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Abstract: This paper proposes a Curriculum-Transfer-Learning based physics-informed neural 

network (CTL-PINN) for long-term simulation of physical and mechanical behaviors. The main 

innovation of CTL-PINN lies in decomposing long-term problems into a sequence of short-term sub-

problems. Initially, the standard PINN is employed to solve the first sub-problem. As the simulation 

progresses, subsequent time-domain problems are addressed using a curriculum learning approach 

that integrates information from previous steps. Furthermore, transfer learning techniques are 

incorporated, allowing the model to effectively utilize prior training data and solve sequential time-

domain transfer problems. CTL-PINN combines the strengths of curriculum learning and transfer 

learning, overcoming the limitations of standard PINNs, such as local optimization issues, and 

addressing the inaccuracies over extended time domains encountered in CL-PINN and the low 

computational efficiency of TL-PINN. The efficacy and robustness of CTL-PINN are demonstrated 

through applications to nonlinear wave propagation, Kirchhoff plate dynamic response, and the 

hydrodynamic model of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area, showcasing its superior capability in 

addressing long-term computational challenges. 

Keywords: Physics-Informed Neural Network; Curriculum Learning; Transfer Learning; Long-term 

Simulation; Three Gorges Reservoir Area. 

1 Introduction 

Partial differential equations (PDEs) play a crucial role in modeling various natural phenomena, 

such as time-dependent processes in fluid dynamics, electromagnetism, and thermodynamics. To 

solve these PDEs, a variety of numerical methods have been developed, including the finite element 

methods (Zienkiewicz et al., 1977), mesh-free methods (Rabczuk et al., 2019), finite difference 

methods (Thomas, 2013), and finite integration methods (Zhao et al., 2022), among others. However, 
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traditional numerical methods face significant challenges related to computational complexity, such 

as high-quality mesh generation, nonlinear problem handling, and scalability issues. These challenges 

are exacerbated in high-dimensional problems, where computational costs increase substantially, 

leading to the well-known “curse of dimensionality” (Hao et al., 2022). 

The rapid development of computational technology has provided new opportunities for 

scientific research, with machine learning emerging as a powerful tool for addressing complex 

mathematical models in physics. Numerous studies have applied machine learning techniques to solve 

PDEs (Beck et al., 2021; Han et al., 2018; Sirignano & Spiliopoulos, 2018), but traditional machine 

learning algorithms typically rely on large datasets and operate as data-driven approaches. While 

effective in some cases, these methods often fail to satisfy physical constraints, particularly in real-

world engineering and experimental scenarios where data is sparse and noisy. As a result, data-driven 

methods can introduce significant generalization errors and may diverge from established physical 

principles. Incorporating known physical laws into machine learning models has thus become a 

critical area of research, enabling more efficient and robust scientific computation (Karniadakis et al., 

2021; C. Meng et al., 2022; Thuerey et al., 2021). Recently, Physics-Informed Neural Networks (Fu 

et al., 2024; Jeong et al., 2023, 2025; Qian et al., 2024; Raissi et al., 2019; Xiao et al., 2025), which 

incorporate physical constraints directly into the learning process, have garnered significant attention 

across various fields. PINN leverage the automatic differentiation capabilities, of neural networks to 

embed PDEs into the loss function, facilitating a hybrid approach that combines data and physical 

information to yield solutions that conform to both. This approach effectively reduces the data 

requirements typical of traditional neural networks, making it particularly suitable for scientific 

domains with limited data but well-established physical knowledge (Berardi et al., 2025; E. Zhang et 

al., 2022). However, for time-space-dependent PDEs in large spatiotemporal domains, training PINN 

remains challenging due to complex structures and high-dimensional input-output relationships. 

Additionally, for long-duration problems, the increasing solution space and limited intermediate data 

make neural networks difficult to optimize, resulting in suboptimal performance. 

To address the challenges associated with solving PDEs over large spatiotemporal domains and 

long time horizons, several advanced methodologies have been proposed. The Conservative Physics-

Informed Neural Networks (CPINN) applies domain decomposition to nonlinear conservation laws 

within discrete domains (Jagtap et al., 2020). This approach was later extended to a broader class of 

problems through the development of Extended Physics-Informed Neural Networks (XPINN) (Jagtap 

& Karniadakis, 2020). A parallel framework based on CPINN and XPINN was further developed 

(Shukla et al., 2021). While this approach achieves computational acceleration, it fails to enhance 

solution accuracy. A hybrid approach combining a coarse global solver with fine PINN operating on 

parallel subdomains was introduced (X. Meng et al., 2020), where the coarse solver provides 

approximate solutions that are refined by fine PINN to expedite transient PDE solutions for long-

duration problems. Slicing the time domain into multiple segments was proposed (Krishnapriyan et 

al., 2021), transforming a long-duration problem into a series of short-duration problems. By using 

the final prediction of each segment as the initial condition for the next, this approach advances the 

solution iteratively, improving model accuracy. Similarly, A time-domain stacking approach was 

introduced (Penwarden et al., 2023), allowing partial overlap between time domains to facilitate 
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transfer learning, ensuring continuity across overlapping regions. Pre-training Physics-Informed 

Neural Networks (PT-PINN) gradually expands the solution domain by breaking down long-duration 

problems into smaller, more manageable subproblems (Guo et al., 2023). By combining resampling 

and optimization strategies, PT-PINN enhances accuracy; this time-domain decomposition strategy 

can be viewed as a form of curriculum learning. A unique multi-step asymptotic pretraining method 

based on PINN was applied to effectively solve singular perturbation parabolic problems with steep 

gradients over spatiotemporal domains (F. Cao et al., 2024). An advanced time-stepping PINN (AT-

PINN) was developed for time-dependent oscillatory problems (Chen et al., 2024), leveraging 

techniques such as spatiotemporal normalization, reactivation optimization, transfer learning, and 

sinusoidal activation functions to improve the accuracy of oscillation simulations. 

This study aims to address the problem of solving time-dependent PDEs over extended durations 

by introducing a generalized approach that enhances PINN accuracy and robustness for this class of 

equations. To validate and compare the effectiveness of the proposed method, we include several case 

studies. Our approach employs a time-domain decomposition strategy, segmenting long-duration 

problems into short-duration intervals. Through the combination of curriculum learning (Bengio et 

al., 2009) and transfer learning (Weiss et al., 2016), we progressively solve the entire domain. Success 

in solving these short-duration subproblems lays a foundation for tackling extended duration 

problems. Based on this framework, we utilize curriculum learning to expand the temporal domain 

solvable by individual models, establishing a basis for transfer learning in subsequent steps. The main 

contributions of this paper are as follows: 

(1) The proposed CTL-PINN represents an advancement and extension of previous work. The 

curriculum learning aspect allows a single neural network to solve for the largest possible time 

domain while maintaining accuracy, thus enabling subsequent transfer learning to achieve larger step 

sizes. Essentially, the follow-up transfer learning operates as a time-domain stacking decomposition 

method, further expanding the solvable time domain. 

