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Abstract. Graph autoencoders have gained attention in nonlinear reduced-order modeling of

parameterized partial differential equations defined on unstructured grids. Despite they provide a

geometrically consistent way of treating complex domains, applying such architectures to parame-
terized dynamical systems for temporal prediction beyond the training data, i.e. the extrapolation

regime, is still a challenging task due to the simultaneous need of temporal causality and general-

izability in the parametric space. In this work, we explore the integration of graph convolutional
autoencoders (GCAs) with tensor train (TT) decomposition and Operator Inference (OpInf) to de-

velop a time-consistent reduced-order model. In particular, high-fidelity snapshots are represented
as a combination of parametric, spatial, and temporal cores via TT decomposition, while OpInf

is used to learn the evolution of the latter. Moreover, we enhance the generalization performance

by developing a multi-fidelity two-stages approach in the framework of Deep Operator Networks
(DeepONet), treating the spatial and temporal cores as the trunk networks, and the parametric

core as the branch network. Numerical results, including heat-conduction, advection-diffusion and

vortex-shedding phenomena, demonstrate great performance in effectively learning the dynamic
in the extrapolation regime for complex geometries, also in comparison with state-of-the-art ap-

proaches e.g. MeshGraphNets.

1. Introduction

Over the last decades, reliable numerical methods, such as the Finite Element (FE), Finite Differ-
ence, and Finite Volume, have been developed to approximate the behavior of physical phenomena
described by Partial Differential Equations (PDEs) [33, 34]. Despite their significant advancements,
when dealing with high-dimensional, parametric, time dependent and nonlinear systems, such meth-
ods encounter substantial limitations in the many-query context, since accurate prediction requires
unbearable computational cost [79, 80].

Reduced-order models (ROMs) have been developed as effective alternatives to traditional solvers
to perform real-time simulations [76, 38, 40]. Their primary goal is to significantly enhance compu-
tational speedup while maintaining an acceptable level of accuracy, and have been widely applied
across various fields, demonstrating effectiveness in diverse scenarios [82, 43, 50, 83, 81]. ROMs can
be classified into intrusive [46, 44, 45] and non-intrusive approaches [40, 47, 48], depending on the
knowledge/exploitation of the physical equations, and implying a trade-off between interpretabil-
ity, accuracy and efficiency. A further distinction between ROM approaches exists between linear
[77, 41, 86] and nonlinear approaches [48, 84, 85], entailing a balance between simplicity, suitability,
and generalizability. The former methods rely on linear expansion over a set of precomputed modes,
e.g. obtained via proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) or greedy strategies [38], while the lat-
ter often exploit autoencoder architectures, i.e. a nonlinear counterpart to the POD enhancing the
extraction of the most meaningful features [98, 48, 99]. Indeed, in the recent years, many of these
strategies have been influenced by the rise of Machine Learning approaches, with a substantial shift
from equation- and projection-based mathematically robust methods [7, 8, 9] to data-driven and
black-box models [11, 12, 87].

Each of the aforementioned strategy has its own advantages and limitations, and the choice is
usually made based on the application at hand. Well-known issues include: (i) slow Kolmogorov
n-width decay jeopardizing linear compressibility [15, 14], (ii) non-affine and nonlinear problems
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compromising the efficiency [89, 88, 96], (iii) the extrapolation regime for time-dependent problems
[90, 13], (iv) lack of interpretability in black-box models [91, 66], (v) bifurcating scenarios with loss of
uniqueness [97, 81, 20], (vi) “optimal” sampling for data-driven methods [92, 18], and (vii) complex
and parameterized geometries for multi-fidelity and multi-resolution applications [54, 21].

In this manuscript, we aim at developing a data-driven strategy to comprehensively deal with
parametric, nonlinear and time-dependent PDEs defined on unstructured meshes for possibly varying
domains, exploiting geometric consistency and time causality while maintaining high efficiency.

Graph neural networks (GNNs) [55, 56, 94] have received considerable attention from the ROM
community for their suitability of handling unstructured data, coming from the straightforward
representation of mesh data as a graph. Compared to traditional methods such as feedforward neural
networks (FNNs) or convolutional neural networks (CNNs), GNNs demonstrate great versatility by
leveraging geometric structural information, capturing complex spatial correlations, and exhibiting
exceptional adaptability in processing data across unstructured meshes [57, 58].

GNNs naturally emerge in the numerical solution of many PDEs and have demonstrated promising
performance [28, 27, 26, 24, 93, 53, 57, 1, 54]. Despite being a powerful tool for learning from graph-
structured data, the application of GNNs to PDE solving remains challenging due to the inherent
complexity of combining varying domain geometries and physical evolution [29, 25, 30, 31]. These
challenges include: (i) computational inefficiency as GNNs are based on message-passing procedures
with a rapidly increasing computational costs for large-scale problems, (ii) high memory requirements
for storing and train a complete architecture, and (iii) limited interpretability as GNNs still operate
as black-box models and could benefit from more meaningful physical insights.

For the dimensionality reduction of parameterized PDEs on varying geometries, the graph convo-
lutional autoencoder (GCA) architecture has recently been proposed in [32]. Falling in the class of
non-intrusive and nonlinear ROM techniques, such approaches combine the versatility of graph-based
architectures for unstructured data with the reduction power of autoencoders.

A straightforward way to apply GCAs to parameterized time-dependent problems involves treat-
ing time as an additional parameter. However, this approach ignores the temporal causality inher-
ent in such models, exhibiting a rapid accuracy degradation when performing in-time extrapolation
tasks.

This issue is present for many data-driven surrogate models, which circumvent the need for explicit
governing equations, but struggle to capture temporal evolution accurately.

To address this challenge and provide a more robust and generalized framework for predicting the
behavior of dynamical systems, a growing body of research has focused on methods that approximate
dynamical system operators from available data [66, 90]. Among these methods, dynamic mode
decomposition (DMD) [68] and its extensions, are effective in extracting linear approximation models
and are widely recognized for their simplicity and ease of implementation. However, such linear
approximation may fail to capture complex dynamic features adequately, particularly when dealing
with nonlinear dynamical systems. While the combination of DMD with Koopman operators enables
the transformation of finite-dimensional nonlinear systems into infinite-dimensional linear systems
[70, 71, 74], selecting appropriate observation functions remains a challenge. Operator inference
(OpInf) [90, 69], on the other hand, constructs ROMs with polynomial nonlinearities in a non-
intrusive way. Unlike traditional projection-based methods that require access to and modification
of the full-order model, OpInf uses least-squares regression to directly infer low-dimensional operators
from high-fidelity simulation data. The resulting ROMs can then be solved efficiently to generate
approximate solutions. Notably, in cases where the constructed ROMs system is linear and inputs
are time-invariant, the operators derived through OpInf are equivalent to those obtained using DMD.

Furthermore, for high-dimensional tensors containing the information from several parameters,
conventional dimensionality reduction methods such as POD often require unfolding or matricization,
which disrupts the inherent structure of the tensor. In contrast, tensor decomposition approaches
provides an effective strategy for obtaining low-rank approximations of high-dimensional tensors
while preserving their original structure. Tensor Train (TT) decomposition [72] is a commonly
used method that significantly reduces memory requirements and computational complexity by
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decomposing a d-dimensional tensor into a sequence of d low-rank core tensors. Compared to
traditional methods such as canonical polyadic decomposition [59] and Tucker decomposition [60],
TT decomposition is more computationally efficient and effectively mitigates the NP-hardness issue
associated with tensor decomposition [64].

This study aims to leverage the strengths of GCA-ROM as a surrogate model in addressing
parameter-dependent PDEs defined on complex and varying geometries, and extend its applicability
to dynamical systems.

In particular, the main contribution of this paper is the development of a surrogate low-fidelity
strategy, namely LF-TTOI, exploiting GCA-ROM for geometric consistency, TT decomposition for
dimensionality reduction and OpInf for time extrapolation. In the offline stage, the TT decomposi-
tion is performed on the sampled high-fidelity snapshots, collected for different parameters and times
instances, to obtain parameter-, spatial-, and time-dependent cores, enabling the separate treatment
of varying features, so that they can be used to reconstruct the solutions. Exploiting the time core
obtained from the TT decomposition, an OpInf model is built to simulate the temporal evolution.
Moreover, a number of GCA-ROMs are trained at selected time points to compute the coefficients
for new parameters at given time slices.

During the online phase, to approximate the solution for unseen time/parameter values, we com-
bine the time core predicted from the OpInf model, and the parametric core obtained by minimizing
the error between GCA-ROM and the low-rank approximation.

Building on this, we also propose a multi-fidelity framework from the perspective of DeepONet
[61]. The idea behind the developed MF-TTOI-DeepONet approach is to augment the amount of
available information by incorporating the predicted coefficients from the LF-TTOI as low-fidelity
approximations, and exploit the branch and trunk network structure of DeepONet to separately
treat the different cores.

