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Abstract

Advancements in computational fluid mechanics have largely relied on Newto-
nian frameworks, particularly through the direct simulation of Navier-Stokes
equations. In this work, we propose an alternative computational framework
that employs variational methods, specifically by leveraging the principle of
minimum pressure gradient, which turns the fluid mechanics problem into a
minimization problem whose solution can be used to predict the flow field in
unsteady incompressible viscous flows.

This method exhibits two particulary intriguing properties. First, it circum-
vents the chronic issues of pressure-velocity coupling in incompressible flows,
which often dominates the computational cost in computational fluid dynamics
(CFD). Second, this method eliminates the reliance on unphysical assumptions
at the outflow boundary, addressing another longstanding challenge in CFD.

We apply this framework to three benchmark examples across a range of
Reynolds numbers: i) unsteady flow field in a lid-driven cavity, ii) Poiseuille
flow, and iii) flow past a circular cylinder. The minimization framework is
carried out using a physics-informed neural network (PINN), which integrates
the underlying physical principles directly into the training of the model. The
results from the proposed method are validated against high-fidelity CFD simu-
lations, showing an excellent agreement. Comparison of the proposed variational
method to the conventional method, wherein PINNs is directly applied to solve
Navier-Stokes Equations, reveals that the proposed method outperforms con-
ventional PINNs in terms of both convergence rate and time, demonstrating its
potential for solving complex fluid mechanics problems.
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1. Introduction

Traditional computational methods in fluid mechanics are predominantly
grounded in the Newtonian-mechanics framework, primarily relying on the so-
lution of Navier-Stokes equation (NSE) or one of its various derivatives [1].
While variational methods have proven effective in other domains (e.g., solid
mechanics, quantum mechanics, general relativity) [2], the use of variational
principles in fluid mechanics has been somewhat limited. Penfield [3] discussed
“why Hamilton’s principle is not more widely used in the field of fluid mechan-
ics”. He wrote “Many important aspects of fluid flow, such as heat flow, tur-
bulence, viscosity, and other irreversible phenomena, cannot be treated”. This
limitation is due to the fact that the standard form of Hamiltonian’s principle
of least action cannot directly incorporate non-conservative forces [4–7]. As a
result, variational principles in fluid mechanics have faced challenges in effec-
tively addressing the complexities of real-world scenarios. Although there were
several attempts to account for dissipative (e.g., viscous) forces in the principle
of least action [8–15], it remains undetermined how these recent formulations
can lead to new computational techniques in fluid mechanics that are different
from direct simulation of NSE.

In a departure from traditional variational principles that are based on least
action, Taha et al. [16, 17] developed a new minimization principle for the
incompressible NSE based on Gauss’ principle of least constraint [18–23]: the
Principle of Minimum Pressure Gradient (PMPG). This principle asserts that
an incompressible flow evolves from one time instant to another such that the
total magnitude of the pressure gradient over the domain is minimized. Taha et
al. [17] proved that the necessary condition for minimizing the pressure gradient
cost is guaranteed to satisfy NSE, which turns a fluid mechanics problem into a
pure minimization one. In this approach, the focus is no longer on solving the
NSE, but rather on minimizing the cost; and the resulting minimizing solution
is guaranteed to naturally satisfy NSE.

In [17], Taha et al. employed the PMPG to find analytical solutions to
some classical problems in fluid mechanics (e.g. the unsteady laminar flow in
a channel and the Stokes’ second problem) without resorting to the solution
of the NSE, but rather by formulating each problem as a minimization one.
This alternative approach proved to be more insightful in some scenarios. For
instance, it was demonstrated that the inviscid version of the PMPG can deter-
mine aerodynamic lift over smooth cylindrical shapes, where Euler’s equation
struggles to provide unique solutions [16]. Additionally, it was illustrated that
the flow around a rotating cylinder can be addressed using a straightforward
one-dimensional minimization problem, in contrast to Glauert’s more cumber-
some approach of solving the nonlinear partial differential equations of Prandtl’s
boundary layer [24].

Most of the existing efforts that employ the PMPG were concerned with
theoretical modeling or obtaining analytical solutions. Few studies have imple-
mented the PMPG concept in a computational framework, though focused on
steady problems, such as the lid-driven cavity at low Reynolds numbers [25, 26]
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and Euler flow past a circular cylinder [27].
In this work, we aim to exploit the true potential of the PMPG in presenting

a general computational framework for unsteady incompressible flows. Following
the philosophy of Gauss’ principle, the mechanics problem is converted into a
minimization problem at every instant of time to determine the best evolution
from the current state to the next state. In the unsteady PMPG formulation, we
determine the best local acceleration (i.e., the best evolution of the velocity field
from the current state) to minimize the pressure gradient cost. Additionally,
we present an approach to tackle this infinite-dimensional optimization problem
using the framework of physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [28–34].

The proposed method offers significant advantages that address several chal-
lenges in computational fluid dynamics (CFD).

• First, removing the explicit dependence on pressure eliminates the need
for pressure-velocity coupling. The need to solve Poisson equation at every
time step is alleviated, which often dominates the computational cost in
CFD [35].