(2) This research focuses more on the study of second-order time derivatives and systems of 

partial differential equations (PDEs), supplementing previous work in solving time-dependent PDEs. 

The CTL-PINN method is applied to inverse problems, including the inversion of source terms and 

time-varying parameters in time-dependent PDEs. 

(3) For the first time, physics-informed machine learning technique is applied to the Three 

Gorges Reservoir Area, achieving inversion of roughness parameters and prediction of flow and water 

levels based on limited measured data and a hydrodynamic model with unknown roughness 

parameters. 

A brief outline of the paper is given as follows. Section 2 briefly introduces the concept of 

standard PINN. Section 3 discusses Curriculum Learning, Transfer Learning, and the implementation 

principles and processes of CTL-PINN. Section 4 examines the feasibility and accuracy of the CTL-

PINN method in solving long-term evolution forward and inverse problems through examples such 

as nonlinear wave propagation, dynamic response of thin plates, and the hydrodynamic model of the 

Three Gorges Reservoir Area. Finally, Section 5 summarizes the conclusions drawn from this study. 



 

4 

2 Physics-informed neural networks 

In this paper we focus on the time dependent PDEs of the form: 
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where X  represents the spatial position, t  represents time,   is the spatial domain, T  is the 

final time for solving, ( , )u u X t=  is the function to be solved, and  represents a partial differential 

operator with respect to the spatial variable. Taking 2k =  as an example, its initial condition is: 
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where ( )X   and ( )X   are given functions representing two types of initial conditions. The 

boundary conditions are: 
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where 1 2  =  , 1 2  =  ,  =    represents the boundary of   , 1   represents the 

first type boundary condition or Dirichlet condition, 2   represents the second type boundary 

condition or Neumann condition, n  is the unit outward normal vector on 2 , ( , )u X t  and ( , )q X t  

are given functions. 

The standard PINN method approximates the solution of equation (1) using a Deep Neural 

Network. As shown in Figure 1, the inputs of the neural network are the spatiotemporal coordinates 

( ),X t , corresponding to the spatiotemporal variables of equation (1). The output is the approximate 

solution of equation (1), denoted as u , where   represents the parameters to be optimized in the 

neural network. The loss function reflects the physical information of the equation, comprising three 

parts: the residual terms of the initial and boundary conditions, and the residual term of the governing 

equation, as shown below: 
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In equation (4), iw , bw , and rw  are the weights of the three parts of the loss function, i  and 

b  represent the supervised learning losses on the initial and boundary conditions, and r  represents 
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the residual loss defined on the residual dataset. In equations (5), (6), and (7), ( ),u X t  is the neural 

network prediction, with its various derivatives obtained through Automatic Differentiation. Based 

on the two types of initial conditions for velocity and displacement, and the two types of boundary 

conditions, 
iN  and bN  are divided into two parts, 1 2

i i iN N N= + , 1 2

b b bN N N= + , and rN  denotes the 

number of training points, which are obtained through sampling. The datasets of initial and boundary 

conditions, as well as the residual dataset, are saved as: 

 
1 2

1 1{( , ( )) Ω} {( ) Ω,0 },0 i iN N

i j j j jj j jX X X X X  = ==  ∣ ∣  (8) 
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By minimizing the loss function, the approximate solution u   output by the neural network 

approaches the true solution. PINN can obtain predictions that satisfy the physical information within 

the solving domain. Let     denote the sum of the datasets, i.e.,   { , , }i b r   = , the training of PINN 

is an optimization process to minimize the loss function: 

 arg min ( ;   )


 =   (11) 

Commonly used optimization algorithms for neural networks include the Adam algorithm and 

the L-BFGS algorithm. The update of the neural network parameters    is achieved through the 

backpropagation algorithm. The activation function   is higher-order differentiable, with commonly 

used functions being tanh and sin. 

 

Fig 1 Solving time dependent PDEs with standard PINN 

3 Curriculum-Transfer-Learning based physics-informed neural networks 

This study introduces curriculum learning and transfer learning techniques, proposes the 

Curriculum-Transfer-Learning based physics-informed neural network (CTL-PINN), and applies it 

to solving long-term evolution problems. As shown in Figure 2, the first step of CTL-PINN in solving 

long-term problems is to obtain a model trained by the standard PINN method over a short time. The 

standard PINN method can be effectively trained to solve short-term problems, assuming a time 

domain range of (0, ]pT . Based on this, curriculum learning starts, expanding the time domain with a 

step size of pcT  , extending the solvable time domain to (0, ]cT  . After completing curriculum 
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learning, transfer learning begins, using a step size of ctT   to perform time-domain transfer, 

ultimately extending the solvable time domain to (0, ]cT . The specific implementation steps of CTL-

PINN can be found in Algorithm 1, and the principles of curriculum learning and transfer learning 

are detailed in Sections 3.1 and 3.2. 

Curriculum learning allows a single neural network to solve for the largest possible time domain 

while maintaining accuracy, enabling subsequent transfer learning to achieve larger step sizes. 

Essentially, the subsequent transfer learning acts as a time-domain stacking decomposition method, 

further expanding the solvable time domain. The specific operations performed in a certain training 

step by curriculum learning and transfer learning are shown in Figure 3, where each training step can 

be regarded as an independent PINN solving process. 

Algorithm 1: Steps for solving long-term evolution problems using Curriculum-Transfer-

Learning based physics-informed neural network (CTL-PINN) 

Input: 

   Neural network structure; 

   Curriculum learning intervals: (0, ], (0, ], (0, ]p p pc cT T k T T+   

   Transfer learning intervals: (0, ], ( , ], ( , ]c ct c ct ct tT k T T k T mT T +   

Curriculum learning steps: 

   Initialize the neural network 

   Solve the equation in the time domain (0, ]pT  using the standard PINN method, and save the 

neural network parameters 0

pc  

   for 1,2, ,k n=  do: 

      Generate the additional supervised learning dataset ( )k

sp  and the training dataset ( )  k

pc  

      Minimize the loss function 
(k) ( ) ( 1)arg min ( ;   , )k k

pc pc pc


   −=   

      Save the neural network parameters (k)

pc  and use them as the initialization parameters for 

the next model 

   end 

Transfer learning steps: 

   (0) ( )n

ct pc =  as the initialization parameters 

   for 1,2, ,k m=  do: 

      Generate the additional supervised learning dataset ( )k

sp , the initial condition dataset ( )k

ict , 

and the training dataset ( )  k

ct  

      Minimize the loss function 
(k) ( ) ( 1)arg min ( ;   , )k k

ct ct ct


   −=   

      Save the neural network parameters (k)

ct  and use them as the initialization parameters for 

the next model 

   end 

The solution to the equation over the long time domain is obtained from (1) ( ) ( ), ,k m

ct ct ct    



 

7 

 

Fig 2 Schematic diagram of Curriculum-Transfer-Learning-based physics-informed 

neural networks solving long-term problem 

3.1 Curriculum Learning 

Curriculum learning is a training strategy that mimics the human learning process. It suggests 

that the model should start learning from easy samples and gradually progress to more complex 

samples and knowledge (Bengio et al., 2009). In this study, the standard PINN is used to successfully 

complete the training of models over smaller time domains, progressively extending the time domain. 

