by
an additional numerical verification as shown in Fig. 5, where

[S]
(PH2 )2 ratio tends to a constant at small PH2 .

As will be discussed in the next subsection, the performed
analysis is also useful for designing a post-processing trans-
formation needed to ensure that the dependence of [S] on the
reaction conditions learned by the PINN is consistent with the
obtained asymptotics at small PH2 .

3.2 Post-processing transformation for
SPINN output

It is known that vanishingly small concentrations of the FTS
reactants are quite common in the inner region of the pellet. At
the same time, most, if not all, of the data points which are fed
into SPINN during its training process correspond to the partial
pressures of the reactants which are noticeably non-zero due
to pseudo-random sampling of training points. In other words,
unless some non-standard training protocol is employed, the
region of the SPINN input space which is of interest during the
inference phase (e.g., when SPINN is invoked as a part of the

diffusion equation solver) is broader than the one used during
the training. It is thus critical to ensure that SPINN outputs
exhibit correct asymptotic behavior as the functions of partial
pressures, when H2 or CO partial pressures become small, i.e.,
when the inference is performed in an extrapolation regime.

In our approach, this requirement is fullfilled by introducing
an ad hoc output layer, which we refer to as the post-processing
transformation G. This transformation relates the ‘raw output’
of SPINN (implemented, e.g., as a fully-connected network
with commonly used activation functions) to the ultimate
quantity of interest [S] as

[S] = G(SPINN(X̄)) = G(y),

where y is a ‘raw’ NN output, and

X̄ =
{

PCO

Pmax
CO

,
PH2

Pmax
H2

,
PH2O

Pmax
H2O

,
T – Tmin

Tmax – Tmin

}
(40)

denotes the non-dimensionalized thermodynamic conditions
which are fed into SPINN as its inputs. Here, we used Pmax

CO =
Pmax

H2
= 6.0 MPa, Pmax

H2O = 6.1 MPa, Tmin = 473.15 K,
Tmax = 513.15 K as the ranges which reasonably reflect the
thermodynamic conditions found in FTS chemical reactors
(cf.13).

Based on the heuristics discussed in Appendix B, we con-
structed the post-processing transformation as a two-stage
procedure. First, we introduce a ‘naive’ approximation for α2

as

α̃2 = (α2)[S]=σ =
κgrowth

κgrowth + κpar,long + e–2c · κole,short
σ

(41)

where σ(y) =
(

c0 + cS · α1 ·
(

1 + α∞
1–α∞

· y
))–1

is a ‘naive’

counterpart of [S] (cf. (B12)) and α∞ = 1
1+ε . We then use it to

relate the actual target quantity [S] to the NN output y as

[S] = G(y) =
1

c0 + cS · α1 ·
(

1 + α̃2 + α̃2 · α∞
1–α∞

· y
) (42)

When σ is small, α̃2 ≈ σ
κgrowth

e–2c·κole,short
∼ ε5, which is small enough

to ‘damp’ α∞
1–α∞

· y ∼ 1
ε , ensuring that 1 + α̃2 + α̃2 · α∞

1–α∞
· y ≈ 1

for small ε. Accordingly, the dependence of [S] on ε becomes
determined by cS ∼ PH2

–2 and thus in fact independent of y, as
required. When ε is not as small (say, at the boundary of the
interpolation region of SPINN inputs), σ can be expected to be
a good guess for [S]. This is because 1 + α∞

1–α∞
· y = 1 + y

ε ≈ 1
is σ(y) as soon as ε becomes larger than a plateau on which
SPINN output y rests at small input pressures, and, as a result,
σ follows the correct ∼ ε4 (as determined by cS∼ 1

PH2
2∼ 1

ε4 )

asymptotics, as opposed to σ ∼ ε5 which took place at smaller
ε. In turn, when σ ≈ [S], α̃2 ≈ α2 can be anticipated as well,
so that α∞

1–α∞
·y now needs to approximate only α3 +α3α4 + · · · ,
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F I G U R E 5 Dependence of [S] on PH2 at T = 493.15K under different values of PCO and PH2O obtained using numerical
equation solver for (3) with microkinetics parameters taken from18,19. Right panel additionally shows the ratio [S]

(PH2 )2 for
convenience.

effectively requiring NN to learn only the properties of (8),
and not of (7) (cd. Appendix B). This way, (42) can properly
account for the difference between κole,short and κole,long.

Importantly, in (42) and in σ(y) it has been implicitly as-
sumed that SPINN is built so that y ⩾ 0 is ensured by design
for arbitrary input X̄, e.g., the final layer in SPINN is formed
by a single ReLU function. Such treatment restricts the choice
of the applicable activation functions however. Therefore, in
practice we used

y = ReLU(SPINN(X̄)), (43)

where the output layer of the fully-connected neural network
SPINN(X̄) is a linear transformation, to which the ‘final’ ReLU
acts as an activation function.

3.3 SPINN training and validation

SPINN with the post-processing transformation introduced in
subsection 3.2 was implemented and trained using NVIDIA
Modulus framework. The SPINN(X̄) in (43) was represented by
two-layer feed forward fully connected architecture, and a sin-
gle ReLU function was applied to its output according to (43) to
ensure that y is not negative. Each layer contained 512 neurons
and GELU activation functions29 (see also30,31,32,33 discussing
the relevant properties of this activation function). The network
was trained for 1 ·106 epochs using Adam optimizer with initial
learning rate of η0 = 1 · 10–3 and the so-called ‘inverse time de-

cay’ learning rate scheduler, prescribing η = η0 ·
(

1 + κ · t
τs

)–1
,

as the dependence of learning rate η on the number of epoch t,

with τs = 100 and κ = 0.01 being the chosen values of the sched-
uler adjustable parameters. The optimizer used the difference
between l.h.s. and r.h.s. of (3) as the loss function, aggregating
these values over a batch of 10 000 input points and minigizing
mean absolute error (MAE) statistics. The mentioned choice
of hyperparameters resembled the training regime previously
used to train a somewhat similar PINN in13.