• Second, the method addresses the inherent issues with outflow boundary
conditions. For instance, in most fluid mechanics problems, boundary
conditions at the inlet and along the sides of the computational domain
are generally known. However, appropriate open boundary conditions at
the outflow remains a persistent challenge. This issue has been a subject
of ongoing debate since the 1970s [36, 37]. The advent of immense com-
putational power has enabled the extension of computational domains to
sufficiently large distances, reducing the impact of outflow boundary dis-
tortions. While this approach offers a practical solution for steady-state
flows, it is inherently limited for unsteady and periodic flows [38]. In such
cases, the periodic nature of the flow extends to infinity, making it impossi-
ble to fully eliminate boundary effects within a finite domain. The PMPG
framework, by contrast, inherently accommodates such boundary condi-
tions without requiring artificial constraints on the pressure at the outlet,
making it particularly advantageous for unsteady and periodic flows.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a mathematical for-
mulation of the PMPG, shedding light onto its theoretical foundation via Gauss’
principle. Section 3 presents the proposed computational framework as a mini-
mization problem. Section 4 demonstrates the proposed approach on benchmark
fluid mechanics problems. Section 5 examines the temporal evolution of the flow
field. Finally, section 6 presents the conclusions.

2. The Principle of Minimum Pressure Gradient

To effectively present the PMPG, a foundational understanding of Gauss’
principle of least constraint is essential. This principle, which forms the core
of the derivation, is extensively detailed in references [19–23]. Consider the
dynamics of N constrained particles, each of a fixed mass mi, whose motion can
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be described by the generalized coordinates q. The dynamics of such particles
is dictated by Newton’s second law as:

mi ai(q̈, q̇,q) = Fi +Ri, i = 1, 2, . . . N, (1)

where ai is the inertial acceleration of the ith particle, Fi are the impressed
forces acting on the particle, and Ri are the constraint (reaction) forces whose
sole role is to preserve the constraints.

Gauss’ principle asserts that the quantity

Z =
1

2

N∑
i=1

mi

(
ai −

Fi

mi

)2

(2)

is a minimum with respect to the generalized accelerations, q̈, at every instant
of time. Equivalently, the cost Z can be written in terms of the constraint forces
as:

Z =
1

2

N∑
i=1

(
Ri

mi

)2

, (3)

implying that the sum of the squares of the constraint forces must be a minimum.
In the absence of constraint forces, Ri = 0, the optimal motion that mini-

mizes Z is easy to find: ai =
Fi

mi
, implying that a particle follows the impressed

force applied to it. This is called the free motion. However, in a constrained
setting, Nature acts like a mathematician (in the words of Gauss’ [18]) who
picks, at each instant of time, an acceleration for the constrained system that
minimizes, in a weighted least-squares sense, the deviation between the accel-
eration of the free motion and the constrained system. This means that, the
particle adjusts its path only to the extent necessary to meet the constraints,
ensuring the least possible deviation from the unconstrained trajectory (i.e., its
free/natural motion).

Gauss’ principle, therefore, turns the mechanics problem governed by New-
ton’s Equation (1) into the instantaneous minimization problem: min

ai

Z(ai)

subject to the imposed constraints (written in terms of accelerations ai).
Taha et al. [17] extended Gauss’ principle of least constraint to a continuum

of fluid particles in an incompressible fluid, whose motion is typically described
by the incompressible NSE:

∂u

∂t
+ u · ∇u = −∇p+ ν∇2u, (4)

∇ · u = 0, (5)

where u, is the fluid velocity vector, p is the pressure, and ν is the kinematic
viscosity. The problem is closed with the boundary conditions (BC)

u = w for t > 0 on Γ, (6)
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for a given velocity w defined on the boundary Γ, and the initial conditions (IC)

u(x,0) = u0(x), (7)

for some initial velocity field satisfying ∇.u0 = 0.
Equation (4) represents a balance of forces applied on the moving fluid in a

domain Ω ∈ R3. The left-hand side of the Equation is the total acceleration of
the fluid, incorporating both local and convective components, while the right-
hand side comprises the forces acting on the fluid, which can be decomposed into
either impressed or constraint forces. Equation (5) represents a mass balance
often referred to as continuity.

Several efforts [1, 7, 15, 16, 39] demonstrated that, in incompressible flows,
pressure is a Lagrange multiplier that enforces the continuity constraint. In
other words, the pressure gradient field acts as a constraint force, primarily
enforcing continuity. Hence, by applying Gauss’ principle of least constraint to
the dynamics of incompressible fluids, and classifying the pressure gradient as
a constraint force, we can write the Gaussian cost in Eulerian coordinates as:

A =
1

2
ρ

∫
Ω

(
∂u

∂t
+ u · ∇u− ν∆u

)2

dx, (8)

subject to the continuity constraint

∇ . u = 0, (9)

and any boundary conditions defined on Γ. Note that the cost A is nothing
but the L2 norm of the pressure gradient field: A = 1

2

∫
Ω
|∇p|2dx. Taha et al.

