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Abstract

Data assimilation techniques are crucial for correcting the trajectory when modeling com-
plex physical systems. A recently developed data assimilation method, Latent Ensemble Score
Filter (Latent-EnSF), has shown great promise in addressing the key limitation of EnSF for
highly sparse observations in high-dimensional and nonlinear data assimilation problems. It
performs data assimilation in a latent space for encoded states and observations in every assim-
ilation step, and requires costly full dynamics to be evolved in the original space. In this paper,
we introduce Latent Dynamics EnSF (LD-EnSF), a novel methodology that completely avoids
the full dynamics evolution and significantly accelerates the data assimilation process, which is
especially valuable for complex dynamical problems that require fast data assimilation in real
time. To accomplish this, we introduce a novel variant of Latent Dynamics Networks (LDNets)
to effectively capture and preserve the system’s dynamics within a very low-dimensional latent
space. Additionally, we propose a new method for encoding sparse observations into the latent
space using Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks, which leverage not only the current
step’s observations, as in Latent-EnSF, but also all previous steps, thereby improving the ac-
curacy and robustness of the observation encoding. We demonstrate the robustness, accuracy,
and efficiency of the proposed method for two challenging dynamical systems with highly sparse
(in both space and time) and noisy observations.

1 Introduction

Numerical methods for partial differential equations (PDEs), such as the finite element method,
have established themselves as reliable tools for simulating complex scientific problems that lack
closed-form solutions. However, these simulations are prone to errors arising from various sources,
including parameter misspecification, model simplifications, numerical inaccuracies, and inherent
uncertainties within the model. Without proper management, these errors can accumulate and
propagate over time, ultimately leading to significant deviations from the true state. This challenge
is particularly pronounced in real-world applications like weather forecasting [42], computational
fluid dynamics [9], and sea ice modeling [47], where systems involve intricate interactions and
substantial uncertainties. As a result, data assimilation techniques [41], which integrate additional
observations at specific intervals to mitigate error accumulation, are becoming increasingly essential
in modern simulation workflows.
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1.1 A short review of data assimilation methods and our contributions

Various data assimilation methods have been developed to address the challenge of integrating
observational data into model simulations. Traditional approaches, particularly those based on
Bayesian filtering, have dominated this area due to their computational efficiency, leveraging the
Markovian assumption on prior states. Examples include the Kalman Filter [23] and particle fil-
ters [26]. Building on these, the Ensemble Kalman Filter (EnKF)[17] and its variants [22, 7] were
developed by incorporating ensemble-based techniques, and they remain widely used today. How-
ever, standard EnKFs necessitate simplifying assumptions to remain computationally feasible for
high-dimensional systems, as the number of samples required to accurately estimate the distribution
scales linearly with the system’s dimensionality. On the other hand, more sophisticated methods,
such as variational approaches (3D/4D-Var) [36], offer improved assimilation power but demand
multiple propagations of the system during optimization, resulting in high computational costs.

To address these limitations, [3] introduced the Ensemble Score Filter (EnSF), which has
demonstrated strong performance in high-dimensional, nonlinear data assimilation problems. Un-
like EnKF, which uses a set of Monte Carlo samples to represent the probability distribution,
EnSF encodes probability density information into a score function and generates samples by solv-
ing reverse-time stochastic differential equations (SDEs) based on these scores. However, EnSF
encounters challenges in scenarios with sparse observational data, as the score function becomes
ill-posed and vanishes in regions with insufficient observations.

A recent method, Latent-EnSF [43], addresses the challenge of sparse observations by employing
Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) [24] to project observations and states into a shared latent space.
The system dynamics are then evolved in the original full space using the existing simulation
method. While this approach is compatible with any numerical or data-driven model, it remains
complex and computationally demanding for large-scale applications such as weather forecasting.
By the integration of data-driven surrogate models like FourCastNet [32], Graphcast [27], or Pangu
Weather [5], the computational challenges can be alleviated, as shown in [46, 43], but may still
remain due to the intricate architectures required to model full-space dynamics effectively.

To address the computational challenges associated with simulating full-space dynamics, several
methods have been proposed to learn system dynamics directly in latent space [39, 31, 45, 18].
However, many of these approaches rely on model reduction and surrogate models that operate
independently, often resulting in oscillatory latent states that are challenging to model. To overcome
these limitations, Latent Dynamics Networks (LDNets) [37] and their extension [40] have been
developed to jointly identify a low-dimensional latent space and learn the spatiotemporal dynamics
within it. This unified approach eliminates the need for operations in the high-dimensional full
space, demonstrating improved accuracy while requiring significantly fewer trainable parameters.

However, LDNets require predefined model parameters to initialize and evolve the system’s
state, and uncertainty in these parameters can lead to significant deviations over time. To address
this issue, we propose a hybrid approach that combines the strengths of LDNets and Latent-EnSF,
introducing the Latent Dynamics Ensemble Score Filter (LD-EnSF) (Fig.1). This approach
integrates the advantages of both methods to mitigate their respective limitations. Furthermore,
we incorporate a Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) [21] encoder for mapping observations to
the latent space, enabling the efficient use of past observations, especially in scenarios with high
observation sparsity. Our numerical experiments demonstrate that the LD-EnSF method achieves
robustness, high accuracy, and significant acceleration compared to EnSF and Latent-EnSF in
high-dimensional data assimilation problems with highly sparse and noisy observations.
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Figure 1: The pipeline of the LD-EnSF method. Offline learning: In phase 1, the LDNet
is trained based on the dataset to capture the latent dynamics. In phase 2, an LSTM encoder is
trained to align the observation history y1:t with latent variables st and parameters ut. Online
deployment: for each assimilation time step, the LD-EnSF assimilates an ensemble of prior latent
pairs {st, ut} with LSTM encoded latent pairs (ŝt, ût). The posterior latent states can then be used
to reconstruct the assimilated full states at arbitrary space and temporal points.
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1.2 A summary of other related works

