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Abstract

Data-driven acceleration of scientific computing workflows has been a
high-profile aim of machine learning (ML) for science, with numerical sim-
ulation of transient partial differential equations (PDEs) being one of the
main applications. The focus thus far has been on methods that require
classical simulations to train, which when combined with the data-hungriness
and optimization challenges of neural networks has caused difficulties in
demonstrating a convincing advantage against strong classical baselines. We
consider an alternative paradigm in which the learner uses a classical solver’s
own data to accelerate it, enabling a one-shot speedup of the simulation.
Concretely, since transient PDEs often require solving a sequence of related
linear systems, the feedback from repeated calls to a linear solver such as
preconditioned conjugate gradient (PCG) can be used by a bandit algorithm
to online-learn an adaptive sequence of solver configurations (e.g. precondi-
tioners). The method we develop, PCGBandit, is implemented directly on top
of the popular open source software OpenFOAM, which we use to show its
effectiveness on a set of fluid and magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) problems.

Email address: khodak@wisc.edu (Mikhail Khodak)

ar
X

iv
:2

50
9.

08
76

5v
3 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
co

m
p-

ph
] 

 3
 D

ec
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2509.08765v3


1. Introduction

Simulating the evolution of transient PDEs is one of the main tasks in
scientific computing, with applications in inverse problems (Isakov, 2017),
experimental and engineering design (Borggaard and Burns, 1997; Huan
et al., 2024), and forecasting (Kalnay, 2002). In many cases of interest the
computational challenges involved often incur significant costs or preclude
simulations of sufficient accuracy (Verstappen and Feldman, 1997; Reynolds
et al., 2006). As a result, there has been significant interest in applying
recent advances in deep learning to accelerating or even replacing classical
solvers (Han et al., 2018). High-profile approaches include physics-informed
neural networks (PINNs), in which the solution is a neural network found by
minimizing the residual (Raissi et al., 2019), and neural operators, in which
an ML model is trained on data generated by classical solvers in order to
simulate their behavior (Li et al., 2021). However, efforts in these directions
continue to face optimization, sample complexity, and correctness issues,
with recent meta-analyses finding underwhelming improvements relative to
classical solvers (Grossmann et al., 2024; McGreivy and Hakim, 2024).

We consider an alternative paradigm of learning-enhanced numerical sim-
ulation, in which the optimization algorithms have guarantees, the number of
samples required is zero, and correctness is inherited from classical solvers.
This approach, illustrated in Figure 1, starts by identifying a repeated compu-
tation such as linear system solving that takes up a significant quantity of the
cost; it then uses sequential data generated by doing these computations to
speed them up on future instances, e.g. by learning better preconditioners or
components of preconditioners.1 As shown by Khodak et al. (2024), standard
adversarial bandit algorithms (Auer et al., 2002b; Zimmert and Seldin, 2021;
Foster and Rakhlin, 2020) can provably learn to configure certain linear solvers
using only the number of iterations as feedback; such learners are lightweight
and can be directly extended to configure any solver and to use any type of
feedback, including e.g. wallclock cost. Since we run no additional simulations
other than the one being accelerated, and because correctness is guaranteed

1This is useful even when a class of solvers is known to be asymptotically optimal for the
setting at hand (e.g. multigrid for elliptic PDEs (Hackbusch, 1985)), as the non-asymptotic
cost may still depend heavily and unpredictably on the exact configuration within that
class (e.g. on the choice of smoother or interpolation operator in multigrid). For some
parameters the optimal value may even depend on the computer system being used.
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Figure 1: Illustration of a learning-enhanced numerical simulation setup. In transient
simulations the wallclock cost is the sum of costs incurred at each in a sequence of discrete
timesteps. For many practical cases, the cost at each step is dominated by solving one or
more linear systems, with each solve generating data such as the solver settings used and the
time needed to converge. By passing this feedback to a learning algorithm that configures
the solver, we hope to reduce the cost of solving the linear systems by more than the cost
of the extra computations performed by the learner. If so the total wallclock cost will be
reduced in a one-shot manner, i.e. where learning occurs solely within the simulation itself.

so long as that of the learning-free simulation is, such learning-enhanced
methods can be easily compared directly to classical approaches.