[17] proved that if the acceleration ∂u
∂t (x) ≡ ut is differentiable in Ω ⊂ R3 and

minimizes the cost functional A(ut), given in Eq. (8), subject to the constraint

∇ . ut = 0, (10)

and the normal flow condition

u(x, t) · n = g(x, t) for all x ∈ Γ, t ∈ R,

where n is the normal to the boundary Γ, for some g differentiable in t, then
ut(x) must satisfy the NSE (4) [17].

This implies that the NSE is the first-order necessary condition for mini-
mizing the cost in Equation (8) with respect to the acceleration ut. Therefore,
following the philosophy of Gauss’ principle, the PMPG turns the incompress-
ible fluid dynamics problem, governed by the NSE (4), into an instantaneous
minimization problem in terms of the acceleration field ut. As such, the local
acceleration is determined by minimizing the cost (8) with respect to ut subject
to the continuity constraint, written in terms of the acceleration: Equation (10).
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3. Computational Optimization Framework for Fluid Mechanics Sim-
ulations

In this section, we present a computational framework for the PMPG that
enables tackling complex problems where analytical solutions cannot be ob-
tained. To achieve this goal, we employ the concept of PINNs, which formu-
lates the physics problem into an unconstrained minimization framework. The
subsequent sections provide detailed explanations of the proposed approach.

We begin by presenting the unsteady formulation based on the principle
of minimum pressure gradient, denoted by PMPG-PINN. The PMPG-PINN is
fundamentally different from conventional PINNs as applied to NSE in several
aspects1. First, in contrast to conventional PINNs whose cost function is a
weighted sum of the residuals of Equations (4, 5), we use the PMPG cost func-
tion (8) subject to the continuity constraint (10). Second, unlike conventional
PINNs, the proposed PMPG-PINN formulation does not require constructing
a separate network for the pressure, since the cost, Equation (8), does not in-
clude pressure—an advantage that provides savings in training computational
time. Finally, the proposed approach solves a minimization problem at ev-
ery instant of time to obtain the optimal instantaneous acceleration ut(x) as a
function of space. In contrast, conventional PINNs finds u(x, t) and p(x, t) that
minimize the sum of the residuals from all instants. In particular, throughout
the proposed approach, the neural network (NN) is only used as a function ap-
proximator to turn the infinite-dimensional optimization (calculus of variations)
problem into a finite-dimensional ones (over the parameters of the NN).

3.1. Unsteady PMPG-PINN Formulation

We rely on neural networks (NNs) as function approximators to represent the
spatial variation of the unknown acceleration ut(x) in terms of finite number of
parameters θ, thereby converting the infinite-dimensional optimization problem
of the PMPG over ut(x) into a finite-dimensional minimization problem over θ.

As shown in Fig. 1, the NN is a fully-connected feed-forward network com-
posed of L multiple-hidden layers. It takes a concatenation of the state-space
z0 = x as an input, and outputs a guess for the unknown variables, ut. Each
layer creates data for the next layer through a tensorial nested transformation
of the form [40]:

zl = σl(W l.zl−1 + bl), l = 1, 2, . . . , L, (11)

where the functions σl are called activation functions. These can be chosen
based on the nature of the problem. The variables W l and bl denote, respec-
tively, the weights and biases of each NN layer, l. These are the parameters
of the NN: θ = [W l, bl], which completely determine an approximation of the

1Throughout this manuscript, we loosely utilize the term conventional PINNs to refer to
the application of PINNs to directly solve NSE as presented in Refs. [28–30]
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Figure 1: Schematic of a physics-informed neural network based on the unsteady PMPG
formulation

.

sought function ut. The parameters W l and bl are updated after every itera-
tion (epoch) by minimizing a loss function, L, with respect to those variables.
In conventional PINNs, the loss function L(θ) measures the difference between
the predicted solution and the target solution of NSE. When the change in the
residual between successive iterations is less than a predefined threshold, say ϵ,
the training stops and the output of the last iteration is considered the minimum
of the value L.

When considering ut as the primary output variable from the NN, we need
to express the continuity constraint and boundary conditions in terms of ut.
One can easily show that, if the initial flow field u0 satisfies the divergence-
free condition (i.e. ∇.u0 = 0), then the condition ∇ · ut = 0 ensures that
∇ · u = 0 at the subsequent time step. Moreover, by imposing zero boundary
conditions on ut, the boundary conditions on the velocity field are preserved at
each subsequent time step as well. Consequently, the optimization problem is to
minimize the pressure gradient cost subject to two constraints: the divergence-
free condition ∇ · ut = 0 and the BC: ut = 0 on Γ.

These constraints are considered in the PMPG-PINN formulation using the
penalty method. That is, the loss function is written as:

L(θ) = A+ µcLc + µbLbc, (12)

where the loss Lc, weighted by µc, penalizes violation of the continuity con-
straint, and is defined as:

Lc =
1

NC

NC∑
i

gi(x)
2, g = ∇ .ut, (13)

where NC is the number of points in the domain.
On the other hand, the loss Lbc, weighted by µb, penalizes violation of the

7



boundary conditions:

Lbc =
1

NB

NB∑
i

(ut(x))
2, (14)

where NB is the number of collocation points over the boundary, Γ, of the
domain. In some cases, boundary conditions can be imposed using an anstaz
function on the output of the neural network, thus removing the penalty term
Lbc from the loss function.

