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Abstract

This paper advances the use of physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) architectures to ad-
dress moving interface problems via the level set method. Originally developed for other PDE-based
problems, we particularly leverage PirateNet’s features—including causal training, sequence-to-
sequence learning, random weight factorization, and Fourier feature embeddings—and tailor them
to achieve superior performance in modeling interface dynamics. Numerical experiments validate
this framework on benchmark problems such as Zalesak’s disk rotation and time-reversed vortex
flow. We demonstrate that PINNs can efficiently solve level set problems exhibiting significant
interface deformation without the need for upwind numerical stabilization, as generally required
by classic discretization methods. Additionally, geometric reinitialization or mass conservation
schemes have been revealed as unnecessary for accurate and efficient solutions. However, incorpo-
rating an Eikonal regularization term in the loss function with an appropriate weight can further
enhance results in specific scenarios. Our results indicate that PINNs with the PirateNet architec-
ture surpass conventional PINNs in accuracy, achieving state-of-the-art error rates of L2 = 0.14%
for Zalesak’s disk and L2 = 0.85% for the time-reversed vortex flow problem, as compared to
reference solutions.

Keywords: Physics-informed neural networks (PINN), Level set method, Moving interface flows

1. Introduction

Studying moving interface problems, such as the interaction and evolution of distinct phases or
boundaries, is fundamental to various engineering disciplines, including fluid mechanics, materials
science, and medical imaging. Modeling free surfaces and multiphase flow phenomena is essential
for a wide range of industrial and natural applications, as they support the development of efficient
and safe products, such as ships, oil pipelines, and water treatment systems, as well as policies for
environmental protection and disaster management [1, 2].

Traditionally, computational fluid dynamics (CFD) has provided two primary approaches for
numerically solving multiphase flow problems: Lagrangian and Eulerian methods. Lagrangian
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methods track the interface using a mesh that moves and adapts with the flow, which allows for
highly accurate simulations of the interface evolution. However, this approach becomes challenging
to implement in three-dimensional (3D) problems, particularly when dealing with complex or highly
deformable interfaces. In contrast, Eulerian methods, including techniques such as front-tracking
and front-capturing, employ a fixed computational mesh that remains stationary throughout the
simulation. Eulerian approaches are more adaptable to complex geometries and large deformations.
However, these approaches require fine mesh resolution and significant changes in the discretization
formulations to ensure accuracy near the interface. The following discusses Eulerian methods.

Front-tracking methods use markers to track the evolution of the flow and are divided into
volume-tracking and surface-tracking techniques. From the volume-tracking family, the Marker
and cell method has been used to solve the dam-break problem [3]. However, Harlow and Welch
noted that the method required frequent redistribution of markers to preserve accuracy [3]. Surface-
tracking is usually more accurate than the volume-tracking counterpart. Among other applications,
some surface tracking methods have been developed to solve the rising bubble and merging bubble
problems [4].

On the other hand, front-capturing methods follow the evolution of a scalar function related to
the position of the interface. Their dependence on a simple scalar function makes the main methods
of Volume of Fluid (VOF) and Level Set easy to implement. In VOF, the function used is the
volume fraction of a phase and has been used to solve complex fluid-surface interaction problems in
[5] using the simple line interface calculation. In contrast, the level set method defines the moving
interface as the zero contour of a higher-dimensional signed distance function (SDF), enabling
the interface to change shape and topology seamlessly. Initially developed by [6] to simulate flow
problems, the authors showed that the level set method could accurately capture the formation of
sharp gradients and cusps in moving fronts, making them great at handling problems with breaking
and complex topologies. Since the method does not require the moving surface to be written as
a function, it can be applied to more general Hamilton-Jacobi-type problems [6]. This has been
done repeatedly in different fields, such as shape modeling in computer vision [7] and topology
optimization [8].

The standard level set method faces some challenges with the accumulation of errors. Being
first defined by the SDF, a transport equation is then solved to allow the motion of the interface
to be driven by a given velocity field. The accumulation of errors in the transport equation
can cause an important loss of smoothness at the interface and a loss of mass, depending on
the simulation parameters. Hence, a lot of research has focused on developing reinitialization
algorithms to mitigate these issues. Nonetheless, there remain difficulties with reinitialization,
notably when choosing the delay between reinitializations and the chosen algorithm [9]. Some
techniques have been developed to eliminate the need for reinitialization, but these can increase
the computational cost [10].

With the rapid development of scientific machine learning in recent years, researchers have ex-
plored new ways to solve time-dependent problems. Among promising methods, Physics-Informed
Neural Networks (PINN) have emerged as a compelling approach to modeling complex systems by
integrating physical laws directly into the training objective.

Introduced by Raissi et al. [11], PINNs solve forward, inverse, and mixed problems governed by
partial differential equations (PDE). Physical laws are integrated into the training process through
a regularization term added to the loss function. This regularization is obtained by applying a
differential operator directly to the network outputs. The resulting expression is then evaluated
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and minimized across selected collocation points within the computational domain. The problem
is essentially converted from trying to solve the governing equations to a loss function optimization
problem. This process is possible due to automatic differentiation (AD) [12], which uses the
chain rule to calculate the derivatives of mathematical expressions found in neural networks (NN).
Furthermore, PINNs are mesh-free and can learn completely unsupervised, thus removing the
need for expensive labeled training data. This makes them attractive for solving data-scarce of
high-dimensional problems.

Since their inception, PINNs have achieved great results across various fields of science and
engineering like materials science [13, 14, 15, 16], energy [17, 18], thermodynamics [19, 20] and
fluid dynamics [21, 22, 23, 24, 25]. Despite their success in solving benchmark problems, vanilla
PINNs as implemented by Raissi et al. reveal some training disorders such as spectral bias [26, 27],
unbalanced gradient flow [28, 29] and violation of temporal causality [30]. Several studies have pro-
posed strategies to address these challenges by modifying the deep learning architecture. Notable
approaches include the introduction of a modified Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) architecture [28],
the use of random Fourier features for improved function representation [26, 31], random weight
factorization for enhanced training dynamics [32], and adaptive resampling of collocation points to
better capture important regions in the solution domain [33, 34]. Other techniques applied to the
training algorithm can also improve PINNs’ abilities, such as respecting temporal causality [30],
automatic re-weighting of loss terms [35, 28, 29], curriculum training [36, 37] and Sequence-to-
Sequence (S2S) learning [37]. These improvements have been resumed by Wang et al. in [38] along
with their release of a highly optimized JAX library tailored to developing PINN architectures
meant to solve PDE-based problems. They recently extended their Jaxpi library with the Pi-
rateNet architecture allowing the use of deeper networks along with physics-informed initialization
to obtain better results [39].

The literature suggests that Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) can successfully solve
a variety of PDE-driven problems; however, little research has been devoted to applying PINNs to
solve the level set equation, especially in complex fluid problems. In [40] and [41], a PINN-based
level set was used to solve a rising bubble problem in a constant flow field. More recently, [42] used
a level set PINN to solve a vapor condensation problem. To the best of the authors’ knowledge,
this is the first study to solve a level set problem using a PINN-based model in a complex varying
velocity field that demonstrates strong vorticity and stretching of the interface.

Our study begins by testing our PINN approach on Burgers’ equation in 1D and 2D [43].
We then address level set problems, starting with a fabricated simple uniform transport case to
highlight the challenges faced by the standard PINN solver and demonstrate the advantages of the
proposed techniques. Next, we tackle two well-known level set problems: the rigid-body rotation of
Zalesak’s disk [44] and a more complex time-reversed vortex flow problem, which features a varying
velocity field [10]. For each case, we compare the reference solutions to results obtained from (a)
the original PINN formulation [11], (b) the improved PINN approach [38], and (c) the state-of-the-
art PirateNet framework [39]. Our findings demonstrate that PirateNet can solve complex level
set problems effectively without requiring reinitialization or mass conservation schemes, making it
a robust and efficient method for addressing such challenges.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

1. We extend recent advanced PINN architectures to solve the level set equation. The PINNs’
loss function is augmented by two terms related to the residuals of the Eikonal equation and
the mass conservation constraint respectively.
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2. We conduct various numerical experiments showing that PirateNets’ architecture outperforms
both the original and improved PINN models in level set benchmark problems, especially
those involving significant interface deformation.