If the curriculum learning phase undergoes n  time domain expansions, it finally extends to the time 

domain (0, ]cT . The expansion process is described as: 

 (0, ], (0, ], [0, ]( ; 1,2,3,...... )p p pc c c p pcT T k T T T T n T k n+  = +  =  (12) 

In a certain training step of curriculum learning, the model of the source time domain 

(0, ( 1) ]p pcT k T+ −   and the model of the target time domain (0, ]p pcT k T+   share many common 

characteristics. They have the same governing equations, initial conditions, and some boundary 

conditions. Therefore, the model parameters ( 1)k

pc −   from the trained source time domain can be 

imported into the target time domain model. Additionally, extra supervised learning points can be 

extracted from the intersection of the two time domains (0, ( 1) ]p pcT k T+ −   to facilitate training in 

the target time domain, thereby reducing the training difficulty and improving the performance of the 

neural network. 

Let ( 1) ( , )
pc

ku X t

−   denote the prediction of the neural network trained in the time domain 

(0, ( 1) ]p pcT k T+ −   at ( , )X t . Let spN  represent the number of additional supervised learning points, 

and the additional supervised learning dataset ( )k

sp  is shown as follows: 

 ( ) ( 1)

1{( , , ( , )) ( , )   (0, ( 1) ]} sp

pc

Nk k

sp i i i i i i p pc iX t u X t X t T k T −

==    + − ∣  (13) 

Let ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )  { , , , }k k k k k

pc ipc bpc rpc sp    =   represent the training dataset for the target time domain 

(0, ]p pcT k T+  . Then, the following optimization problem exists in this time domain: 
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The loss function is shown as follows: 

 ( ) ( 1) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )( ;   , ) ( ; , , ) ( ; )k k k k k k

pc pc ipc bpc rpc sp sp spw       − = +  (15) 

where spw  is the weight of the additional supervised learning part, and sp  is the loss of the 

additional supervised learning part. The expression is as follows: 

 
2
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1
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sp
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N

k k

sp sp i i i i
i

sp

u X t u X t
N

   −

=
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During the curriculum learning process, in order to ensure the accuracy of the training results, 

the step size should not be too large. Each curriculum learning step can expand the solvable time 

domain, but due to the difficulty of training the neural network over a large time domain and the 

limited fitting ability of a single neural network, curriculum learning cannot continue indefinitely. 

Therefore, it is recommended that 
1

4
pc pT T  , and 3p c pT T T  . 

3.2 Transfer Learning 

Transfer learning is a machine learning technique that applies a pre-trained model to a new 

problem (Weiss et al., 2016). In this study, based on the model of the final time domain (0, ]cT  

obtained from curriculum learning, the solvable domain is extended to (0, ]tT . If the transfer learning 

phase undergoes m  time domain transfers, the solvable domain is eventually extended from (0, ]cT  

to (0, ]tT . The transfer process is described as follows: 

 (0, ], ( , ], [ , ]( ; 1,2,3,...... )c ct c ct ct t t c ctT k T T k T mT T T T m T k m +  = +  =  (17) 

In a certain training step of transfer learning, the model of the source time domain 

(( 1) , ( 1) ]ct c ctk T T k T−  + −   and the model of the target time domain ( , ]ct c ctk T T k T +   share many 

common characteristics. They have the same governing equations, the same time domain length for 

the solution, and some identical boundary conditions. Therefore, the model parameters ( 1)k

ct −  from 

the trained source time domain can be imported into the target time domain model. Additionally, extra 

supervised learning points can be extracted from the intersection of the two time domains 

( , ( 1) ]ct c ctk T T k T + −   to facilitate training in the target time domain. The initial conditions for the 

target time domain can be predicted by the source time domain model. By using multiple neural 

networks and employing a time-domain stacking decomposition method, the solvable time domain 

can be expanded. 

Let ( 1) ( , )
ct

ku X t

−   denote the prediction of the neural network trained in the time domain 

(( 1) , ( 1) ]ct c ctk T T k T−  + −   at ( , )X t . Then, the additional supervised learning dataset ( )k

sp  is shown 

as follows: 

 ( ) ( 1)

1{( , , ( , )) , ( , ( 1 }) ]( ) Ω sp

ct

Nk k

i i i i i ci isp t c ctk T T k TX t u X t X t −

= + −= ∣  (18) 

The initial conditions of the target time domain change, and the initial condition dataset ( )k

ict  is 
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as follows: 
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Let ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )  { , , , }k k k k k

ct ict bct rct sp    =   represent the training dataset for the target time domain 

( , ]ct c ctk T T k T +  . Then, the following optimization problem exists in this time domain: 

 
( ) ( ) ( 1)arg min ( ;Σ , )k k k

ct ct ct


   −=  (20) 

The loss function is shown as follows: 

 ( ) ( 1) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )( ;Σ , ) ( ; , , ) ( ; )k k k k k k

ct ct ict bct rct sp sp spw       − = +  (21) 

where spw  is the weight of the additional supervised learning part, and sp  is the loss of the 

additional supervised learning part. The expression is as follows: 

 
2

( ) ( 1)

1

1
( ; ) ( , ) ( , )
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Nk k
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sp

u X t u X t
N
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=
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During the transfer learning process, to ensure the accuracy of the training results, the 

intersection of the time domains between two adjacent training steps should not be too small, and the 

step size should not be too large. Therefore, we recommend 
1

4
ct cT T  . 