Finally, the integral A can be computed based on the distribution of points
within the domain. For uniform sampling, the integral can be written as a sum
using the mean rule, leading to

A =
A

Nc

Nc∑
i

Ji, (15)

Here, A, is the area of the domain, and, J , is the discretized operator used to
approximate the integrand in Equation (8):

J =
1

2
ρ (ut + u · ∇u− ν∆u)

2
. (16)

In the case of arbitrarily distributed sample points, the computational domain
is firstly discretized into triangles using the Delaunay Triangulation algorithm
[41], as shown in Fig. 2. Consequently, the cost integral A is computed using

A =

Nt∑
i

J̄i dAi, (17)

where Nt is the number of formed triangles in the domain, dAi is the area of
each triangle and J̄i is the mean value of J at the vertices of the respective
triangle.

In the PMPG-PINN framework, the minimization of the loss function can
be achieved when the constraint terms Li are zero, while the cost function A

remains non-zero. As a result, an optimization scheme that simply minimizes
the sum of the objective and constraint losses often converges to a suboptimal
solution rather than a true minimum [42]. To overcome this limitation, we
use the penalty method [42], which replaces constant penalty terms with a
sequence of outer iterations, progressively increasing the penalty applied to the
constraints. In this approach, the updated loss function at the kth iteration is
expressed as:

L(θ) = A+
∑
i

µk
iLi, (18)

where µk
i = γ µk−1

i , and γ is a constant value chosen depending on the problem
being solved.
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Figure 2: Illustration of the numerical integration algorithm towards 2D randomly distributed
sample points.

.

3.2. Conventional PINN Formulation

Since a direct comparison with conventional PINNs may not be conclusive,
due to the fundamental difference between the two formulations, we introduce
a modified version of PINNs where the residuals of the NSE ((4),(5)) are mini-
mized at every instant of time. Here, a neural network model is required for all
unknowns in Equations (4) and (5) at the given instant: ut(x), p(x).

Figure 3 shows the structure of the conventional PINN formulation. The
NN takes a concatenation of the state-space z0 = x as an input, and outputs a
guess for the unknown variables (ut, p). The loss is then formed by three terms
as:

L(θ) = µpLPDE + µcLc + µbLbc, (19)

where the first term LPDE , weighted by µp, represents the residual in the mo-
mentum Equation (4), and is given by:

LPDE =
1

NC

NC∑
i

fi(t,x)
2, f =

∂u

∂t
+ (u · ∇)u+∇p− ν∇2u. (20)

The remaining loss terms, Lc and Lbc, represent constraints on the divergence
and boundary conditions, respectively, defined in Equations (13,14).

This setup ensures that both approaches—the PMPG-PINN and the con-
ventional PINN—are comparable under similar conditions, enabling a fair as-
sessment of their performance.
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Figure 3: Schematic of a physics-informed neural network based on unsteady NS formulation
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4. Numerical Examples

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed approach, we consider three
benchmark examples in fluid mechanics: i) the Poiseuille flow (the unsteady
laminar flow in a channel of uniform cross-section) [43], ii) the unsteady flow
inside a lid-driven cavity [44], and iii) the separating flow past a circular cylinder
[45]. To reduce complexity, and without loss of generality, we focus solely on
two-dimensional flows.

The solution to all problems follow the same procedure which starts by
generating an initial (reference) flow field using a conventional CFD solver (see
Appendix for details). It is important to highlight that the initial flow field
does not necessarily need to be generated from high-fidelity simulations. The
only requirement is that the flow is divergence-free and satisfies the boundary
conditions; it must be kinematically admissible, but not necessarily dynamically
correct. This reference flow is fed as an initial condition into the PMPG-PINN
minimization framework, which computes the acceleration, ut, that minimizes
the pressure gradient cost, A. For validation purposes, the predicted ut is
compared to reference values obtained using a high-fidelity CFD solver.

4.1. Two-dimensional Poiseuille Flow

The first benchmark example serves to i) detail the computational procedure,
ii) validate its output against high-fidelity CFD simulations, and iii) compare
its performance with conventional PINNs. As shown in Fig. 4(a), we consider
predicting the spatial evolution at a given random time instant of a laminar flow
in a channel defined over the domain [0, 1]× [0, 2]. To implement the PINN al-
gorithm, a reference flow is first generated using CFD ensuring a divergence free
flow and satisfying the boundary conditions. In the CFD, the boundary condi-
tions are i) no-slip conditions on the walls, and ii) an inlet velocity profile U0(y)
at the inlet, and iii) a zero pressure at the outlet. Recall that, since PMPG-
PINN is pressure independent, the boundary condition on the outlet pressure is
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Figure 4: Schematic diagram of the two-dimensional (a) Poiseuille flow, (b) lid-driven cavity
problem, and (c) the flow past a circular cylinder.

.

no longer needed for the convergence of the solution procedure. Here, to avoid
discontinuities at the corners, we replace the commonly used uniform inlet flow,
with a nonuniform profile that takes the shape of the following function:

U0(y) = 1− cosh (C0(y − 0.5))

cosh(0.5C0))
(21)

where C0 = 15. Based on the maximum inlet velocity and the kinematic vis-
cosity, the Reynolds number is equal to 100.