In this hybrid framework, the branch network benefits from such augmented input comprising
the parameter and the LF-TTOI predictions for residual learning, while the trunk network is simply
represented by the combination of time and spatial cores. Moreover, to fully leverage data of different
fidelities, the training of the branch network is conducted in two stages: a pre-training stage based
on GCA-ROM estimates and a fine-tuning stage using high-fidelity snapshots. MF-TTOI-DeepONet
can be seen as a further enhancement of the LF-TTOI strategy, requiring an additional training of
the branch network during the offline step, but also providing an improved reconstruction accuracy
by exploiting all the available information at hand.

The proposed approaches are evaluated on benchmark problems including: (i) heat conduction,
(ii) advection-diffusion, and (iii) vortex shedding. Results demonstrate their performance in accu-
rately resolving the dynamical behavior of complex fields on parameterized geometries, achieving
great and robust performance even within the scarce data context and in the extrapolation regime.
Furthermore, the proposed framework has been also compared with state-of-the-art intrusive and
non-intrusive methods, such as: projection-based POD (POD-Proj), POD-Neural Network [41], and
MeshGraphNets [57], showing great reliability and generalization properties in complex scenarios.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2.1 presents the problem formulation
to establish the theoretical foundation of the study, followed by a review of related methodologies.
Section 3 detailed explained the proposed methods. The results obtained for different test cases are
discussed in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper with a summary of findings and future
perspectives.

2. Computational framework and related methodologies

In this section we aim at defining the main class of problems we are interested in, and the
methodologies that constitute the backbone of our approach. In particular, we start by introducing
the general formulation for parameterized, nonlinear and time-dependent PDEs defined on possibly
varying domains. Then, we briefly review the architectural choices related to the parameterized
geometries (GCA-ROM), the dimensionality reduction (TT decomposition), and the extrapolation
in-time (OpInf).
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2.1. Problem formulation. Consider the general form of a parameterized time-dependent PDE
expressed as:

(1)


∂u(x, t;µ)

∂t
= f(x, t, u(x, t;µ);µ), (x, t) ∈ Ωµ × [0, tf ],

B(x, t, u(x, t;µ);µ) = b(x, t, u(x, t;µ);µ), (x, t) ∈ ∂Ωµ × [0, tf ],

u(x, 0;µ) = u0(x;µ), x ∈ Ωµ,

where u(x, t;µ) is the unknown state of the governing equation, x denotes the spatial coordinates
defined on a reference configuration of the parameterized computational domain Ωµ, t is the time
variable, and µ ∈ P represents the parameter vector describing the features of the system. In our
setting, the parameters µ can encompass a wide range of physical or geometric properties, such as
material coefficients (e.g., conductivity, viscosity, or diffusivity), boundary conditions, source terms,
or characteristic geometric attributes of the domain. The function f(x, t, u(x, t;µ);µ) denotes the
PDE operator containing the spatial differential operators and the source term. Finally, u0(x;µ)
and B(x, t, u(x, t;µ);µ) represent the initial and boundary conditions, respectively.

After spatial discretization using a suitable high-fidelity approximation, e.g., the FE method [33],
the PDE system in Equation (1) is transformed into a semi-discrete form involving the state vector
uN (t;µ) ∈ RNh , expressed as:

(2)


duN (t;µ)

dt
= f(t,uN (t;µ);µ),

uN (t0;µ) = u0
N (µ),

where Nh is the number of degrees of freedom after discretization. The function f represents
the discrete counterpart of the PDE operator, while u0

N (µ) corresponds to the discretized initial
condition.

High-fidelity models provide accurate solutions but are often characterized by the curse of dimen-
sionality, resulting in computationally expensive simulations. Thus, numerically approximating such
problems becomes computationally unbearable, especially when repeated evaluations are required
for varying parameter configurations or when the solution needs to be retrieved in a short amount
of time, i.e. the many-query and real-time contexts. These challenges motivated the development
of ROMs and, more in general, surrogate models aimed at providing efficient and accurate approx-
imations for a wide class of academic and engineering applications [76, 38, 40]. We remark that,
contrarily to common machine learning applications, the main starting point of ROMs is the avail-
ability of a limited computational budget, i.e. a scarce amount of high-fidelity data, which is used to
train the surrogate model. Thus, we restrict our attention to the scarce-data regime, where only a
small portion of the sampled dataset is used for training the model, while the remaining part is em-
ployed to test its generalization capabilities. In this context, we focus on constructing a data-driven
ROM based on the following ingredients: (i) GCA-ROM to include geometric biases in the training
phase for parameterized geometries, (ii) TT decomposition to decouple the contribution of the input
features, and (iii) OpInf to learn a dynamical model for extrapolating in-time the dynamics.

2.2. Graph convolutional autoencoder for nonlinear model order reduction. GNNs have
emerged as a powerful and versatile framework for processing graph-structured data [55, 56, 94].
They can leverage the features of individual nodes/edges and their structural relationships, e.g.
connection between neighbors and sparsity, enabling significant advancements across various appli-
cations.

In the context of model order reduction, many contributions have been recently presented follow-
ing the seminal work of Pfaff et al. [57] introducing the MeshGraphNet architecture.

MeshGraphNet employs a GNN architecture to predict system dynamics at successive time
instances based on current and historical mesh states, using learned message-passing on graph-
structured meshes. An enhanced GNN [1], building on MeshGraphNets, is developed to overcome the
challenge of capturing long-range interactions in static solid mechanics. In [4, 3], a Long Short-Term
Memory (LSTM) network is integrated in the GNN framework to capture long-term dependencies,
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while the Deep Graph Operator Network framework [2] combines graphs with DeepONet to approx-
imate the dynamics of complex systems with underlying sub-graph structures. In [53], a GNN-based
surrogate model is trained on three-dimensional hemodynamic data, accurately predicting pressure
and flow rates along vessel centerlines with high computational efficiency.

Building on the strengths of GNNs, GCA-ROM has recently gained attention for its effectiveness
in nonlinear model order reduction [32], being particularly suitable for PDEs defined on unstructured
and parameterized grids, as it employs an autoencoder architecture based on Graph Convolutional
layers. In contrast to traditional CNNs, which operate on grid-structured data such as images,
convolutional operations and pooling operators defined on graph data ensure permutation invariance,
meaning the output remains consistent regardless of the ordering of nodes.

The key operation of graph convolutions lies in aggregating information from neighboring nodes
through a message-passing mechanism. At each message-passing step k, the features of the N (u)
neighboring nodes of a given node u are aggregated and combined to update the node’s feature
representation, enabling the propagation of information across the graph structure.

The graph convolutional encoder projects high-dimensional system states onto a low-dimensional
latent space, while the decoder reconstructs the original high-dimensional data from the latent repre-
sentation. This way, not only the physical features are processed, but also the geometric knowledge
is directly incorporated into the model. Finally, by learning the relationship between parameter
and the latent space via an auxiliary and small neural network, GCA-ROM enables the decoder to
reconstruct high-dimensional targets from the predicted latent representation corresponding to the
new parameter value, directly into its reference geometrical configuration.

For clarity, we report the structure of GCA-ROM in Figure 1. Specifically, we start by considering
a set of training parameters, denoted as Ξtrain = {µ1

train,µ
2
train, . . . ,µ

Ntrain

train }, and for each parameter
µ ∈ Ξtrain, we compute a FE high-fidelity solution uN (µ) defined on the parameterized domain
Ω(µ).

Exploiting the graph dataset {µi
train,uN (µi

train),Ω(µ
i
train)}

Ntrain
i=1 , GCA-ROM constructs an au-

toencoder that approximates the identity map via two nonlinear mappings: an encoder ũN (µ) =
ϕw(uN (µ)) and a decoder ũN (µ) = ψw(ũN (µ)), such that

ũN (µ) = ψw(ϕw(uN (µ))),

where w denotes the weights of the architecture, and we denoted by ũN (µ) the reconstructed
solution, using a FNN to learn a mapping µ 7→ uN (µ) from parameters to the latent space during
the offline phase.

Different choices can be made to define the encoder/decoder modules, such as the type of graph
convolutional layers, the strategy to up- and down-sample the mesh, and the residual learning
approach. Despite that, an ablation study showed a nice robustness in terms of performance of the
overall architecture, even in the data scarcity context. More details concerning all the components
of the modular architecture can be found in [32].

To evaluate the surrogate model for any given parameter µ ∈ P, a regression task is performed
during the offline phase for the latent mapping, thereby enabling the reconstruction of solutions at
arbitrary parameters without the need for encoding. The autoencoder and the FNN are trained
simultaneously, and the input to the decoder is the output of the multilayer perceptron to enhance
the precision of latent variable estimation during network optimization, i.e. ũN (µ) = ψw(uN (µ)).
Finally, the total loss function is defined as

(3) L =
1

Ntrain

Ntrain∑
i=1

∥∥ũN
(
µi

train

)
− uN

(
µi

train

)∥∥2
2
+

λ

Ntrain

Ntrain∑
i=1

∥∥ũN

(
µi

train

)
− uN

(
µi

train

)∥∥2
2
,

where λ is the weight balancing the two components.
Although GCA-ROM is effective in approximating the solutions for PDEs characterized by phys-

ical and geometric parameters, the original architecture lacks of consistency when dealing with
dynamical systems. Indeed, when applied to time-dependent problems, GCA-ROM is agnostic to
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Figure 1. Visual representation of the GCA-ROM.

the correlation between successive time-steps, with no preservation of the temporal causality inher-
ent in the system. Two possible strategies are available to directly apply graph autoencoders to
time-dependent problems. The first is to treat time t as an additional parameter and then perform
the standard GCA-ROM procedure, thus neglecting the evolution of the dynamics. The second is
to perform a state-to-state prediction, whereby the next state of the system is predicted based on
the current state. In both cases, the training process are computationally much more expensive as
they require a large amount of snapshots from each trajectory to accurately describe the behavior
in time.