To demonstrate these advantages, we develop a practical preconditioner-
learning method and implement it directly on top of the widely used numerical
simulation software OpenFOAM (Jasak et al., 2007). Our algorithm, PCG-
Bandit,2 works as a drop-in substitute for OpenFOAM’s main symmetric
positive-definite (SPD) system solver PCG (preconditioned conjugate gradi-
ent) that adaptively sets the preconditioner as the simulation progresses. The
underlying learning procedure is lightweight, with a computational overhead
independent of the problem size. We use it to learn multigrid and incomplete
Cholesky preconditioners for four OpenFOAM tutorial simulations and two
problems from the open-source MHD code FreeMHD (Wynne et al., 2025),
which is built on top of OpenFOAM. Across these evaluations, PCGBandit
obtains up to 1.5× reductions in wallclock time relative to fixed baseline
preconditioners while always being at least as fast as default settings.

2www.github.com/mkhodak/PCGBandit
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2. Related work

Our contribution builds upon the theoretical study by Khodak et al.
(2024) of online-learned preconditioners. On a technical level, we consider
multiple different learning procedures from the bandit literature and settle on
a different, variance-reduced estimation technique (Zimmert and Seldin, 2021)
to approximate solver costs that leads to improved empirical performance.
Furthermore, we implement our approach in a widely used numerical software,
demonstrating the paradigm’s practical utility and broad applicability beyond
toy settings. Prior to that work, the underlying idea of using adversarial
bandit learners to do online algorithm configuration was studied by Gagliolo
and Schmidhuber (2006) and Gagliolo and Schmidhuber (2011), albeit mainly
in the context of combinatorial optimization.

Within numerical simulation, Pawar and Maulik (2021) and Geise (2023)
studied the use of online learning—specifically deep reinforcement learn-
ing (RL)—for configuring transient PDE solvers, with the latter also fo-
cusing specifically on OpenFOAM. Their approaches involved pretraining
RL agents on thousands of simulations, which is expensive and potentially
non-transferable to different simulation settings. Similar pretraining of static
preconditioners for conjugate gradient was also studied by Li et al. (2023) and
Kopaničáková and Karniadakis (2025). In contrast to these studies, we use a
one-shot approach in which only the data from the simulation at hand is used
to accelerate it. We are aware of one other effort at such within-simulation
learning, by Sirignano and MacArt (2023), who use online gradient descent
to learn a turbulence closure model. This approach can reduce the number
of mesh points required for accurate simulation, but its correctness is not
guaranteed and costly to verify, requiring a comparison of the steady-state
statistics to those of a fully resolved simulation. In contrast, our approach
accelerates learning-free simulation at the same resolution while inheriting its
correctness guarantees across the entire transient trajectory.

Beyond learning, the acceleration of linear solvers across sequences of
related instances has also seen significant study within the scientific computing
community (Anzt et al., 2016; Austin et al., 2021; Bellavia et al., 2011;
Bergamaschi, 2020; Bertaccini, 2004; Giraud et al., 2007, 2022; Soodhalter
et al., 2014; Tebbens and Tůma, 2007; Elbouyahyaoui et al., 2021; Guido
et al., 2024). A method like PCGBandit is orthogonal to these approaches
and makes limited assumptions on the underlying sequence of systems, so
their combined use can potentially result in compounded improvements.
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Algorithm 1: Comparison between the proposed adversarial bandit ap-
proach (left) and a numerical simulation code that adaptively sets solver
configurations (right), with colors denoting correspondence between specific
steps. The performance of a bandit method is measured via its regret
relative to the best fixed action in hindsight, whereas a simulation code is
evaluated by its wallclock. These metrics differ by an additive constant.

d← number of actions
adversary chooses cost functions
cost1, . . . , costT : [d] 7→ R
for round t = 1, . . . , T do

agent picks action it ∈ [d]
adversary reveals costt(it)

Performance measure:
regret
=

T∑
t=1

costt(it)−min
i∈[d]

T∑
t=1

costt(i)

d← number of solver configs
for timestep t = 1, . . . , T do

simulation requires solving a
linear system Atx = bt

code picks solver it ∈ [d]
code observes time costt(it)
taken to solve Atx = bt

Performance measure:

wallclock =
T∑

t=1
costt(it)

3. Methodology

We consider numerical simulations where the main computational cost is
in solving a sequence {(At, bt)}T

t=1 of T linear systems Atx = bt, for SPD
matrices At ∈ Rn×n and target vectors bt ∈ Rn. Here solving refers to finding
a solution vector x ∈ Rn that satisfies a (potentially t-dependent) convergence
criterion, e.g. ∥bt −Atx∥2 ≤ ε∥bt∥2 for some ε > 0; for generality, we do
not specify this formally, to account for more involved criteria.3 To find such
solutions we will use conjugate gradient preconditioned with one of d possible
preconditioners, each of which specifies a function that constructs and applies
an At-dependent SPD transformation of the residual at each iteration of
PCG. At each timestep t ∈ [T ] we select a preconditioner it ∈ [d], solve the
linear system Atx = bt, and receive feedback costt(it) ∈ R≥0 corresponding
to the time required for preconditioner it to solve linear system t. The
goal is to sequentially select preconditioners {it}T

t=1 such that the total cost∑T
t=1 costt(it) incurred is small.