 

Fig 3 Specific operations performed in a training step of Curriculum learning or 

transfer learning 
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4 Numerical examples 

In this section, the Curriculum-Transfer-Learning based physics-informed neural network (CTL-

PINN) is applied to nonlinear wave propagation, Kirchhoff plate dynamic response, and the 

hydrodynamic model of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area. The effectiveness and robustness of the 

CTL-PINN are verified through numerical examples. To evaluate the accuracy of the solution, the 2L  

error is introduced, and its calculation method is as follows: 

 

2

1

2

1

( , ) ( , )

( , )

N

i i i ii

N

i ii

u X t u X t
Error

u X t

=

=

−
=




∣ ∣

∣ ∣
 (23) 

Where 1{( , )}N

i i iX t =  represent the test set, ( , )i iu X t  be the neural network prediction at the test 

points, and ( , )i iu X t  be the reference values. In Section 4.1, the test set randomly samples 41 10  

points within the entire computational domain. In Section 4.2, the test set uniformly samples 31 10  

points in the time domain at the center of the plate (0.5,0.5). In Section 4.3, the test set comprises 

specified measured data. The activation function of the neural network in this section is tanh. In 

Sections 4.1 and 4.2, higher-order derivatives need to be computed. Considering computational 

efficiency, the L-BFGS algorithm is selected as the optimization algorithm, with specific parameters 

consistent with those reported in reference (Raissi et al., 2019). In Section 4.3, the Adam algorithm 

is selected as the optimization algorithm, with the number of iterations set to 56 10  and the learning 

rate set to 31 10− . 

4.1 Nonlinear wave propagation 

Nonlinear waves are widely present in numerous natural phenomena and engineering 

applications ( ounas et al., 2024), such as water waves (Zheng et al., 2023), light waves (Roy et al., 

2023), sound waves (Quan et al., 2016), seismic waves (Tasaketh et al., 2022), etc. The analysis and 

simulation of nonlinear wave propagation are of significant importance for understanding and 

controlling these phenomena. This section considers the following transient nonlinear wave 

propagation problem, with its governing equation expressed as: 

 
2

2 2

2
sin( ) ( , , , ) ( , , , ) (0, ]

u
c u u Q x y z t x y z t T

t


=  + + 


 (24) 

where c   is the wave propagation speed, ( , , , )u u x y z t=   is the displacement to be solved, 

( , , , )Q x y z t  is the wave source function, and sin( )u  is the nonlinear term. The initial conditions are: 

 

( , , ,0) cos( ) ( , , )

( , , ,0) 1
0.2 sin( ) cos( ) ( , , )

40

u x y z x y z x y z

u x y z
x y z x y z x y z

t


= + + 



= + + − + +  

 (25) 

The boundary conditions are: 

 
40

( , , , ) cos( 0.2 ) ( , , , ) (0, ]
40

u x y z t x y z t x y z t T
t

= + + − 
+

 (26) 

The analytical solution is given by 
40

( , , , ) cos( 0.2 )
40

u x y z t x y z t
t

= + + −
+

 , and the source 
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term ( , , , )Q x y z t  can be determined by substituting the analytical solution into the governing equation. 

The specific mathematical expression is as follows: 

2

2 3

40 40
( , , , , ) sin[cos( 0.2 ) ] (3 0.04 )cos( 0.2 )

40 40

40 80
0.4 sin( 0.2 ) cos( 0.2 )

( 40) ( 40)

Q x y z t x y z t x y z t
t t

x y z t x y z t
t t

  

  

= − + + − + − + + −
+ +

− + + − + + + −
+ +

(27)  

In this section, we set 1c = . As shown in Figure 4, the computational domain   is an annulus 

with an inner radius of 0.6 and an outer radius of 1. The neural network model has 15 hidden layers, 

each containing 40 neurons. The weights of the loss functions are all set to 1. The number of initial 

points is 200iN = , the number of boundary points is 500bN = , and the number of residual points is 

1200rN = . These points are obtained using Latin Hypercube Sampling within the corresponding 

domains. For curriculum learning and transfer learning, the number of additional supervised learning 

points is 1200spN = . 

  

Fig 4 Schematic diagram of circular ring 

4.1.1 Forward problem 

The forward problem is to find an approximate solution that satisfies the governing equation, 

initial conditions, and boundary conditions. Figure 5 plots the errors for different solution time 

domains (0, ]T   using the standard PINN, CT-PINN (only using Curriculum Learning), TL-PINN 

(only using Transfer Learning), and CTL-PINN. It can be observed that the standard PINN method 

can achieve high-accuracy results in a short time, which is the foundation for the implementation of 

CT-PINN, TL-PINN, and CTL-PINN. However, as the required solution time domain increases, the 

error of the standard PINN solution increases rapidly and becomes unstable, whereas the results 

trained by CT-PINN, TL-PINN, and CTL-PINN are more accurate and stable. 

CL-PINN is based on the model trained by the standard PINN within (0,20 ]s  and performs 

curriculum learning with a step size of 5s. When 50T s , the error is relatively low. At 80T s= , 

there is a significant accumulation of error. At 220T s= , the error becomes large and starts to show 

instability, and at 250T s= , the error increases dramatically. TL-PINN is also based on the model 

trained by the standard PINN within (0,20 ]s  and performs transfer learning with a step size of 5s. 

There is some accumulation of error during the process, but it is smaller than that of CL-PINN. CTL-

PINN first performs curriculum learning with a step size of 5s to extend the solution time domain to 
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(0,50 ]s , and then performs transfer learning with a step size of 10s. There is some accumulation of 

error during the process, but it is smaller than that of both CL-PINN and TL-PINN. The accumulation 

of error during the propagation process of CT-PINN, TL-PINN, and CTL-PINN is because the model 

prediction for the additional supervised learning points in the previous step has some errors. In the 

propagation process of CTL-PINN, 6 steps of curriculum learning and 20 steps of transfer learning 

are used, totaling 26 steps, whereas CT-PINN and TL-PINN respectively use 46 steps of curriculum 

learning and transfer learning. CTL-PINN achieves more accurate and stable results with fewer 

training steps and larger learning steps. 

 

Fig 5 Error variation with respect to the increase of the time domain by standard 

PINN，CT-PINN，TL-PINN and CTL-PINN 

Figure 6 illustrates the predicted solution and the exact solution at the point (1,0,0)  over the 

time domain (0,250s] for standard PINN and CTL-PINN when 250sT = . It can be observed that the 

CTL-PINN predicted solution is in close agreement with the analytical solution, whereas the standard 

PINN predicted solution significantly deviates from the analytical solution. This demonstrates the 

effectiveness of CTL-PINN in simulating long-term nonlinear wave propagation. 
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Fig 6  Exact solution, predicted solution by standard PINN and CTL-PINN at point (1, 

0, 0) 

Figure 7 depicts the distributions of the Exact solution, CTL-PINN, standard PINN, and CTL-

PINN Absolute error at 250st = . The difference between CTL-PINN and the Exact solution is small, 

with an absolute error within 33 10− , while the standard PINN shows significant deviation from the 

analytical solution. This demonstrates the effectiveness of CTL-PINN in simulating long-term 

nonlinear wave propagation. 

