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ABSTRACT

Despite progress in machine learning based aerodynamic surrogates, the scarcity of large, field-
resolved datasets limits progress on accurate pointwise prediction and reproducible inverse design
for aircraft. We introduce BlendedNet++, a large-scale aerodynamic dataset and benchmark fo-
cused on blended wing body (BWB) aircraft. The dataset contains over 12,000 unique geometries,
each simulated at a single flight condition, yielding 12,490 aerodynamic results for steady RANS
CFD. For every case, we provide (i) integrated force/moment coefficients CL, CD, CM and (ii)
dense surface fields of pressure and skin friction coefficients — Cp and (Cfx , Cfy , Cfz ). Using
this dataset, we standardize a forward-surrogate benchmark to predict pointwise fields across six
model families: GraphSAGE, GraphUNet, PointNet, a coordinate Transformer (Transolver-style),
a FiLMNet (coordinate MLP with feature-wise modulation), and a Graph Neural Operator Trans-
former (GNOT). Finally, we present an inverse design task of achieving a specified lift-to-drag
ratio under fixed flight conditions, implemented via a conditional diffusion model. To assess per-
formance, we benchmark this approach against gradient-based optimization on the same surrogate
and a diffusion–optimization hybrid that first samples with the conditional diffusion model and then
further optimizes the designs.

BlendedNet++ provides a unified forward and inverse protocol with multi-model baselines, enabling
fair, reproducible comparison across architectures and optimization paradigms. We expect Blended-
Net++ to catalyze reproducible research in field-level aerodynamics and inverse design; resources
(dataset, splits, baselines, and scripts) will be released upon acceptance.
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Diffusion
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BlendedNet++: A Large-Scale Blended Wing Body Aerodynamics Dataset and Benchmark

Nomenclature

(All symbols include units where applicable; “–” denotes dimensionless.)

Aerodynamic Coefficients
CL = lift coefficient [–]
CD = drag coefficient [–]
CM = pitching-moment coefficient about nose reference [–]
Cp = surface pressure coefficient [–]
Cfx = skin-friction coefficient, streamwise component [–]
Cfy = skin-friction coefficient, spanwise component [–]
Cfz = skin-friction coefficient, vertical component [–]
L/D = lift-to-drag ratio [–]
Geometry and Coordinates
x = (x, y, z) = Cartesian coordinates on surface mesh [m]
n = (nx, ny, nz) = outward unit surface normal [–]
C1 = centerline length (reference length) [m]
C2, C3, C4 = chord lengths at planform stations [m]
C2/C1, C3/C1, C4/C1 = chord-length ratios (station-to-centerline) [–]
B1, B2, B3 = spanwise station locations measured from centerline [m]
B1/C1, B2/C1, B3/C1 = span-fraction parameters [–]
X3 = streamwise location of outboard break [m]
S1, S3 = inboard / outboard leading-edge sweep angles [deg]
y+ = non-dimensional wall distance [–]
Flight Conditions
altkft = altitude [kft]
M∞ = free-stream Mach number [–]
ReL = Reynolds number based on L = C1 [–]
α = angle of attack [deg]
Learning / Inference Variables
p ∈ R9 = planform parameter vector (B1/C1, B2/C1, B3/C1, C2/C1, C3/C1, C4/C1, S1, S3, X3/C1)
µ = conditioning vector for inverse design (altkft, log10 ReL,M∞, α, (L/D)target)

1 Introduction

Blended Wing Body (BWB) aircraft have gained significant attention as a promising next-generation configuration due
to their potential for enhanced aerodynamic efficiency and fuel economy. By integrating the fuselage and wings into a
single lifting surface, BWBs can achieve higher lift-to-drag ratios, reduced structural weight, and lower fuel consump-
tion relative to conventional tube-and-wing designs [1]. Early studies and recent assessments corroborate these ad-
vantages, reporting sizable reductions in fuel burn alongside structural benefits [1–3]. Realizing these gains, however,
demands accurate modeling of complex aerodynamics. High-fidelity CFD is a natural fit but remains computationally
intensive for large design sweeps, slowing concept iteration and constraining broad design-of-experiments [4, 5].