To address these challenges, and fully exploit the strengths of GCA-ROM, we integrate TT
decomposition and OpInf to effectively capture the dynamics of the system in the extrapolation
regime.

2.3. Tensor train decomposition. A key ingredient for our approach is the TT decomposition
[72, 73], consisting of a strategy to provide compact representation of high-dimensional tensors,
here resulting from the collection of spatial snapshots in time and parameter space. In general,
for a d-dimensional tensor K ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd , where ni denotes the size of the i-th dimension,
the decomposition approximates the tensor K as a combination of d smaller second-order or third-
order tensors. These low-order tensors are sequentially connected through contraction operations,
resembling the arrangement of train cars, to obtain an approximation K ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd given by:

(4) K =

r0∑
α0=1

· · ·
rd∑

αd=1

G1(α0, :, α1)⊗G2(α1, :, α2)⊗ · · · ⊗Gd(αd−1, :, αd),

where the tensors Gk ∈ Rrk−1×nk×rk for k = 1, . . . , d are referred to as the cores, the sequence
{ri}di=0 denotes the TT ranks [72], with r0 = rd = 1 corresponding to the two second-order initial
and final tensors, and ⊗ is the Kronecker product of matrices.

By processing smaller tensors, high-dimensional tensors can be efficiently represented and in-
directly handled, thereby reducing the computational complexity and storage requirements. TT
decomposition is typically achieved through d − 1 singular value decompositions (SVDs), and the
TT ranks are determined by appropriately truncating the singular values during each SVD step. Af-
ter performing TT decomposition, the final approximation error is bounded in the Frobenius norm
as follows:

∥K −K∥2F ≤
d−1∑
k=1

ε2k,

where εk represents the truncation error from the k-th SVD step.
In the context of parameterized time-dependent problems, we aim at decomposing the high-

dimensional tensor obtained from the solution snapshots w.r.t. its spatial, parametric and temporal
features, i.e. d = 3. Having denoted the parameter set by Ξtrain, for each parameter µ ∈ Ξtrain,
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we collect Nt high-fidelity solutions {uN (µ, ti)}Nt
i=1 defined on the spatial domain Ω(µ) and store

the tensor Shf ∈ RNtrain×Nh×Nt . Performing the TT decomposition on Shf, we obtain the following
approximation:

Shf ≈
r0∑

α0=1

· · ·
r3∑

αd=1

G1(α0, :, α1)⊗G2(α1, :, α2)⊗G3(α2, :, α3),

where G1 =
[
g1
1 , g

2
1 , · · · , g

Ntrain
1

]
∈ RNtrain×r1 represents the parameter-dependent core, G2 ∈

Rr1×Nh×r2 corresponds to the space-dependent core, and G3 =
[
g1
3 , g

2
3 , · · · , g

Nt
3

]
∈ Rr2×Nt rep-

resents the time-dependent core. We remark that gi
1 ∈ R1×r1 and gi

3 ∈ Rr2×1 are respectively
parameter- and time-dependent, and we exploit the latter to model the temporal evolution of such
low-dimensional time coefficients employing OpInf.

2.4. Operator inference. Operator inference is a data-driven framework for learning operators
that model the dynamics of a system, aiming to infer a polynomial model describing the temporal
evolution of the state g(t) ∈ Rr2×1 from data {g(ti)}Nt

i=1 collected at Nt evenly spaced time steps.
The inferred model is commonly expressed as:

(5)
dg(t)

dt
=

L∑
ℓ=1

Aℓg
ℓ(t) +Bu(t) + c,

where L is the highest order of the polynomial nonlinearity, Aℓ ∈ Rr2×nℓ , B ∈ Rr2×p, and c ∈ Rr2×1

are the inferred operators, gℓ(t) ∈ Rnℓ×1 represents the ℓ-th order polynomial term of the state vector

with nℓ =
(
r2+ℓ−1

ℓ

)
for ℓ = 1, . . . , L, and u(t) ∈ Rp×1 represents the external input.

Derivative information of the state vector is crucial for inferring the underlying system dynamics.
When direct derivative data is unavailable, the time derivatives of the states, ġ(tj), at time tj for
j = 0, . . . , Nt, can be approximated using methods such as finite difference, yielding the following
approximation Q =

[
ġ(t1), . . . , ġ(tNt)

]
.

With the available data {g(ti), ġ(ti),u(ti)}Nt
i=1, representing the states, time derivatives, and

inputs at Nt time instances, the operators Aℓ, for ℓ = 1, . . . , L, and B can be identified by solving
the following least-squares optimization problem:

min
A1,...,AL,B

1

Nt

Nt∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥∥
L∑

ℓ=0

Aℓg
ℓ
k +Buk + c− ġk

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

,

where gℓ
k represents the ℓ-th order polynomial term of the state vector gk = g(tk), and ġk = ġ(tk)

is the time derivative of the state vector at time tk. This can also be expressed in linear form as
follows:

(6) min
O

∥DO −R∥2F ,

where D =
[
1Nt ,G

T
1 , . . . ,G

T
L,U

T
]
∈ RNt×n̄, O = [c,A0, . . . ,AL,B]

T ∈ Rn̄×r2 , and R ∈ RNt×r2

record the derivative information. Here, 1Nt ∈ RNt is a vector of ones, Gi = [g1,i, . . . , gNt,i],

U = [u1, . . . ,uNt ], and n̄ = 1 +
∑L

ℓ=1 nℓ + p.
The minimization problem in Equation (6) can be solved using standard linear algebra techniques.

However, due to the insufficiency of observations, regularization is necessary to enhance the formu-
lation robustness and algorithmic scalability of the approach. Thus, the OpInf method aims to solve
the following optimization problem:

(7) min
O

∥DO −R∥2F +R(O),

where R(O) is a regularization term that penalizes the entries of the learned operators. Once
this minimization problem is solved, the evolution of the state vector can be explicitly represented,
enabling the prediction of future states.
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3. Graph-based approaches for time-dependent problems

In this section, we aim to develop data-driven surrogate models based on GCA-ROM, TT and
OpInf to accurately and efficiently investigate parameterized time-dependent PDEs defined on com-
plex geometries. From the above discussion, it is clear that GCA-ROM provides an effective strategy
for nonlinear model order reduction by leveraging graph convolutional layers for autoencoder archi-
tectures. However, its practical applicability is limited by the need for high-fidelity data across
the entire time domain and the associated memory storage and computational costs required for
training.

To make GCA-ROM applicable to time-dependent problems, we propose a novel low-fidelity
framework exploiting TT decomposition and operator inference, which consistently treats time and
geometrical parameters efficiently. Moreover, inspired by the DeepONet’s framework, we extend our
strategy in a multi-fidelity context, to further enhance predictive accuracy by effectively leveraging
both low- and high-fidelity data.

3.1. Low-fidelity approach with TT decomposition and OpInf. As discussed in Section 2.4,
the temporal evolution of the time-dependent coefficients g3(t) can be approximated as g̃3(t) by

applying the OpInf technique to {gi
3}

Nt
i=1 extracted from the core tensor G3. This is particularly

significant because, in many scenarios, the governing dynamical equations of the system are unknown.
Moreover, obtaining comprehensive data across the entire temporal domain is often challenging.

Thus, once we have learned the evolution of the time-dependent core, we can exploit the surrogate
model to perform temporal extrapolation, i.e., for each parameter µi

train ∈ Ξtrain, reconstruct the
solution in the form uN (µi

train, t) ≈ gi
1 ⊗ G2 ⊗ g̃3(t) for time t ∈ [0, tf ] in the case where only

snapshots in [0, T ] ⊆ [0, tf ] are available.
However, our objective is to also apply the proposed method for the prediction of parameterized

nonlinear systems, which requires computing the predicted coefficients g̃1(µ
∗) for any parameter

µ∗ ∈ P. For this purpose, a fast computation method for the parametric core is needed. We
propose to combine GCA-ROM with TT decomposition and OpInf, namely the LF-TTOI approach,
where low-fidelity stands for the surrogate strategy exploited for the coefficients, and that will be
compared to the multi-fidelity approach discussed in the next section. The proposed LF-TTOI
procedure is detailed in Algorithm 1, while a schematic representation of the framework is shown in
Figure 2.

Figure 2. The framework of LF-TTOI.
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Algorithm 1 LF-TTOI

Offline Phase
Input: Training dataset with parameter samples Ξtrain = {µi

train}
Ntrain
i=1 , time steps {tj}Nt

j=1,

Input: GCA time points {tjgca}
Ngca

j=1 , and high-fidelity solutions {uN (µi
train, t

j)}Ntrain,Nt

i,j=1 .