 

(a) Exact solution                                                     (b) CTL-PINN solution 

 

(c) Standard PINN solution                                  (d) CTL-PINN Absolute error 

Fig 7 At 250t s= ,the distributions of u (a) Exact solution; (b) CTL-PINN solution;(c) 

Standard PINN solution; (d) CTL-PINN Absolute error 

4.1.2 Inverse problem 

In this section, the inverse problem is set as a source term inversion problem, where the initial 

conditions and boundary conditions are known, but the source term function in the governing equation 

is unknown. The source term function ( , , , )Q x y z t  is a function of time. To invert the source term, we 

need data from several measurement points within the computational domain  . In this section, we 

select the points (0.8,0,0) , ( 0.8,0,0)− , (0,0.8,0) , and (0, 0.8,0)−  as measurement points, assuming 

that data is measured at these points every second. We transform the output of the neural network into 

the approximate solution of the equation u  and the approximate solution of the source term function 

Q . The source term ( , , , )Q x y z t  in the residual loss r  is replaced by the approximate solution Q . 
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The loss function additionally incorporates the supervised learning loss from the measurement data: 

 
2

1

1
( ; ) ( , ) ( , )

lN

l l i i i ili
l

u X t u X t
N

 
=

= −  (28) 

where 
lN   is the number of measurement data points, and 

l   is the set of measurement data. 

Through such simple modifications, the curriculum-transfer learning method can be conveniently 

integrated to invert the long-term source term function. 

Based on the model trained by the standard PINN within (0,20 ]s  , we perform curriculum 

learning in 4 steps with a step size of 5s. Then, based on the model from curriculum learning, we 

perform transfer learning in 16 steps with a step size of 10s, ultimately extending the solvable time 

domain to (0,200 ]s . Figures 8(a) and 8(b) respectively plot the changes in the errors of u  and Q  as 

the time domain increases. It can be observed that, compared to the standard PINN method, the CTL-

PINN method produces more accurate and stable training results, extending the solvable time domain. 

Even for the more challenging scenario where the measurement data contains 1% random noise, CTL-

PINN achieves good results, demonstrating the robustness of the CTL-PINN method. An interesting 

finding is that in the inverse problem, using data from measurement points within the computational 

domain during the propagation process, the error accumulation is not as severe as in the forward 

problem, indicating that the data from measurement points can somewhat correct the training results. 

 

(a)                                                                             (b) 

Fig 8 Error of (a)u  and (b)Q  variation with respect to the increase of the time domain 

in the inverse problem by standard PINN and CTL-PINN 

Figure 9 illustrates the source term function inverted by the standard PINN method and the CTL-

PINN method, as well as the exact source term function at the point (1,0,0)  over the time domain 

(0,200s] when 200sT = . It can be observed that the source term function inverted by CTL-PINN is 

in close agreement with the exact solution, whereas the source term function inverted by the standard 

PINN shows significant deviation from the exact solution. This demonstrates that CTL-PINN can be 

used to invert the long-term source term of nonlinear waves. 
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Fig 9 Exact solutions and source term functions obtained from standard PINN and CTL-

PINN inversion at point (1, 0, 0) 

Figure 10 depicts the distributions of the Exact solution, CTL-PINN, standard PINN, and CTL-

PINN Absolute error at 200st = . The difference between the CTL-PINN and the Exact solution is 

small, with an absolute error within 21.5 10− , while the standard PINN shows significant deviation 

from the Exact solution. This demonstrates the effectiveness of CTL-PINN in inverting the source 

term of long-term nonlinear waves. 

 

(a) Exact solution                                                (b) CTL-PINN inversion solution 

 

(c) Standard PINN inversion solution                                  (d) CTL-PINN Absolute error 
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Fig 10 At 195t s= , Distribution of source terms functions Q (a) Exact solution; (b) CTL-

PINN inversion solution;(c) Standard PINN inversion solution; (d) CTL-PINN Absolute 

error 

4.2 Kirchhoff plate dynamic response 

The Kirchhoff plate theory is a mathematical model used to determine the stress and deformation 

of thin plates under the influence of forces and moments (Arf et al., 2023). It is widely applied in 

engineering to analyze the behavior of thin plates, such as airplane wings, fuselages, and other 

structural components where the thickness is much smaller than the other dimensions. Its main 

assumptions are: Mid-surface plane, Straight lines remain straight, Normal lines remain normal, and 

Constant thickness. Figure 11 shows the schematic of a Kirchhoff rectangular thin plate. The problem 

of small deflection bending and vibration of the plate is solved based on displacement, with the basic 

unknown being the deflection of the plate w  . For plates with varying thickness, the form of the 

differential equation for plate vibration is as follows: 

 

4 2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2 2

w 2 2
x

(1 )( 2 ) ( , , )

D D
D w w D w

x y y

D w D w D w w
h F x y t

x y x y xy y x t
 

   
 +  +  +  −

   

      
− − + + =

       

 (29) 

where ( , , ) [0, ] [0, ] (0, ]x y t a b T   , ( , , )w w x y t=  is the deflection function to be determined, 

3

212(1 )

Eh
D


=

−
 is the bending stiffness, E  is the modulus of elasticity, h  is the thickness of the plate, 

  is the Poisson's ratio,   is the density of the plate, and ( , , )F x y t  is the external load. 

 

Fig 11 Kirchhoff rectangular sheet diagram 

In this study, we set 1ma =  , 1mb =  , 0.008y 0.016(m)h = +  , 3 10PaE =   , 0.3 =  , 

32500kg/m = , and the external load is a uniformly distributed load 
2(N/m ) . The specific functional 

form is as follows: 

 10( , , ) 25000(sin( ) 0.5cos( ) )sin( )
2 3 5

t
t t t

F x y t e t
−

= + +  (30) 

With the four edges of the plate fixed, the boundary conditions are: 

 (0, , ) (1, , ) ( ,0, ) ( ,1, ) 0w y t w y t w x t w x t= = = =  (31) 
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At the initial moment, the deflection of the plate is zero, hence the initial condition is: 

 ( , ,0) 0w x y =  (32) 

Disregarding the second type of initial conditions, the neural network model is set with 12 hidden 

layers, each containing 40 neurons. The neural network's input is ( , , )x y t  and the output is u . The 

approximate solution for the deflection is set as follows: 

 2 2 2 2( 1) ( 1)w u x y x y = − −  (33) 

With this setup, w  naturally satisfies the boundary conditions. We only need to consider the 

initial condition supervised learning loss i   and the residual loss r  . The weights of the loss 

functions are all set to 1. The number of initial points is 500iN =  and the number of residual points 

is 1200rN = . These points are obtained using Latin Hypercube Sampling within the corresponding 

domains. For curriculum learning and transfer learning, the number of additional supervised learning 

points is 1200spN = . 