3. With experiments on classical level set benchmarks, we show that PINNs can learn the level
set equations without the need for upwind numerical stabilization, geometric reinitialization
or mass conservation schemes.

4. We show that adding an Eikonal regularization term to the loss function with an appropriate
weight can improve the results in certain cases.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, the level set method is described
along with classic reinitialization schemes. In Section 3, we review the PINN, improved PINN and
PirateNet architectures. Section 4 presents our numerical tests followed by the main conclusions
in Section 5.

2. The level set method

In the following, we present the level set approach as a framework for tracking interfaces in
multiphase flow problems.

2.1. General level set formulation

The level set method, introduced by Osher and Sethian [6], is an efficient tool for tracking
interface motion in multiphase flow problems. This method utilizes a scalar level set function,
ϕ(x, t), where the zero-level set ϕ(·, t) = 0 defines the interface separating two or more phases.
Mathematically, the interface at time t is represented as:

Γ(t) =

{
x ∈ Rd | ϕ(x, t) = 0

}
, (1)

where d = 2, 3 denotes the spatial dimensions.
Figure 1 provides an example of a two-phase flow problem. In this example, Ωi(t) represents

the region occupied by phase i at time t, with the entire domain given by Ω = Ω1 ∪ Ω2. The
interface separating the subdomains, Ω1 and Ω2, is Γ(t) = Ω1 ∩ Ω2. The level set function ϕ is
defined with a sign convention as follows:

ϕ(x, t) < 0 if x ∈ Ω1,

ϕ(x, t) = 0 if x ∈ Γ,

ϕ(x, t) > 0 if x ∈ Ω2.

(2)

The level set function ϕ is commonly defined as a signed distance function (SDF) dsigned, which
is expressed as:

dsigned(x, t) =


−d(x, t) if x ∈ Ω1,

0 if x ∈ Γ,

+d(x, t) if x ∈ Ω2,

(3)

where d(x, t) is a distance function from the interface Γ:

d(x, t) = min
xΓ∈Γ

∥x− xΓ∥. (4)
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(a) Domain (b) Level set function

Figure 1: Illustration of a two-phase domain (a), with Ωi representing phase i. (b) Depicts an example of a level set
function corresponding to the domain in (a).

The SDF dsigned satisfies the following Eikonal equation:

||∇dsigned||= 1. (5)

The level set approach tracks the evolution of the interface Γ(t) over time by identifying the
zero level set of the solution to the transport equation:

∂ϕ

∂t
+ u · ∇ϕ = 0, (6)

where u represents the velocity field. Initially, the level set function ϕ is defined as the SDF
ϕ(x, 0) = dsigned(x, 0).

2.2. Reinitialization

Traditional numerical methods for solving the level set equation often suffer from error accumu-
lation, which can cause the level set function to lose its signed distance property. Preserving this
property is crucial for accurately computing geometric quantities such as curvature and interface
normal vectors, which are essential for many applications.

To address this issue, reinitialization methods have been introduced to restore the level set
function to its signed distance property. The main idea is to ensure that the gradient of the level
set function remains close to 1, ||∇ϕ||≃ 1.

One such method, proposed by Sussman, Smereka, and Osher [45], iteratively adjusts the level
set function by solving a PDE over a pseudo-time.

Some articles have explored different reinitialization methods, such as the geometric reinitial-
ization [46, 47] which reinitializes the level set function by measuring the distance from the nodes
to the level set interface and the Fast Marching method [48, 49]. Others have also found ways to
bypass the reinitialization step using variational energy methods [50, 10].
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2.3. Mass conservation

Mass conservation in level set methods ensures that the total area of each phase or material
represented by the level set function remains constant over time. This property is important, as
numerical errors can lead to artificial loss or gain of mass, particularly in coarser grids or during
long-term simulations. Maintaining mass conservation is critical when using level set approaches,
as it is not inherently guaranteed at the discrete level.

Despite various efforts to improve mass conservation [51, 52, 53], achieving highly accurate
mass conservation remains a significant challenge.

For a conservative flow field, the total area of each phase represented by the level set function
should remain constant over time, as described by the global area conservation equations:

dA1

dt
= 0 for ϕ(x, t) < 0,

dA2

dt
= 0 for ϕ(x, t) > 0, (7)

where A1 and A2 represent the areas of the two phases separated by the zero level set. These
equations express the requirement that the enclosed areas remain invariant over time, ensuring
mass conservation in the continuous formulation.

3. Methodology

In the following section, we build on the previous discussion to provide the adopted strategy
for solving complex level set problems.

3.1. Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs)

Consider a general PDE of the form:

ut(x, t) +N[u](x, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ], x ∈ Ω, (8)

where u is the unknown solution of the PDE, N[·] represents a linear or nonlinear differential
operator, t denotes the temporal coordinate, x represents the spatial coordinates, ut denotes the
partial derivative of u with respect to time, Ω is a subset of RD defining the spatial domain,
and T is the final simulation time. The PDE (8) is subject to the following initial and boundary
conditions:

u(x, 0) = g(x), x ∈ Ω, (9)

B[u] = 0, t ∈ (0, T ], x ∈ ∂Ω, (10)

where g is the initial condition, and B[·] is a boundary operator (Dirichlet, Neumann, Robin,
periodic). We approximate the solution of PDE (8) using a deep neural network uθ(t,x), where θ
represents the set of trainable parameters. The PINN framework finds the solution by minimizing
a composite loss function:

L(θ) = λicLic(θ) + λbcLbc(θ) + λrLr(θ), (11)

where each component enforces a specific constraint of the problem. The term Lic(θ) corresponds
to the initial condition, Lbc(θ) accounts for the boundary condition, and Lr(θ) ensures that the
physical laws governing the system are satisfied. The weights λic, λbc, and λr balance the influence
of these constraints in the overall loss function, directing the network to learn a solution that
adheres to all problem requirements.
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The initial condition loss is given by:

Lic(θ) =
1

Nic

Nic∑
i=1

|uθ(x
i
ic, 0)− g(xiic)|2, (12)

The boundary condition loss is defined as:

Lbc(θ) =
1

Nbc

Nbc∑
i=1

|B[uθ](x
i
bc, t

i
bc)|2, (13)

The residual loss ensures adherence to the PDE and is defined as:

Lr(θ) =
1

Nr

Nr∑
i=1

|Rθ(x
i
r, t

i
r)|2, (14)

where the residual Rθ(x, t) is given by:

Rθ(x, t) =
∂uθ

∂t
(xr, tr) +N[uθ](xr, tr). (15)

The terms {xiic}
Nic
i=1, {tibc, xibc}

Nbc
i=1, and {tir, xir}

Nr
i=1 represent sets of collocation points sampled within

the computational domain to evaluate the initial condition, boundary condition, and residual losses,
respectively. Automatic differentiation is used to compute the required partial derivatives, enabling
efficient evaluation of Rθ(t, x). This approach ensures that the neural network predicts solutions
that satisfy the initial and boundary conditions as well as the governing PDE.

Generally, the standard PINN solver encounters several challenges when applied to certain types
of problems. These challenges include temporal causality violation [30], difficulties handling long-
time simulations [54], and various other failure modes. As mentioned in the introduction, these
limitations necessitate enhancements to the vanilla PINN architecture. Several improvements have
been proposed to address these issues and improve the robustness and efficiency of PINNs. In the
following, we present the modified PINN solver adopted in our study, which incorporates some of
these advancements.

3.2. Improved PINNs

This section discusses the main improvements over the vanilla PINN.