Score-based Data Assimilation Methods: Score-based methods have emerged as promising
tools for tackling nonlinear data assimilation challenges. [4] introduced the a score-based filter,
which integrates score-based diffusion models into a recursive Bayesian filtering framework for
state estimation. Additionally, [3] proposed a train-free ensemble score estimation technique, suc-
cessfully applied to surface quasi-geostrophic dynamics [2], showcasing its effectiveness in complex
geophysical systems. In parallel, [38] employed conditional score-based generative models to sample
trajectories conditioned on observations, effectively solving smoothing problems by reconstructing
entire trajectories using both past and future data. However, these smoothing methods differ from
the real-time filtering required in practical applications, where only past and present observations
are available for state estimation. More recently, [29] introduced a state-observation augmented
diffusion (SOAD) model, which leverages diffusion models to more effectively handle nonlinearities,
which is followed by [15] using sequential Langevin sampling with an annealing strategy to enhance
convergence and facilitate multi-modal sampling, different from the training-free EnSF we leverage.

Machine Learning for Dynamical Systems: Machine learning has been widely employed
to model spatiotemporal dynamics for dimensionality reduction and prediction [39, 10, 31, 45,
18]. These approaches typically begin by compressing the system’s data using dimensionality
reduction techniques such as proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) or autoencoders, based on
the assumption that the dynamics lie on a low-dimensional manifold. The latent variables’ dynamics
are then modeled using architectures like LSTM [21], Neural ODE [12], ReZero [1], DeepONet [30],
SINDy [8], or LANO [20]. In contrast, LDNets [37] bypass the need for an autoencoder to compress
the high-dimensional space, resulting in a more lightweight and generalizable network architecture.

Latent Dynamics Assimilation: Recent research has explored various approaches for per-
forming data assimilation within latent spaces, leveraging machine learning to improve both ac-
curacy and efficiency [35, 1, 34, 33, 14]. For example, [13] employs Feedforward Neural Networks
(FNNs) to evolve latent dynamics, uses a decoder for reconstruction, and integrates the EnKF into
the training process to construct surrogate latent dynamics. Similarly, [28] introduces Spherical
Implicit Neural Representations to learn the latent space and utilizes NeuralODEs to model the
latent dynamics, offering a general framework for latent data assimilation compatible with various
Kalman filter algorithms. While these methods primarily focus on Kalman filter-based approaches,
our work addresses the challenges of sparse observations in EnSF by incorporating an observation
encoder, while maintaining computational efficiency through latent-space assimilation.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of data
assimilation and EnSF and Latent-EnSF methods. Section 3 describes the methodology of LD-
EnSF, including a new variant of the architecture of LDNets and a new LSTM encoder for encoding
sparse observations. Experimental setups for two dynamical systems including shallow water and
Kolmogorov flow, and the performance evaluations and comparisons are detailed in Section 4.
Finally, Section 5 concludes with a summary of contributions and directions for future research.

2 Background

In this section, we introduce the foundational concepts and problem setup for data assimilation,
present two methods: ensemble sore filter (EnSF) and its latent space variant, Latent-EnSF.
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2.1 Problem setup

We denote xt ∈ Rdx as a dx-dimensional state variable of a dynamical system at (discrete) time
t ∈ Z+, with initial state x0. Given the state xt−1 at time t− 1, with t = 1, 2, . . . , the evolution of
the state from t− 1 to t is modeled as

xt = M(xt−1, ut−1), (1)

where ut−1 ∈ Rdu represents a du-dimensional uncertain parameter, M : Rdx × Rdu → Rdx is a
non-linear forward map. By yt ∈ Rdy we denote a dy-dimensional noisy observation data, given as

yt = H(xt) + γt. (2)

where H : Rdx → Rdy is the observation map, and γt represents the observation noise.
Due to the model inadequacy and input uncertainty, the model of the dynamical system (1)

could lead to inaccurate prediction of the ground truth. The goal of data assimilation is to find the
best estimate, denoted by x̂t, of the ground truth, given the observation data y1:t = (y1, y2, · · · , yt)
up to time t. This requires us to compute the conditional probability density function (PDF) of
the state, denoted as P (xt|y1:t), which is often non-Gaussian.

In Bayesian filter framework [16], the data assimilation problem becomes evolving P (xt−1|y1:t−1)
to P (xt|y1:t) from time t − 1 to t. This includes two steps, a prediction step followed by an
update step. In the prediction step, we predict the density of xt, denoted as P (xt|y1:t−1), from
P (xt−1|y1:t−1) and the forward evolution of the dynamical model (1) as

Prediction: P (xt|y1:t−1) =

∫
P (xt|xt−1)P (xt−1|y1:t−1)dxt−1, (3)

where P (xt|xt−1) represents a transition probability. Then in the update step, given the new
observation data yt, the prior density P (xt|y1:t−1) from the prediction is updated to the posterior
density P (xt|y1:t) by Bayes’ rule as

Update: P (xt|y1:t) =
1

Z
P (yt|xt)P (xt|y1:t−1). (4)

Here, P (yt|xt) is the likelihood function of the observation data yt determined by the observation
model (2), i.e., P (yt|xt) = Pγt(yt − H(xt)) with probability density Pγt of the observation noise
γt. Z is the model evidence or the normalization constant given as Z =

∫
P (yt|xt)P (xt|y1:t−1)dxt,

which is often intractable to compute.