Why machine learning? Data-driven surrogates can approximate high-fidelity solvers at orders-of-magnitude lower
runtime, enabling rapid screening, sensitivity analysis, and inverse design under tight iteration budgets [6, 7]. Yet
surrogates trained on small or narrow datasets tend to overfit specific geometries or flight conditions and fail to gen-
eralize. This challenge is amplified for field-level prediction, where learning dense surface quantities (Cp, Cf ) is
high-dimensional and requires many unique shapes with consistent labels to capture local boundary-layer behavior
and nonlocal interactions across the airframe. Empirically, recent field-resolved works in external aerodynamics (e.g.,
DrivAerNet++) show that scaling both dataset size and physical fidelity systematically improves predictive accuracy
and out-of-distribution robustness, and reveals clear scaling behaviors in aerodynamic learning tasks [8–10]. Ro-
bust surrogates therefore require large, diverse, field-resolved datasets with standardized splits and metrics for fair
assessment and reproducibility. Because architectures encode different inductive biases such as point set, graph, trans-
former/operator, and FiLM style conditioning, robust conclusions require a standardized benchmark across model
families. We evaluate six complementary families on a shared, geometry-disjoint split to compare accuracy and scal-
ability on equal footing.
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BlendedNet2 [11] took an initial step toward addressing data scarcity with 1099 geometries and dense surface outputs
across multiple flight conditions, demonstrating that data-driven surrogates can predict pointwise pressure and skin-
friction fields with low error. Yet, broader exploration of BWB design still lacks (i) a larger, more realistic design space
with tighter parameter bounds, (ii) standardized, geometry-disjoint splits and consistent forward benchmarks across
diverse machine learning model families, and (iii) a clear, reproducible inverse-design baseline using generative AI
beyond purely gradient-based surrogates.

BlendedNet++ expands this line: 12,490 distinct BWB geometries at one flight condition each, all with integrated
coefficients and dense surface fields. We (1) document an updated, planform-centric parameterization with realistic
bounds inspired by prior work [12] and multi-fidelity practice [13–15]; (2) release geometry-disjoint splits; (3) estab-
lish a six-model forward benchmark spanning graph, point-set, coordinate-transformer, FiLM, and operator-learning
paradigms; and (4) compare a conditional diffusion model, a gradient-based optimizer, and a diffusion–optimization
hybrid that first samples diverse candidates with the conditional diffusion model and then locally optimizes them for
near-exact target lift to drag adherence.

Our contributions are the following:

• Scaled BWB dataset with surface fields. 12,490 geometries (one flight condition each) with CL, CD, CM
and dense surface Cp, (Cfx , Cfy , Cfz ), enabling field-level learning at scale.

• Realistic parameterization and standardized splits. Updated bounds and geometry-disjoint train/test splits
for fair comparison and robust generalization.

• Six-family forward benchmark. GraphSAGE, GraphUNet, PointNet, a coordinate Transformer
(Transolver-style), FiLMNet, and a Graph Neural Operator Transformer (GNOT) with unified metrics on
pointwise fields.

• Inverse-design baseline. We compare a conditional diffusion model (conditioned on flight conditions and tar-
get L/D), a gradient-based optimizer on the same surrogate and box constraints, and a diffusion–optimization
hybrid that first samples diverse candidates with the conditional diffusion model and then locally refines them
through the same gradient-based optimizer for near-exact target lift to drag adherence.

Our objective is to facilitate systematic investigation of field-level aerodynamics, to enable rigorous and standardized
model comparisons, and to provide a reproducible framework that supports future scaling and multi-condition dataset
extensions. An overview of the data pipeline, surrogate families, and inverse-design setup is shown in Fig. 1.

Table 2: Comparison of a few 3D Aircraft Aerodynamic Datasets and Case Studies

Type Name Size Aerodynamic Values Modalities BWB Open Source
CL / CD CM Pointwise Cp / Cf

Case Study

NASA BWB-450-1L [2] 1 geometry, 27 conditions ✓ ✓ ✗ Physical ✓ ✗
NASA/Boeing X-48B BWB [1] 2 geometries, 10+ conditions ✓ ✓ ✗ Physical ✓ ✗
SACCON Dataset [16] 1 geometry, 40K+ conditions ✓ ✓ ✗ Physical ✓ ✗
NASA CRM [17] (DPW [18] + ETW[19] CFD) 1 geometry ✓ ✓ ✓ Mesh, Parametric ✗ Partial*