3www.openfoam.com/documentation/guides/latest/doc/
guide-solvers-residuals.html
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3.1. Solver configuration as an adversarial bandit problem
As first observed in Khodak et al. (2024) and formalized via the pseudo-

code in Algorithm 1, our motivating observation is that the setup described
above maps closely to online learning (Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi, 2006),
a well-studied subfield of machine learning in which an agent (in our case,
the simulation code) makes decisions (picks solvers) across a sequence of T
rounds (timesteps), with the goal of minimizing the total cost (wallclock) of
those decisions. Since doing the latter is generally hard, the field has adopted
a relative metric called regret, in which the agent’s performance is measured
against that of the best fixed action in hindsight:

RegretT =
T∑

t=1
costt(it)−min

i∈[d]

T∑
t=1

costt(i) (1)

An agent is said to successfully learn in this setting if the regret is sublinear
in T , because in that case as T → ∞ the average cost incurred per round
approaches that of the best fixed action in hindsight. In the case where
the costs come from a fixed sequence of linear systems Atx = bt, successful
learning implies that the average cost we incur is asymptotically (as T →∞)
equal to that of the best solver configuration:

1
T

T∑
t=1

costt(it)︸ ︷︷ ︸
average solver

wallclock incurred

= min
i∈[d]

1
T

T∑
t=1

costt(i)︸ ︷︷ ︸
average wallclock of

the best configuration

+ RegretT

T︸ ︷︷ ︸
vanishes as

T →∞

(2)

Thus, so long as the simulation has enough timesteps (large T ), integrating an
online learner with sublinear regret into a numerical simulation code will lead
to performance nearly as good as that of the best fixed solver configuration.
As we will formalize in the next section, there is typically a tradeoff between
the first and second right-hand terms in Equation 2, as we can improve
the former by considering more configurations, but doing so incurs a higher
exploration cost that shows up in the regret.

As shown in the pseudo-code in Algorithm 1, our specific setup is a chal-
lenging type of online learning known as the adversarial bandit setting (Auer
et al., 2002b). The bandit setting (Bubeck and Cesa-Bianchi, 2012) assumes
access only to the value of the cost function costt at the selected configuration
it, and not at any other i ∈ [d]\{it}. This contrasts with the full information
setting (Shalev-Shwartz, 2011), in which the value of costt is observed at every
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point in its domain; doing so in a numerical simulation code would require
prohibitively many solves. Furthermore, our setting is adversarial because
the linear systems do not arise from a stationary distribution and so the cost
functions do not fully depend on i.i.d. random variables, an assumption made
by well-known stochastic bandit methods such as UCB (Auer et al., 2002a)
and Thompson sampling (Thompson, 1933); in Figures 2 and 3 we validate
this non-stationarity empirically.

For simplicity, we omit two details from our setup. The first is that the
sequence of linear systems is not oblivious to the choice of solver, as in practice
both At+1 and bt+1 often depend on the solution returned for the system
Atx = bt, and different solvers return different vectors in the ε-ball around
the true solution. While this has theoretical implications in online learning,
in practice the physical state of a well-specified numerical simulation should
not depend strongly on the choice of solver; more concisely, we expect the
realized sequence of linear systems to be O(ε)-close to an oblivious sequence,
and the tolerance ε is usually small enough to safely ignore this issue.

The second detail is that an ideal configuration policy will make use
of metadata about each linear system, such as what equation (momentum,
potential, etc.) is being solved, time-dependent physical quantities, and
numerical information such as the initial residual. For example, Khodak et al.
(2024) use contextual bandits to learn a configuration policy that accounts
for a time-dependent diffusivity constant when solving the heat equation.
However, in this study we found that running a separate online learner for
each type of equation was sufficient.