3.2.1. PirateNet architecture

In most PINN studies, the Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) is commonly used as the deep learn-
ing architecture. MLPs are usually effective for simple problems, but improvements have been
proposed to enhance their capabilities. For example, Wang et al. proposed a modified MLP [28]
that introduces two encoders to the input coordinates, which generally improve the results with
PINN. However, as MLPs deepen to handle complex solutions, they often face significant training
inefficiencies. To address this challenge, Wang et al. [39] introduced PirateNets, which leverage
adaptive residual connections to improve training performance. This approach mitigates training
inefficiencies by starting with an artificially shallow network and progressively increasing its depth
during training. The adaptive skip connections within the residual block enable efficient optimiza-
tion and improve training stability. A schematic of the PirateNet forward pass is shown in Figure 2
and is described in detail below.
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The input coordinates x = (x, t) are first transformed into a higher-dimensional feature space
using a coordinate embedding technique, such as random Fourier features [31]:

Φ(x) = [cos(Fx), sin(Fx)]T , (16)

where each element of the matrix F is sampled from a Gaussian distribution N(0, σ2), and σ is
a hyperparameter. Random Fourier features are particularly effective in reducing spectral bias,
enabling improved predictions for high-frequency components in the solution [27].

The embedded coordinates Φ(x) are then sent to two dense layers acting as gates within each
residual block of the model:

U = σ(W1Φ(x) + b1), V = σ(W2Φ(x) + b2), (17)

where σ is a point-wise activation function. Let x(l) be the input of the l-th residual block where
1 ≤ l ≤ L− 1. The forward pass of a PirateNet’s residual block can now be defined as follows:

f (l) = σ(W
(l)
1 x(l) + b

(l)
1 ), (Dense layer)

z
(l)
1 = f (l) ⊙ U + (1− f (l))⊙ V, (Gating operation)

g(l) = σ(W
(l)
2 z

(l)
1 + b

(l)
2 ), (Dense layer)

z
(l)
2 = g(l) ⊙ U + (1− g(l))⊙ V, (Gating operation)

h(l) = σ(W
(l)
3 z

(l)
2 + b

(l)
3 ), (Dense layer)

x(l+1) = α(l)h(l) + (1− α(l))x(l), (Adaptive skip connection)

(18)

where ⊙ is a Hadamard product and α(l) are trainable parameters for each residual block. All
weights are initialized with the Glorot scheme [55] while the biases, b, are initialized to zero. The
output of a PirateNet with L blocks is finally given by W (L+1)x(L).

A key component of PirateNets is the adaptive skip connection, characterized by its trainable
parameter α(l), which controls the degree of nonlinearity introduced by the l-th block. Initially, α(l)

is set to zero, effectively reducing the block to an identity mapping. During training, α(l) gradually
increases, allowing the network to dynamically introduce non-linear transformations only when they
begin to meaningfully contribute to the solution. This progressive activation strategy mitigates the
challenges associated with initializing deeper networks, enhancing training stability and efficiency
[39].

Another crucial component of the PirateNet architecture is the physics-informed initialization
approach, designed to provide an optimal starting point for training by incorporating available
data [39]. As mentioned before, the PirateNet model is represented as a linear combination of
Fourier basis functions at initialization, expressed as W (L+1)Φ(x). This implies that the weight
matrix W (L+1) of the final layer can be initialized by solving a least-squares problem:

W (L+1) = argmin
W

∥WΦ(x)− Y ∥22, (19)

where Y represents some available data, such as initial conditions, boundary data, or outputs from
surrogate models. This initialization strategy eliminates common issues associated with random
initialization, such as instability or slow convergence. By aligning the network’s initial output with
a physically meaningful approximation of the solution, it accelerates training and improves overall
performance.
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Figure 2: PirateNets’ architecture [39]. The input coordinates are passed to a coordinate embedding before going
through two dense layers and the residual block. The residual block is contained within the grey area in the figure
and is repeated L times. The initial dense layers are passed to two gating operations in orange within the residual
block. The adaptive skip connection is affected by the trainable parameter α and controls how much information is
passed directly from the coordinate embedding. Finally, a physics-informed initialization scheme is applied before
the output.

For the remainder of this work, we define the amount of layers in a PirateNet as its amount
of residual blocks. For example, a PirateNet with 3 layers is the same as saying it has 3 residual
blocks.

3.2.2. Random weight factorization

Random Weight Factorization (RWF) is a simple yet effective technique proposed by [32], which
has been shown to accelerate and improve the training of neural networks. The RWF method
factorizes the weights associated with each neuron in the network as follows:

w(k,l) = s(k,l)v(k,l), k = 1, 2, ..., dl, l = 1, 2, ..., L+ 1, (20)

where w(k,l) ∈ Rdl−1 represents the k-th row of the weight matrix W (l), s(k,l) ∈ R is a trainable
scaling factor specific to each neuron, and v(k,l) ∈ Rdl−1 . Consequently, the RWF can be expressed
in matrix form as:

W (l) = diag(s(l))V (l), l = 1, 2, ..., L+ 1, (21)

where s(l) ∈ Rdl represents the vector of scaling factors for layer l.
The implementation details of the RWF are as follows [38]. First, the neural network param-

eters are initialized using a standard scheme, such as the Glorot initialization [55]. Next, for each
weight matrix W , a scale vector s is sampled from a multivariate normal distribution N(µ, σI),
with µ and σ are hyperparameters, and I denotes the identity matrix. At initialization, the weight
matrix is factorized as W = diag(exp(s)) ·V , where V represents the remaining factorized param-
eter. Finally, gradient descent optimization is applied directly to the new parameters, s and V .
According to [32], a suitable selection of RWF hyperparameters can shorten the distance between
the initialization and the global minimum in the factorized parameter space relative to the origi-
nal parameter space within their respective loss landscapes. Furthermore, [38] has demonstrated
through numerical experiments that, in the case of PINNs, the RWF technique enhances both
accuracy and training performance across a range of PDE benchmarks.

3.2.3. Respecting temporal causality

Recently, Wang et al. [30] demonstrated that PINNs can violate temporal causality when solv-
ing time-dependent PDEs, potentially leading to incorrect predictions for problems that strongly
depend on satisfying the initial condition (e.g., phase-field models). The authors showed that, for
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certain benchmarks, PINNs tend to prioritize minimizing the PDE residual at later times before
accurately learning the solutions at earlier times. To address this issue, a temporal causal training
approach was proposed in [30].

The temporal causal training strategy is described as follows. First, the temporal domain [0, T ]
is divided into M sequential segments, denoted as 0 = t1 < · · · < tM = T . Next, the loss function
Lr(ti, θ) is defined as the PDE residual loss within the i-th temporal segment:

Lr(ti, θ) =
1

Nx

Nx∑
j=1

|Rθ(xj , ti)|2 , (22)

where (xj)
Nx
j=1 ∈ Ω represent points sampled from the computational domain.

The original PDE residual loss can then be rewritten as:

Lr(θ) =
1

M

M∑
i=1

wiLr(ti, θ), (23)

where wi are weights designed to be large only when all prior residuals {Lr(tk, θ)}i−1
k=1 are sufficiently

minimized in order to ensure sequential temporal causality. This is achieved by defining the weights
as:

wi = exp

(
−ε

i−1∑
k=1

Lr(tk, θ)

)
, for i = 2, 3, ...,M, (24)

where ε is a causality parameter that controls the steepness of the weights wi. Here, the weights wi

are inversely exponentially proportional to the cumulative residual loss from previous time steps.
The weighted residual loss can now be written as:

Lr(θ) = Lr(t0, θ) +
1

M

M∑
i=2

exp

(
−ε

i−1∑
k=1

Lr(tk, θ)

)
Li
r(θ), (25)

where Lr(t0, θ) is the initial condition loss.
Equation (25) ensures that the PDE residual loss within a given temporal segment is not

minimized until the residuals of all preceding temporal segments have been sufficiently reduced.
This approach allows the solution to the PDE to evolve in a temporally causal manner, aligning
with the physical propagation of information in time-dependent systems. The temporal causality
scheme has proven effective for training stiff PDEs, particularly those characterized by strong
nonlinearity [38, 30]. We will demonstrate that integrating this approach enables the solution of
complex level set problems involving large interface deformation.