2.2 Ensemble score filter (EnSF)

To avoid calculating the normalization constant in Eq. (4), the EnSF method [4] proposes to draw
samples from the posterior P (xt|y1:t) using its score, i.e., the gradient of Eq. (4)

∇x logP (xt|y1:t) = ∇x logP (xt|y1:t−1) +∇x logP (yt|xt), (5)

taken with respect to xt, which eliminates Z.
The EnSF exploits the score function to sample from the posterior distribution using recent

advances in score-based stochastic differential equations (SDEs) [44]. At given physical time t, we
define a pseudo diffusion time τ ∈ T = [0, 1], at which we progress

Forward SDE: dxt,τ = f(xt,τ , τ)dτ + g(τ)dW, (6)
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driven by a dx-dimensional Wiener process W . Here we use xt,τ to indicate the state at physical
time t and diffusion time τ . The drift term f(xt,τ , τ) and the diffusion term g(τ) are chosen as

f(xt,τ , τ) =
d logατ

dτ
xt,τ , g2(τ) =

dβ2
τ

dτ
− 2

d logατ

dτ
β2
τ , (7)

with ατ = 1−τ(1−ϵα) and β2
τ = τ , where ϵα is a small positive hyperparameter to avoid d logατ/dτ

being not defined at τ = 1. This choice leads to the conditional Gaussian distribution

xt,τ |xt,0 ∼ N (ατxt,0, β
2
τ I), (8)

which gradually transforms the data distribution taken as xt,0 = xt ∼ P (xt|y1:t) at τ = 0 close to a
standard normal distribution at τ = 1. This transformation process can be reversed by progressing

Reverse-time SDE: dxt,τ = [f(xt,τ , τ)− g2(τ)∇x logP (xt,τ |y1:t)]dτ + g(τ)dW̄ , (9)

where W̄ is another Wiener process independent of W , and ∇x logP (xt,τ |y1:t) is the score of the
density P (xt,τ |y1:t) with the gradient ∇x taken with respect to xt,τ . By this formulation, xt,τ follows
the same distribution with density P (xt,τ |y1:t) in the forward and reverse-time SDEs.

To compute the score ∇x logP (xt,τ |y1:t) in Eq. (9), EnSF [4] uses

∇x logP (xt,τ |y1:t) = ∇x logP (xt,τ |y1:t−1) + h(τ)∇x logP (yt|xt,τ ), (10)

where the damping function h(τ) = 1−τ is chosen to monotonically decrease in [0, 1], with h(1) = 0
and h(0) = 1. The likelihood function P (yt|xt,τ ) in the second term can be explicitly derived from
the observation map Eq. (2). For the first term, by P (xt,τ |y1:t−1) =

∫
P (xt,τ |xt,0)P (xt,0|y1:t−1)dxt,0

and the conditional Gaussian distribution Eq. (8), we have the prior score

∇x logP (xt,τ |y1:t−1) =

∫
−xt,τ − ατxt,0

β2
τ

ω(xt,τ , xt,0)P (xt,0|y1:t−1)dxt,0, (11)

where the weight is given by

ω(xt,τ , xt,0) =
P (xt,τ |xt,0)∫

P (xt,τ |x′t,0)P (x′t,0|y1:t−1)dx′t,0
. (12)

Both the prior score function in Eq. (11) and the weight in Eq. (12) can be approximated using
Monte Carlo approximation, with samples drawn from distribution P (xt,0|y1:t−1) in Eq. (3).

With the score function ∇x logP (xt,τ |y1:t) evaluated as in Eq. (10), the samples from the target
distribution P (xt|y1:t) can be generated by first drawing samples from N (0, I) and then solving the
reverse-time SDE Eq. (9) using, e.g., Euler-Maruyama scheme. To summarize, the workflow of one
step data assimilation by EnSF is presented in Algorithm. 1.

Algorithm 1 One step of EnSF

Input: Ensemble of the states {xt−1} from distribution P (xt−1|y1:t−1) and new observation yt.
Output: Ensemble of the states {xt} from distribution P (xt|y1:t).
Simulate the forward model (1) from {xt−1} to obtain samples {xt,0} following P (xt|y1:t−1).
Generate random samples {xt,1} from standard normal distribution N(0, I).
Solve the reverse-time SDE (9) starting from samples {xt,1} using the score (10) to obtain {xt}.
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EnSF leverages the explicit likelihood function and the diffusion process to generate samples
without assuming approximate linearity of the dynamical system. It has been demonstrated ac-
curate and scalable for data assimilation of nonlinear and high-dimensional systems, such as the
Lorenz 96 system with one million dimensions [3] and the inherently chaotic quasi-geostrophic sur-
face model [2]. However, a key limitation of EnSF is that the score of the likelihood function may
vanish at unobserved components or dimensions of the state [43], which significantly limits the
performance of EnSF when the observation data is sparse, or only a small number of components
or dimensions of the state are observed.

2.3 Latent-EnSF

To address the limitation of EnSF for data assimilation with sparse observations, [43] developed
Latent-EnSF to conduct data assimilation in a latent space. It avoids the vanishing score by learning
a shared latent space into which both the states xt and the observations yt are encoded. They train
a coupled variational autoencoder (VAE) with state encoder Estate, observation encoder Eobs, and
decoder D, where they minimize a loss function with three terms, one term accounting for the
discrepancy between the latent representations of the state and observation, one term measuring
the errors of the reconstruction of the full states from the latent representations, and one term on
regularization of the latent distributions by a standard normal distribution.