Output: Trained GCA-ROMs {ũGCA-ROM
j (µ)}Ngca

j=1 and OpInf model g̃3(t).

1: Collect snapshots into the high-fidelity snapshot tensor Shf ∈ RNtrain×Nh×Nt .
2: Perform a TT decomposition to approximate Shf ≈ G1 ⊗G2 ⊗G3.
3: Train the Ngca GCA-ROMs ũGCA-ROM

j (µ) from the high-fidelity solutions

{uN (µi
train, t

j
gca)}

Ntrain,Ngca

i,j=1 .

4: Construct the operator inference model g̃3(t) using data {g1
3 , g

2
3 , . . . , g

Nt
3 } to predict the time-

dependent core.

Online Phase
Input: Parameter µ∗ ∈ P and time t∗ ∈ [0, tf ] corresponding to the solution to be predicted.
Output: Predicted solution ũLF(µ∗, t∗).

1: Compute the GCA-ROM solutions ũGCA-ROM
j (µ∗) for µ∗ ∈ P for j = 1, . . . , Ngca, and build the

predicted matrix

Sgca(µ
∗) =

[
ũGCA-ROM
1 (µ∗) | ũGCA-ROM

2 (µ∗) | · · · | ũGCA-ROM
Ngca

(µ∗)
]
.

2: Solve the minimization problem:

g̃LF
1 (µ∗) = argmin

ĉ∈Rr1

∥Sgca(µ
∗)− ĉ⊗G2 ⊗Ggca

3 ∥2 .

3: Use the operator inference model to predict the core g̃3(t
∗).

4: Compute ũLF(µ∗, t∗) by assembling low-fidelity coefficient g̃LF
1 (µ∗) and predicted core g̃3(t

∗) as:

ũLF(µ∗, t∗) = g̃LF
1 (µ∗)⊗G2 ⊗ g̃3(t

∗).

The offline phase starts by collecting the parametric trajectories in time into the high-fidelity
snapshot tensor Shf ∈ RNtrain×Nh×Nt , and performing a TT decomposition to obtain its low-rank
approximation as Shf ≈ G1 ⊗G2 ⊗G3. Then, we aim at decoupling the temporal and parametric

dependence, by selecting a suitably small number Ngca ≤ Nt of time points {tjgca}
Ngca

j=1 , and training a

GCA-ROM for each of them from the dataset {µi
train,uN (µi

train, t
j
gca)}

Ntrain
i=1 , where j = 1, 2, . . . , Ngca.

This way, we exploit a geometrically consistent nonlinear reduction for the behavior of the system at
fixed time instances, discarding the time complexity but capturing the parametric influence. Finally,
an OpInf surrogate model g̃3(t) is built from the time coefficients {g1

3 , g
2
3 , . . . , g

Nt
3 } to predict the

evolution of the time-dependent core.
At inference time, i.e. during the online phase, we aim at predicting and extrapolating a low-

fidelity approximation of the trajectory corresponding to a new parameter µ∗ ∈ P at any given time
t∗ ∈ [0, tf ] as

(8) ũLF(µ∗, t∗) = g̃LF
1 (µ∗)⊗G2 ⊗ g̃3(t

∗).

Toward this goal, we start by evaluating the Ngca trained GCA-ROM models, and we obtain the
low-dimensional representation of the solution snapshots denoted by

Sgca(µ
∗) =

[
ũGCA-ROM
1 (µ∗) | ũGCA-ROM

2 (µ∗) | · · · | ũGCA-ROM
Ngca

(µ∗)
]
.

Then, an approximation g̃LF
1 (µ∗) of the parametric core g1(µ

∗) can be obtained by seeking the
coefficients ĉ ∈ Rr1 that fit Sgca(µ

∗) in the TT format at Ngca time instances, i.e. by solving the
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following minimization problem:

(9) g̃LF
1 (µ∗) = argmin

ĉ∈Rr1

∥Sgca(µ
∗)− ĉ⊗G2 ⊗Ggca

3 ∥2 ,

where Ggca
3 =

[
g3(t

1
gca), g3(t

2
gca), · · · , g3(t

Ngca
gca )

]
.

By evaluating the OpInf model to predict the core g̃3(t
∗), we finally have all the ingredients

to reconstruct the solution at time t∗ ∈ [0, tf ] for any given parameter µ∗ ∈ P as ũLF(µ∗, t∗) =
g̃LF
1 (µ∗)⊗G2 ⊗ g̃3(t

∗).

3.2. Multi-fidelity extension of LF-TTOI via DeepONet. LF-TTOI relies on the GCA-ROM
surrogates for different time slices to compute the parametric coefficients g̃LF

1 (µ). When the high-
fidelity dynamics is particularly complex and only scarce data are available, the accuracy of the
approach could be affected. This could be a potential limitation of the described approach, e.g.
for benchmarks where the physical/geometrical parametrization changes the inherent velocity of the
dynamics, and more information are needed to recover the global behavior. We remark that also
the minimization problem in Equation (9) introduces an additional source of error in the process
that need to be taken into account. For these reasons, we propose an advanced strategy from
the perspective of Neural Operator, namely DeepONet [61]. In particular, we developed a multi-
fidelity strategy, denoted as MF-TTOI-DeepONet, where g̃LF

1 (µ) is regarded as the low-fidelity
approximation of the parameterized coefficients g1(µ), that we use to improve the performance of
the model by capturing its discrepancies from the original coefficients. This allows us to generalize
across all parameters, and ultimately achieving more accurate predictions. The proposed multi-
fidelity strategy MF-TTOI-DeepONet is detailed in Algorithm 2, while a schematic representation
of the framework is shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3. The framework of MF-TTOI-DeepONet.
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Algorithm 2 MF-TTOI-DeepONet

Offline Phase
Input: Training dataset with parameter samples Ξtrain = {µi

train}
Ntrain
i=1 , time steps {tj}Nt

j=1,

Input: GCA time points {tjgca}
Ngca

j=1 , and high-fidelity solutions {uN (µi
train, t

j)}Ntrain,Nt

i,j=1 .

Output: Trained GCA-ROMs {ũGCA-ROM
j (µ)}Ngca

j=1 , operator inference model g̃3(t),

Input: and trained branch net g̃MF
1 (µ).

1: Collect snapshots into the high-fidelity snapshot tensor Shf ∈ RNtrain×Nh×Nt .
2: Perform a TT decomposition to approximate Shf ≈ G1 ⊗G2 ⊗G3.
3: Train the Ngca GCA-ROMs ũGCA-ROM

j (µ) from the high-fidelity solutions

{uN (µi
train, t

j
gca)}

Ntrain,Ngca

i,j=1 .

4: Construct the operator inference model g̃3(t) using data {g1
3 , g

2
3 , . . . , g

Nt
3 } to predict the time-

dependent core.
5: Train the branch network g̃MF

1 with input µ and low-fidelity coefficients g̃LF
1 (µ), based on low-

fidelity GCA-ROM data {ũGCA-ROM(µi
test)}

Ntest,Ngca

i,j=1 , using the loss function Equation (11) to
enhance generalization.

6: Fine-tune the branch network g̃MF
1 with input µ and low-fidelity coefficients g̃LF

1 (µ), using the

high-fidelity solutions {uN (µi
train, t

j)}Ntrain,Nt

i,j=1 , with the loss function Equation (12).

Online Phase
Input: Parameter µ∗ ∈ P and time t∗ ∈ [0, tf ] corresponding to the solution to be predicted.
Output: Predicted solution ũMF(µ∗, t∗).

1: Compute the GCA-ROM solutions ũGCA-ROM
j (µ∗) for µ∗ ∈ P for j = 1, . . . , Ngca, and build the

predicted matrix

Sgca(µ
∗) =

[
ũGCA-ROM
1 (µ∗) | ũGCA-ROM

2 (µ∗) | · · · | ũGCA-ROM
Ngca

(µ∗)
]
.

2: Solve the minimization problem:

g̃LF
1 (µ∗) = argmin

ĉ∈Rr1

∥Sgca(µ
∗)− ĉ⊗G2 ⊗Ggca

3 ∥2 .

3: Use the branch net to predict the multi-fidelity coefficient g̃MF
1 (µ∗) with input (µ∗, g̃LF

1 (µ∗)).
4: Use the operator inference model to predict the core g̃3(t

∗).
5: Compute ũMF(µ∗, t∗) by assembling g̃MF

1 (µ∗), and predicted core g̃3(t
∗) as:

ũMF(µ∗, t∗) = g̃MF
1 (µ∗)⊗G2 ⊗ g̃3(t

∗).

In MF-TTOI-DeepONet, the multi-fidelity approximation of the original snapshot corresponding
to a new parameter µ∗ ∈ P at any given time t∗ ∈ [0, tf ] is sought as:

(10) ũMF(µ∗, t∗) = g̃MF
1 (µ∗)⊗G2 ⊗ g̃3(t

∗),

where, in analogy with the terminology of DeepONet, the branch network is used to obtain a
multi-fidelity approximation g̃MF

1 (µ) of the parameter-dependent core, while the term G2 ⊗ g̃3(t) is
considered to be the outputs of the trunk network. Specifically, the branch network providing a multi-
fidelity estimation of g1(µ), is represented as the following correction of the LF-TTOI approximation:

g̃MF
1 (µ, g̃LF

1 (µ)) = g̃LF
1 (µ) + fnn(µ),

where fnn(µ) is representing the correction, and it is modelled as a FNN with the parameter µ as
input.