During the training, each of the inputs, as defined by (40),
was sampled uniformly from 0...1 range. For both training and
testing stages, these intervals of non-dimensionalized PINN
input values corresponded to Pmax

CO = Pmax
H2

= 6.0 MPa, Pmax
H2O =

6.1 MPa, Tmin = 473.15 K, Tmax = 513.15 K in physical units.
Within the same ranges, 18 equally spaced values (k/19, k =
1...18) for each of the input quantities have been further selected
to build a testing dataset containing 184 = 104976 points in
total. This dataset, augmented with the ground truth solutions of
(3)–(8) found by a conventional numerical solver, was used to
assess the model accuracy, and contained the same set of points
as the one used previously in13. Importantly, the lowest values
of H2, CO and H2O pressures found in it were ≈ 0.32 MPa
( 1

19 ≈ 0.0526 in non-dimensionalized units), so that although
such testing dataset properly reflects the overall performance
of the model in the range of thermodynamic conditions found
in inter-pellet space of FTS reactors, it does not assess the
models’ accuracy in the asymptotic region of low pressures. We
thus refer to this dataset as a ‘general’ one, and below report
the accuracy metrics obtained with it separately from those
obtained in the low-pressure regions.

As a baseline, we used the PINN previously proposed in13,
which contained 2 hidden layers, 512 neurons each, and used
GELU as an activation function. All other hyperparameters
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were the same as given above. In the baseline case,

G(y) = 10y (44)

was used as a post-processing transformation, which was thus
the only distinction between it and the PINN model proposed
in this work.

The error metrics of the PINN models with the proposed
post-processing transformation (42) as well as with a baseline
one (44) obtained on the general testing dataset are provided in
Table 1. In addition, Fig. 6 compares the models accuracy in
terms of the distribution of relative errors. In can be seen from
these data that post-processing transformation (42) performs
similar or better than the baseline one.

However, the true benefits of the proposed transformation
become evident when analyzed in small pressures region, not
covered by the ‘general’ testing dataset. In Fig. 7, we compare
the dependencies on PH2 obtained for the value of [S] predicted
by the PINN model with the proposed post-processing transfor-
mation and with the baseline one. This figure also contains the
similar dependence for the the total H2 consumption rate which
is obtained from the predicted [S] by (17). It can be seen that in
contrast to the baseline approach, using the PINN model with
post-processing transformation (42) which ensures a correct
[S] asymptotics solves the issue with non-vanishing H2 con-
sumption rates in the low-pressure region. This improvement
enables the use of the PINN model in multi-stage simulations,
specifically, as a component for computing the source terms in
the reaction-diffusion equation.

3.4 Initial guess for a conventional equation
solver

Due to its iterative nature, a numerical solver applied to the
reaction-diffusion equation needs an initial guess for the func-
tions of interest to start operating. In case of the problem at
hands (25), the simplest option available for the initial guess
is the constant equal to the value the concentration has at the
pellet boundary. However, it appears that with such a naive
guess, SciPy’s solve_bvp with default settings converges
in only ca. 30% of all cases, as we have found by running
it for all possible combinations of 50 values of PCO and PH2

equally spaced within 0 to 6 MPa and with PH2O fixed to 0.5
MPa, T = 493.15K. The possible reasons for such a high
failure rate with the naive guess are discussed in Appendix F.
Specifically, we point out the shortcomings related to using a
truncated Taylor series expansion for the source terms when
building an implicit finite-difference scheme for the reaction-
diffusion system of interest. To mitigate these issues and ensure
the solver stability, particularly, preventing it from evaluating

F I G U R E 6 Comparison of the distributions of the relative
errors in the fraction of vacant catalytic sites [S] obtained with
the PINN model with the proposed post-processing and original
(baseline) transformations

the source terms at unphysical negative concentrations, we pro-
pose an alternative problem-specific approach to creating the
initial guess.

To formulate this approach, we introduce the superscripts old

and new to denote the values of the target quantity at the two
subsequent iterations, and use column-vector w to collectively
represent its values at the points of some discrete grid covering
the pellet. Given that grid, we also introduce matrix L so that
the column-vector Lw contains the values of Laplacian of the
target quantity at the grid points. The proposed method is built
based on derivative-free linear approximation

s(wnew) = s(wold) +
s(wold) – s(0)

wold – 0
· (wnew – wold)

=
s(wold)

wold · w
new, (45)

for the dependence of the source term s on wnew, applied at
each of the grid points. This approximation, enables the use
of an implicit numerical scheme and can be viewed either as
devising a ‘local’ ‘slope’ α = –s

w for s(w) at each point of the
pellet and then using it to approximate s(wnew), or as a result
of imposing the constraint s(w = 0) = 0 and then building a
two-point linear approximation for s, leading to s(wold)–s(0)

wold–0 as the
value of

(
∂s
∂w

)
wold in Taylor-series expansion around wnew.