Once trained, the coupled VAE enables data assimilation by running the EnSF algorithm in the
latent space with encoded representations Estate({xt}) of the ensemble states {xt} and the encoded
observation given by Eobs(yt). The assimilated latent state samples are then decoded back into the
full state space, which are taken as the samples of the posterior distribution with density P (xt|y1:t).
These samples at time t are then propagated to the next time t + 1 by simulating the dynamical
model (1). The Latent-EnSF effectively overcame the challenge of vanishing scores in scenarios
with sparse observations, achieving high assimilation accuracy. For example, it maintained the
same accuracy as the EnSF with full observations while using only 0.44% of the state components
as observations for a shallow water wave propagation problem. In contrast, under such extreme
sparsity, the EnSF exhibited substantial assimilation errors, nearly equivalent to the errors of the
dynamics from the ground truth in the absence of any data assimilation.

Beyond the improved accuracy, Latent-EnSF was also demonstrated more efficient than EnSF in
drawing samples by the score-based diffusion process in the latent space. However, data assimilation
using Latent-EnSF still involves the simulation of the forward dynamical model (1) at each of the
assimilation step, which could be expensive and become prohibitive for using a large number of
samples and for conducting data assimilation fast enough in real-time applications. We propose to
break this limitation and empower Latent-EnSF by leveraging latent dynamics to achieve fast data
assimilation without simulating the full dynamical model (1).

3 Methodology

To avoid simulating the full dynamical model (1) for fast data assimilation, we propose to construct
and integrate latent dynamics, a dynamical model for a latent representation of the full state, in
the data assimilation process. Specifically, we propose to integrate a latent dynamical model using
a variant of Latent Dynamics Networks (LDNets) developed in [37]. To align the observation
data with the latent states, we leverage their temporal correlation and propose encoding the data
into the same latent space using an LSTM. This encoded latent data are then assimilated into
the latent states using EnSF, operating in a significantly lower-dimensional latent space compared
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to the original state space. This approach enables rapid data assimilation without requiring full
dynamics simulation.

3.1 Latent dynamics networks (LDNets)

LDNet is a novel neural network architecture that is able to discover and maintain low-dimensional
dynamical latent representation of the full dynamics [37]. The LDNet consists of a dynamics
network and a reconstruction network. The dynamics network evolves the dynamics of latent
variables, while the reconstruction network converts latent states back to full states, conditioned
on spatial points. It is able to predict the time evolution of space-dependent fields at any given
spatial point in a mesh free manner. Consider a function space X of functions x defined on a
temporal-spatial physical domain T × Ω ⊂ R× Rdξ :

x : T × Ω ∋ (t, ξ) 7→ x(t, ξ),

where T = [0, T ] ∈ R is the time domain and Ω ⊂ Rd is the space domain. Consider that the
evolution of the state x in time depends on the parameter u ∈ U of the dynamical system

u : T ∋ t 7→ u(t).

To accommodate varying initial condition of the state x(0) = x0, we propose a variant of
the LDNets from [37], which consists of two sub-networks, i.e., a dynamics network Fθ1 and a
reconstruction network Rθ2 , where θ1 and θ2 denote the corresponding trainable parameters. The
dynamics network Fθ1 , see Fig. 1, takes as input the latent state st−1 ∈ Rds and the parameter
ut−1 = u(t− 1) at time t− 1 and output the time derivative of st−1, i.e.,

ṡt−1 = Fθ1(st−1, ut−1), t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (13)

The latent state st evolves according to the output of dynamics network

st = st−1 +∆t ṡt−1, t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (14)

with a time step ∆t, e.g., uniformly taken as ∆t = T/n for n steps. We set the initial condition at
t = −1 as s−1 = 0 (compared to [37] with s0 = 0). The reconstruction network, see Fig. 1, outputs
an approximate full state x̃(t, ξ) from the latent state st at any query point ξ ∈ Ω as

x̃(t, ξ) = Rθ2(st, ξ), t = 0, 1, 2, . . . .

For the training of the LDNet, the loss function is chosen as

L(θ1, θ2) =
1

NMn

N∑
j=1

∑
t

∑
ξ

|x̃j(t, ξ)− xj(t, ξ)|2 , (15)

where {xj}Nj=1 denote N trajectories sampled from X corresponding to N samples of the parameter
u, and M is the number of spatial points ξ in each trajectory. We propose a two-stage training of
the LDNet. In the first stage, we train both the dynamics network and the reconstruction network
until convergence. In the second stage, we only retrain the reconstruction network with fixed latent
representations, which is demonstrated to achieve lower reconstruction errors.
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3.2 Encoding observations to match latent representations

We draw inspiration from the Latent-EnSF [43], which conducts data assimilation by applying the
EnSF in the latent space. While the Latent-EnSF enables high-dimensional data assimilation, it
still requires computing the dynamics in the original space, which can be computationally expen-
sive, especially for complex dynamics. By leveraging LDNets, both the assimilation and evolution
of dynamics can be performed in the low-dimensional latent space, significantly reducing the com-
putational cost. Additionally, unlike the VAEs used in Latent-EnSF with two coupled encoders in
encoding the states and observations, LDNets compute the latent states for every input parame-
ter by running a latent dynamics. This design allows the use of a single encoder to encode the
observations, which is trained to align the observations with the latent states.

The VAE observation encoder in Latent-EnSF maps observations at time t to a latent variable
that is trained to align with the latent state encoded from the full state by the state encoder. This
observation map may be insufficient to construct an accurate latent representation, especially if the
observations are very sparse and noisy at a single time step t. To address this issue, we propose
to use Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks [21] as the observation encoder. LSTMs are
specifically designed to capture long-term dependencies in sequential data, such as time-dependent
observations yt, latent states st, and parameters ut. Each LSTM unit contains memory cells that
retain information over time, along with input, output, and forget gates that regulate the flow of
information, enabling the network to learn both short-term and long-term memories. To align with
the dynamics propagation within the LDNet framework, we propose to match the observations y1:t
up to time t with both the latent state st and the parameter ut at time t, as illustrated in Fig. 1
on the offline learning phase 2.