Figure 12 illustrates the errors of the standard PINN method and the CTL-PINN method across 

different solution time domains (0, ]T  . Based on the model trained by the standard PINN within 

(0,20 ]s , we perform curriculum learning in 4 steps with a step size of 5s, and then transfer learning 

in 6 steps with a step size of 10s based on the curriculum learning model. Ultimately, the solvable 

time domain is extended to (0,100 ]s . It can be observed that, compared to the standard PINN, the 

CTL-PINN produces more accurate and stable training results, extending the solvable time domain. 

This demonstrates the effectiveness of the CTL-PINN method in solving the Kirchhoff plate dynamic 

response, a problem involving higher-order derivatives. 

 

Fig 12 Error variation with respect to the increase of the time domain by standard PINN 

and CTL-PINN 

Figure 13 illustrates the predicted solution and the exact solution at the center of the plate 

(0.5,0.5)  over the time domain (0,100 ]s  for standard PINN and CTL-PINN when 100T s= . It can 

be observed that the CTL-PINN predicted solution is in close agreement with the analytical solution, 

demonstrating the effectiveness of the CTL-PINN method in simulating the long-term Kirchhoff plate 

dynamic response. On the other hand, the standard PINN predicted solution shows significant 
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deviation from the analytical solution within the interval (80 ,90 ]s s   but fits well in other time 

domains. This also reflects the issue of the standard PINN continuous time model violating the time 

causality principle. 

 

Fig 13 ABAQUS solution, predicted solution by standard PINN and CTL-PINN at point 

(0.5, 0.5) 

Figure 14 depicts the distributions of the ABAQUS solution, CTL-PINN, CTL-PINN Absolute 

error, standard PINN, and standard PINN Absolute error at 100st = . The difference between CTL-

PINN and the ABAQUS solution is small, with an absolute error within 32 10− , while the standard 

PINN shows significant deviation from the ABAQUS solution at the center of the plate. The solution 

results of CTL-PINN are more accurate than those of the standard PINN, demonstrating the 

superiority of CTL-PINN in simulating the long-term Kirchhoff plate dynamic response. 
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Fig 14 ABAQUS solution, CTL-PINN solution, CTL-PINN Absolute error, standard 

PINN solution and standard PINN Absolute error at 100t s=  

4.3 Hydrodynamic model of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area 

The Three Gorges Reservoir Area (Tang et al., 2019; Q. Zhang & Lou, 2011), located in the 

central-western region of China, covers a drainage area of 1 million km 2  and has an average annual 

runoff of 451 billion m 3 . With a normal pool level of 175.0 meters, the reservoir serves multiple 

functions including flood control, power generation, navigation, and water supply. To provide 

scientific and rational guidelines for reservoir operation, a hydrodynamic model is developed to 

simulate and analyze the flow characteristics within the Three Gorges Reservoir Area. Currently, the 

hydrodynamic model for the Three Gorges Reservoir Area is established based on the Saint-Venant 

equations (Z. Cao et al., 2006; Islam et al., 2008; Venutelli, 2002;  i et al., 2017), which are 

commonly used to describe the one-dimensional flow in open channels: 

 l

Z Q
B q

t x

 
+ =

 
 (34) 
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Equations (34) and (35) represent the continuity equation and the momentum equation for water 

flow, respectively. In these equations, B  (m) denotes the channel cross-sectional width, Z  (m) stands 

for the water level, t  (s) indicates the time, Q  ( 3m / s ) is the discharge, x  (m) represents the distance 

along the channel, and lq  ( 3m / s ) refers to the lateral inflow. Additionally, lU  (m/s) is the lateral 

velocity of inflow, A   ( 2m  ) signifies the wetted cross-sectional area, and R   (m) is the hydraulic 

radius of the channel section. The gravitational acceleration is denoted by g  (m/s 2 ), and n  is the 

roughness coefficient, which ranges from 0.01 to 0.1. 

However, during the simulation process, it is essential to determine a critical parameter in the 

equations—the friction factor, or "roughness coefficient n ," which directly impacts the accuracy of 

hydrodynamic simulations. Due to the influence of incoming water and sediment, the roughness 

coefficient exhibits time-varying characteristics. Its application involves a broad adjustment range, 

and the calibration and optimization heavily rely on the operator's personal experience. To address 

this issue, we employed the CTL-PINN method to invert the roughness coefficient based on the 

measured data, and achieve predictions of discharge and water levels 24 hours in advance.①② 

4.3.1 River division and data situation 

As shown in Figure 15, the river network structure in the Three Gorges area is highly complex 

due to various factors such as geographical location, topography, and climatic conditions. To 

accurately simulate the flow dynamics in the main stream of the reservoir, the river network is 

typically divided into several segments based on its topological structure. Due to data limitations, this 

study focuses on two segments: Cuntan-Tongluoxia and Changshou-Weidong. 
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Fig 15 River network structure of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area 

The main stream of the reservoir starts at Zhutuo and ends at the Three Gorges Dam, the 

locations of the Cuntan-Tongluoxia and Changshou-Weidong segments are shown in Figure 15. To 

determine the change of channel shape in the X-axis direction, a practical and economical approach 

is to measure cross-sections at regular intervals. In the Cuntan-Tongluoxia segment, three cross-

sections (S326.1, S325.1, and S323.1) were measured. In the Changshou-Weidong segment, four 

cross-sections (S290+1, S290, S289, and S287+2) were measured. The cross-sectional data consists 

of a series of coordinates y   perpendicular to the x   direction and the corresponding elevations, 

representing the river section's topography. Both Cuntan-Tongluoxia and Changshou-Weidong 

segments have a hydrological station that provides water level data, and discharge data can be 

obtained at the beginning and end points of the segments, such as Cuntan, Tongluoxia, Changshou, 

and Weidong. The data situation is summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 Place names and data situation of Three Gorges Reservoir Area 

River segment Place Name Data Situation 

Cuntan-Tongluoxia 

Cuntan Discharge 

S326.1 Cross-section 

Hydrological Station Water level 

S325.1 Cross-section 

S323.1 Cross-section 

Tongluoxia Discharge 

Changshou-Weidong 

Changshou Discharge 

S290+1 Cross-section 

Hydrological Station Water level 

S290 Cross-section 

S289 Cross-section 

Zhutuo

Three Gorges Dam

 Cuntan-Tongluoxia river segment 

 Changshou-Weidong river segment
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River segment Place Name Data Situation 

S287+2 Cross-section 

Weidong Discharge 

 

This section does not have initial and boundary conditions. Discharge data were measured at the 

beginning and end of the river segments, while water levels were recorded at the hydrological station. 