3.2. Learning algorithm
We now turn to the specific learning algorithm underlying PCGBandit.

Our method adapts the worst-case optimal learner, Tsallis-INF (Abernethy
et al., 2015; Zimmert and Seldin, 2021), which like most bandit algorithms
work by (1) sampling it from a distribution pt ∈ △d over the d configurations
and (2) using the feedback costt(it) to update to the next distribution pt+1.4
Tsallis-INF incorporates the feedback into a cost estimator ct = costt(it)

p[it]
eit and

for some learning rate ηt > 0 sets the next distribution to be the minimizer

pt+1 = arg min
p∈△d

t∑
s=1
⟨p, cs⟩ −

4
ηt

d∑
i=1

√p[i] (3)

4Here △d = {p ∈ Rd
≥0 s.t. ∥p∥1 = 1} denotes the probability simplex over d outcomes.
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Algorithm 2: Our PCGBandit algorithm for adaptively configuring solvers
across a sequence of T linear system instances. The method’s update rule
differs from Tsallis-INF, as we normalize the cost estimates by the average
wallclock W/t observed so far. The optimization algorithm used to obtain
the updated distribution pt+1 is Newton’s method initialized at pt.

Input: solver configuration indices 1, . . . , d
c← 0d // initialize cumulative cost estimates
s← 0d // initialize variance-reduction shifts
W ← 0 // initialize wallclock tracker
p1 ← 1d/d // set initial distribution over configurations
for timestep t = 1, . . . , T do

sample it ∼ pt // pick solver configuration
use it to solve Atxt = bt // solve linear system
observe costt(it) // get solver cost
c[it] ← c[it] + costt(it)

pt[it]
// update cumulative cost estimates

for index i = 1, . . . , d do
if pt[i] ≥ 16/t then

s[i] ← s[i] + 1
2 // update variance-reduction shifts

if i = it then
s[i] ← s[i] − 1

2pt[i]

W ← W + costt(it) // update wallclock tracker

pt+1 ← arg min
p∈△d

⟨p, c
W/t

+ s⟩ −
d∑

i=1

√
tp[i] // update distribution

of the empirical cost estimate (first term) regularized by the negative Tsallis
entropy (second term). This minimization can be done using Newton’s method
at a computational cost of O(d) (Zimmert and Seldin, 2021, Algorithm 2);
notably this means the learning cost does not scale with the problem size n.

If ηt = 2√
t

and the cost of every configuration is bounded, then Tsallis-INF
guarantees (in expectation) that RegretT = O(

√
dT ) (Zimmert and Seldin,

2021, Theorem 1), which is worst-case optimal in both the number of timesteps
T and the number of configurations d.5 Substituting this into Equation 2

5See Khodak et al. (2024) for the case where the configuration space is an interval of R.
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suggests that if T ≫ d then our wallclock will be almost as good as if we
had always used the best fixed solver. It also suggests a tradeoff between
the number of configurations d we can consider and the regret; in particular,
more configurations will decrease the first right-hand term in Equation 2
characterizing the simulation cost, because we are minimizing over more
options, but it will increase the bound of O(

√
dT ) on the regret in the second

term. We explore this tradeoff empirically in Section 4.4.
We make two changes to the above for our final learning method, which is

specified in Algorithm 2. First, unlike Khodak et al. (2024), we use reduced-
variance (RV) cost estimation (Zimmert and Seldin, 2021), implemented by
setting ηt = 4√

t
and adding a shift s ∈ Rd to c in the objective (3); this is

to mitigate instability due to the division by pt[i] in the default importance-
weighted (IW) cost estimates. Second, we do not have a bound on the cost of
every configuration,6 so we normalize the IW cost estimator c in the update
objective (3) by the average cost 1

t

∑t
s=1 costs(is) seen so far.

Tsallis-INF is just one of many bandit algorithms that could be applied to
this problem. While our description above was motivated by worst-case opti-
mal guarantees, such adversarial regret bounds are often viewed as pessimistic
in practical non-stochastic settings that are not (colloquially) adversarial.
However, as shown by Zimmert and Seldin (2021), Tsallis-INF also enjoys
“best-of-both-worlds” guarantees, in that it simultaneously recovers the op-
timal stochastic-setting regret; thus we might hope that it does well in
non-stationary but still benign settings too. Future work may consider other
cost estimators, alternative “best-of-both-worlds” methods (Xu and Zeevi,
2024), or bandit algorithms that provably adapt to unbounded configuration
costs (Putta and Agrawal, 2022).