3.2.4. Loss balancing

A challenge faced when training PINNs with a composite loss function is the difference in scale
of each term within the loss function during the minimization of the PDE residual. This imbalance
can cause instability during stochastic gradient descent. Since the losses cannot be normalized as
a pre-processing step, normalization needs to be done during training. A rudimentary approach
to this problem would be to manually assign weights to each loss term before training. However,
this approach is not practical, as the weights depend highly on the problem trying to be solved.
The weights could be optimized using a hyper-parameter optimization scheme, but this approach
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is computationally expensive and sometimes impossible if no validation dataset is available. To
this end, a few approaches have been developed to allow automatic rebalancing of the loss terms
during training such as gradient normalization and Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) schemes.

The gradient normalization method [38] involves adjusting the weight of each loss term such
that the magnitudes of their gradients contribute equally to the total loss during optimization. We
begin by computing the global weights λ̂ as follows:

λ̂ic =
||∇θLic(θ)||+||∇θLbc(θ)||+||∇θLr(θ)||

||∇θLic(θ)||
,

λ̂bc =
||∇θLic(θ)||+||∇θLbc(θ)||+||∇θLr(θ)||

||∇θLbc(θ)||
,

λ̂r =
||∇θLic(θ)||+||∇θLbc(θ)||+||∇θLr(θ)||

||∇θLr(θ)||
,

(26)

where ||·|| represents the L2 norm. If other loss terms are present, they need to be added to the
global weights calculations. Equation (26) establishes the following relation:

||λ̂ic∇θLic(θ)||= ||λ̂bc∇θLbc(θ)||= ||λ̂r∇θLr(θ)||. (27)

This ensures that the gradients of all weighted loss terms have equal magnitudes, preventing the
model from prioritizing the minimization of specific terms over others during training. The weights
can then be updated using a moving average, as follows:

λnew = αλold + (1− α)λ̂new. (28)

where α = 0.9 is a hyper-parameter quantifying the influence of the old weights on the new
ones. The weighting update is done at a user-specified frequency, thus making the computational
overhead negligible. Unless otherwise specified, it has been set at every 500 iterations for our
experiments.

The NTK method leverages the NTK matrices of PINNs associated with each loss term to
determine the weights [29, 38]. The NTK matrix captures the relationship between the network’s
parameters and its outputs, with its trace (sum of eigenvalues) indicating the convergence rate of
a loss term. By computing the trace for each NTK matrix, the weights are defined to ensure com-
parable convergence rates across all loss terms. This method allows for more stable weight updates
than with gradient normalization, but it is more computationally expensive [38]. Considering this,
our experiments were computed using the gradient normalization method.

3.2.5. Sequence-to-sequence training

Traditional PINNs approach learning PDEs for the entire space-time, meaning they try to
predict the solution for all locations at all time points. However, many physical phenomena exhibit
strong sequence dependencies where the output at a given time step relies heavily on previous time
steps. In these cases, sequence-to-sequence (S2S) learning [37] could provide better results.

In the S2S approach, the temporal domain [0, T ] is divided into multiple time windows, Ii =
[ti, ti+1], where ti = i∆T . A sequential training strategy is employed. At each step, a PINN model
is trained on the domain Ω× Ii. The initial condition for this domain at time ti is obtained from
the predictions of the previously trained PINN model. For the first time window, the exact initial
condition is used. However, for subsequent time windows, the initial conditions are derived from
the predictions of the preceding PINN model.
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The S2S approach has proven to be an effective strategy for handling stiff PDEs, such as fourth-
order models [56] and transport phenomena with high-speed values [54]. Inspired by these studies,
we adopt the S2S approach to train our PINN model for level set problems, aiming to enhance the
accuracy.

3.3. PINNs for the level set equation

In our proposed PINN solver for level set based problems, the loss function contains the initial
and residual losses:

Llevel set = λicLic + λrLr. (29)

The level set residual is defined as:

Lr(x, t) =
∂ϕ

∂t
(x, t) + v(x, t) · ∇ϕ(x, t), (30)

where v(x, t) is the imposed velocity field. We note that the boundary conditions are not enforced
in the level set benchmark problems.

In the following, we propose two additional loss terms that can be incorporated into the level
set PINN loss function. These include an Eikonal loss, designed to enforce the Eikonal property
(5), and a mass loss, aimed at improving mass conservation of the PINN model.

3.3.1. Eikonal loss

For a given level set function ϕ, the Eikonal residual is defined as:

ϵeik(x, t) = ∥∇ϕ(x, t)∥2−1, (31)

where the residual represents the deviation from the Eikonal property. The Eikonal loss is then
computed at selected residual points (xi

eik, t
i
eik) as follows:

Leik(θ) =
1

Neik

Neik∑
i=1

|ϵeik(xi
eik, t

i
eik)|2, (32)

where Neik is the number of residual points used to evaluate the Eikonal loss. The updated loss
function can be rewritten as:

L(θ) = λicLic(θ) + λrLr(θ) + λeikLeik(θ). (33)

By incorporating this term directly into the training process of the PINN, our approach eliminates
the need for a separate reinitialization step to enforce the signed distance property. This integration
not only simplifies the workflow but also offers a significant advantage over traditional numerical
techniques, where such initialization is typically required.

3.3.2. Mass loss

The second loss term that can be added is the mass loss, which involves calculating the mass
of phase i at each time step and constraining the PINN model to maintain it equal to the initial
mass. In our study of two-phase problems, we implement the mass loss by calculating the area of
Ω1 and enforcing it to remain constant over time. The area is computed using the Monte Carlo
(MC) sampling approach. In this context, the area Aθ is estimated by sampling N random points
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xi uniformly from the whole domain Ω and checking whether they belong to the region Ω1, defined
as the subset of Ω where the level set function ϕ(x, t) < 0:

Ω1(t) = {x ∈ Ω | ϕ(x, t) < 0}. (34)

The area Aθ is then computed as:

Aθ(t) ≈
Number of points in Ω1(t)

N
· V(Ω), (35)

where V(Ω) is the volume of the sampling domain Ω.
Given that the exact area at t = 0, denoted as Aexact, must be conserved over time, the mass

loss is calculated as:
Lmass(ti, θ) = (Aθ(ti)−Aexact)

2, (36)

where Aθ(ti) is the predicted area at specific time points ti ∈ [0, T ]. To compute the overall mass
loss, the mean of Lmass(ti, θ) across all sampled time points is used:

Lmass(θ) =
1

Nt

Nt∑
i=1

Lmass(ti, θ), (37)

where Nt is the total number of sampled time points. This approach ensures that the model
consistently conserves the area for all selected time intervals.

Two methods were tested to implement the mass loss in the loss function. Method 1 : is
straightforward and involves directly adding the mass loss to the composite loss function:

L(θ) = λicLic(θ) + λrLr(θ) + λmassLmass(θ). (38)

While simple, this method can be computationally expensive as the mass loss needs to be computed
at every training step. This involves computing the level set field solution for the complete spatio-
temporal domain which becomes costly when performed several thousand times. Therefore, a more
efficient approach is desirable to limit the frequency of mass loss computation.

Method 2 : addresses this limitation by using a two-network framework, which involves comput-
ing the mass loss in a second distinct network initialized with transfer learning. The first network
is trained without the mass loss term. The trained parameters of the first network are then used
to initialize a second network. This second network is trained exclusively on the mass loss term.
The model is then evaluated with the saved parameters of the second network. Both loss functions
are defined as:

Lnet 1 = λicLic + λrLr,

Lnet 2 = Lmass.
(39)

By decoupling the training, Method 2 reduces the computational burden and allows for a tailored
number of training steps for mass loss. This method also has the advantage of allowing us to choose
a custom amount of collocation points.