The LSTM encoder network, denoted as Eθ3 : Rdy+dh → Rdu+ds , is parameterized by trainable
parameters θ3 and incorporates a hidden observation ht ∈ Rdh at each time step t. The output of
the LSTM network is a pair of the approximate latent state ŝt ∈ Rds and parameter ût ∈ Rdu :

(ŝt, ût) = Eθ3(yt, ht), (16)

where yt = H(xt) is the noiseless sparse observation data at time t, and the hidden observation ht
includes all historical noiseless observation data y1:t−1. To train the LSTM encoder, we minimize
the following loss function

L(θ3) =
1

Nn

N∑
j=1

∑
t

(∣∣∣ŝ(j)t − s
(j)
t

∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣û(j)t − u
(j)
t

∣∣∣2) , (17)

for N trajectories corresponding to the training of the LDNet. Note that by matching both the
latent state st and the parameter ut with the output of the LSTM network, we can also estimate
the parameter in the data assimilation process, which is not considered in Latent-EnSF.

3.3 Latent dynamics ensemble score filter (LD-EnSF)

Once the LDNet and the LSTM are constructed, we can perform data assimilation in the latent
space by EnSF with the latent dynamics and the latent observations, as shown in Fig. 1. Let
κt = (st, ut) denote the augmented latent state, with the latent state st of the dynamics network
evolving as in (14). Let ϕt = (ŝt, ût) denote the corresponding latent observation data encoded by
the LSTM network. The the latent observation data can be approximately modeled as

ϕt = Hlatent(κt) + γ̂t, (18)
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where we take Hlatent(κt) = κt, the identity map, with the latent observation noise γ̂t estimated by
LSTM encoding of the true observation noise γt in (2). To this end, the data assimilation problem
in the latent space can be formulated as the prediction step

Prediction: P (κt|ϕ1:t−1) =

∫
P (κt|κt−1)P (κt−1|ϕ1:t−1)dκt−1, (19)

with the transition probability P (κt|κt−1) derived from the latent dynamics, and the update step

Update: P (κt|ϕ1:t) =
1

Z
P (ϕt|κt)P (κt|ϕ1:t−1), (20)

with likelihood function P (ϕt|κt) and normalization constant Z. Then, we can employ EnSF from
Section 2.2 to solve this data assimilation problem, with both the dynamics and the observations
performed in the latent space. We present one step of the LD-EnSF in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 One step of LD-EnSF

Input: Ensemble of the latent states and parameters {κt−1} from distribution P (κt−1|ϕ1:t−1) and
the observation yt. Dynamics network Fθ1 , observation encoder Eθ3 , and hidden observation ht.
Output: Ensemble of the latent states and parameters {κt} from distribution P (κt|ϕ1:t).

Encode the new observation yt and hidden observation ht into latent space ϕt = Eθ3(yt, ht)
Simulate the latent dynamics (14) from {κt−1} to obtain samples {κt,0} following P (κt|ϕ1:t−1).
Generate random samples {κt,1} from standard normal distribution N(0, I).
Solve the reverse-time SDE (9) starting from samples {κt,1} using the score (10) to obtain {κt}.

The LD-EnSF process is illustrated in Fig. 1 online deployment part. The assimilation loop
operates entirely within the latent space, eliminating the need to transform back to the full space.
Once the assimilation is complete, providing the required latent states, the reconstruction network
enables evaluation of the full state at any spatial point and time step. Additionally, the smooth-
ness of the latent states, as demonstrated in our numerical experiments in Section 4.2, allows for
interpolation between time steps, so the full state can be evaluated at any continuous time point.

4 Experiments

4.1 Test cases

To demonstrate the accuracy of the LDNet approximation and LD-EnSF assimilation and their
computational efficiency, we test on two complex examples, including water wave propagation
based on simplified shallow water equations with random initial conditions and Kolmogorov flow
based on Navier–Stokes equations with random Reynolds number.

Shallow water equations: We consider shallow water equations, which are widely used to model
the propagation of shallow water where the vertical depth of the water is much smaller than the
horizontal scale. These equations are frequently applied in oceanographic and atmospheric fluid
dynamics. In this study, we adopt a simplified form of the shallow water equations:

dv

dt
= −g∇η,

dη

dt
= −∇ · ((η +H)v),

(21)
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where v is the two-dimensional velocity field, and η represents the surface elevation. Both v and η
constitute the system states to be assimilated. Here, H = 100m denotes the mean depth of the fluid,
and g is the constant representing gravitational acceleration. We define a two-dimensional domain
of size L × L, where L = 106m in each direction. The initial condition is a displacement of the
surface elevation modeled by a randomly located local Gaussian bump perturbation from the flat
surface. The boundary conditions are set such that v = 0. Over time, the wave dynamics becomes
increasingly complex due to reflections at the boundaries. The spatial domain is discretized into
a uniform grid of 150 × 150, following the setup in [43]. The simulation is carried out over 2000
time steps using an upwind scheme with a time step size of δt ≈ 21 seconds. Including the initial
condition, the dataset comprises 2001 time steps. We generate 200 trajectories, dividing them into
training (60%), validation (20%), and evaluation (20%) sets.