It is worth noting that approximation (45) would have been
unusable if limw→0

s(w)
w was not finite. Therefore, when NN-

based model is used to evaluate s(w), such model thus must
ensure correct asymptotic behaviour in small-concentrations
regions , so that the ratio s(w)

w remains finite when w → 0 (cf.
subsection 3.1).
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T A B L E 1 Comparison of the formal accuracy metrics for SPINN models with the baseline13 and proposed post-processing
transformations, obtained for the dataset with partial pressures above ∼ 0.32 MPa

Model
Absolute error (|[S]true – [S]predicted |) Relative error (

∣∣∣ [S]true–[S]predicted

[S]true

∣∣∣)
Mean Median Max Mean Median Max

Proposed 2.64e-05 2.64e-05 3.93e-04 6.55e-04 6.55e-04 5.19e-03
Baseline 13 2.31e-05 2.31e-05 1.90e-03 6.83e-04 6.83e-04 1.94e-02

a b

F I G U R E 7 Dependence of the total H2 consumption rate (a) and the fraction of vacant catalitic sites (b) on the partial
pressure of H2 (at PCO = 0.1 MPa, PH2O = 0.01 MPa, T = 493.15 K), as predicted by the ground truth solution (‘exact’), PINN
model with G(y) = 10y post-processing transformation (‘baseline’)13, and the proposed PINN model which ensures correct
asymptotic behaviour (‘proposed model’)

With (45), we obtain a system of linear equations(
s(wold

j )
wold

j
–

1
τ

)
wnew

j + (Lwnew)j = –
wold

j

τ
(46)

which is used to find all components of wnew from wold at each
of the iterations (see Appendix F for a detailed derivation).

As a result, the proposed initial guess creation procedure can
thus be formulated as following (see also C for a pseudocode
formulation):

• Initialization: build the Laplacian matrix L for the selected
grid, set wold

j = wBC for all j (grid-point indices) and set
τinitial = ε · wBC

–s(wBC) , where ε = 0.1.
• Iterate over ‘time-steps’:

· If some components of wj are negative, replace them with
10–5, compute source terms, and set to zero all those com-
ponents of the source terms s(w) which correspond to
negative ‘concentrations’;

· Find wnew by solving the system of linear equations (46),
with the rows of equation matrix which correspond to
the pellet center and the outer radius of the pellet being
replaced with the equations expressing the corresponding
boundary conditions;

· Use non-negative components of wnew to compute the new
source terms;

· If there are no negative components of wnew
j AND relative

(component-wise) change in sj

wj
(where only the compo-

nents with non-negative wold and wnew are considered) is
less than 0.25, treat the current iteration as completed, in-
crease ‘time-step’ (set τ := 2τ ) and proceed to the next
iteration;

Otherwise, select a smaller time-step (τ := τ
2 ) and

repeat the current iteration again;

• Stop if the maximum relative change in wj is below 0.01,
or if the total number of iterations exceeded 250.

Several notes are worth adding regarding the proposed
algorithm.

• The ‘time-step’ τ can be viewed as a regularizing parame-
ter, in a sense that by choosing it to be small enough, one
can ensure that all the eigenvalues of the linear equations
system matrix in (46) are negative. In that case, it is guar-
anteed that all components of wnew are non-negative, given
that the same was ensured for wold. Indeed, (wold)Twnew =∑

k(wold)T vkvT
k

–Λk
wold =

∑
k

(vT
k wold)2

–Λk
⩾ 0 (where Λk < 0 and
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vk are the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the equation sys-
tem matrix, and

∑
k

vkvT
k

Λk
is its inverse) is true in general,

particularly, in case when just a single component of wold is
kept non-zero. That being showed, one can now represent
wnew as a sum of ‘partial’ solutions, each corresponding to
wold with a single non-zero component, thus ensuring that
all components of wnew are non-negative.

• The rationale behind the choice of the initial ‘time-step’
in our approach is the following. When all components of
wold are initialized to the constant (equal to the boundary
conditions concentration wBC), we have Lwold ≡ 0 in the
inner points and can use ‘explicit scheme’-type equation
(F19) to estimate wnew. That yields wnew–wBC

τ = s(wBC) (no-
tice that there is no dependence on j because all components
of wold are the same), and hence the relative change in the
concentration under the given τ is

∣∣∣wnew–wBC
wBC

∣∣∣ = τ
∣∣∣ s(wBC)

wBC

∣∣∣.
By constraining it to be smaller than the chosen ε, we
get τ < ε · wBC

–s(wBC) = τmax, as used in the algorithm. The
similar derivations can be done also for (46) by assum-
ing that Lwnew ≈ Lwold ≡ 0, which leads to

∣∣∣wnew–wBC
wBC

∣∣∣ =
–τs(wBC)

wBC–τs(wBC) < ε =⇒ τ < ε wBC
–s(wBC)·(1–ε) , the upper bound which

is less restrictive than the one used in the algorithm.

The proposed initial guess has been found to be quite accu-
rate, so that on average only 1.03 iterations of a conventional
solved is typically needed to reach a converged solution. The
differences between the guess and the final solution have typ-
ically been found within 1% (see Appendix E for a detailed
comparison).

To showcase the role of the initial guess quality on the con-
vergence of the reaction-diffusion equation numerical solver,
we considered 2500 sets of boundary condition values cre-
ated by combining 50 values of PCO and PH2 , each equally
spaced within 0 to 6 MPa range, with the fixed values of
PH2O = 0.5MPa and T = 493.15K. For each of these boundary
conditions, the proposed initial guess generator in conjunction
with SciPy’s solve_bvp with default settings was used to
find a ‘ground truth’ solutions wexact

j (x) of the reaction-diffusion
equations. The process converged in all 100% cases.