To further leverage the predictions of the GCA-ROMs and fully utilize the collected high-fidelity
data, we divide the training of the branch network g̃MF

1 into two stages. In the first stage, a pre-
training strategy is employed to enhance the diversity of training samples and improve the network’s
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generalization capability. Here, the network is trained on the low-fidelity dataset {ũGCA-ROM
j (µi

test)}
Ntest,Ngca

i,j=1 ,
generated by the well-trained GCA-ROM, along with the corresponding low-fidelity coefficients for
the parameter sets Ξtest = {µi

test}
Ntest
i=1 . The loss function is defined as:

(11) LLF =
1

Ntest

Ntest∑
i=1

∥∥ũMF
(
µi

test,Tgca

)
− ũGCA-ROM

(
µi

test,Tgca

)∥∥2
2∥∥ũGCA-ROM

(
µi

test,Tgca

)∥∥2
2

,

where Tgca = [t1gca, . . . , t
Ngca
gca ] denotes the time instances associated with the GCA-ROM predictions.

In the second stage, the branch network g̃MF
1 is further fine-tuned using the high-fidelity dataset

to improve prediction accuracy. The corresponding loss function is given by:

(12) LMF =
1

Ntrain

Ntrain∑
i=1

∥∥ũMF
(
µi

train,Ttrain

)
− uN

(
µi

train,Ttrain

)∥∥2
2∥∥uN

(
µi

train,Ttrain

)∥∥2
2

,

where Ttrain = [t1, . . . , tNt ] represents the time steps in the training dataset. Thus, the collected
high-fidelity data is not only used for the TT decomposition but also reused to optimize the branch
network during training.

Compared to LF-TTOI, achieving more reliable accuracy requires training an additional operator
network during the offline phase. However, it is important to note that no extra high-fidelity data
is needed for this process.

3.3. Computational costs. Here we discuss the computational cost of the ingredients of the pro-
posed approaches. Let us start with the analysis of Algorithm 1, ignoring the cost for the training
and evaluation of the neural network, and focusing on the scalability w.r.t. the characteristic dimen-
sions of the different quantities. In the offline stage, the cost of performing TT decomposition on the
snapshot tensor Shf is O(N2

trainNhNt + r̂2N2
hNt), where r̂ = max{r1, r2}, while the cost of building

the OpInf model is O(Ntr2n̄
3). In the online stage, for any given parameter µ∗ ∈ P, the cost of

obtaining the low-fidelity coefficients g̃LF
1 (µ∗) via the optimization problem in Equation (9) is given

by O(NhNgcar
3
1). The cost of solving the least-squares problem in Equation (7) grows exponentially

with the complexity of the nonlinearity. Therefore, in this work, the OpInf model in Equation (5)
is limited to polynomial nonlinear terms of order no greater than L = 2. As an example, by taking
a second-order nonlinear model, the OpInf cost is O(r2n2) for each step, while the cost for the
high-fidelity reconstruction ũLF(µ∗, t∗) is O(Nhr̂

2).
As concerns the multi-fidelity strategy presented in Algorithm 2, during the offline stage, it

requires an additional step to collect low-fidelity coefficients {g̃LF
1 (µi

train)}
Ntrain
i=1 , whose computational

cost is given by O(NtrainNhNgcar
3
1), and train the branch network g̃MF

1 (µ).

4. Numerical results

In this section, we analyze the performance of the proposed methods on three benchmark prob-
lems: heat conduction in a thermal block, advection-diffusion problem in a square domain with a
square obstacle, and the Navier-Stokes system, and compare the proposed method with the perfor-
mance of the original GCA-ROM approach and several state-of-the-art techniques. The datasets
are generated using the open-source tools FEniCS [62] and RBniCS [77]. For the error analysis, we
define the relative error of the different methods for a given parameter µ ∈ P and time t ∈ [0, tf ] as

ε□(µ, t) =
∥uN (µ, t)− ũ□(µ, t)∥2

∥uN (µ, t)∥2
,

the mean relative error over the testing parameter set Ξtest as

ε̄□(t) =
1

Ntest

Ntest∑
i=1

ε□(µ
i
test, t),
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the mean relative error over the time domain Ttest = {t1test, · · · , t
Ns
test} ∈ [0, tf ] as

ε̄□(µ) =
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

ε□(µ, t
i
test),

and the global mean relative error over the test parameter-time domain as

¯̄ε□ =
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

ε̄□(t
i
test),

where □ ∈ {MF,LF}, and ũ□(µ, t) represents the solution predicted by the corresponding model
MF-TTOI-DeepONet or LF-TTOI. The TT decomposition for all the benchmarks is performed
with a tolerance εTT = 10−8. Table 1 shows the time intervals Ttrain and Ttest, which are uniformly
discretized with the specified step sizes, and the selected time instances Tgca for the GCA-ROM
method for each benchmark problem.

Application step size Ttrain Ttest Tgca

Heat conduction 0.05 [0, 1] [0, 3] [0.05, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1]
Advection-diffusion 0.02 [0, 1.5] [0, 2] [0.02, 0.38, 0.76, 1.12, 1.5]

Navier-Stokes cylinder 0.01 [0, 4.49] [0, 6] [0.01, 2.25, 4.49]
Navier-Stokes rectangle 0.01 [0, 0.75] [0, 1] [0.01, 0.13, 0.25, 0.38, 0.5, 0.62, 0.75]

Table 1. The information of Ttrain, Tgca and Ttest for the different benchmarks.

4.1. Heat conduction in a thermal block. To illustrate the proposed methods, we first consider
a time-dependent heat conduction problem in a square domain Ω = [−1, 1]2 in Figure 4.

Γbase

Γside

Γtop

Γside

Ω1

Ω2

κ = 1

κ = µ0

r0

Figure 4. Geometrical setup of the heat conductivity problem.

The domain is divided into two subdomains, a disk Ω1 centered at the origin with radius r0 = 0.5,
and its surrounding area Ω2 = Ω/Ω1. The temperature field u(t;µ) is governed by a parameterized
parabolic PDE, where the parameter vector µ = (µ0, µ1) ∈ P = [0.1, 10] × [−1, 1] contains the
thermal conductivity κ in Ω and the heat flux over the bottom boundary Γbase.

The governing equation, along with boundary and initial conditions, is expressed as:

∂u
∂t −∇ ·

(
κµ0

∇u
)
= 0, in Ω× (0, tf ],

u(x, 0;µ) = 0, in Ω,

u(x, t;µ) = 0, on Γtop × (0, tf ],

κµ0
∇u · n = 0, on Γside × (0, tf ],

κµ0∇u · n = µ1, on Γbase × (0, tf ],
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where κµ0 represents the thermal conductivity, defined as κµ0 = 1Ω2 +µ01Ω1 , where 1Ω1 and 1Ω2 are
the indicator functions for the two subdomains, and n denotes the outer normal to the boundaries
Γside and Γbase.

To generate the high-fidelity snapshots, we utilize the FE method with P1 elements, resulting
in Nh = 304 degrees of freedom. We employ the backward Euler method with a time step size
∆t = 0.05 to simulate the dynamics up to tf = 3. Finally, the parametric dataset Ξ consists
of Nµ = 100 parameters corresponding to 10 equispaced parameter samples in each dimension.
By setting rt = 50%, a set of Ntrain = 50 randomly selected parameter values Ξtrain and the
corresponding solutions are used for training, while the remaining snapshots are used to build the
test dataset Ξtest.

𝜀ୋ̅େ୅ିୖ୓୑ሺ𝑡ሻ

Figure 5. Error ε̄GCA-ROM(t) of the plain GCA-ROM on test parameter set.

We begin by illustrating the performance of GCA-ROM on time-dependent problems, where t is
treated as an additional parameter. Figure 5 shows the error ε̄GCA-ROM(t) of GCA-ROM on the test
parameter set. It can be observed that, as expected, the errors increase rapidly outside the training
time range [0, 1], thus exhibiting bad prediction capabilities in the extrapolation regime due to the
lack of temporal causality. In Figure 6, we depict the absolute error of GCA-ROM at different time
instances [µ, t] = [0.1,−1, 0.5] and [µ, t] = [0.1,−1, 3], from where it can be seen that the behavior
of the error. This corroborates the thesis that, considering time as a simple parameter within these
architectures, only allows to learn already observed patterns and correlations in the dataset, without
really learning the underlying dynamics and the existing causality between subsequent snapshots.
Moreover, we remark that both tricky initial conditions and fast changes in time of the dynamics
could potentially jeopardize the learned surrogate model, as it can be seen already with this simple
benchmark even within the training time range.