The dataset spans from June 1, 2015, 00:00 to June 11, 2015, 13:00, with measurements taken every 

hour, resulting in a total of 254 data points. The first 230 data points were used for training, and the 

remaining 24 for testing. Taking June 1, 2015, 00:00 as the reference time point, the time domain 

range for the training set is (0,230h], and the time domain range for the test set is (230h,254h] . 

Table 2 presents the calibration of roughness coefficients for the Three Gorges Reservoir Area in 2015, 

which can serve as reference values for inverting roughness coefficients. The discharge level in Table 

2 typically refer to the average discharge within the relevant time periods. All data in this section were 

provided by the Science and Technology Research Institute of China Three Gorges Corporation. 

 

Table 2 The calibration results of the roughness coefficient for certain mainstream river 

segment of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area in 2015. 

Discharge level (m3/s) 2500 3000 5000 8000 10000 20000 30000 

Cuntan-Tongluoxia 0.0505 0.0505 0.0405 0.0405 0.0405 0.0405 0.0455 

Changshou-Weidong 0.0335 0.0335 0.0335 0.0305 0.0305 0.0365 0.0405 

 

4.3.2 Model details 

In Equations (34) and (35), the spatial and temporal coordinates x  and t  are in units of meters 

(m) and seconds (s), respectively. Directly using these as inputs to the neural network can lead to 

solution failure due to the large spatial and temporal scales. It is necessary to perform some special 

processing by first converting the spatial and temporal coordinates x   (m) and t   (s) into 

dimensionless forms: 

 /1000m, / 3600sD Dx x t t= =  (36) 

where Dx  and Dt  are dimensionless numbers. This effectively reduces the spatial and temporal 

resolution of the neural network, making the training of the neural network easier. In fact, we are 

more concerned with changes on the scale of km and h rather than m and s. Before inputting into the 

neural network, we further normalize Dx  and Dt : 

 min min

max min max min

2( ) 2( )
1, 1

D D D D
G G

D D D D

x x t t
x t

x x t t

− −
= − = −

− −
 (37) 

where Gx   and Gt   range from [-1,1], and they are used as inputs to the neural network. The 

outputs of the neural network are the dimensionless discharge DQ  and water depth 
DH , where   

represents the neural network parameters. The neural network in this section has 10 hidden layers, 

each with 50 neurons. By performing the following calculations, we obtain the discharge Q  (
3m / s ) 



 

22 

and water depth H  (m) in standard units: 

 
max min min

max min min
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 = − +


= − +
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The range of the sigmoid function is (0,1) , and max min max, ,Q Q H  and minH  are the extrema in 

standard units. This confines min max( , )Q Q Q    and min max( , )H H H   , reducing the difficulty of 

training the neural network. Based on all cross-sectional data measured in a river section, combined 

with basic hydraulic knowledge, we can derive the water level Z   (m), hydraulic radius R   (m), 

wetted cross-sectional area A  (
2m ), and water surface width B  (m): 
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where min

LI

Zf , Bf , Af , and Rf  are derived known functions, with specific derivation processes 

detailed in the appendix. The final model's inputs x  and t , and outputs ( , )Z x t , ( , )R x t , ( , )A x t , 

and ( , )B x t  , are all in standard units. The loss function integrates the equations with various 

measured data and is composed of the following parts: 

 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2PDE data PDE PDE PDE PDE data data data dataw w w w= + = + + +  (40) 
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where 42 10rN =    is the number of PDE residual points, obtained using Latin Hypercube 

Sampling within the corresponding domains. 460QN =  and 230ZN =  are the number of discharge 

and water level measurement points, respectively. The position coordinates of the measurement data 

are in kilometers, and the time coordinates are in seconds. These are converted to standard units of 

meters and seconds before being input into the model, with various derivatives obtained via automatic 

differentiation. Since the river segments are divided according to the topological structure of the river, 

both segments in this study have no major tributaries, and there has been no significant rainfall within 

the study period. Therefore, the seepage and evaporation of the river segment can be neglected 
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compared to the total discharge, and lq  and 
lU  are set to 0. The roughness parameter (0.01,0.1)n  

is an optimizable parameter in the model. The weights of the loss functions, 
1 2 1, ,PDE PDE dataw w w  and 

2dataw , are adaptively adjusted according to the learning rate annealing algorithm (Wang et al., 2020), 

which addresses the issue of gradient pathological imbalance. The specific rules are as follows: 
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where i   represents the iteration number, and { 2, 1, 2}j PDE data data  .    denotes the loss 

gradient with respect to the network parameters. The value of   is set to 0.1. In this study, we stop 

using this algorithm at an iteration number of 53 10  , fixing the values of 1 2 1, ,PDE PDE dataw w w   and 

2dataw . Subsequent iterations do not update these values. 

For curriculum learning and transfer learning, the roughness parameter n   and the neural 

network parameters   inherit the values from the previous training step. The additional supervised 

learning dataset includes discharge and water level datasets, with the number of additional supervised 

learning points 5000spN = . The additional supervised learning loss is: 

 1 1 2 2sp sp sp sp spw w= +  (46) 

where 1sp   and 2sp   represent the supervised learning loss for the discharge dataset and the 

water level dataset, respectively. The corresponding weights, 1spw   and 2spw  , are also adaptively 

adjusted using the aforementioned algorithm. 

4.3.3 Result and discussion 

The CTL-PINN method builds on the model trained by the standard PINN method over the time 

domain (0,230h], first performing 12 steps of curriculum learning with a step size of 1h, followed 

by 6 steps of transfer learning with a step size of 2h, thereby extending the solvable time domain to 

(0,254h]. The standard PINN method directly solves within the time domain (0,254h], using the 

measured data from the training set (0,230h]  for both methods. Table 3 records the roughness 

coefficients, errors of discharge Q   and water level Z   test sets obtained by the two methods. As 

shown , the roughness coefficients derived from both methods are generally consistent and close to 

the reference values. In fact, the inversion of roughness is completed in the first step of the CTL-

PINN method, and the roughness value remains nearly unchanged during subsequent curriculum and 

transfer learning phases. Figure 16 depicts the variation of the loss value and roughness value with 

respect to the number of iterations during the first step of the inversion process using the CTL-PINN 

method. It can be observed that both the loss function value and roughness value converge, verifying 

the reliability of the inversion results. 