We then repeated a similar process of running SciPy’s
solve_bvp on the same sets of boundary conditions, but this
time used the following expression as an initial guess

wj(x) = wBC
j + (wexact

j (x) – wBC
j ) · γ (47)

where we introduced γ which can be interpreted as the ‘quality’
of an initial guess, in a sense that γ = 0 corresponds to the naive
guess with all concentrations set equal to their values on the
pellet boundary, while γ = 1 provides the guess equal to ‘exact’
solution. The analysis of the solver convergence statistics was
then performed. Success rate of the solver convergence was
judged by two metrics: the fraction of all sets of boundary

conditions at which the solver converged, and the fraction of
all sets of boundary conditions when the obtained solution did
not contain negative (unphysical) values of the concentrations.
Additionally, we analyzed the total running time of the solver
as well as the number of iterations it needed to reach to the final
solution. As shown in Fig. 8, the quality of the initial guess is
crucial to ensure the convergence of the solver, highlighting
the practical usefulness of the proposed initialization scheme.
In particular, it can be seen that in order to bring the ratio of
successfully converged cases close to 100%, initial guess should
differ from exact solution within a few percents. It is thus no
surprise that the initial guesses wguess

j (r) found by the method
presented in subsection 3.4 are rather close to the ground truth
solution wfinal

j (r), (j = CO, H2), found by the numerical solver.

4 CONCLUSIONS

Design of a neural network trained in a physics-informed
manner has been adapted to be usable for accelerating the
solution of a multi-stage simulation problem related to Fischer-
Tropsch gas-to-liquid chemical synthesis process. We have
demonstrated that when the catalyst pellet as the key compo-
nent of the chemical reactor running the synthesis is described
with the system of reaction-diffusion equations, special care
must be taken when replacing their exact source terms with
numerically more efficient approximations, mimicking exact
microkinetics model. Conventional feed-forward architecture
of a neural network used as a core component for such an ap-
proximation has been found to be inapplicable, as it failed to
reproduce correct asymptotic of the reaction rates under small
reactants pressures conditions. To tackle this obstacle, we pro-
posed a post-processing transformation, effectively acting as
an additional problem-specific output layer of a neural network.
We have found that with a properly designed initialization
scheme, the proposed PINN architecture allows efficiently solv-
ing the system of reaction-diffusion equations for wide range
of thermodynamics conditions on the boundary of the pellet.
The proposed combination of the PINN architecture and nu-
merical solver initialization scheme can be further applied for
ground-up modeling of FTS reactors, allowing for theory-based
computation of the properties of chemical interest.
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APPENDIX

A CORRECTIONS EXTRAPOLATING THE
OVERALL REACTION RATES TO AN INFI-
NITE Nmax

In order to compensate for the error appearing in (16) and
(17) due to the finite upper bound Nmax of summation, we first
notice that each of the individual production rates given by
(12)–(15) is proportional to n ·

∏n
j=1 αj (in case of paraffins) or

n · ecn ·
∏n

j=1 αj (in case of olefins). Specifically,

spar =
∑∞

n=1(n · RCnH2n+2 ) –
∑N0

n=1(n · RCnH2n+2 )
κpar,long · [S]2

=
∞∑

n=N0+1

n ·
n∏

j=1

αj

 (A1)

and

sole =
∑∞

n=2(n · RCnH2n ) –
∑N0

n=2(n · RCnH2n )
κole,long · [S]

=
∞∑

n=N0+1

n · ec·n ·
n∏

j=1

αj

 (A2)

can be introduced as the corrections related to truncations of
the sums. Summation bound N0 is introduced here as the thresh-
old defined so that for j > N0 the chain growth probabilities
αj, defined by (8), are essentially independent on j as a conse-
quence of ec·j becoming vanishingly small in (8). For j > N0 we
can thus put αj ≈ αN0+1. It is further assumed that Nmax ⩾ N0,
i.e., Nmax used in (16) and (17) exceeds the threshold N0. As
(A1) can be considered as a partial case of (A2) with c = 0, it
is sufficient to analyze (A2) only. By replacing αj with αN0+1

for j ⩾ N0 + 1, we get for n ⩾ N0 + 1

ecn
n∏

j=1

αj =
N0∏
j=1

αj · ecn
n∏

j=N0+1

αj ≈ ecn(αN0+1)n–N0

N0∏
j=1

αj

=

∏N0
j=1 αj

αN0+1
N0
· (αN0+1ec)n (A3)

It is convenient to introduce α̃N0+1 = αN0+1ec as a shorthand
notation. We thus have to compute

sole ≈
∞∑

n=N0+1

(
n ·
∏N0

j=1 αj

αN0+1
N0
· α̃N0+1

n

)

=

∏N0
j=1 αj

αN0+1
N0
·

∞∑
n=N0+1

n · α̃N0+1
n = sapprox

ole (A4)
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The sum
∑∞

n=N0+1 n · α̃N0+1
n = α̃N0+1

N0 ·
∑∞

k=1(N0 +k) · (α̃N0+1)k

can be computed by first using
∑∞

k=1 α̃N0+1
k = α̃N0+1

1–α̃N0+1
as the

sum of geometric series, and then by taking derivative of this
result with respect to α̃N0+1. That yields

∞∑
n=1

n · α̃N0+1
n =

α̃N0+1

(1 – α̃N0+1)2 .