To overcome the limitations of the plain GCA-ROM, the introduced methods exploit OpInf to
learn the dynamics. Using the same training data, truncated via TT decomposition with ranks
r1 = 7 and r2 = 11 for parameter and time respectively, we evaluate the effectiveness of both
LF-TTOI and MF-TTOI-DeepONet approaches. The left plot in Figure 7 shows the mean relative
error ε̄□(t) on test parameter space Ξtest and a comparison with the different techniques when
choosing Ngca = 6. For both proposed approaches, we observed a completely different behavior of
the errors than the plain GCA-ROM approach. It can be seen that, by decoupling the temporal and
parametric influence, the LF-TTOI and MF-TTOI-DeepONet methodologies are able to obtain good
approximations for both the training and extrapolation time ranges, providing accurate predictions
with relative errors on the order of 10−3.

We now test the effect of the number of GCA-ROM surrogates in time on the accuracy of proposed
methods. The right plot of Figure 7 shows the variation of the errors ¯̄εLF and ¯̄εMF w.r.t. the number
of GCA-ROMs Ngca. We start by noticing that increasing the number of GCA-ROMs helps in
reducing the error as expected, until reaching a certain threshold, that is Ngca > 6, after which
we observe a saturation of the error itself indicating that ¯̄εLF and ¯̄εMF are not benefiting from
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Absolute error for 𝝁, 𝑡 ൌ ሾ0.1,െ1, 0.5ሿ Absolute error for 𝝁, 𝑡 ൌ ሾ0.1,െ1, 3ሿ

Figure 6. Absolute errors of the plain GCA-ROM at time instances t = 0.5 and
t = 3 for µ = [0.1,−1].

the additional information, i.e. the dynamics is correctly resolved while more knowledge about the
parametric variability could be needed.

𝜀̿𝜀 ̅ ሺ𝑡ሻ

Figure 7. Heat conduction problem. Left: Mean relative error ε̄□(t) of different
methods on test parameters over the entire time domain. The vertical line at t = 1
denotes the extrapolation regime. Right: Mean relative error ¯̄ε□ when exploiting a
different number of GCA-ROMs Ngca.

Surprisingly, even with two GCA-ROMs, the LF-TTOI is capable of achieving satisfactory preci-
sion, exploiting the spatio-temporal core to enhance the performance in comparison to GCA-ROM.
The MF-TTOI-DeepONet, which demonstrates optimal performance across all time points, indicates
that the integration of a branch network further enhances predictive accuracy. This is attributed
to the fact that, compared to LF-TTOI, MF-TTOI-DeepONet incorporates a FNN to model the
residual between the low-fidelity parameter core computed by LF-TTOI and the high-fidelity pa-
rameter core. This residual learning strategy leverages high-fidelity snapshots to compensate for the
limitations of LF-TTOI and improve the overall accuracy.

Figure 8 illustrates the timed-averaged relative error ε̄□(µ) distribution in the parametric space. It
can be observed that MF-TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI have globally a similar behavior, however,
the LF-TTOI exhibits a larger maximum error in the boundary of the parametric space. This further
confirms that enriching the information by augmenting the data with surrogates allows DeepONet
to learn better the evolution for all parametric instances. Finally, to evaluate the effectiveness of
the proposed methods, Figure 9 presents the reference solution and the corresponding error fields
of MF-TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI in the spatial domain at final time t = 3 for the snapshot
with the largest relative error corresponding to (µ1, µ2) = (1.2,−0.1). The error magnitude is of
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order 10−3, confirming the ability of both strategies to achieve accurate generalization, even for
parameters outside the training set and in the extrapolation regime.

𝜀୑̅୊ሺ𝝁ሻ 𝜀୐̅୊ሺ𝝁ሻ

Figure 8. Heat conduction problem. Mean relative errors ε̄MF(µ) for MF-TTOI-
DeepONet (left) and ε̄LF(µ) for LF-TTOI (right) on the dataset Ξ. Red markers
corresponds to the parameters in the testing set Ξtest.

Error field MF Error field LFSolution field

Figure 9. Heat conduction problem. From left to right, we depict the high-fidelity
solution, and the MF and LF error fields at (µ1, µ2, t) = (1.2,−0.1, 3).

4.2. Advection-diffusion problem in a square domain with a moving obstacle. With this
second benchmark, we aim at considering a benchmark which actually requires the graph-based
architecture due to the more complex and parameterized geometry. Let us consider an advection-
diffusion problem in a two-dimensional square domain with a parameterized moving square obstacle
C(µ) with a side length of 0.3, so that the computational domain is given by Ω(µ) = [0, 1]2 \C(µ),
with C(µ) = [µ0, µ0 + 0.3]× [µ1, µ1 + 0.3], depicted in Figure 10.

The physical phenomenon is described by the following governing equation with proper boundary
conditions: 

∂u
∂t −D∆u+ b · ∇u = 0 in Ω(µ)× (0, tf ],

u(x, y) = (x− 1)2 + (y − 1)2 on ∂Ω(µ)× (0, tf ],

u(x, y, 0) = (x− 1)2 + (y − 1)2 in Ω(µ),

where we set tf = 2, the diffusion coefficient D = 0.1, the advection vector field b(t) = [1− t, 1− t]⊤,
and we parameterized the position of the obstacle’s center as µ = [cx, cy] ∈ P = [0.1, 0.6]2.

The high-fidelity model is obtained using the FE method with P1 elements for spatial discretization
and the backward Euler method for time integration. The simulations are performed with a time step
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Ω(µ)

C(µ)

(µ0, µ1)

Figure 10. Geometrical setup of the advection-diffusion problem.

∆t = 0.02, resulting in Ns = 101 temporal snapshots per simulation. For this study, we collected
a dataset comprising Nµ = 100 simulations, considering different obstacle positions, with a total of
Nh = 3159 mesh nodes is collected. The dataset is split into a training set of Ntrain = 30 simulations
and a testing set of Ntest = 70 simulations.

A comparison between GCA-ROM, LF-TTOI and MF-TTOI-DeepONet approaches with Ngca =
5 in terms of mean relative error ε̄□(t) is illustrated in the left plot of Figure 11, where the reduced
ranks are given by r1 = 30 and r2 = 21. We can observe that MF-TTOI-DeepONet achieves the
best precision on average among the methods, relying on the additional surrogate information to
outperform other strategies in the whole time domain. Indeed, incorporating the branch net and
learning the residual between the LF-TTOI and the true solution, results in enhanced accuracy.

By varying the amount of GCA-ROM trainings for fixed time instances, i.e. Ngca, we study
the behavior of the error ¯̄ε□ for MF-TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI in the right panel of Figure
11. As before, it can be observed that initially, augmenting the number of GCA-ROMs enhances
the precision of both methodologies, as a more refined temporal information is available, and until
saturation is reached due to limited precision of GCA-ROM.

𝜀̿𝜀 ̅ ሺ𝑡ሻ

Figure 11. Advection-diffusion problem. Left: Mean relative error ε̄□(t) of dif-
ferent methods on test parameters over the entire time domain. The vertical line
at t = 1.5 denotes the extrapolation regime. Right: Mean relative error ¯̄ε□ when
exploiting a different number of GCA-ROMs Ngca.

To further examine the model’s sensitivity to the parameters, Figure 12 depicts the mean relative
errors ε̄MF(µ) and ε̄LF(µ) for all parameters, additionally illustrating the position of the test samples
within the parameter space. The behavior of MF-TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI are similar, except
smaller errors are associated with MF-TTOI-DeepONet. This illustrates the advantage of employing
the NN architecture to learn the residual. Both distributions exhibit larger errors at the boundary
of the parameter domain, which is attributed to the exclusion of these points from the range of
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the training set, resulting in larger extrapolation errors. Figure 13 illustrates the solution fields
and error fields obtained by the MF-TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI at time instance t = 2 for the
parameter samples (µ1, µ2) = (0.1556, 0.10) and (µ1, µ2) = (0.6, 0.6), where both approaches provide
an accurate prediction of the solution.

𝜀୑̅୊ሺ𝝁ሻ 𝜀୐̅୊ሺ𝝁ሻ

Figure 12. Advection-diffusion problem. Mean relative errors ε̄MF(µ) for MF-
TTOI-DeepONet (left) and ε̄LF(µ) for LF-TTOI (right) on the dataset Ξ. Red
markers corresponds to the parameters in the testing set Ξtest.

Solution field Error field MF Error field LF

Figure 13. Advection-diffusion problem. The high-fidelity solution, and the MF-
TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI error fields. Top: (µ1, µ2, t) = (0.1556, 0.1, 2). Bot-
tom: (µ1, µ2, t) = (0.6, 0.6, 2).

4.3. Navier-Stokes equations with vortex shedding phenomena. Finally, in this section, we
consider the unsteady Navier-Stokes equations in a two-dimensional domain with an obstacle, which
describe the evolution of the velocity and pressure fields of an incompressible, viscous fluid. This
problem represents an important benchmark in the field of Computational Fluid Dynamics, whose
governing equations are given by the following system with proper initial and boundary conditions:
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

∂u

∂t
− ν∇2u+ (u · ∇)u+∇p = 0, in Ω(µ)× (0, tf ],

∇ · u = 0, in Ω(µ)× (0, tf ],

u = 1.5
[
4y(0.41−y)

0.412 , 0
]⊤

, on Γin × (0, tf ],

u = 0, on Γw × (0, tf ],

u = u0, in Ω(µ)× {0},

ν
∂u

∂n
− pn = 0, on Γout × (0, tf ],

where u denotes the velocity field, p represents the pressure field, and n is the unit outward normal
vector, Γin is the inflow boundary, Γw the no-slip wall boundary, and Γout outflow boundary.