3.3. Preconditioner configurations
We now specify the set of configurations that we learn across. The main

SPD preconditioners used in OpenFOAM are diagonal-based incomplete
Cholesky (IC(0)) and geometric agglomerated algebraic multigrid (multigrid).
The former is a no-fill incomplete Cholesky factorization computed using a
recurrence for its diagonal elements (Saad, 2003) and has no configurable
parameters. The latter, on the other hand, has numerous influential hyperpa-
rameters, of which we focus on which smoother to use (either Gauss-Seidel,

6This issue was formally studied for by Gagliolo and Schmidhuber (2011).
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IC(0), IC(0)+Gauss-Seidel, or symmetric Gauss-Seidel), the number of cells
in the coarsest grid level (either 10, 100, or 1000), and whether or not to
merge grid levels. The first of these is tuned because it is required, the
second because it was found to be influential by Geise (2023), and the third
because of its documented speedup potential on simple grids;7 however, other
multigrid settings could also be tuned. We turn off agglomeration caching
because it is not currently implemented to correctly handle varying multigrid
configurations, although in-principle it could do so.

In order to enhance the search space in the case of underperformance of
multigrid, we also implement a new (to OpenFOAM) preconditioner, ICT,
which is the thresholded version of incomplete Cholesky with a tuneable drop-
tolerance (Brown et al., 1998). In typical incomplete Cholesky, i.e. IC(0),
we only fill in the elements of the Cholesky factors of At corresponding to
the latter’s nonzeros; by contrast, ICT fills elements according to a threshold
parameter indicating which ones to drop. A lower threshold corresponds to
more of the elements being filled in, thus typically reducing the number of
iterations due to a better approximation of the Cholesky factors (and thus a
better approximation of A−1

t by the preconditioner). This comes at a cost
of a higher per-iteration cost due to the larger number of nonzero elements.
While the threshold is a continuous parameter, we discretize it to choose
between eight settings in the set {10−4, 10−3.5, . . . , 10−0.5}; note that Khodak
et al. (2024) show for a different preconditioner (successive over-relaxation)
that a fine-enough discretization can be enough to obtain optimality over
the continuous domain. Together with IC(0) and the multigrid settings from
before this yields a search space of d = 33 configurations.

3.4. Practical considerations
While the above largely specifies the PCGBandit algorithm, we close

with a discussion of two additional practical considerations. Firstly, since
most software including OpenFOAM specifies a maximum number of PCG
iterations, it is possible that certain configurations do not reach the required
tolerance in time and thus return an insufficiently accurate solution, thus
degrading simulation correctness. To handle this we implement a backstop
routine, where we rerun PCG with a default preconditioner (IC(0)) once the

7https://www.openfoam.com/documentation/user-guide/6-solving/6.
3-solution-and-algorithm-control
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simulation SPD equation n T wallclock #CPUs
3D DNS momentum 3.3e4 4.0e3 42% 1
Pitz-Daily momentum 4.9e4 4.9e3 87% 1
Stefan momentum 3.2e3 1.1e6 34% 1problem interface 3.2e3 2.7e5 1%
dam-break momentum 1.3e5 2.2e4 68% 1
Shercliff momentum 1.0e6 7.5e3 59% 16flow liquid metal potential 1.0e6 2.5e3 13%

fringing momentum 2.6e6 7.6e3 84%

B-field liquid metal potential 2.6e6 2.5e3 1% 16
insulating wall potential 7.8e6 2.5e3 5%

Table 1: Information about the evaluation simulations. The “wallclock” column reports the
percentage of total time spent on the equation when using IC(0)-preconditioned conjugate
gradient. Only equations accounting for at least 1% of the total wallclock are included.

maximum number is reached; this additional cost is counted towards the cost
of the original configuration.

Secondly, we note that PCGBandit has two sources of randomness: algo-
rithmic randomness due to sampling it ∼ pt and machine randomness due
to costt(it) being the wallclock time. While the former can be handled via
a seed, the latter is inherent and can make debugging difficult due to lack
of reproducibility. However, in principle we can replace the wallclock time
by a deterministic estimate that depends on the number of PCG iterations
and counting the number of operations used during each; we evaluate the
performance of this in Section 4.3.