Kolmogorov flow: In the second example, we consider the Kolmogorov flow with an uncertain
Reynolds number, a parametric family of statistically stationary turbulent flows driven by body
force. This incompressible fluid is governed by the Navier-Stokes equation [25]:

dv

dt
= −v · ∇v +

1

Re
∇2v − 1

ρ
∇p+ f ,

∇ · v = 0,

(22)

where the external forcing term f is defined as f = sin(4ξ2)ξ̂1−0.1v, where ξ = (ξ1, ξ2) is the spatial
coordinate, ξ̂1 = (1, 0), v is the velocity field, p is the pressure field, and ρ = 1 denotes the fluid
density. The fluid velocity v is the state variable to be assimilated. The spatial domain is defined
as [0, 2π]2 with periodic boundary conditions and a fixed initial condition. The flow complexity is
controlled by the Reynolds number Re. The spatial resolution is set as 150 × 150. We simulate
the flow over 300 time steps with a step size of δt = 0.04 and take the data from time steps 100 to
300. A total of 200 trajectories are generated, with the Reynolds number (Re) randomly sampled
from the range [500, 1500]. These trajectories are divided into training (60%), validation (20%),
and evaluation (20%) sets.

Prior to training, we normalize the data following the approach of [37]. For bounded data, we
scale variables, including the parameter u, the space coordinate ξ, and the state variable x, to the
range [−1, 1]. For unbounded data, we standardize the variables so that they have a mean of 0 and
a variance of 1. The time step ∆t in (14) is treated as a tunable hyperparameter during training.

4.2 Offline learning of the LDNets

We learn LDNets as latent dynamical surrogate models of the full dynamical models for the two
test examples from the normalized training dataset. We employ hyperparameter search [6] for the
training of the LDNets, including the architecture of the dynamics network, the reconstruction
network, the dimension of the latent states, the optimization parameters, see details in Table 2.

For the shallow water equations, the spatial coordinates of the initial Gaussian bump serve as
the input parameter (u). For the training of the LDNet (13) with the loss function (15), by a
hyperparamter search (see details in Table 2), we take one state in every 40 time steps, resulting in
n = 51 latent states, s0, s1, . . . , s50, in one trajectory. We take M = 5000 spatial points randomly
selected from 150× 150 grid points or each time step and trajectory. Notice that these numbers of
downsampled time steps and spatial points can also be set as hyperparameters and tuned during
the training process. The hyperparameter search (Table 2) determines the latent state dimension
as 10, the dynamic network as a fully-connected neural network with a depth of 8 and a width
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of 50, and the reconstruction network as fully-connected neural network with a depth of 7 and a
width of 180. The training details are listed in Table 3. The training results, illustrated in top-left
panel of Fig. 2, indicate that LDNets achieve an avarage test error of 1.6%, outperforming the 6.8%
test error observed for the VAE in Latent-EnSF [43]. Here the test errors are measured in relative
root mean square error (RMSE). To further enhance performance, we fix the dynamics network and
retrain the recconstruction network to better align the latent states with full states. This additional
step reduces the average test error from 1.6% to 1.2%, see a comparison of the ground truth full
dynamics (first row) and the LDNets predictions (second row) as well as the errors (third row) for
a test sample in Fig. 3.

For the Kolmogorov flow example, the Reynolds number Re serves as the input parameter (u).
The training dataset is downsampled from 200 time steps to 40 time steps by taking the states every
5 time steps, with 5000 random spatial points selected per time step. Through hyperparameter
search (see details in Table 2), the latent state dimension is determined to be 9, while the dynamics
network is configured with a depth of 9 and width of 200, and the reconstruction network has a
depth of 15 and a width of 500. As shown in the bottom-left panel of Fig. 2, the VAE in Latent-
EnSF exhibits a test error of 6.4%. In comparison, LDNets achieve a test error of 3.4%, which
further reduce to 2.0% after retraining the reconstruction network.
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Figure 2: Comparison of the reconstruction errors (left) of the VAE and LDNets (with and without
retraining of the reconstruction network) for the shallow water equations (top) and Kolmogorov
flow (bottom). The latent states of LDNets (middle) are much smoother than those of VAE (right).

Smoothness of the latent state: The middle and right panels of Fig. 2 compare the trajecto-
ries of the latent states from LDNets with part of those of the mean latent states from VAEs. The
latent state produced by LDNets is noticeably smoother. This smoothness makes the assimilation
of observation data with the latent state easier and helps to achieve higher assimilation accuracy.
Moreover, it enables interpolation of the latent states over time and allows the full states to be
reconstructed at any continuous time point with interpolated latent states. In contrast, the la-
tent space of VAEs tends to be more oscillatory, posing challenges in constructing a stable latent
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surrogate model as attempted in our experiments.

4.3 Offline learning of the observation encoder

After training LDNets, we obtain a sequence of the latent states st in (14) for every input parameter
sequence ut by running the latent dynamical model (13). We map the sequence of observations
using the LSTM encoder (16) to the latent states and parameters by minimizing the loss function
(17) over all training trajectories, as shown in Fig. 1.

The observation operator H is set as a sparse sub-sampling matrix that selects the state values
uniformly from 10 × 10 out of 150 × 150 grid points, as shown in the fourth row of Fig. 3 and
Fig. 4. This corresponds to only 0.44% of the total number of grid points. The training data of
the observations at this stage do not include observation noise. For the first example of the shallow
water wave propagation, we use an LSTM network with a width of 256 and two hidden layers.
After training, the LSTM encoder achieves an average test error of 1.50% on the latent states and
parameters in the test dataset. For Kolmogorov flow example, employing an LSTM network with
a single hidden layer of width 128 results in an average test error of 0.20%. Detailed training
configurations are provided in Table 4.

4.4 Online deployment of LD-EnSF

We integrate LDNet as a surrogate for the full dynamics and utilize the LSTM encoded observations
to perform data assimilation in the latent space using EnSF. The assimilated latent states are then
reconstructed into full states via the reconstruction network, as illustrated in Fig. 1 for the online
deployment of LD-EnSF. We demonstrate LD-EnSF’s capability to handle high-dimensional data
assimilation problems with sparse observations through applications to both shallow water wave
dynamics and Kolmogorov flow.