Combined together, these results imply

∞∑
n=N0+1

n · (α̃N0+1)n =

α̃N0+1
N0 ·
(

N0

(
1

1 – α̃N0+1
– 1
)

+
α̃N0+1

(1 – α̃N0+1)2

)
= α̃N0+1

N0 · L(α̃N0+1, N0) (A5)

where we introduced a function (20) for the sake of convenience.
With (A5) we have from (A4)

sapprox
ole = α̃N0+1

N0 ·
∏N0

j=1 αj

αN0+1
N0
· L(ecαN0+1, N0)

= ecN0 · L(ecαN0+1, N0) ·
N0∏
j=1

αj (A6)

and, by substituting c = 0, the similar result for paraffins
becomes

sapprox
par = L(αN0+1, N0) ·

N0∏
j=1

αj

= L(αN0+1, N0) ·
RCN0 H2N0+2

κpar,long · [S]2 , (A7)

where we used (12). Similarly to that, (14) can be used to
represent (A6) as

sapprox
ole = L(ecαN0+1, N0) ·

RCN0 H2N0

κole,long · [S]
(A8)

To estimate a lower bound for N0, we should require that ecN0 ≪
1. According to Eq.(6) of18, c = – ∆E

RT , with Table 2 of the
same paper suggesting ∆E = 1.1 kJ

mol , so that for 513 K as the
upper boundary of the selected temperature range, we have
RT/∆E ≈ 4. Then, if we require that –cN0 = – ln 10–8 ≈ 18
(with the ‘small value’ of 10–8 being related to the machine
epsilon round-off threshold of 2–23 ≈ 1.2 · 10–7 in case of 32-
bit single precision representation of floating-point numbers),
we conclude that any N0 > 4 · 18 = 72 should be a reasonable
choice. We thus simply set N0 equal to Nmax = 100.

When combined with (A1) and (A2), results (A7) and (A8)
now lead to the approximations

∞∑
n=1

(n · RCnH2n+2 ) ≈
Nmax∑
n=1

(n · RCnH2n+2 )

+ L(αNmax+1, Nmax) · RCNmax H2Nmax+2 (A9)

for paraffins and

∞∑
n=2

(n · RCnH2n ) ≈
Nmax∑
n=2

(n · RCnH2n )

+ L(ecαNmax+1, Nmax) · RCNmax H2Nmax
(A10)

for olefins. Furthermore, as discussed in13,

∞∑
n=N0+1

n∏
j=1

αj ≈
N0∏
j=1

αj ·
αN0+1

1 – αN0+1

implying that

∞∑
n=1

RCnH2n+2 –
Nmax∑
n=1

RCnH2n+2 ≈ RCNmax H2Nmax+2 ·
αNmax+1

1 – αNmax+1
. (A11)

Results (A9), (A10) and (A11) thus allow extrapolating RCO

and RH2 , defined in (16) and (17), to Nmax =∞.

B HEURISTICS USED TO CONSTRUCT
A POST-PROCESSING TRANSFORMATION
FOR SPINN

We now turn to discussing some heuristics which are helpful
for building the function G capable of ensuring that [S] has a
correct asymptotic behaviour in the small pressures region and,
therefore, the required extrapolation abilities. By considering
(31) as a starting point, the simplest form of the post-processing
transformation would be

Gsimple(y) =
1

c0 + cS · α1 · (1 + y)

so that with y = SPINN(X̄) we get [S] =(
c0 + cS · α1 · (1 + SPINN(X̄))

)–1
. However, such form can

require SPINN to output values much larger than unity, which
is not desirable, as it would deviate the output from a standard
normal distribution significantly. Another option could be
using α∞

1–α∞
, in which 0 < α∞ < 1 is predicted by SPINN, to

approximate J in (31) instead of 1 + y, but such a choice would
neglect the difference between κole,short (as present in α2) and
κole,long (present in αn with n ⩾ 3).

We thus constructed the following two-staged alternative
to create transformation G. First, we use (6) for α1 and set
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α∞ = 1
1+ε , where ε = κpar,long

κgrowth
as before (cf. (35)). As α∞ > αn

for all n > 2, α∞ + α2
∞ + α3

∞ + · · · = α∞
1–α∞

= 1
ε = κgrowth

κpar,long
can

be used as ‘an order of magnitude estimate’ for J – 1, or, more
strictly, as an upper bound for α2 + α2α3 + α2α3α4 + . . .. This
further implies that 0 ⩽ α2+α2α3+α2α3α4+...

α∞+α2
∞+α3

∞+... = J–1
α∞

1–α∞
⩽ 1, so that

the SPINN output y = SPINN
(
X̄
)

contained in 0 to 1 range can
be scaled as α∞

1–α∞
· y to approximate J – 1. As the difference

between κole,short (as present in α2) and κole,long (present in
αn with n ⩾ 3) is still neglected is these considerations, the
quantity

σ(y) =
1

c0 + cS · α1 ·
(

1 + α∞
1–α∞

· y
)

=
κpar,long

c0 · κpar,long + cS · α1 · (κpar,long + κgrowth · y)
(B12)

introduced at this stage is only treated as an auxiliary interme-
diate quantity, or just as an ‘initial estimate’ for [S].

Indeed, this σ alone is not good enough as the value of
[S] at very small ε, because assuming that SPINN output y,
0 ⩽ y ⩽ 1, goes on a plateau at small reactants pressures, we’d
have∼ 1

ε4 ·
(
1 + 1

ε · y
)

asymptotics in the denominator of (B12)
at small ε, given that α∞

1–α∞
= 1

ε and cS ∼ 1
P2

H2

∼ 1
ε4 . That would

imply that σ follows σ ∼ ε5 asymptotics, which is thus defined
not only by that of cS and is in contrast to (33). In other words,
y can not simply become constant at small input pressures in
case if G is expected to work in the ‘extrapolation’ regime. This
drawback comes from the fact that the ‘large’ α∞

1–α∞
= 1

ε is not
‘damped’ by any other factor, which in the true J comes from a
number of initial αj’s (cf. (37) and (39)).