4. Evaluation

We develop PCGBandit to work with the open source numerical simulation
software OpenFOAM (Jasak et al., 2007), which itself implements numerous
finite volume schemes and has been built upon by other projects such as
FreeMHD (Wynne et al., 2025). To evaluate our methodology, we consider
the six simulations summarized in Table 1, all chosen largely because linear
system solving forms a large part of their wallclock cost. Four are Open-
FOAM tutorial simulations, with their resolution doubled for added difficulty:
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div-free turbulence: momentum solves

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000
solve number

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Fr
ob

en
iu

s d
ist

an
ce

 fr
om

 fi
rs

t m
at

rix

Pitz-Daily: momentum solves
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Stefan problem: momentum solves

0 5000 10000 15000 20000
solve number

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

Fr
ob

en
iu

s d
ist

an
ce

 fr
om

 fi
rs

t m
at

rix

dam-break: momentum solves
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1e 8 Shercliff flow: momentum solves
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fringing B-field: momentum solves

Figure 2: Plots of the relative variation ∥At −A1∥F /∥A1∥F of the linear system matrices
At from the initial matrix A1 across simulation timesteps t ∈ [T ]. Note that this just one
indicator of change, as At can vary significantly without significant changes in ∥At−A1∥F .
Indeed it does not fully capture the change in difficulty of solving the systems, as Figure 3
demonstrates that the costs of the Shercliff flow and fringing B-field momentum equations
do change over time despite their matrices not changing significantly in Frobenius norm.
By comparing with Figure 5, we see that PCGBandit can improve simulation performance
regardless of the magnitude of variation in ∥At −A1∥F .

they comprise a 3D direct numerical simulation (DNS) of divergence-free
turbulence, a 2D Reynolds-averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS) simulation of the
Pitz-Daily backward-facing step, a multi-phase Stefan problem simulation,
and a multi-fluid (water and air) dam-break simulation. The other two are
larger-scale magnetohydrodynamics simulations taken from FreeMHD’s test-
cases; they both model a 3D conductive flow, either through a closed channel
with insulating walls (Shercliff flow) or through a pipe in a fringing magnetic
field (fringing B-field); see Wynne et al. (2025, Section III) for further details.
We run the simulations for 25× the time it takes their magnetic fields to ramp
up, which suffices to reach a steady-state. Unlike typical OpenFOAM fluid
schemes, in addition to a momentum equation FreeMHD discretizes and solves
a Poisson equation associated with the flow’s electric potential (Wynne et al.,
2025, Section II), which can account for a non-negligible part of the simula-
tion’s wallclock (Table 1). As shown in Figures 2 and 3, the six simulations we
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Figure 3: PCG solve costs using two static baseline preconditioners, IC(0) and multigrid,
plotted across the timesteps of the six simulations we consider. These plots track the mean,
minimum, and maximum costs across ten simulations, demonstrating that the trajectories
are largely non-stationary, undermining the main assumption of stochastic bandit methods.

consider have diverse types of time-dependent variation in their linear systems.
To assess the effectiveness of PCGBandit at accelerating OpenFOAM

simulations, we compare it to running PCG with two baseline preconditioners:
IC(0) and multigrid. For the latter we select the smoother used most often
in the tutorials (IC(0)+Gauss-Seidel) as the default,8 and for fair comparison
with the options in the PCGBandit search space we also implement a back-
stop and turn off agglomeration caching. In addition to these baselines, we
compare PCGBandit to two alternative bandit methods: (1) Tsallis-INF with
importance-weighted (IW) cost estimation, which was used by Khodak et al.
(2024), and (2) Thompson sampling, specifically its Gaussian variant (Agrawal
and Goyal, 2017). When cost permits we also compare to preconditioners
drawn uniformly at random from the configuration space described in Sec-
tion 3.3, as well as to the best-in-hindsight preconditioner from the same.

We next detail the main results, including wallclock improvements and the
number of timesteps needed for PCGBandit to be useful. Then we investigate
the specific configurations found by the method, demonstrate its performance

8All other multigrid options have defaults provided by OpenFOAM.
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Figure 4: Performance profiles (Dolan and Moré, 2002) comparing bandit algorithms to two
standard baselines: incomplete Cholesky and geometric-algebraic multigrid with the defaults
described in Section 4. The curves report the fraction of the six evaluation tasks from Table 1
for which the corresponding method is τ -suboptimal, i.e. has τ× greater wallclock cost,
relative to the best method of the three on each task. The PCGBandit (Tsallis-INF (RV))
curve being in the upper left implies it is optimal or near-optimal on all evaluated tasks.

using deterministic cost estimators, and discuss the effect of search space size.