For the shallow water equations, we initialize an ensemble of 20 samples {s−1, u−1}, each com-
prising a pair of the latent state s−1 and parameter u−1. Here, s−1 = 0, and each u−1 is randomly
drawn from a uniform distribution in the physical domain, representing the coordinates of the local
Gaussian bump used to model the initial surface elevation. We consider noisy observations that
are sparse in both space and time, with spatially sparse observations at 10 × 10 from 150 × 150
spatial grid points (see the fourth row in Fig. 3) and temporally sparse observations at every 40
time steps of the ground truth full dynamics of 2000 time steps (see the top row of Fig. 3 at five
time steps). We run the LD-EnSF Algorithm 2 to assimilate the LSTM encoded noisy observation
data (with 10% noise) to the latent states. The reconstructed full states at one assimilated sample
of the latent states are as shown in the fifth row of Fig. 3, with small assimilation errors shown in
the last row.

For the Kolmogorov flow example, we also initialize an ensemble of 20 samples {s−1, u−1}, with
s−1 = 0 and the Reynolds number parameter u−1 randomly sampled from the uniform distribution
in [500, 1500]. For the noisy (with 10% noise) and sparse observations (see the fourth row of Fig. 4),
we consider one observation in every 5 time steps of the full dynamics (1st row of Fig. 4) at Reynolds
number Re = 1469.5, resulting in 40 observation steps out of 200 total time steps. A trajectory
of the perturbed dynamics at Reynolds number Re = 545.2 and its increasing difference in time
from the truth dynamics are shown in the second and third rows of Fig. 4. Running the LD-EnSF
Algorithm 2, we obtain the full dynamics (5th row of Fig. 4), which are reconstructed from an
assimilated sample of the latent states. Much smaller errors of the assimiated dynamics can be
observed (6th row of Fig. 4) compared to the perturbed dynamics.
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Figure 3: Visualization of the ground truth of the surface elevation η of the shallow water dynamics
(21) (1st row), LDNet predictions from known initial condition (2nd row), and the prediction errors
(3rd row) at five time steps. Sparse observations at 10× 10 from 150× 150 spatial grid points (4th
row) are assimilated to an ensemble of 20 samples of the LDNet dynamics starting from 20 random
initial conditions by the LD-EnSF algorithm, which leads to the full states (5th row) reconstructed
from one sample of the assimilated latent states, with assimilation errors (last row).
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Figure 4: Visualization of the vorticity field ω = ∇×v of the ground truth of the Kolmogorov flow
(22) at Reynolds number Re = 1469.5 (1st row) and the perturbed dynamics at Re = 545.2 (2nd
row), with their difference shown in the 3rd row. Sparse observations (4th row) at 10 × 10 from
150× 150 spatial grid points are assimilated to an ensemble of 20 samples of the LDNet dynamics
starting from 20 random samples of the Reynolds number, which leads to the full states (5th row)
reconstructed from one sample of the assimilated latent states, with assimilation errors (last row).
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4.5 Robustness, accuracy, and efficiency

Both the LDNet and the LSTM encoder are trained on the data without noise. To examine the
robustness of the LD-EnSF method with respect to observation noise, we conduct data assimila-
tion experiments with different levels (no noise, 5%, 10%, and 20%) of observation noise for both
examples. The relative RMSE of the assimilated latent states and parameters, as well as the recon-
structed full states are shown in Fig. 5. Although the assimilation errors for all quantities increase
as observation noise grows in both examples, the increase remains modest, and the errors decrease
significantly during the initial phase of the assimilation process. This highlights the robustness of
LD-EnSF even under large observation noise. We remark that the high assimilation accuracy is
achieved not only for the full states, but also for the parameters of the complex dynamical systems
with highly sparse (in both space and time) and noisy observations.
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Figure 5: The relative RMSE of the assimilated latent states (left) and parameters (middle) com-
pared to the latent states at the truth parameters, as well as the reconstructed full states (right) at
different time steps and observation noises for the shallow water equations (top) and Kolmogorov
flow (bottom). The errors of the unassimilated/original quantities are also shown in the plots.

We compare the accuracy of the assimilation by EnSF, Latent-EnSF, and LD-EnSF for the
same settings of ensemble sizes, sparse observations, and observation noise. For the training of
the Latent-EnSF and LD-EnSF, we also use the same amount of training data. The relative
RMSE of the full states, which are assimilated by EnSF and reconstructed by Latent-EnSF and
LD-EnSF from the assimilated latent states, are shown in Fig. 6. We can observe that EnSF
fails to assimilate sparse observations, with the assimilation errors remaining very large across all
time steps. LD-EnSF achieves much higher assimilation accuracy than both EnSF and Latent-
EnSF for both examples, especially with the presence of observation noise. This implies that the
noisy observations encoded by the LSTM encoder in LD-EnSF are more informative than those
encoded by VAE encoder in Latent-EnSF, see the significantly increased assimilation errors when
adding noise to the observations by Latent-EnSF on the left panel of Fig. 6. This is likely due to
the temporal correlation mechanism exploited by the LSTM encoder. Moreover, we only used a
relatively small amount of training data for the LD-EnSF, with one state at partial spatial points
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(5,000 out of 22,500) in every 40 time steps for the shallow water equations and every 5 time steps
for the Kolmogorov flow in 120 trajectories. High accuracy for both the surrogate approximation
and assimilation is achieved. In comparison, the training data of 120 trajectories at all spatial
points do not seem to be sufficient for the VAE-based Latent-EnSF to achieve the same accuracy.
In fact, many more training data are used in [43].
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Figure 6: Relative RMSE of the full states assimilated by EnSF and reconstructed from assimilated
latent states by Latent-EnSF and LD-EnSF for the shallow water equations (left) and Kolmogorov
flow (right). Sparse observations with 10% noise (default) and no noise (for Latent-EnSF) are
shown, which indicates the VAE encoding of one step observation with noise is less robust.