The same effect of ‘damping’ can, however, be introduced
empirically by using the above-introduced σ at one stage of the
two-stage procedure.

To this end, we introduce an ‘effective value’ for α2 as

α̃2 = (α2)[S]=σ =
κgrowth

κgrowth + κpar,long + e–2c · κole,short
σ

(B13)

and then use it to get

[S] = G(y) =
1

c0 + cS · α1 ·
(

1 + α̃2 + α̃2 · α∞
1–α∞

· y
) (B14)

When σ is small, α̃2 ≈ σ
κgrowth

e–2c·κole,short
∼ ε5, which is small enough

to ‘damp’ α∞
1–α∞

· y ∼ 1
ε , ensuring that 1 + α̃2 + α̃2 · α∞

1–α∞
· y ≈

1 for small ε and that the dependence of [S] on ε becomes
determined by cS ∼ PH2

–2 and thus in fact independent of y, as
required. When ε is not as small (say, at the boundary of the
interpolation region of SPINN inputs), σ can be expected to be
a good guess for [S]. This is because 1 + α∞

1–α∞
· y = 1 + y

ε ≈ 1
is the denominator of (B12) as soon as ε becomes larger than a
plateau on which SPINN output y rests at small input pressures,

and, as a result, σ follows the correct ∼ ε4 (as determined by
cS∼ 1

PH2
2∼ 1

ε4 ) asymptotics, as opposed to σ ∼ ε5 which took
place at smaller ε. In turn, when σ ≈ [S], α̃2 ≈ α2 can be
anticipated as well, so that α∞

1–α∞
now needs to approximate

only α3 + α3α4 + · · · , instead of α2 + α2α3 + α2α3α4 + . . .

as it was in (B12). This way, (B14) can properly account for
the difference between κole,short and κole,long, or α2 and αn with
n ⩾ 3 as defined by (7) and (8) respectively.

From the numerical implementation perspective, expression
(B14) can be more conveniently rewritten in an equivalent form
as

[S] =
κpar,long

c0 · κpar,long + cS · α1 · (κpar,long + α̃2 · (κpar,long + κgrowth · y))
.

(B15)

C PSEUDO-CODE RERESENTATION OF
THE INITIAL-GUESS CREATION PROCE-
DURE

The algorithm is outlined as Algorithm 1 below.

D APPLICATION EXAMPLE

The developed multi-stage numerical scheme accelerated by
PINN enabled us to compute several quantities of chemical
interest as a function of non-dimensionalized reactants pres-
sures X̄CO = pCO/pmax

CO and X̄H2 = pH2 /pmax
H2

at fixed temperature
of 493.15 K and H2O pressure of 0.5 MPa. Technically, for
each of the 2500 considered combinations of H2 and CO pres-
sures, the concentration profiles were obtained by solving the
reaction-diffusion equation (25), and the resulting hydrocar-
bons formation rates were then analyzed. We considered such
quantities as total consumption of CO by the pellet

Rtot
CO =

∫ Rp

0
RCO(PCO(r), PH2 (r), PH2O(r), T)4πr2dr, (D16)

C5+ fraction

gC5+ =

∑Nmax
n=5 Rtot

CnH2n+2
+
∑Nmax

n=5 Rtot
CnH2n∑Nmax

n=1 Rtot
CnH2n+2

+
∑Nmax

n=2 Rtot
CnH2n

, (D17)

and the pellet effectiveness factor for CO consumption

ηCO =

∫ Rp

0 RCO(PCO(r), PH2 (r), PH2O(r), T) · 4πr2dr
4
3πR3

p · RCO(PCO(Rp), PH2 (Rp), PH2O(Rp), T)
. (D18)
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Algorithm 1 Procedure for initial-guess creation
Initialization: build the Laplacian
matrix L for the selected grid. wold

j ←
wBC ∀j and τinitial ← ε · wBC

–s(wBC), where ε = 0.1.
Counter ← 0
Tol1 ← 0.25, Tol2 ← 0.01, Nmax ← 250
while Counter ≤ Nmax do

Temp = []
for j in len(w) do

if wj < 0 then
wj ← 10–5

Temp.insert(j)
end if

end for
Compute source terms s(w)
for i in Temp do

s(w)i ← 0
end for
Find wnew by solving the system of

linear equations (F23). Replace rows
of equation matrix which correspond
to the pellet center and the outer
radius of the pellet with the equations
expressing the corresponding boundary
conditions.

Use non-negative components of wnew

to compute the new source terms.
if (wnew

j > 0 ∀j) AND (( sj

wj
)new – ( sj

wj
)old < Tol1)

then
Increase time step τ ← 2τ and

proceed to next iteration
else Reduce the timestep τ ← τ

2 and
repeat the current iteration.

end if
if ∃j such that δwj ≤ Tol2 then

BREAK
end if
Counter + +

end while

To this end, all the reaction rates were computed according to
(12), (13), (14), (15), (16), by substituting the substances partial
pressures from (23) with the concentrations found at the given
radial coordinate. For Rtot

CnH2n+2
and Rtot

CnH2n
, denoting the total

production of paraffins and 1-olefins respectively, expressions
similar to (D16) were used. Numerical integration in (D16),
(D17), (D18) were performed using the trapezoid method with
100 equally-spaced radial points.