4.1. Main results
Each simulation is run for ten trials each on 2.8 GHz Intel Cascade Lake

CPUs. The trials measure the total wallclock, the subset of that time spent on
solving SPD systems using PCG, and the subset of the latter spent on learn-
ing (where applicable). We start by reporting aggregate results across tasks in
Table 1 in Figure 4, where we chart the performance profiles (Dolan and Moré,
2002) of the two static preconditioner baselines and three bandit methods. As
τ ≥ 1 varies, these curves track the fraction of tasks on which each method
is at most τ -suboptimal. The results demonstrate that PCGBandit (Tsallis-
INF (RV)) is optimal or near-optimal on all tasks, with both multigrid and
IC(0) being around 1.5× or more slower on three tasks each in terms of total
wallclock. This effect is even more pronounced when counting only the time
spent running PCG, where PCGBandit can be more than 4× faster than both.
Lastly, among our choices of learning algorithms, Tsallis-INF (IW) is only
slightly worse than PCGBandit, while Thompson sampling underperforms
more significantly, perhaps due to its stationarity assumption on the costs.

We next disaggregate the same results in Figure 5, which depicts the total
wallclock as a sum of the PCG cost, the learning cost, and other costs. Here we
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Figure 5: Separate wallclock comparisons of PCGBandit and baseline methods on six evalu-
ation tasks. The bold component of each bar represents the time used during the simulations
to solve SPD linear systems, while the remaining light component comprises all other costs.

add the random baseline to the two static preconditioner baselines, and for the
3D DNS and Pitz-Daily simulations we show the best configuration from the
PCGBandit search space. We see that PCGBandit only fails to beat the two
static baselines on the simplest task, 3D DNS, where IC(0) is near optimal. It
nevertheless comes reasonably close to the performance of the best-in-hindsight
in both settings where it is known, as expected from the theory. Lastly, note
that learning costs are so negligible that they are not discernible on the graphs.

Finally, in Figure 6 we plot for each bandit algorithm the break-even
timestep of each trial, defined as the timestep t ∈ [T ] after which the cumula-
tive cost is always lower for the learner than it is for the two baselines. Because
the methods are anytime—they do not take T as an input parameter—the
breakeven timesteps indicate the number of linear system instances a simula-
tion needs to see before learning is useful. For PCGBandit (Tsallis-INF (RV)),
one thousand steps is usually enough data, although in some cases far fewer
systems are needed. Tsallis-INF (IW) and Thompson sampling typically need
more, except the latter outperforms on the turbulence simulation (3D DNS);
this is likely explained by the stationarity of that setting’s costs (see Figure 3).
Overall, the chart provides some indication of what kind of simulations can
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Figure 6: Break-even timesteps for each simulation setting, seed, and bandit algorithm.
These timesteps are defined to be the one after which the learner’s cumulative cost is
smaller than that of both baselines (IC(0) and multigrid) for the rest of the simulation.
This indicates the minimum number of timesteps needed to be useful in a specific setting.
The results demonstrate that PCGBandit (Tsallis-INF (RV)) usually breaks even around
a thousand timesteps, and often needs a hundred or less.

benefit from learning, although as explored in Section 4.4 the break-even
timestep can heavily depend on the number of configurations d.

4.2. A closer look at within-simulation learning
We now take a closer look at the learning process on the two MHD simula-

tions, Shercliff flow and fringing B-field; as shown in Figure 5, the improvement
due to PCGBandit is much more substantial on the latter. In Figure 7 we look
at performance separately across the two main Shercliff flow equations and
see that while PCGBandit noticeably improves the solving of the momentum
equation (left), it performs poorly on electric potential (right). Much of this is
due to large costs incurred very early in the simulation, while later PCGBan-
dit’s costs are similar to those of the baselines. As shown in Figure 3, early
solves dominate the runtime on Sherclif flow, making it a hard case for a ban-
dit algorithm since it must do well without having seen much data. Notably,
Shercliff flow was also one of the worst simulations for random sampling when
comparing it to a fixed baseline (see Figure 5, top right), making it not surpris-
ing that a method such as PCGBandit that begins with a uniform distribution
may struggle more there. To fix this issue of trying many bad configurations,
future work can consider better initial distributions or bandit algorithms that
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Figure 7: Cumulative wallclock cost of PCGBandit and the two static baseline pre-
conditioners when solving the momentum equation (left) and the (liquid metal) electric
potential (right) on the Shercliff flow MHD simulation.