3.4. Algorithm implementation

The code was built on JAX [57] along with the JAXPI [38] library, which allows for easy
implementation of PINNs, PirateNets, and the improvements mentioned in Section 3.2. The runs
were tracked with Weights & Biases (wandb) [58] and the visualizations were done with Matplotlib
[59]. The results were computed using a single NVIDIA V100 GPU on one of the Digital Research
Alliance of Canada’s compute clusters. The code will be made available upon request.
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4. Results

In the following sections, we present the numerical results obtained from the proposed PINN
solver for two well-known level set benchmarks. Before diving into these benchmarks, we validate
our PirateNetsframework using two challenging benchmark problems in fluid dynamics, the 1D
and 2D Burgers’ equations. Next, we focus on two level set benchmarks: Zalesak’s disk and the
time-reversed vortex flow.

To evaluate the accuracy of the PINN solver, we compare its performance against a reference
solution using the relative L2 error metric:

Relative L2 Error =
∥uPINN − ureference∥2

∥ureference∥2
, (40)

where uPINN is the solution obtained from the PINN solver, and ureference is the high-fidelity
reference solution.

In this section, we define the following configurations:

• Plain: the original PINN formulation [11],

• Default : the improved PINN approach [38],

• PirateNet : PirateNet architecture including the improvements from Default.[39],

• Sota: PirateNet with the optimal hyperparameters, determined through a detailed hyperpa-
rameter sweep using WandB’s Bayesian sweep approach [58].

4.1. Burgers’ 1D

The 1D Burgers’ equation is a fundamental PDE that shares similarities with fluid flow prob-
lems. Thanks to its advection and diffusion terms, the PDE can model fluid dynamics behaviours
such as shock formation and non-linear wave propagation. This benchmark provides us with in-
sight into the PINN model’s capability to capture nonlinear dynamics and handle the stability
issues associated with high gradients and discontinuities. The 1D Burgers’ equation, along with
the initial and the Dirichlet boundary condition, is written as:

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
= ν

∂2u

∂x2
, t ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ [−L,L],

u(x = −L, t) = u(x = L, t) = 0,

u(x, t = 0) = 0

(41)

where u = u(x, t) represents the velocity field as a function of space and time and ν is the kinematic
viscosity. On the left side of the equation, the first term represents the time derivative. The second
term is the advection term, describing how the velocity field transports itself through the domain
and is responsible for the nonlinearity of the equation. On the right side, the diffusive term,
controlled by the viscosity ν smooths out the sharp gradients. In our case, we set L = 1, T = 1,
ν = 0.002, and the characteristic velocity U = 1 giving us a high Reynolds number Re = 1000,
making the problem challenging. We compare our PINN model with a reference solution generated
using the Chebfun package in MATLAB [60]. The reference solution is based on a spatial resolution
of 201 points in time and 512 points in space, respectively.
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To evaluate the efficiency of the features outlined in the methodology section 3.2, we conducted
an ablation study. This study systematically disabled specific settings during the training phase to
analyze their impact on the accuracy of the PINN model’s predictions. For consistency, we utilized
an MLP architecture for all configurations as a first step. The PirateNet model, however, utilizes
the complete set of enhancements and employs the PirateNet architecture instead of the MLP. The
hyperparameter settings for the Plain, Default, and PirateNet models are detailed in Table A.8.
Except for the architecture and the ablated hyperparameters, all other hyperparameters were kept
constant.

From Table 1, we can see that PirateNet performs better than the other models, with a relative
L2-error of 0.070%, whereas the worst by far is the Plain PINN model with relative L2-error
of 0.496%. We notice that the results of the best models are very close, showing that some
features have less influence than others for the Burgers’ 1D problem. However, it is suggested to
keep all these features activated as they generally improve performance when solving PDEs with
PINNs [38]. This is confirmed by the fact that the Default configuration is very close to the other
best-performing configurations with L2

rel = 0.073%. The graphical solution for PINNs with the
PirateNet architecture is shown in Figure 3. We can see from the absolute error plot that most of
the error is concentrated at the point of shock formation. This can explain why most configurations
have very similar L2

rel errors. Most of the problem is easy to solve, making the harder area of the
problem very small, resulting in a smaller impact on the L2

rel. The difference in model performances
will be more obvious for other problems.

Table 1: Ablation study results for the 1D Burgers’ equation: Relative L2 error comparison across configurations

Configuration name Relative L2-error (%)

PirateNet 0.070

No Causal Training 0.072

Default 0.073

No RWF 0.073

No Fourier Feature 0.093

No Grad Norm 0.151

Plain 0.496

4.2. Burgers’ 2D

The next benchmark problem is the 2D Burgers problem. It offers the same insight as its 1D
counterpart but with an added spatial dimension as input and an added velocity field as output.
The equations are written as:

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
+ v

∂u

∂y
= ν

(
∂2u

∂x2
+

∂2u

∂y2

)
, t ∈ [0, T ], x, y ∈ [0, L], (42)

∂v

∂t
+ u

∂v

∂x
+ v

∂v

∂y
= ν

(
∂2v

∂x2
+

∂2v

∂y2

)
, t ∈ [0, T ], x, y ∈ [0, L], (43)

The initial condition and the Dirichlet boundary conditions are given by:

u(x, y, t = 0) = sin(2πx) sin(2πy), (44)
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(a) Burgers’ 1D: Comparison of the PirateNet prediction with the reference solution for the complete spatio-temporal grid.

(b) Burgers’ 1D: Prediction and reference solution at time steps t = [0, 0.5, 1]s.

Figure 3: Burgers’ 1D: Comparison of the PirateNet prediction with the reference solution.

v(x, y, t = 0) = sin(πx) sin(πy), (45)

u(x, y, t) = 0 for (x, y) ∈ ∂Ω, (46)

v(x, y, t) = 0 for (x, y) ∈ ∂Ω, (47)

In our case, we chose T = 0.5, L = 1, ν = 0.015
π , which gives us a Reynolds number Re = 237. The

resolution in t, x and y are all set to 101. The dataset used as a reference solution was generated
using a finite differences method [61].

Similar to the Burgers’ 1D case, we performed an ablation study to compare the PirateNet
architecture with other configurations under the same basic hyperparameters which can be found
in Table A.9 for Plain, Default, and PirateNet.

Table 2 shows the L2 error for both outputted velocity fields u and v, along with a norm of the
errors L2

norm =
√
(L2

u)
2 + (L2

v)
2. We can again see that PirateNet performs better than the other

configurations, with an L2
norm = 2.52%. A graphical representation of the reference and predicted

velocity fields at different times is shown in Figure 4 for the PirateNet. Similar to Burgers’ 1D,
we notice that errors are very close to one another, which is expected because Burgers’ 1D and
Burgers’ 2D are governed by the same type of equations. Again, most of the error is also near the
wave front.

It is also worth noting the impact of certain features on computational load. Although run
times can vary due to the state of the hardware and computational nodes of the compute cluster,
there is a significant increase in run time when comparing the Plain configuration with most other
configurations with added features. The PirateNet takes close to three times the time to train
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(a) u velocity fields at t = [0, 0.25, 0.5]s

(b) v velocity fields at t = [0, 0.25, 0.5]s

Figure 4: Reference, predicted and absolute error of u, v velocity fields at different time steps with the PirateNet
configuration.
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Table 2: Burgers’ 2D: Ablation study.

Configuration name L2u error (%) L2v error (%) L2 norm (%) Run time (min)

Plain 2.20 1.46 2.64 57

Default 2.11 1.40 2.53 128

No Fourier feature 2.12 1.40 2.54 100

No RWF 2.10 1.40 2.53 108

No grad norm 2.11 1.40 2.53 127

No causal training 2.10 1.39 2.52 148

No modified MLP 2.11 1.40 2.52 61

PirateNet 2.10 1.39 2.52 168

at 168 minutes, while the Default takes more than twice the time at 128 minutes, compared to
57 minutes for the Plain configuration. However, it is worth noting that this run time is for the
complete 70k training steps. We can see from graph 5 that PirateNet and Default converge much
faster at around 25k steps compared to Plain at around 40k.