The PINN takes a uniform sampling points x = (x, y) as inputs, and outputs
the local acceleration ut = (ut, vt) based on the reference flow. To reduce
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skewness of input data, and facilitate the neural network’s learning process,
the input domain is scaled to a range between 0 and 1 [46]. Then, to force
the output solution to satisfy the boundary conditions, we construct a NN for
(ût, v̂t) instead of (ut, vt) and determine the former as:

ût = xs ys (1− ys)ut, (22)

v̂t = xs ys (1− ys)vt, (23)

where xs and ys are the scaled values of the inputs x and y.
During network training, the temporal continuity constraint is penalized

with increasing weights, namely, µ
(1)
i = 5, γ = 2, for 6 outer iterations. That

is, the boundary conditions are automatically satisfied, and the continuity con-
straint is enforced by the penalty method. The network was implemented with
nn = 32 neurons per layer, nl = 10 layers, and the number of collocations points
is 31250, which resulted in acceptable residual errors.

The results of the minimization process are presented in Fig. 5. Panel (a)
shows the evolution of the residual loss Lc with the number of epochs. As the
number of outer iterations increases, the penalty associated with the constraint
also rises, resulting in a stair-case decrease in the residual loss function, Lc.
Ultimately, the residual reach an acceptable value of less than 10−6. The ac-
curacy of the predicted ut is demonstrated in Fig.5(b), where the mean square
error (MSE) summed over the whole domain is plotted against the number of
iterations. The MSE is based on the difference between the values of ut pre-
dicted using the PMPG-PINN and those obtained using the high-fidelity CFD
simulations. The plot shows that the error converges to a low value, confirming
the reliability of the predictions. The ut resulting from the PMPG-PINN simu-
lation is depicted in Fig. 5(c), where the minimum value of A resulting from the
PMPG-PINN was computed to be A = 0.049, closely matching that computed
using the CFD model where A was found to be A = 0.05.

Finally, Fig. 5(d) compares ut at the outlet with the high-fidelity results,
clearly demonstrating excellent agreement between the two. This observation
underscores a significant advantage of the approach. Notably, despite the omis-
sion of pressure from the formulation, the problem remained well-posed, and no
additional boundary conditions were necessary on the outlet. This advantage
is appreciated when we recall that the pressure-velocity coupling is the most
computationally expensive step in an incompressible flow solver.

It may be instructive to investigate the performance of the PMPG approach
in comparison to the conventional PINN formulation. For a fair comparison, we
used one outer iteration and set the weight on the constraints to µ = 25. Both
methods were tested using the same architecture as in the previous example,
with parameters nn = 32, nl = 10 and NB = 31250. During the training
process, we traced the mean square error between the PMPG-PINN and the
reference high-fidelity solution.

Figure 6 presents the convergence of the mean squared error with iterations
for both approaches, which clearly shows that the PMPG-PINN outperforms the

12
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.

conventional PINN in both convergence time and rate. The convergence time,
measured in terms of time per epoch, is shorter in the PMPG formulation.
Specifically, we observed that the time per epoch is 20% less than that of the
conventional PINN. Additionally, the figure shows that convergence is achieved
using fewer epochs. This faster convergence can be attributed to two main
factors: First, the removal of pressure from the equations eliminates the need
for auto-differentiation, which is typically computationally intensive and time-
consuming. Second, removal of pressure also reduces the solution space, which
simplifies the search for the optimal minimum, allowing faster convergence.

4.2. Two dimensional Lid-Driven Cavity Flow

The lid-driven cavity problem is a fundamental benchmark in CFDs due
to its simple geometry, but interesting fluid dynamics. The Reynolds number
plays a key role in characterizing the cavity flow. It is generally accepted that
the flow remains laminar for Re < 7000 [47]. However, to the best of the
authors’ knowledge, there have been no reports of PINNs accurately solving
the cavity flow problem at a relatively high Reynolds numbers (e.g., 1000 and

13



Figure 6: Comparison of the mean square error of the PMPG and least-squares formulations.

.

higher) [48, 49]. To this end, we examine the capability of the new formulation
to predict the flow field across both low and high Reynolds numbers within the
laminar regime.

To achieve this goal, we run the optimization algorithm at three different
Reynolds numbers. Here, the maximum axial velocity remains the same in
all simulations, and the kinematic viscosity is chosen so that the flow remains
laminar with a Reynolds number of Re = 25, 500, 5000. As shown in Fig.
4(b), the computational domain is defined on the area [0, 1] x [0, 1]. A no-slip
condition is enforced on the four walls, where three walls are fixed while the
upper one is assumed to move to the right with a parabolic velocity profile.