The above introduced quantities reflect the chemical per-
formance characteristics of the catalyst pellets, which are

practically important from the perspective of FTS reactors mod-
elling. For example, the total consumption of CO is related to
average volumetric consumption rate of reactants within the re-
actor volume, which, in turn, would be required if their spatial
distributions of substances within the reactor had to be found.
The C5+ fraction, on the other hand, evaluates the distribution
of FTS products by prioritizing the paraffins and 1-olefins with
the number of carbon atoms not less than 5, that is liquids
and waxes. Finally, the pellet effectiveness factor quantifies the
impact of the diffusion limitations on the catalyst pellet perfor-
mance. It is a dimensionless property, limited to 0 to 1 range,
which compares the actual consumption of a reactant within
the pellet to the theoretical rate that would occur if the entire
pellet interior were exposed to the same conditions as its sur-
face. Its highest possible value of 1 would correspond to the
ideal situation with no diffusion limitations, when the reactant
concentration profile is uniform throughout the pellet radius, so
that the catalyst at each point of the pellet is equally active. In
contrast to that, ηCO can be lowered to zero in case the reactant
is consumed near the pellet surface, before it can diffuse to its
interior, leaving most part of the pellet volume unutilized.

Obtained dependencies of the considered properties of chem-
ical interest on the partial pressures of CO and H2 are shown in
Fig. D1.

E COMPARISON OF INITIAL GUESS CON-
CENTRATION PROFILES WITH THE FINAL
ONES

We have compared the initial guesses wguess
j (r) found by the

method presented in subsection 3.4 to the ground truth solution
wfinal

j (r), (j = CO, H2), found by the numerical solver. These
profiles have been found to be rather close, as can be illustrated
by Fig. E2 presenting the distribution of the relative errors

εrel
j =

maxr∈(0,Rp) |wfinal
j – wguess

j |
wj(1)

· 100%

where wj(1) is the value of the corresponding non-
dimensionalized concentration at the pellet boundary, between
wguess

j (r) and wfinal
j (r), for 2500 instances of boundary condi-

tions. The mean relative errors for CO and H2 concentration
profiles have been found to be only 0.7% and 0.4% respectively.
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F PECULIARITIES OF THE SOURCE
TERMS APPROXIMATIONS IN CONTEXT OF
REACTION-DIFFUSION EQUATION SOLVER

Below we discuss the possible reasons for such a high failure
rate with the naive guess and propose an alternative problem-
specific approach to creating the initial guess.

For the pellet model, the reaction-diffusion differential
equations which are to be solved can be generalized as

∆w = –s(w),

i.e., as the Poisson-type equation with the source term s(w)
being a non-linear function of the target quantity ‘profile’ w(r)
(the distribution of either temperature or concentration of one
of the substances across the pellet). For the non-linear equation
at hands, numerical methods are always iterative. Because of
that and given the ‘dissipative’ nature of the diffusion and
heat transfer processes, in a sense that they always tend to
take system to a well-defined steady-state (a non-equilibrium
one, in thermodynamic terms), it is quite natural to design the
iterations of the solution process such that they mimic the time
evolution of the system, starting from some an arbitrary initial
guess, compatible with the boundary conditions. As mentioned
in subsection 2.2, the problem statement at hands is aimed at
finding the stationary concentration profiles, so that timesteps
discussed below should rather be treated merely as a numerical
heuristics, rather than a physical time.

In context of the iterative solution process, we will use super-
scripts old and new to denote the values of the target quantity at
the two subsequent iterations (the moments of ‘time’) and use
column-vector w to represent the values of the target quantity
at the points of some discrete grid covering the pellet. As the
derivatives in the finite-difference schemes are related to the
components of w, we will use L to denote the matrix built so
that the column-vector Lw contains the values of Laplacian of
the target quantity w at the grid points.

Among the finite difference schemes aimed at numerically
solving differential equations (both ODEs and PDEs), it is com-
mon to distinguish between the so-called explicit and implicit
schemes34. Explicit schemes are easy to implement are compu-
tationally less expensive but can experience convergence issues,
constrained by small time-steps pertaining to the stability re-
quirements and therefore require large number of smaller steps
to converge. In contrast to that, stability of implicit schemes
is generally better, they can handle larger steps, but that is
achieved by the need of solving a system of algebraic equations
at each step, thus making entire scheme computationally more
demanding and more difficult to derive from a theoretical
perspective.

Accordingly, explicit and implicit schemes for finding wnew

based on wold can be summarized as

wnew – wold

τ
= Lwold + s(wold) (F19)

wnew – wold

τ
= Lwnew + s(wnew) (F20)

respectively. In these equations, τ is the ‘time’ step (in prop-
erly scaled units), and s(w) is the vector-function returning the
values of the source terms s(w) on the grid points. If the latter
function was linear, using either of (F19) or (F20) would both
reduce to solving a system of linear equations at each itera-
tion. However, in the pellet modeling problem the source term
function is non-linear and, as a result, using (F20) to find wnew

based on wold requires solving a system of non-linear equations,
which complicates the procedure significantly. Therefore, to
make the implicit scheme tractable, it is common to introduce
approximations for r.h.s. of (F20) and to express the (small)
changes in s (wnew) via the changes in w in a linear manner.
The coefficients of their relationship can typically be updated at
each iteration. It is the form of these linear approximations that
can impact the stability and the performance of the ultimate
method significantly.