Figure 8: Heatmaps of probabilities assigned to each configuration at each solve of the
momentum equation (left) and the electric potential (right) on the Shercliff flow simulation.
The highlighted configuration is the one with the largest total probability across solves.

take advantage of known relationships between methods (Valko et al., 2014),
e.g. to use the fact that different multigrid configurations will perform more
similar to each other than to different incomplete Cholesky variants.

In the case of the fringing B-field simulation, where PCGBandit performs
much better, Figure 10 demonstrates more rapid convergence to a probability
distribution dominated by a single configuration than in the case of Shercliff
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Figure 9: Cumulative wallclock cost of PCGBandit and the two static baseline pre-
conditioners when solving the momentum equation (left) and the (liquid metal) electric
potential (right) on the fringing B-field MHD simulation.

Figure 10: Heatmaps of probabilities assigned to each configuration at each solve of the
momentum equation (left) and the electric potential (right) on the fringing B-field simulation.
The highlighted configuration is the one with the largest total probability across solves.

flow (cf. Figure 8). Furthermore, while Figure 9 shows no overall improvement
over IC(0) on electric potential, in this simulation the compute is dominated
by the momentum solve (c.f. Table 1), which is significantly accelerated.

4.3. Reproducible learning via deterministic cost estimates
As noted in Section 3.4, using the wallclock cost of each solve as the

bandit feedback leads to runs that are unreproducible even when fixing the
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Figure 12: The break-even timestep
for each simulation, defined here as the
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random seeds of the cumulative cost of
PCGBandit is smaller than that of the
IC(0) baseline. As predicted by the
O(
√

dT ) regret, the number of timesteps
required to break even typically increases
with the number of configurations.

random seed, which makes debugging difficult. However, we can sometimes
get a strong-enough signal from the number of PCG iterations taken by doing
a rough analysis of the floating pointing operations (FLOPs) used by the
selected preconditioner at each step. To test the efficacy of this, we run
PCGBandit over a restricted search space of eight configurations—ICT with
one of eight different thresholds or IC(0)—and use the following estimate for
the cost at time t given the number of iterations kt that were required to
solve Atx = bt:

(nnz(At) + 2 nnz(Lt) + 5n)(10 + kt) (4)

Here nnz(At) is the number of nonzeros in the linear system and nnz(Lt)
in the (threshold-dependent) lower triangular preconditioner, and we add
ten to the number of iterations to account for preconditioner construction
costs. As shown in Figure 11, this deterministic approach to cost estimation
is competitive with using the wallclock time: it does at most 1.2× worse on
every task, which is significantly better than any baseline.
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Figure 13: We consider using PCGBandit to tune the ICT threshold, with the configuration
space thus containing only IC(0) and ICT with one to thirty-two different thresholds. Here
we plot the performance of PCGBandit as a function of the number of thresholds (i.e.
configurations) considered.

4.4. The effect of the number of configurations
As discussed in Section 3.2, the number of configurations d considered

by PCGBandit has a significant effect on the worst-case regret. We now
investigate how this manifests in practical simulations by using PCGBandit
to tune only the ICT threshold while varying the number of thresholds under
consideration (we also keep the usual incomplete Cholesky preconditioner
IC(0) as an option). Specifically, we study the effect of learning across 2p

different thresholds for integers p ∈ {0, . . . , 5}. Figure 13 demonstrates that
the number of thresholds considered has in some cases a dramatic effect on
the performance, but the best performance is typically obtained at five or
nine configurations (i.e. four or eight thresholds plus IC(0)). As we might
expect from the worst-case analysis, the bottom right plot in Figure 13 also
shows that on the harder (for PCGBandit) simulations the break-even point
is typically increasing as a function of the number of configurations d.

5. Conclusion

In this paper we demonstrate how machine learning can consistently ac-
celerate existing, widely used numerical simulation software, with no hidden
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upfront or overhead costs due to pretraining or model size. We do this by
integrating standard online learning techniques into OpenFOAM’s linear
system solver by developing PCGBandit, which tunes the solver’s precondi-
tioners using its own wallclock as feedback. In certain settings, this leads to
substantial wallclock reductions in the overall simulation wallclock.

There are many directions for further development of learning-enhanced
numerical simulation. This includes algorithmic work on better bandit al-
gorithms and making use of context, extending the results to other linear
solvers such as GMRES or even nonlinear ones, designing better configuration
spaces, and making use of multiple instances to find better initializations.
Further afield, methods that make better use of the specific linear solvers can
be developed, e.g. to initialize Krylov subspaces.
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