The PINN takes a uniform sampling points x = (x, y) as inputs, and outputs
the local acceleration ut = (ut, vt). To force the output solution to satisfy the
boundary conditions, we use a similar trick and construct a NN for (ût, v̂t)
instead of (ut, vt) and determine the former as:

ût = x(1− x)y(1− y)ut, (24)

v̂t = x(1− x)y(1− y)vt. (25)

The results are presented in Fig. 7. Panel (a) shows the initial reference flow
field, u, used as an input for the PMPG-PINN formulation. Panel (b) shows
the predicted acceleration ut using the high-fidelity CFD solver, while panel
and (c) shows the predicted acceleration ut as obtained using PMPG-PINN.
Results demonstrate excellent agreement between the two frameworks across all
considered Reynolds numbers: Re = 25, 500, and 5000.
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Figure 7: Results from Lid-Cavity training at different Reynolds numbers. (a) Initial flow
field, u. (b) Local acceleration, ut, obtained using high-fidelity CFD models. (c) Predicted
ut using the unsteady PMPG-PINN formulation.

.

4.3. Flow Past A Circular Cylinder

Our third example considers flow over a bluff body—an important class
in engineering due to its complex behavior, characterized by flow separation.
A well-studied example is the flow past a circular cylinder, which serves as
a benchmark for analyzing vortex dynamics. At low Reynolds numbers, flow
separation occurs without vortex shedding, but as the Reynolds number exceeds
a critical threshold, periodic vortex shedding develops, forming a von Kármán
vortex street [50].

This benchmark example serves two primary objectives. First, it investigates
the efficacy of the framework for an essentially periodic flow, such as predicting
vortex shedding at Re = 100. Second, it demonstrates the robustness of the
framework, even when the computational domain is truncated to less than 8D
downstream of the cylinder; a scenario where conventional CFD approaches
struggle to produce accurate results.

As shown in Fig. 4(c), the computational domain in the first demonstration
spans [-10, 15] x [-10, 10]. For the reference flow obtained using CFD, a no-slip
condition is enforced on the cylinder wall, a constant velocity is enforced on
the inlet, as well as along the upper and lower boundaries of the computational
domain. A zero pressure condition is enforced at the outlet. Since the PMPG-
PINN framework is pressure-independent, no pressure boundary condition is
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𝑥

𝑦

Figure 8: Domain of the flow past a circular cylinder. Dots show the control points, NC , and
lines show the Delaunay triangulation.

.

specified at the outlet when solving the problem using PMPG-PINN.
In this problem, we use non-uniformly distributed collocation points, as il-

lustrated in Fig. 8. Near the cylinder wall, where high gradients are expected,
the sampling density is increased, while in regions farther from the cylinder,
where gradients are smaller, a coarser distribution of points is applied. Simi-
larly, we scale x to reduce skewness of input data. The NN outputs the local
acceleration ut = (ut, vt). To force the output solution to satisfy the far-field
boundary conditions (inlet, upper and lower boundaries), we use our usual trick
of constructing a NN for (ût, v̂t) instead of (ut, vt) and determine the former as:

ût = xsys(1− ys)ut, (26)

v̂t = xsys(1− ys)vt, (27)

Note that the above equations do not enforce the no-slip condition on the cylin-
der wall. As such, a soft constraint imposing no-slip condition, Lbc, according
to Equation (14) is added to the overall loss function, L.

The results are presented in Fig. 9. Panel (a) shows the initial reference flow
field, u, used as an input for the PINN optimization. Panels (b) and (c) then
compare the ut obtained using CFD to that predicted by PMPG-PINN. The
results demonstrate excellent agreement between the PMPG-PINN values and
those obtained using the high-fidelity simulations.

In the second demonstration, we consider a truncated computational do-
main, where the outflow boundary is placed close to the cylinder, within the
region where vortices are still forming. The reference flow for this domain is
shown in Fig. 10a. The latter is fed to the PMPG framework, and the opti-
mized ut that minimizes A is obtained. As shown in Figs. 10b and c, results
demonstrate excellent agreement with the prediction of the CFD model which
was obtained using a nontruncated domain of 15 D. This finding highlights
a significant advantage of the PMPG framework: its ability to eliminate the
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Figure 9: Results from the flow past a circular cylinder at Re = 100. (a) Reference flow field,
u. (b) Local acceleration, ut, obtained using high-fidelity CFD models. (c) Local acceleration,
ut, obtained the unsteady PMPG-PINN formulation.
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Figure 10: Results from the flow past a circular cylinder at Re = 100. (a) Reference flow
field, u. (b) Local acceleration, ut, obtained using high-fidelity CFD simulation. (c) Local
acceleration, ut, predicted using the unsteady PMPG formulation.

.

dependence on predefined outflow boundary conditions. By enabling the use of
small computational domains, the method significantly reduces computational
costs while maintaining accuracy. This feature is particularly advantageous for
investigating complex unsteady or periodic flows, where traditional approaches
are limited by the constraints of finite domain size.

5. Temporal Evolution in PMPG

The previous analysis focused on finding the optimal (i.e., dynamically cor-
rect) ut at some time step with a given velocity field (i.e., initial condition)
u(x, t). Once ut is determined for this initial time step, it can be used to march
the velocity field forward in time using any reasonable numerical integration
scheme. As such, the flow field u(x, t + dt) at the next time step can be com-
puted, which is then used in the cost (8) to obtain the minimizing ut at that
time step, and so on. As such, in the PMPG formulation, time-marching is
achieved without the chronic issues of pressure-velocity coupling; i.e. there is
no need to solve Poisson equation in pressure at every time step.
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We apply the time-stepping framework to the lid-driven cavity problem, fo-
cusing on two cases: Re = 25 and Re = 500. These cases are chosen specifically
because the variation of A over time exhibits fundamentally different behavior.
As shown in Fig. 11, at the lower Reynolds number, A decreases over time,
whereas at the higher Reynolds number, A increases over time.