Figure 5: Evolution of L2 error during training for u and v velocity fields

Another aspect we tested was how a time-marching scheme could impact the results. Therefore,
an S2S training scheme was implemented and tested for the PirateNet configuration. As shown in
Table 3, we can see that the S2S scheme with the PirateNet architecture performs the best with
an L2

norm = 2.49%, which highlights the sequential nature of the problem.
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Table 3: Burgers’ 2D: Impact of sequence-to-sequence training scheme

Configuration name L2
u error (%) L2

v error (%) L2 norm (%)

PirateNet 2.10 1.39 2.52

PirateNet S2S 2.08 1.37 2.49

4.3. Level set tests

In the subsequent sections, we present a series of level set benchmark tests to rigorously validate
the effectiveness and reliability of the proposed PINN approach.

4.3.1. Illustrative example

In the following, we construct a quasi-level set problem to evaluate the efficiency of the vanilla
PINN approach and investigate its behavior and accuracy during long-time integration within the
level set framework.

We consider the transport of a circle with a radius of r = 0.15 within a square domain,
[0, 1] × [0, 1]. The circle is initially centered at (cx, cy) = (0.17, 0.5) and is transported with a
horizontal velocity of vx = 1.0. As the circle moves along the horizontal direction, its velocity
is reversed upon reaching the domain boundaries, ensuring it remains confined within the square
domain and exhibits oscillatory motion.

The circle represents an interface separating two fluids, and it is required to preserve its initial
shape without deformation throughout the simulation. The exact position of the circle at any given
time can be determined using the analytical solution of the corresponding transport equation.

Next, we adopt the PINN approach to solve this transport problem. We utilize an MLP with
4 hidden layers, each containing 256 neurons. Due to the discontinuous nature of the velocity
parameter vx, employing a single time window did not produce satisfactory results. Consequently,
we adopt a sequence-to-sequence approach, where each window has a constant velocity. The PINN
model is trained for 2×104 steps in each window using the Adam optimizer with an initial learning
rate of 1× 10−3. The learning rate is decayed exponentially at every 1× 103 steps. It is important
to note that no enhancements to PINN training, as discussed in Section 3.2, were applied in this
example.

The obtained results are illustrated in Figure 6. First, without applying Eikonal or mass
regularization, it is evident that the error increases as the simulation time progresses. During the
simulation using the vanilla PINN approach, the circular interface completely disappears after just
two periods of oscillation due to numerical error accumulation.

Incorporating the Eikonal loss with a relatively small weight, on the order of 10−1, significantly
improves the results, reducing the error over time by approximately four orders of magnitude. A
similar improvement is observed when the mass regularization term is applied. However, the most
critical aspect is the judicious selection of the weights corresponding to these regularization terms.
For instance, assigning an excessively large weight to the Eikonal loss may lead the PINN solver
to prioritize satisfying the Eikonal equation rather than the transport equation, thereby deviating
from the intended solution.

From this simple example, we conclude that when using a vanilla PINN approach for long-time
integration of interface motion within the level set framework, it is essential to incorporate both
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mass conservation and the Eikonal property to achieve efficient and accurate simulations of the
problem.
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Figure 6: Visualization of the PINN results: (Top) Profiles showing the impact of Eikonal regularization. (Middle)
The impact of mass regularization. (Bottom) The obtained solution for the transport of the circular interface in the
square domain.

4.3.2. Level set Zalesak’s disk

Next, we explore a popular benchmark problem for testing level set methods, the rigid body
rotation of Zalesak’s disk [44, 62]. This test involves submitting a non-deforming interface to the
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following rotating flow field:

u(x, y) =
2π

T
(0.5− y) and v(x, y) =

2π

T
(x− 0.5), (48)

with T = 2π s. The computational domain is a circle of radius R = 0.5, centered at (0.5, 0.5) within
a unit square. The interface consists of a slotted disk centered at (0.5, 0.75) with radius r = 0.15.
The slot is aligned along the disk’s centerline and extends vertically with a height h = 0.25 and
width w = 0.05.

The circular domain is chosen to avoid numerical issues related to the inflow boundary con-
dition when solving the reference solution with a finite element method (FEM). The reference
solution was obtained using the SUPG-stabilized finite element method, with a quadratic ap-
proximation for the level set function on unstructured triangular elements (T6) and a third-order
explicit strong–stability–preserving Runge–Kutta (SSP–RK) time integration scheme [46] imple-
mented with MATLAB. Furthermore, the mesh used for the FEM solver had 10470 elements, which
enabled us to interpolate the results onto a 101 × 101 uniformly spaced Python-compatible grid.
The FEM simulation lasted tend = T , and the time step size was ∆tFEM = 1.57 × 10−3 s. The
temporal resolution was downsampled to ∆tPINN = 1.57 × 10−1 s for comparison of FEM and
PINN models.

We trained a set of PINN configurations (Plain, Default, PirateNet) to learn the evolution of
the interface. The configurations follow the same standard as in previous sections. Their detailed
hyperparameters can be found in Table A.10.

From Table 4, we can again see that PirateNet performs better than Default and Plain with
a relative error L2

PirateNet = 0.35% compared to L2
Default = 2.96% and L2

Plain = 4.18%. With the
PirateNet architecture, we then performed a Bayesian hyperparameter sweep using Wandb’s sweep
module [58]. Table A.10’s Sota configuration summarizes the optimal hyperparameters, allowing us
to lower the error down to L2

Sota = 0.14%. Figure 7 for the Sota configuration shows the graphical
results at each simulation quarter, where we can confirm that the interface is well captured.

Table 4: Level set Zalesak’s disk: L2 error of the output ϕ field

Configuration name L2 error (%)

Plain 4.18

Default 2.96

PirateNet 0.35

Sota 0.14

Before moving on, we validate our definition from section 3.2.1 where we define the number of
layers in a PirateNet as being equal to its amount of residual blocks. Given that each PirateNet
residual block contains three dense layers, we want to make sure that we get better results with
PirateNet not only because the model has more parameters. We do so by testing the influence of
model depth and size on the error. We tested Plain and Default with nine layers and PirateNet
with one layer (one residual block). We can find these results in Table 5 along with the benchmark
three layers of PirateNet.
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Figure 7: Zalesak’s disk reference and Sota solution evolution (T = 2π s)

From Table 5, we notice that Plain and Default improve with deeper networks, but PirateNet
still offers the best result. Indeed, PirateNet with one layer has a slight increase in error compared
to the three-layer version but remains the best configuration while being less than half the size of
the nine-layer Plain and Default.

Given these results, we will keep our definition of a PirateNet layer as equal to a PirateNet
residual block for further experiments.

Table 5: Level set Zalesak’s disk: Model depth and size influence on the error.

Configuration name
Amount
of layers

Amount of
parameters (103)

Model
size (MB)

L2 error
(%)

Plain 9 527 2.01 2.56

Default 9 727 2.77 0.59

PirateNet 1 330 1.26 0.43

PirateNet 3 727 2.77 0.35

Using the trained weights of Sota, we quantified the mass loss throughout the simulation. The
reference mass is calculated trivially using the disk’s area minus the slot’s area at t = 0, which
should remain constant throughout the simulation. We compared the evolution of mass loss of
Sota and the FEM solver in Figure 8. We notice that the PINN solver has a higher variance, while
FEM follows a more constant error accumulation pattern. This is expected since PINNs solve
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the whole spatial-temporal grid at once, while FEM uses a time-marching scheme. Nonetheless,
PirateNet demonstrates here that it can effectively capture mass patterns with similar results to
a high-precision level set FEM solver. Their respective mean absolute percent mass error are
MAPESota = 0.31% and MAPEFEM = 0.21%.