Starting from this formulation, in order to conduct a comprehensive investigation of the phe-
nomenon and evaluate the approximation properties of the proposed strategies, we consider two
configurations of the parameterized problem, respectively focusing on the transition between dif-
ferent flow regimes and the shape of the obstacle. We report now the main features of the two
benchmarks of interest:

• Case 1 (cylinder): The obstacle is a circular cylinder, as shown in Figure 14 (left). Since we
want to investigate the behavior of the methodology when considering advection-dominated
phenomena, i.e. flows characterized by high values of the Reynolds number, we consider, as
a single parameter, the kinematic viscosity ν varying within the range [3× 10−4, 3× 10−3].
This corresponds to a Reynolds number Re ∈ [33, 330], which is sufficient to observe the
transition between different flow regimes.

• Case 2 (rectangle): The obstacle is a rectangle centered at (0.4, 0.205), parameterized
by its width µ1 ∈ [0.02, 0.2] and height µ2 ∈ [0.02, 0.2], as illustrated in the right of Figure
14. In this setting, the kinematic viscosity is fixed at ν = 0.0005, and we aim at revisiting
the flow past cylinder benchmark by including a (simple) geometric parametrization of the
polygonal obstacle. This could provide interest insights when investigating the lift and drag
properties of some shapes immersed in a fluid, or in the field of Optimal Control Problems,
when searching for an optimal shape of the obstacle.

Ω

Γ௪

Γ௪

Γ௢௨௧Γ௜௡

(0,0.41)

(0,0) (2.5,0)

(2.5,0.41)

𝜇ଵ

𝜇ଶΩ

Γ௪

Γ௪

Γ௢௨௧Γ௜௡

(0,0.41)

(0,0) (2.5,0)

(2.5,0.41)

Figure 14. Geometrical setup of the unsteady Navier-Stokes problem.

4.3.1. Case 1: cylindrical obstacle. We utilize the FE method with mixed Taylor-Hood P2 − P1

elements as the high-fidelity model. The discretization of the spatial domain results in Nh = 5017
degrees of freedom, while the time derivative approximated by the backward finite difference with
a time step ∆t = 0.01 up to a final time tf = 6. The high-fidelity dataset is generated by selecting
20 log-equispaced sample points for µ = ν ∈ P = [3 × 10−4, 3 × 10−3], with Ntrain = 16 randomly
selected parameter values used as the training set. By performing TT decomposition, the TT ranks
of are r1 = 15 and r2 = 448, respectively for the parametric and time dependency, highlighting
the complexity of the dynamics transitioning between different states. The goal is to predict the
magnitude velocity |u(µ, t)|, extrapolating in time, for different values of the kinematic viscosity
µ ∈ P and in the time domain t ∈ [0, tf ].
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The left plot in Figure 15 presents the mean relative test error ε̄□(t) for all test parameters over
time when the number of GCA-ROMs is fixed at 3. MF-TTOI-DeepONet performs a little better
than LF-TTOI, especially within the training time range. This shows that within the training range
time, the branch network can learn the residual between the true solution and the LF-TTOI solution,
capable to outperform the other approaches training time range. However, the error associated with
OpInf becomes the dominant factor, resulting in a similar level of accuracy for the MF-TTOI-
DeepONet and LF-TTOI methods.

The trend observed in previous investigations is confirmed by the mean relative error ¯̄ε□ presented
in the right plot of Figure 15, which demonstrates that a relatively small number of GCA-ROMs Ngca

is sufficient to provide parameter dependence information, with the selected GCA-ROMs distributed
across the entire training time range. We can observe a more pronounced error increase in the
extrapolation regime for both strategies w.r.t. the previous benchmarks, but we remark this is
mostly due to the limited amount of snapshots data computed and the complexity of the phenomena
involved.

𝜀̿𝜀 ̅ ሺ𝑡ሻ 𝜀̿𝜀 ̅ ሺ𝑡ሻ

Figure 15. Navier-Stokes problem for Case 1. Left: Mean relative error ε̄□(t) of
different methods over the entire time domain. The vertical line at t = 4.49 denotes
the extrapolation regime. Right: Mean relative error ¯̄ε□ when exploiting a different
number of GCA-ROMs Ngca.

Similarly, we report in Figure 16 the relative errors of MF-TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI for the
whole time-domain. It can be observed that the errors are concentrated in regions where the viscosity
coefficient is relatively low, i.e. where convection dominates diffusive phenomena and linear reduction
fails to accurately compress the dynamics. The plot also highlights that, with a sufficient amount
of sampled data in specific regions of the parametric domain, e.g. viscosity values of order 10−3, the
extrapolation predictions in time provide remarkable accuracy even for advection-dominated flows.

Additionally, we examined the reference solutions, the predicted fields, and their error fields at
time t = 6 for two different values of the viscosity, µ = 3.387 × 10−4 and µ = 2.086 × 10−3, as
illustrated in Figure 17. The results demonstrate that the proposed method achieves satisfactory
accuracy in capturing the solution characteristics for different flow regimes.

4.3.2. Case 2: parameterized rectangular obstacle. For this benchmark, the high-fidelity solutions
are computed using the same method as in Section 4.3.1, except with a spatial discretization of
Nh = 5424 and a final simulation time tf = 1. A total of Nµ = 25 parameter values are sampled
through a uniform grid in the parametric space P = [0.02, 0.2]2. We randomly select Ntrain = 20
parameter samples for training, while the remaining ones are used for testing, and the training time
interval is set to [0, 0.75], the tensor train ranks in this setting are given by r1 = 20 and r2 = 76,
denoting, as expected, a more complex parametrization and an easier dynamical evolution.

By selecting Ngca = 7, we show the mean relative errors ε̄□(t) of LF-TTOI and MF-TTOI-
DeepONet in the left panel of Figure 18. The results show that MF-TTOI-DeepONet consistently
outperforms LF-TTOI across all time instances, achieving a maximum mean relative error of order
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Figure 16. Navier-Stokes problem for Case 1. Mean relative error εMF(µ, t) for
MF-TTOI-DeepONet (left) and εLF(µ, t) for LF-TTOI (right). Red markers corre-
sponds to the parameters in the testing set Ξtest.

ሾ𝜇, 𝑡ሿ  ൌ  ሾ3.387 ൈ 10ିସ, 6ሿ ሾ𝜇, 𝑡ሿ  ൌ  ሾ2.086 ൈ 10ିଷ, 6ሿ

Figure 17. Navier-Stokes problem for Case 1. From top to bottom, we depict the
high-fidelity solutions, the MF prediction fields and the error fields at the final time
for different parameter samples.

4× 10−2. Once again, we depict in the right panel of Figure 18 the impact of the number of GCA-
ROMs on model accuracy, for LF-TTOI and MF-TTOI-DeepONet, by means of the mean relative
errors ¯̄ε□.

It can be observed that the proposed method achieves a satisfactory approximation already with
as few as three GCA-ROMs, stagnating due to the error from GCA-ROM and OpInf time prediction,
and from the lack of many additional test parameters to augment the information and benefit from
the two-stage strategy.

To examine the predictive performance of the model with respect to different parameter values,
we plotted the time-averaged relative errors ε̄□(µ) for various parameters in Figure 19. The perfor-
mance of LF-TTOI and MF-TTOI-DeepONet appears largely similar across geometric parameters,
with MF-TTOI-DeepONet exhibiting higher accuracy, as expected. The error distribution further
indicates that the model is more sensitive to the geometrical parameter µ2, which creates very
different flow behaviors between the obstacle and the walls.

To provide a more detailed analysis, we selected four distinct parameter sets that comprehen-
sively illustrate how the solution varies with parameter changes, and visualized both the reference
solutions at the final time step and the corresponding predictions from the MF-TTOI-DeepONet in
Figure 20. The spatial distribution confirms that the proposed model effectively captures the spatial
characteristics of the solution across different parameter settings.
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𝜀̿𝜀 ̅ ሺ𝑡ሻ

Figure 18. Navier-Stokes problem for Case 2. Left: Mean relative error ε̄□(t) of
different methods over the entire time domain. The vertical line at t = 0.75 denotes
the extrapolation regime. Right: Mean relative error ¯̄ε□ when exploiting a different
number of GCA-ROMs Ngca.

𝜀୑̅୊ሺ𝝁ሻ 𝜀୐̅୊ሺ𝝁ሻ

Figure 19. Navier-Stokes problem for Case 2. Mean relative errors ε̄MF(µ) for
MF-TTOI-DeepONet (left) and ε̄LF(t) for LF-TTOI (right) on the dataset Ξ. Red
markers corresponds to the parameters in the testing set Ξtest.