(a) (b)

Figure 11: Evolution of A with time for (a) Re = 25, and (b) Re = 500. The solid line
represents high-fidelity CFD simulations, while the dashed lines represent results obtained
using the unsteady PMPG-PINN framework

.

To march in time, we utilize the explicit Euler method [51] for simplicity,
although more accurate integration techniques could be applied. The update is
performed using the following expression:

un+1 = un + dtun
t , (28)

where dt is chosen to maintain a Courant number below 1, following standard
practices in high-fidelity simulations [52]. Simulations were performed over the
time range 0.1 ≤ t ≤ 0.3 s for Re = 25 and 5 ≤ t ≤ 5.5 s for Re 500. The
results shown in Fig. 11 indicate that the PMPG-PINN framework, represented
by the dashed line, accurately captures the evolution of the cost A, whether it is
increasing or decreasing. To further illustrate the accuracy of the temporal evo-
lution using PMPG-PINN, Fig. 12 presents a comparison between the predicted
flow field and CFD simulations for Re = 25 at two distinct time instants.

Finally, we assess the performance of the algorithm in solving transient prob-
lems. Figure 13 displays the number of iterations required for convergence as
time progresses (i.e., as the number n of time steps increases). Figure 13(a)
shows that convergence of the initial minimization at n = 1 requires a relatively
high number of iterations, reaching 8000 epochs. However, as shown in Fig.
13(b), at the subsequent time steps (n = 2), the number of iterations necessary
for convergence decreases significantly to fewer than 800. This efficiency im-
provement is achieved through transfer learning [53], where previously acquired
knowledge accelerates the convergence process in later stages. By the third time
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Figure 12: (a) Predicted velocity field using PMPG-PINN. (b) Predicted velocity field using
CFD simulations. Results are obtained for Re = 25 at n = 2 and n = 20.

.

step (n = 2), the number of iterations necessary for convergence further reduces
to fewer than 400.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 13: Convergence of A at consecutive time steps during the temporal evolution of the
PMPG-PINN. (a) n = 1, (b) n = 2, and (c) n = 3.

.

6. Conclusions

In this study, we developed a variational computational-based formulation
for solving unsteady incompressible fluid mechanics problems, integrating the
Principle of Minimum Pressure Gradient (PMPG) with Physics-Informed Neu-
ral Networks (PINNs).

The method was validated through three classical benchmarks-the lid-driven
cavity, Poiseuille flow, and the flow past a circular cylinder-demonstrating excel-
lent agreement with high-fidelity CFD simulations, even in cases where conven-
tional PINN methods struggle, such as high Reynolds number flows in lid-driven
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cavity.

The key advantages of the presented variational approach are as follows:

• By circumventing the pressure-velocity coupling, this method eliminates
the need for solving the Poisson equation for pressure at each time step,
significantly improving computational efficiency. As such, this method
offers a promising alternative to traditional CFD approaches, particularly
in large-scale simulations.

• This method overcomes limitations resulting from the need to impose
nonphysical boundary conditions at the outflow to solve CFD problems.
Specifically, unlike traditional CFD methods, which require domain ex-
tension to prevent outflow distortions, this formulation can handle cases
where the domain is finite, as demonstrated in the flow past a circular
cylinder.

• This method has a more rapid convergence when compared to conven-
tional PINNs. This is primarily due to the elimination of pressure from
the equations, which reduces the solution space, and the computational
burden of auto-differentiation.

Additionally, temporal evolution analysis revealed that this method can ef-
fectively generate transient solutions over time. While the initial time step may
require more computational resources, subsequent iterations are considerably
faster, highlighting the improving efficiency of the approach as time simulation
progresses.
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Table A.1: Boundary conditions

Variable Inlet Outlet Sides Walls

p ∂p
∂n = 0 p = 0 Symmetry ∂p

∂n = 0
u u = Uin ∂u

∂n = 0 Symmetry u = 0

Appendix A. High Fidelity Simulations

Computational fluid dynamics (CFD) involves numerically solving the gov-
erning equations that describe the behavior of a viscous fluid. In this work,
these equations are simplified to the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations as:

∇ · u = 0, (A.1)

and the momentum conservation can be written as

∂u

∂t
+ u · ∇u−∇ · (ν∇u) = −∇p, (A.2)

where u = (u, v) is the velocity vector field, p is the kinematic pressure, and t
is time.

To solve the governing equations, these are discretized into a system of al-
gebraic equations using the finite volume method using the open-source CFD
toolbox OpenFOAM®2. This method applies the conservation laws to control
volumes (cells) within the computational domain, solving the equations in an
Eulerian framework. This section details the computational domain, boundary
conditions, spatial discretization, and the discretization schemes used in the
CFD model.