We demonstrate the computational efficiency of LD-EnSF in comparison to EnSF and Latent-
EnSF. The latter two methods require simulation of the full dynamics in the data assimilation
process, while LD-EnSF only evolves a surrogate dynamical model (14) in the prediction step (19).
In Table 1, we observe that LD-EnSF achieves 2 × 103-fold acceleration for the evolution (Td in
Table 1) of the shallow water equations, and 2 × 105-fold acceleration for the Kolmogorov flow.
Besides, as all the steps of the data assimilation are performed in the latent space by LD-EnSF,
there is no need to transform the assimilated latent states back to the full space in each step of
the data assimilation process. Therefore, comparing to Latent-EnSF for which the latent states are
reconstructed/decoded to the full states after each assimilation step, we also save the reconstruction
time (Tr in Table 1) if we are only interested in the full states at the final time step. Moreover,
LDNets learns a very low-dimensional latent representation, ∼ 10 dimensions compared to 400
dimensions by Latent-EnSF, which further reduces the assimilation time Tf .

5 Conclusion and future work

In this work, we developed a robust, efficient, and accurate data assimilation method—Latent
Dynamics Ensemble Score Filter (LD-EnSF)—for high-dimensional Bayesian data assimilation of
large-scale dynamical systems with sparse and noisy observations. We proposed an integration of
LDNets with a new variant of initialization and retraining and a new LSTM encoding of historical
observations. This integration features the combined merits of very low-dimensional and smooth
latent representation of the full dynamics, robust and informative encoding of sparse and noisy
observations, fast evolution and assimilation of the dynamics in the latent space, joint assimilation
of both the states and parameters of the dynamical systems. We demonstrated the robustness,
accuracy, and efficiency of LD-EnSF compared to EnSF and Latent-EnSF for two challenging
dynamical systems with noisy observations that are highly sparse in both space and time.
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Table 1: Comparison of EnSF, Latent-EnSF, and LD-EnSF in terms of running time in seconds.
We denote the time for evolution of the dynamics as Td, the time for data assimilation as Tf , and
the time for reconstructing the full state of last time step as Tr. The assimilation dimension is
denoted as Ds. All results are for the full trajectory of an ensemble size of 100. The device is AMD
7543 CPU by default, unless GPU (a single NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU) is specified.

Example Shallow water Kolmogorov flow

Metric EnSF Latent-EnSF LD-EnSF EnSF Latent-EnSF LD-EnSF

Td (s) 100.95 100.95 0.050 10829.09 10829.09 0.049
Tf (s) 83.86 0.66 0.37 40.13 0.62 0.35

Tr (on GPU) (s) – 0.78 0.00094 – 0.41 0.0054
Ds 67500 400 12 45000 400 10

Despite the aforementioned advantages of LD-EnSF, there are several avenues for future re-
search. One avenue is to develop more powerful architectures for both the dynamics and recon-
struction networks in long-term prediction beyond the training time horizon, especially for more
complex dynamical systems with space- and time-dependent uncertain parameters [40]. Another
research direction is to theoretically analyze the convergence property of the LD-EnSF in terms of
the ensemble size, latent dimensions, observation noise, and sparsity, based on e.g. score approxi-
mation and estimation in [11]. Comparison and integration with other data assimilation methods
beyond EnSF or score-based methods, e.g., conditional normalizing flow [19], are also interesting.
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A Training details

To determine the optimal hyperparameter choices for LDNets in our shallow water and Kolmogorov
flow examples, we automate the hyperparameter search using Bayesian optimization [6]. The
range of hyperparameters considered is listed in Table 2. The “downsample time steps” refers to
the number of time steps sampled from the original dataset. Meanwhile, “∆t normalize” is the
constant used to normalize the time step ∆t during the evolution of latent states. The details of
further training and optimized hyperparameters are shown in Table 3. We also present the training
parameters of LSTM encoder in Table. 4.

Table 2: Hyperparameter search range for LDNets training

Dataset

Shallow water Kolmogorov flow

Downsampled time steps 20− 50 20− 50
∆t 0.03− 0.05 0.04

Num of latent states 8− 20 2− 15
Dynamics net depth

5− 10
width

10− 200

depth
2− 15

width
20− 200

Reconstruction net depth
5− 10

width
100− 250

depth
2− 15

width
20− 700

StepLR (gamma) 0.1− 0.8 0.1− 0.9
Batch size 2− 16 2− 16

Table 3: Training details for LDNets

Dataset

Shallow water Kolmogorov flow

Downsample time step 50 40
∆t 0.036 0.04

Dynamics net MLP
8 hidden layers
50 hidden dim
ReLU

MLP
9 hidden layers
200 hidden dim
ReLU

Reconstruction net MLP
7 hidden layers
180 hidden dim
ReLU

MLP
15 hidden layers
500 hidden dim
ReLU

Initialization Glorot normal Glorot normal
Adam (lr) 10−3 10−3

StepLR (gamma, step size) (0.6, 200) (0.7, 200)
Batch size 2 6
Epoch 2000 2000
Loss MSE MSE
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Table 4: Training details for LSTM encoder

Dataset

Shallow water Kolmogorov flow

Hidden layers 2 1
Hidden dim 256 128
Initialization Glorot normal Glorot normal
Adam (lr) 10−3 10−4

CosineAnnealingLR (Tmax, eta min) (5000, 0.001) (5000, 0002)
Epoch 30000 30000
Dropout 0.02 0
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