Figure 8: Zalesak’s disk absolute percent mass error evolution (T = 2π s)

After assessing the performances of a basic PirateNet on Zalesak’s disk, we decided to test how
the proposed enhancements from Section 3.3 would affect the results.

For the Eikonal loss term, we tested several weighting methods. We started by including the
weight λeik inside the gradient normalization scheme using the same initial weight as the other
terms: λeik = λic = λr = 1. Even with a frequent weight update every 500 training steps, this
worsened the solution by almost two orders of magnitude compared to the benchmark PirateNet.
After trying a lower initial weight of λeik = 0.01, the results were better but still one order of
magnitude worse than the benchmark. We also noticed that the gradient normalization tended to
increase the Eikonal loss weight throughout the training to values that were higher than the other
weights, further worsening the solution.

Given this, we consider the Eikonal loss as a regularization term that is kept constant through-
out the training and excluded from the gradient normalization-based weight updates. We tested
a range of weights, λeik, and measured their influence on the error. From Figure 9, we can see
that adding the Eikonal loss offers no significant improvement to the solution of Zalesak’s disk
rigid body rotation problem. We also notice that higher weights above 10−3 negatively impact the
solution. However, as seen with the Default config, we note that under certain circumstances the
Eikonal loss can slightly improve the results with a carefully chosen weight λeik.

Next, we tested the influence of adding a mass loss employing Method 2 from Section 3.3.2.
Method 1 was ignored for this case because of its computational overhead. Method 2 ’s approach
entails training a network exclusively with a mass loss, using the fully trained weights of a network
initially trained with the standard initial condition and residual losses. Using Sota’s weights, we
trained the network for a further 1000 iterations using a batch size of 64 × 64 spatial points over
all time steps to compute the output field’s prediction. The other hyperparameters were the same
as Sota’s. Adding this mass loss did not improve the error for Zalesak’s disk problem, as the error
increased from L2

Sota = 0.14% to L2
Sota+mass = 0.29%. Furthermore, the mean absolute percent

mass error increased from MAPESota = 0.31% to MAPESota+mass = 1.09%. As for regularization
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(a) Influence of λeik on Plain (b) Influence of λeik on Default (c) Influence of λeik on PirateNet

Figure 9: Zalesak’s disk: influence of the Eikonal loss term λeik.

methods, adding the Eikonal and mass loss terms with well-chosen weights may slightly affect the
accuracy but provide a stabilization enhancement.

4.4. Level set vortex flow

This section will show the capabilities of PirateNet to solve a benchmark level set problem as
defined in [62], the time-reversed vortex flow. This test involves stretching and spinning a circle
within the first half-period. During the second half, the flow is reversed and the circle returns to its
initial state. This will test the PirateNet ’s ability to learn the level set function ϕ under a varying
velocity field with strong deformation. The definition of a single vortex flow’s stream function is

Ψsingle vortex(x, y) =
1

π
sin2(πx) sin2(πy) (49)

From Eq. 49, we can get the time-reversed vortex flow stream function by multiplying by cos

(
πt

T

)
,

where T is the period.

Ψtime−reversed vortex(x, y, t) =
1

π
sin2(πx) sin2(πy) cos

(
πt

T

)
(50)

From Eq. 50, we can derive the flow fields with:

u = −∂Ψ

∂y
and v =

∂Ψ

∂x
(51)

where

utime−reversed vortex(x, y, t) = −2 sin2(πx) cos(πy) sin(πy) cos

(
πt

T

)
, (52)

and

vtime−reversed vortex(x, y, t) = 2 cos(πx) sin(πx) sin2(πy) cos

(
πt

T

)
. (53)

We used the same period T = 8 s as in [10] for our tests. The computational domain was defined
as x, y ∈ [0, 1], and the computational domain was split into two subdomains with a circle or radius
of r = 0.15, centered at (0.5, 0.75). For this problem, no boundary conditions are enforced. This
implies that the boundary condition loss term Lbc is removed from Eq. 11.
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Table 6: Level set vortex: L2 error of the output ϕ field.

Configuration name L2 error (%)

Plain 51.20

Default 20.86

PirateNet 5.24

Sota 0.85

The goal is to learn the output field of the level set function ϕ. The reference solution was
generated using the same FEM solver as in Section 4.3.2.

We first tested our three main model configurations, the Plain, the Default, and the PirateNet
on the time-reversed vortex flow problem. These configurations represent the use of the same
features as in Sections 4.1 to 4.3.2. They were compared using the same basic hyperparameters as
seen in Table A.11. A particularity with the time-reversed vortex flow is that the flow reverses at
the half-period. Therefore, we need to use an S2S scheme with two time windows to ensure the
gradients are reset with the proper signs when the flow reverses.

From Table 6, we can see that the PirateNet is the one that performed the best with L2
PirateNet =

5.24%. On the other hand, the Plain and Default configurations lacked expressive capacity, as
shown by their respective errors L2

Plain = 51.20% and L2
Default = 20.86%. With the PirateNet

architecture, we then performed a Bayesian hyperparameter sweep using Wandb’s sweep module
[58]. Table A.11’s Sota configuration shows the parameters that obtained the best results from
this sweep. With Sota, we were able to reduce the error down to L2

Sota = 0.85%. The graphical
results for Sota at five different time steps are shown in Figure 10.

We then quantified the loss of mass during the simulation using the area of the circle of radius
r = 0.15 as a reference mass. The evolution of the absolute percent mass loss for Sota and the
reference FEM is shown in Figure 11. The mass loss is higher for Sota than for FEM, but it
remains reasonable. Their respective mean absolute percent mass errors are MAPESota = 1.18%
and MAPEFEM = 0.07%.

As done with Zalesak’s disk in Section 4.3.2, we tested the effect of the proposed enhancements
from section 3.3, but this time on the more challenging time-reversed vortex flow problem.

We began with the addition of the Eikonal term to the loss function. As we found previously,
adding the Eikonal loss to the gradient normalization weight update worsened the results. Hence,
we implemented the Eikonal loss as a regularization term kept constant throughout training. Using
Plain, Default and PirateNet configurations, we tested a range of weights, λeik, and measured their
influence on the error. Consistent with our previous experiment, we found that adding an Eikonal
loss term to the loss function offers no significant improvement to the solution. However, in certain
cases as with Default and a carefully chosen weight, the Eikonal loss treated as a regularization
term can slightly improve the results. Figure 12 demonstrates those results.

Plotting the predicted level set fields in Figure 13 with λeik = 0.01, we notice that the Eikonal
term with a high weight tends to keep the interface in a circular shape. This prevents the interface
from stretching and deforming as necessary with this problem.

We then tested the influence of adding a mass loss term. Starting with Method 1 from Section
3.3.2, we added the mass loss directly to the loss function using equation 38. Using the same
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Figure 10: Level set vortex: Reference, predicted, and absolute error of ϕ fields at different time steps.
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Figure 11: Level set vortex: Evolution of mass loss with fully trained Sota.

(a) Influence of λeik on Plain (b) Influence of λeik on Default (c) Influence of λeik on PirateNet

Figure 12: Level set vortex: influence of the Eikonal loss term λeik.

Figure 13: Level set vortex: Test Eikonal loss term.
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hyperparameters as Sota, we trained the network using a custom batch size of 128 × 128 × 128
spatio-temporal points for the mass loss term. We tested with λmass in the gradient normalization
or kept constant with varying values of λmass. Using Method 2, we implemented the mass loss into
a second network initialized with the trained weights of Sota. For consistency, we kept the same
batch size of 128× 128× 128 spatio-temporal points. The results are shown in Table 7.

Table 7: Level set vortex: influence of mass loss term.