Appendix A.1. Computational Domain and Boundary Conditions

The computational domain for the three examples is illustrated in Fig. 4,
with four boundary patches: inlet, outlet, sides, and walls. For the Poiseuille
flow, the domain extends to L = 2 in the x-direction and L = 1 in the y-
direction. The lid-driven cavity flow is modeled in a square domain with L = 1
for both the x- and y-directions. In the case of flow past a circular cylinder, the
domain size is carefully chosen to balance computational efficiency and accuracy.
The inflow length is set to 10D, and the overall cross-flow domain length is 20D,
where D is the diameter of the cylinder. An outflow length of L = 15D is used,
ensuring the outflow boundary effects on the solution are negligible.

Table A.1 depicts the boundary conditions applied in the model. A Neumann
boundary condition was applied for the pressure at the inlet and at the wall, and

2OpenFOAM® adopts finite-volume discretization techniques to achieve solutions for con-
tinuum mechanics problems using C++ library packages. A detailed description of the package
can be found in Ref.[54].
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for velocity at the outlet. The velocity at the cylinder wall, at the inlet, and the
pressure at the outlet were specified with a Dirichlet boundary condition. The
velocity at the cylinder wall was set to zero in all directions to ensure the no-slip
condition. The symmetry boundary condition in OpenFOAM is interpreted as
a wall patch with slip condition. This means the flow at the far field sides is in
parallel with the uniform inlet flow. This is a safe modeling assumption since
the upper and lower height of the computational domain is sufficiently large.

Appendix A.2. Spatial Discretization and Numerical Schemes

For spatial discretization, a structured mesh was used for the Poisueilli and
lid-cavity flow. However, for flow past a circular cylinder, an unstructured mesh
was used. The block around the cylinder was based on an O-grid mesh, see
Ref.[55]. The regions around the moving body and the wake region are refined
finely in order to capture the large fluctuations expected from the flow. The re-
maining regions in the domain has a coarsened grid to reduce the computational
time.

The two-dimensional fluid equations are solved using the incompressible
transient solver PimpleFoam [56]. The gradient, the divergence, and the Lapla-
cian terms in the fluid equations are discretized using a second-order Gauss
integration scheme. A first-order implicit Euler scheme is adopted to solve the
transient terms. Finally, and before the results were utilized, a convergence
study is performed to ensure that the numerical solution is independent of the
grid size.

22



References

[1] P. M. Gresho, R. L. Sani, On pressure boundary conditions for the in-
compressible navier-stokes equations, International Journal for Numerical
Methods in Fluids 7 (10) (1987) 1111–1145.

[2] C. Lanczos, The variational principles of mechanics, Courier Corporation,
2012.

[3] P. Penfield Jr, Hamilton’s principle for fluids, The Physics of Fluids 9 (6)
(1966) 1184–1194.

[4] F. P. Bretherton, A note on hamilton’s principle for perfect fluids, Journal
of Fluid Mechanics 44 (1) (1970) 19–31.

[5] R. Salmon, Hamiltonian fluid mechanics, Annual review of fluid mechanics
20 (1) (1988) 225–256.

[6] P. J. Morrison, Hamiltonian description of the ideal fluid, Reviews of mod-
ern physics 70 (2) (1998) 467.

[7] P. J. Morrison, T. Andreussi, F. Pegoraro, Lagrangian and dirac constraints
for the ideal incompressible fluid and magnetohydrodynamics, Journal of
Plasma Physics 86 (3) (2020) 835860301.

[8] K. Yasue, A variational principle for the Navier-Stokes equation, Journal
of Functional Analysis 51 (2) (1983) 133–141.

[9] R. R. Kerswell, Variational principle for the Navier-Stokes equations, Phys-
ical Review E 59 (5) (1999) 5482.

[10] D. A. Gomes, A variational formulation for the Navier-Stokes equation,
Communications in mathematical physics 257 (1) (2005) 227–234.

[11] G. L. Eyink, Stochastic least-action principle for the incompressible Navier–
Stokes equation, Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena 239 (14) (2010) 1236–
1240.

[12] H. Fukagawa, Y. Fujitani, A variational principle for dissipative fluid dy-
namics, Progress of Theoretical Physics 127 (5) (2012) 921–935.

[13] C. R. Galley, D. Tsang, L. C. Stein, The principle of stationary noncon-
servative action for classical mechanics and field theories, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.3082 (2014).

[14] F. Gay-Balmaz, H. Yoshimura, A lagrangian variational formulation for
nonequilibrium thermodynamics. part ii: continuum systems, Journal of
Geometry and Physics 111 (2017) 194–212.

[15] J. W. Sanders, A. C. DeVoria, N. J. Washuta, G. A. Elamin, K. L. Skenes,
J. C. Berlinghieri, A canonical hamiltonian formulation of the navier–stokes
problem, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 984 (2024) A27.

23



[16] C. Gonzalez, H. E. Taha, A variational theory of lift, Journal of Fluid
Mechanics 941 (2022) A58.

[17] H. Taha, C. Gonzalez, M. Shorbagy, A minimization principle for incom-
pressible fluid mechanics, Physics of Fluids 35 (12) (2023).
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