4.4. A comprehensive comparative study on extrapolation and methodologies. In this
section, we evaluate the performance of the proposed methods across different extrapolation regimes,
i.e. training time ranges, by computing the mean relative errors of each method, as presented in Table
2. We remark that we do not focus on selecting the optimal GCA-ROM for each case. Instead, we
consistently used the same number of GCA-ROM models in all time range, so the performance
of the proposed models may not necessarily be optimal. Our primary focus is on evaluating the
applicability of the proposed models for longer time predictions, when only a limited amount of
training data is available. The results show that in the initial stages, the error of the proposed
methods decreases significantly as the training time range increases and then gradually stabilizes.
This phenomenon can be explained by the fact that when the training time range is short and
the prediction horizon is long, the OpInf model fails to adequately capture the system’s temporal
evolution, and such error dominates the one of the whole architecture. As the training time range
increases, the accuracy of the OpInf model improves, leading to a substantial reduction in the overall
error. However, further extending the training time range does not result in additional improvement
because the estimation accuracy of the parameter coefficients becomes the primary limiting factor,
and parameter estimation errors dominate at this stage.
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Prediction of MFSolution field

ሾ𝜇ଵ,𝜇ଶሿ  ൌ  ሾ0.155, 0.065ሿ

ሾ𝜇ଵ,𝜇ଶሿ  ൌ  ሾ0.020,0.065ሿ

ሾ𝜇ଵ,𝜇ଶሿ  ൌ  ሾ0.155, 0.065ሿ

ሾ𝜇ଵ,𝜇ଶሿ  ൌ  ሾ0.020,0.065ሿ

ሾ𝜇ଵ,𝜇ଶሿ  ൌ  ሾ0.065, 0.020ሿ ሾ𝜇ଵ,𝜇ଶሿ  ൌ  ሾ0.065, 0.020ሿ

ሾ𝜇ଵ,𝜇ଶሿ  ൌ  ሾ0.155, 0.155ሿ ሾ𝜇ଵ,𝜇ଶሿ  ൌ  ሾ0.155, 0.155ሿ
Figure 20. Navier-Stokes problem for Case 2. From left to right, we depict the
high-fidelity solutions and the MF prediction fields at time t = 1 for different pa-
rameter samples.

Application Method [0, 1
4 tf ] [0, 1

2 tf ] [0, 3
4 tf ] [0, tf ]

Heat
MF 1.07× 10−1 6.07× 10−3 6.26× 10−3 6.46× 10−3

LF 1.14× 10−1 7.35× 10−3 7.53× 10−3 8.37× 10−3

Advection-diffusion
MF 1.07× 10−1 1.29× 10−2 2.38× 10−3 2.35× 10−3

LF 1.08× 10−1 1.38× 10−2 3.24× 10−3 3.24× 10−3

Navier-Stokes Case1
MF 2.36× 100 7.59× 10−2 1.46× 10−2 1.60× 10−2

LF 2.37× 100 7.68× 10−2 1.59× 10−2 1.66× 10−2

Navier-Stokes Case2
MF 6.48× 10−2 2.97× 10−2 1.73× 10−2 1.67× 10−2

LF 6.52× 10−2 3.06× 10−2 1.99× 10−2 1.86× 10−2

Table 2. The mean relative errors of different training time ranges for the MF-
TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI.

Moreover, we compare the proposed methods with non-intrusive state-of-the-art reduced-order
approaches: (i) POD-Proj, projecting high-dimensional snapshots onto a POD basis subspace as the
optimal linear approximation; (ii) POD-NN [41], which employs neural networks to map parameters
to projection coefficients for nonlinear dynamics; and (iii) MeshGraphNets [57], that operates directly
on parameterized mesh graphs, using both geometry and current state as input to predict future
states. By setting the energy threshold for the POD to 10−8, consistently with the TT decomposition
of the previous analysis, the number of reduced-basis of the POD-based methods for Examples 4.1,
4.2 and the two cases of 4.3 are 11, 82, 350 and 295 respectively.

As concerns MeshGraphNets, since the methodology consists of an autoregressive approach, it is
particularly well suited for predicting dynamics defined on complex unstructured grids. Despite this,
the original version is not particularly efficient to treat physically parameterized problems, since the
input only includes the current state along with mesh information but no parameter vectors.

For this reason, we compare MeshGraphNets only to the “purely geometrical” benchmarks pre-
sented above, the advection-diffusion problem in Section 4.2 and the Navier-Stokes problems with
rectangular obstacle in Section 4.3.2. Table 3 the accuracy of the different methodologies when using
the same set of snapshots. The table shows that, as expected, when a sufficiently large number of
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bases is selected the best linear projection error (not useful for online prediction) outperforms all
strategies, but a simple regression task based on such basis to recover the reduced coefficients via
Neural Network do not provide accurate results.

For all benchmark problems, the errors of MF-TTOI-DeepONet and LF-TTOI are significantly
lower than those of the POD-NN method, with MF-TTOI-DeepONet demonstrating an improvement
of the accuracy. For the simple heat conduction problem, the POD-NN method struggled to produce
accurate estimates due to the insufficient temporal training data. However, both LF-TTOI and MF-
TTOI-DeepONet achieved high accuracy, benefiting from the OpInf method’s ability to effectively
capture the system’s temporal evolution. Furthermore, for more complex problems, the proposed
methods maintained superior performance, attributed to the excellent performance of GCA-ROM
with limited training parameters and the extrapolation capability of the OpInf approach.

From the comparison with MeshGraphNets models, we can observe that, for both advection-
diffusion and Navier-Stokes problems, the existing training data was not sufficiently big to train an
accurate surrogate model, demonstrating the potentiality of our strategy to be data-efficient while
capable of accurately predicting extrapolation results.

Application POD-Proj POD-NN LF-TTOI MF-TTOI-DeepONet MeshGraphNets

Heat 1.50× 10−4 2.22× 10−1 8.78× 10−3 7.63× 10−3 –
Advection-diffusion 5.69× 10−3 8.33× 10−2 4.15× 10−3 2.51× 10−3 4.09× 10−1

Navier-Stokes Case 1 4.50× 10−4 5.28× 10−2 1.54× 10−2 1.38× 10−2 –
Navier-Stokes Case 2 2.47× 10−3 8.64× 10−2 1.99× 10−2 1.73× 10−2 2.12× 10−1

Table 3. The mean relative errors for different techniques on the benchmark problems.

5. Conclusion

This work first introduces a novel data-driven reduced-order modeling approach for parameterized
time-dependent PDEs, LF-TTOI, integrating GCA-ROM and Operator Inference for parameter and
time reduction in a comprehensive framework enabled by Tensor Train decomposition. In the offline
stage, the high-fidelity snapshots are approximated as tensor products of parametric, spatial, and
temporal components by performing the TT decomposition on the collected snapshot tensor. OpInf
learns the temporal behavior of the system from the time-dependent data in order to provide long-
term predictions on the future evolution of the time cores. Several parameterized GCA-ROMs at
fixed times are trained to provide parameter-dependent information on the cores. In the online stage,
OpInf is used to estimate the cores at the new time, while the cores at the new parameters can be
computed by minimizing the error between the prediction of the GCA-ROMs at the new parameters
and the low-rank approximation. In addition, we developed a multi-fidelity modeling framework,
MF-TTOI-DeepONet, in which the combination of temporal and spatial cores corresponds to the
trunk net. The branch net is used to predict the parameter cores, and the residual learning is
performed by adding the coefficients calculated by LF-TTOI to the input to further improve the
prediction accuracy. The predictions of GCA-ROMs and collected high-fidelity snapshots are used
to co-train the branch net.

The proposed methods are tested for complex physical scenarios with parameterized geometries
to efficiently extrapolate in-time, from heat conduction to Navier-Stokes problem via advection-
diffusion benchmark, where both physical (e.g. viscosity) and geometrical (e.g. obstacles dimen-
sion/position) parameters are treated. The numerical results demonstrate the ability of the pro-
posed strategies to achieve higher accuracy than the (causality-lacking) GCA-ROM approach only
exploiting a limited number of temporal slices, and also exhibits excellent extrapolation capability
for systems with varying parameters. Furthermore, the multi-fidelity approach outperforms the LF-
TTOI by leveraging a DeepONet structure to augment data in a multi-fidelity paradigm, enhance
parameter coefficient estimations, and achieving remarkable accuracy even in the low-data regime.
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Additionally, the frameworks introduced in this study are not confined to GCA-ROM and can be
extended to a broader range of data-driven models.

In future work, several research directions can be considered. First, we aim to investigate bench-
marks for even challenging cases, including large scale problems and high-dimensional parametric
spaces. To further reduce the computational cost of the DeepONet, adaptive sampling strategies
could be explored, optimizing the loss function using only a subset of spatial points. Second, the
integration of different discretization techniques with operator modeling will be studied to improve
the generality of the proposed methods. Interesting directions could also involve the exploitation
of the same framework but adopting novel strategies both for the parametric dependence such as
Graph Feedforward Network (GFN) [54], and the time behavior via Neural ODEs [95] and Latent
Dynamics Networks [91].
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