Method L2 error (%) MAPE (%)

Sota [no mass loss] 0.85 1.18

Method 1 [Grad norm] 1.00 1.06

Method 1 [λmass = 0.1] 1.08 1.06

Method 1 [λmass = 1] 1.02 1.66

Method 1 [λmass = 10] 1.02 1.66

Method 1 [λmass = 100] 1.00 1.06

Method 2 6.53 16.8

The benchmark Sota without any mass loss terms remains the best configuration as neither
method improves the L2 error or MAPE. Varying λmass, we see that the mass loss term has little
influence on the accuracy of the model. Furthermore, from Figure 14, we see with Method 2 that
the mass loss fails to converge after 2000 iterations on the second level. From this, we can conclude
that careful consideration should be taken before including the mass loss term in the loss function
of level set-based problems.

Figure 14: Level set vortex: Evolution of mass loss during training (2nd level)
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This shows again that the PirateNet architecture is capable of learning the solution to complex
level set-based problems without adding Eikonal or mass loss terms.

5. Conclusion

This study has demonstrated the efficacy of advanced PINN architectures such as PirateNet
in resolving complex level set problems, particularly those characterized by rigid-body motion
and significant interface deformation. Across a series of numerical benchmarks, including Burg-
ers’ equations, Zalesak’s disk, and the time-reversed vortex flow, PirateNet consistently surpassed
conventional PINN frameworks in terms of accuracy and computational stability.

Including Eikonal and mass conservation loss terms within the training process yielded neg-
ligible effects across the tested benchmarks. Although the Eikonal term may serve as a viable
regularization component in certain contexts, our findings suggest that it detrimentally affects
problems involving pronounced interface deformation if the weight is not well chosen. For the
benchmarks tested, we found that the weight, λeik, should be well chosen to avoid completely
altering the solution. Similarly, mass conservation terms, despite their conceptual appeal, intro-
duced prohibitive computational overhead without delivering meaningful improvements in solution
accuracy.

These results highlight that the core enhancements intrinsic to PirateNet, such as causal train-
ing, sequence-to-sequence learning, random weight factorization, and Fourier feature embeddings,
are sufficiently robust for a wide range of level set applications. These enhancements allow PINNs
to learn the level set equations without the need for upwind numerical stabilization, geometric
reinitialization, or mass conservation schemes as used in classic numerical methods.

In less complex scenarios, such as the 1D and 2D Burgers’ equations, the performance differ-
ential between PirateNet and alternative architectures was less pronounced, as all configurations
achieved comparably low error rates. However, the utility of PirateNet became unequivocally
evident in tackling more sophisticated challenges. For instance, in the time-reversed vortex flow
benchmark, PirateNet exhibited a fourfold reduction in error relative to an improved PINN and a
tenfold reduction compared to the original PINN. With optimized hyperparameters, the architec-
ture achieved a remarkably low error rate of L2 = 0.85%.

Nevertheless, gaps persist between the capabilities of PINNs and traditional finite element
methods (FEM), particularly with respect to mass conservation in scenarios involving significant
interface deformation. The FEM solver showed better mass conservation, with a mean absolute
percent error of 0.07% compared to 1.18% for PirateNet in the time-reversed vortex flow benchmark.

Future research should prioritize addressing these limitations. Hybrid methodologies that inte-
grate FEM strengths with PINN flexibility or innovations in loss function design explicitly targeting
mass conservation could provide promising solutions. Additionally, extending PirateNet ’s frame-
work to encompass real-world applications with heightened physical complexity, such as surface
tension effects and multifluid interactions, represents an exciting path for future development.

In summary, this study constitutes a substantial advancement in the application of the physics-
informed neural networks approach by extending PirateNet ’s architecture to accurately model
dynamic interfaces without reliance on reinitialization or explicit mass conservation schemes. How-
ever, further investigation is imperative to fully bridge the performance gap with traditional nu-
merical solvers and unlock its full potential for both academic inquiry and practical deployment.

29



Acknowledgments

This research was supported by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of
Canada (Grant number RGPIN/2693-2021). The financial support is gratefully acknowledged.

Code availability

The software can be shared upon reasonable request.

Declarations of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal rela-
tionships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.

Contribution Statement

Mathieu Mullins: Methodology, Software, Validation, Writing. Hamza Kamil: Methodology,
Software, Validation, review. Adil Fahsi: FEM code, validation, review. Azzeddine Souläımani:
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Appendix A. Hyperparameters

The following appendix contains the hyperparameters used for training the models presented
in the results section.

Table A.8: Burgers’ 1D: Hyperparameters for the Default configuration.

Category Parameter Plain Default PirateNet

Architecture

Architecture MLP MLP PirateNet
Number of layers 4 4 4
Layer size 256 256 256
Activation Tanh Tanh Tanh
Fourier feature scale - 1.0 1.0
RWF (µ, σ) - (0.5, 0.1) (0.5, 0.1)

Training

Optimizer Adam Adam Adam
Training steps 80,000 80,000 80,000
Batch size 4,096 4,096 4,096
Learning rate 0.001 0.001 0.001
Decay steps 2,000 2,000 2,000
S2S windows 1 1 1

Weighting

Scheme Grad norm Grad norm Grad norm
Initial weights (λic, λbc, λr) (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1)
Causal tolerance - 1.0 1.0
Number of chunks - 32 32
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Table A.9: Burgers’ 2D: Hyperparameters for the Default configuration

Category Parameter Plain Default PirateNet

Architecture

Architecture MLP Modified MLP PirateNet
Number of layers 4 4 4
Layer size 256 256 256
Activation Gelu Gelu Gelu
Fourier feature scale 1.0 1.0 1.0
RWF (µ, σ) (0.5, 0.1) (0.5, 0.1) (0.5, 0.1)

Training

Optimizer Adam Adam Adam
Training steps 70,000 70,000 70,000
Batch size 4,096 4,096 4,096
Learning rate 0.001 0.001 0.001
Decay steps 2,000 2,000 2,000
S2S windows 1 1 1

Weighting

Scheme Grad norm Grad norm Grad norm
Initial weights (λic, λbc, λr) (10, 1, 1) (10, 1, 1) (10, 1, 1)
Causal tolerance 1.0 1.0 1.0
Number of chunks 32 32 32

Table A.10: Level set Zalesak’s disk: Hyperparameters for the Plain, Default, PirateNet and sota configurations

Parameter Plain Default PirateNet Sota

Architecture

Architecture MLP Modified MLP PirateNet PirateNet

Number of layers 3 3 3 8

Layer size 256 256 256 256

Activation Gelu Gelu Gelu Swish

Fourier feature scale - 1.0 1.0 1.0

RWF (µ, σ) - (0.5, 0.1) (0.5, 0.1) (1.0, 0.1)

Training

Optimizer Adam Adam Adam Adam

Training steps 20,000 20,000 20,000 80,000

Batch size 2048 2048 2048 2048

Learning rate 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Decay steps 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000

S2S windows 1 1 1 1

Physics-Informed initialization False False True True

Weighting

Scheme - Grad norm Grad norm Grad norm

Initial weights (λic, λr) (1, 1) (1, 1) (1, 1) (1, 1)

Causal tolerance - 1.0 1.0 1.0

Number of chunks - 32 32 32
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Table A.11: Level set time-reversed vortex: Hyperparameters for the Plain, Default, PirateNet and Sota configura-
tions

Parameter Plain Default PirateNet Sota

Architecture

Architecture MLP Modified MLP PirateNet PirateNet

Number of layers 3 3 3 8

Layer size 256 256 256 256

Activation Relu Relu Relu Swish

Fourier feature scale - 1.0 1.0 2.0

RWF (µ, σ) - (0.5, 0.1) (0.5, 0.1) (1.0, 0.1)

Training

Optimizer Adam Adam Adam Adam

Training steps 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000

Batch size 2048 2048 2048 2048

Learning rate 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Decay steps 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000

S2S windows 2 2 2 2

Physics-Informed initialization False False True True

Weighting

Scheme - Grad norm Grad norm Grad norm

Initial weights (λic, λr) (1, 1) (1, 1) (1, 1) (1, 1)

Causal tolerance - 1.0 1.0 1.5

Number of chunks - 32 32 32
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