In the FTS catalyst pellet modeling problem, the source term
function (22) can be considered as a ‘local’, in a sense that its
value at certain point of the pellet depends only on the values
of substances concentrations or temperature at the same point.
In other words, j-th component of column-vector s(w) depends
only on j-th component of column-vector w (or parameters
with respect to which no derivatives are taken in the considered
differential equation). This feature simplifies the approximation
of s (wnew), reducing it to a component-wise approximation
problem. One common option for such approximation could be
using the Taylor series expansion for sj(wnew

j ) in the vicinity of
wold

j and terminating it after the linear terms, viz.

sj(wnew
j ) ≈ sj(wold

j ) +
(
∂sj

∂wj

)
wold

j

· (wnew
j – wold

j ) (F21)

We have found, however, that this leads to unstable iterations
which often fail to converge, especially if the solution con-
tains a region of small concentrations. Therefore, more delicate
approximation scheme is needed.

To this end, we consider the situation when the reactants pen-
etrate into the pellet through its surface from the surrounding
medium in a ratio when one of the reactants is consumed much
more actively than the others. In that case, the closer to the pel-
let center, the more limited the overall chain of reactions will be
by the availability of the actively consumed reactant. The rate
of the elementary reaction in which it is consumed will then
become the limiting factor for the the overall rate of chemical
transformations. It can then be expected that this ‘rate limiting’
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elementary reaction will follow first-order kinetics s = –α · w
(which is exactly the case explored in subsection 2.3), when
the reactant is consumed at the rate that is proportional to the
available concentration. Such proportionality can be helpful for
clarifying the desired properties of approximation for sj(wnew

j ).
Under assumption s = –α · w, equation ∆w = 1

x2
d
dx

(
x2 dw

dx

)
=

–s can be solved analytically. The w(x) function satisfying both
this equation and the boundary conditions w′(0) = 0, w(1) = 1,
is

w =
1

sinh
√
α
·

sinh
(√

α · x
)

x
.

At the pellet center (x → 0) this concentration is w(0) →√
α

sinh
√
α

, so that when α is large enough w(0) ∼
√
α · e–

√
α ≪ 1

and w(0) becomes vanishingly small, as expected. In other
words, the entire amount of the reactant that penetrates into the
catalytic pellet from the outer medium is almost completely
consumed in the outermost ‘shell’ of the particle.

Although in a more realistic model s is not linearly propor-
tional to w, we can expect that the above described situation
can remain qualitatively correct (e.g., by admitting that the
‘effective’ α varying smoothly across the pellet). Most impor-
tantly, the region of small concentrations can still be expected
to exist in the realistic setting (e.g., near the pellet center).
Small concentrations, in turn, can possess a difficulty for Tay-
lor series based approximation (F21) of sj(wnew

j ). This can be
exemplified by considering s(w) = A · w0.98, which leads to
∂s
∂w = A ·0.98 · 1

w0.02 , i.e., the quantity which becomes large when
w → 0. Consequently, even any small ‘trial’ changes in con-
centration which will arise during the iterations of numerical
solution method will be ‘amplified’ by large ∂s

∂w , leading to in-
accuracies in sj(wnew

j ) approximation. For example, s(wnew) of
wrong sign can appear in the equation, meaning that the reac-
tant is ‘produced’ instead of being consumed. Note that getting
source terms of a wrong sign as a result of inaccurate sj(wnew

j )
approximation is more dangerous than getting incorrect (e.g.,
too large) source term but with a correct sign (which still corre-
sponds to the consumption of the reactant). Indeed, when the
chemical transformations are limited by the concentration of
one of the reactants, its erroneous ‘production’ can even make
entire system unstable.

With the above considerations, we selected an alternative
linear approximation for s(wnew), viz.

s(wnew) = s(wold) +
s(wold) – s(0)

wold – 0
· (wnew – wold)

=
s(wold)

wold · w
new, (F22)

where the subscript denoting the number of a grid point has
been dropped our for clarity. This approximation, enabling the
use of an implicit numerical scheme, can be viewed either as
devising a ‘local’ value of α = –s

w at each point of the pellet and
then using it to approximate s(wnew), or as a result of imposing

the constraint s(w = 0) = 0 and then building a two-point
linear approximation for s, leading to s(wold)–s(0)

wold–0 as the value of(
∂s
∂w

)
wold in (F21). An essential requirement for applicability of

the approximation (F22) is however that s(w)
w ratio remains finite

even in small-concentrations regions. In case NN approximators
are involved in s(w) they thus must ensure correct asymptotic
behaviour when w→ 0.

With (F22) used component-wise for s (wnew), the j-th
component of (F20) becomes(

s(wold
j )

wold
j

–
1
τ

)
wnew

j + (Lwnew)j = –
wold

j

τ
(F23)

which leads to a system of linear equations w.r.t. wnew. Such
system is solved with standard numerical routines at each ‘time-
step’ iteration of the proposed approach to find wnew from
wold.
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a) Total consumption of CO

b) Pellet effectiveness factor for CO consumption

c) C5+ fraction

F I G U R E D1 Quantities of chemical interest computed
as a function of non-dimensionalized reactants pressures
X̄CO = pCO/pmax

CO and X̄H2 = pH2 /pmax
H2

(cf. (40)) at X̄T = 0.5,
X̄H2O = 0.0819, based on the solutions of the reaction-diffusion
equations obtained with the proposed method accelerated with
PINNs: a) total consumption of CO (in mol

sec and mol
sec·kgcat

), b)
the pellet effectiveness factor (dimensionless), c) C5+ fraction
(dimensionless)

F I G U R E E2 The distribution of relative errors εrel
j =

maxr |wfinal
j –wguess

j |
wj(1) · 100% (j = CO, H2) for the concentration pro-

files wj(r) produced by the proposed initial guess generator, as
compared to the final solutions
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