 

Table 3 The inverted roughness coefficient results for certain river segments in the Three 

Gorges Reservoir Area in 2015 
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River 

segment 

Average 

discharge 

(m3/s) 

Roughness 

reference 
Method 

Roughness 

inversion value 
Error Q  Error Z  

Cuntan-

Tongluoxia 
7457 

0.0405-

0.0405 

CTL-PINN 0.0435 1.89 310−  1.20 410−  

standard PINN 0.0442 8.22 210−  1.22 210−  

Changshou-

Weidong 
7812 

0.0335-

0.0305 

CTL-PINN 0.0316 1.88 310−  4.04 410−  

standard PINN 0.0318 9.31 210−  1.16 210−  

 

 

      (a)                                                                       (b) 

Fig 16 The variation of (a) loss value and (b) roughness value with respect to the number 

of iteration during the first step of the inversion process using the CTL-PINN method in 

Changshou-Weidong river segment 

Comparing the errors of Q   and Z   test sets, it is evident that the CTL-PINN method 

significantly outperforms the standard PINN method. Figure 17 illustrates the predicted water level 

variations at the hydrological station positions within (0,254h] using the two methods. Within the 

training set (0,230h], both the CTL-PINN and standard PINN methods fit the training set well, which 

is why the roughness values inverted by both methods are generally consistent. However, in the test 

set (230h,254h]  , the CTL-PINN predictions closely match the measured data, while the PINN 

method shows larger deviations. This demonstrates the superior extrapolation capability of the CTL-

PINN method, indicating its potential for real-time prediction of flow and water levels while inverting 

roughness coefficients. 

It is observed that the standard PINN method has high accuracy in the first 2-3 hours of 

extrapolation prediction, but the prediction accuracy decreases over time. In fact, the standard PINN 

method only has the constraint of PDEs and no data constraints when predicting values within the 

prediction time domain (230h,254h]. The high accuracy within the first 2-3 hours is due to the 

presence of a certain degree of constraint from the data in the training set (0,230h]. However, as the 

prediction time increases, this constraint effect diminishes. The CTL-PINN method achieves accurate 

long-term predictions by utilizing this short-term constraint effect from the training set. Both 
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curriculum learning and transfer learning use additional supervised learning data, and the 

extrapolation step size does not exceed 2 hours. Each time the training set (including measured data 

and supervised learning data) imposes a good constraint, allowing each extrapolation prediction to 

proceed. 

 

(a) Hydrological station in Cuntan-Tongluoxia river segment 

 

(b) Hydrological station in Changshou-Weidong river segment 

Fig 17 The water level variations in the Three Gorges Reservoir Area over time as 

predicted by CTL-PINN method and standard PINN method 

5 Conclusion 

This paper proposes a curriculum-transfer learning physics-informed neural network, which 

effectively addresses the issues of poor computational stability and the inability to obtain valid 

solutions in standard physics-informed neural networks for long-term simulations. By transforming 

the long-term simulation problem into several short-term simulation subproblems and combining 

curriculum learning and transfer learning techniques, long-term simulation is achieved. Additionally, 

this method leverages the neural network parameters and extra supervised learning point information 

obtained from the current step of the physics-informed neural network training, avoiding the local 

optimal solution problem in standard physics-informed neural networks. The effectiveness and 
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robustness of this method in simulating long-term problems are demonstrated through several 

examples, including nonlinear wave propagation, thin plate dynamic response, and the hydrodynamic 

model of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area. The summary is as follows: 

(1) The CTL-PINN method can obtain more accurate solutions than the standard PINN method 

and can solve for a longer time domain. 

(2) Additional supervised learning points can improve the training effect of the neural network. 

However, since the data for additional supervised learning is predicted by the neural network, there 

is a certain error between it and the exact values, leading to some error accumulation. Nevertheless, 

additional measured data can mitigate error accumulation. 

(3) In the study of the hydrodynamic model of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area, the variations 

in water level and discharge in the river segment are not particularly large, and the scenario of heavy 

rainfall is not considered. Further studies can incorporate rainfall data. 
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APPENDIX 

This section introduces the functional relationships between water depth H  and water level Z , 

hydraulic radius R , wetted cross-sectional area A , and water surface width B , as well as how to 
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derive specific functions using the measured data from all cross-sections of a river segment. Taking 

the Changshou-Weidong river segment as an example, it has measured cross-sectional data at sections 

S326.1, S325.1, and S323.1. Linear interpolation is used to fit the coordinates y  and corresponding 

elevations in the measured data, resulting in three interpolation functions 326.1( )LI

Sf y , 325.1( )LI

Sf y , and 

323.1( )LI

Sf y . Linear interpolation is also used to fit the minimum elevation values at sections S326.1, 

S325.1, and S323.1 with respect to their position coordinates x , resulting in the interpolation function 

min ( )LI

Zf x . Given the water depth ( 0)H H  , the water level Z  can be expressed as: 

 
min

( )
Z

LIZ H f x= +  (47) 

As shown in Figure 18, at a certain section S, let ( )LI

Sf y Z= . Solving this equation yields two 

solutions, 
miny  and maxy . The water surface width B  is: 

 max minB y y= −  (48) 

The wetted cross-sectional area A  is: 

 
max

min

( )
y

LI

S
y

A BZ f y dy= −   (49) 

The wetted perimeter P  is: 

 
max

min

2
( )

1 ( )S

LI
y

y

df y
P dy

dy
= +  (50) 

Thus, the hydraulic radius R  is: 

 
A

R
P

=  (51) 

 

 

Fig 18 A schematic diagram of the functional relationships between various variables at a 

certain section S 

Taking a series of sufficiently many discrete values within the range of H , we substitute them 

into the above formulas to obtain a series of discrete values for A  , B  , and R  . Using linear 

interpolation to fit these values, we obtain the following three interpolation functions: 
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( )

( )

( )

B

S

A

S

R

S

B f H

A f H

R f H

 =


=


=

 (52) 

where B

Sf , A

Sf , and R

Sf  reflect the influence of the topography at a certain section S on the river. 

In the Changshou-Weidong river segment, it is necessary to comprehensively consider the influence 

of the topography at all sections on the river. However, in practice, we only have measured data at 

sections S326.1, S325.1, and S323.1. Therefore, some simplification is required. The following 

average functions are used to approximate the influence of the topography at all sections on the river: 

 

326.1 325.1 323.1

326.1 325.1 323.1

326.1 325.1 323.1

1
[ ( ) ( ) ( )] ( )

3

1
[ ( ) ( ) ( )] ( )

3

1
[ ( ) ( ) ( )] ( )

3

B B B

S S S B

A A A

S S S A

R R R

S S S R

B f H f H f H f H

A f H f H f H f H

R f H f H f H f H


= + + =




= + + =



= + + =


 (53) 

where Bf , Af , and Rf  are known functions derived from the measured data of all cross-sections 

in the river segment and are applicable to the entire segment. The final specific forms of the functional 

relationships between water depth H , water level Z , hydraulic radius R , wetted cross-sectional area 

A , and water surface width B  are as follows: 

 

min ( )

( )

( )

( )

LI

Z

B

A

R

Z H f x

B f H

A f H

R f H

 = +


=


=
 =

 (54) 
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