Dataset

AircraftVerse[20] 27,714 geometries ✓ ✗ ✗ Mesh, Parametric ✗ ✓
ShapeNet Aircraft[21] 4,045 geometries ✓ ✗ ✗ Mesh, 2D images ✗ ✓
Martı́n et al. (2025) [22] 1,500 geometries, 1 condition ✓ ✓ ✗ Parametric ✓ ✗
BlendedNet 1099 geometries, ∼ 10 conditions ✓ ✓ ✓ Mesh, Parametric ✓ ✓
BlendedNet++ 12,490 geometries, 1 condition ✓ ✓ ✓ Mesh, Parametric ✓ ✓

*Select mesh files (‘.bdf‘) and structural results (‘.f06‘) are available, but full aerodynamic datasets (e.g., full CFD or wind tunnel

data) are not openly accessible.

2 Related Work

The Blended Wing Body (BWB) configuration has long been researched for improved fuel burn, lower emissions, and
reduced noise pollution. Before modern CFD matured, wind-tunnel programs and flight demonstrators (e.g., X-48)
established the aerodynamic and structural promise of BWBs, higher lift-to-drag at lower structural mass [1, 2]. With
high-fidelity analysis now routine, BWB conceptual-to-detailed design increasingly couples aerodynamics, structures,
and controls through planform parameterizations and MDO [12, 23, 24]. Nevertheless, accurately capturing BWB
flow physics early in design remains costly [25], motivating complementary data-driven surrogates that emulate high-
fidelity aerodynamics at much lower runtime.

2Dataset available at: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/VJT9EP

3

https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/VJT9EP


BlendedNet++: A Large-Scale Blended Wing Body Aerodynamics Dataset and Benchmark

Figure 1: BlendedNet++ overview: (left) geometry parameterization and meshing, (middle) surrogate benchmarks
for field-level prediction (FiLMNet, Transolver, PointNet, GraphSAGE, GraphUNet, GNOT), and (right) inverse-
design pipeline (conditional diffusion, gradient-based optimization) over the 9-D planform box. The dataset couples
integrated coefficients (CL, CD, CM ) with dense surface fields Cp and Cf for 12.490 unique BWB geometries.

Design Optimization Methods

Early BWB planform platforms enabled systematic, constraint-aware shape exploration [12, 26]. At the system level,
surveys of MDO architectures formalize coupling across disciplines and decomposition strategies [23], while gradient-
based high-fidelity shape optimization has delivered measurable BWB gains under realistic constraints [4, 24]. To
manage cost, multi-fidelity strategies trade accuracy and speed across tiers of models [13–15], using low/medium-
fidelity analyses to scout the space and selectively invoking RANS for refinement. More broadly, emerging third-
generation MDO frameworks emphasize distributed solver coupling and knowledge sharing across institutions, high-
lighting the need for standardized workflows and semantic representations to orchestrate large-scale BWB studies
[27]. These lines of work remain the gold standard for final design, but still depend on repeated expensive CFD solves,
precisely where learned surrogates can accelerate iteration and broaden design-of-experiments.

Public Datasets and Benchmarks

Public aerodynamic resources span focused case studies and broader shape corpora. Case studies include NASA BWB
and X-48 programs [1, 2], SACCON [16], and the NASA CRM across DPW/ETW campaigns [17–19]. Broader cor-
pora such as AircraftVerse [20] and ShapeNet-Aircraft [21] emphasize geometry (meshes, parametrics, or 2D images),
usually with integrated or proxy aerodynamic targets. Critically for machine learning, dense surface fields suitable for
field-level learning are rare. BlendedNet [11] addressed this gap with 1099 BWB geometries across multiple flight
conditions, releasing per-point Cp and Cf and demonstrating low field-level error with learned surrogates. Blended-
Net++ scales this line: 12,490 unique BWBs (one flight condition each), geometry-disjoint splits, and standardized
forward/inverse baselines (refer to Table 2), enabling apples-to-apples comparisons across modern surrogate families
at significantly larger scale.

Machine Learning for Aerodynamic Prediction

Machine learning (ML) is used to reduce the cost and turnaround time of aerodynamic studies. Purely physics-based
CFD can be slow and sensitive to noise and changing flight conditions, especially when exploring large design spaces
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[6, 7]. In conventional aircraft settings, researchers have used Gaussian processes and artificial neural networks to
model aerodynamic performance [7, 28–30]. Deep models such as CNNs and autoencoders handle higher-dimensional
shapes and fields, and graph neural networks (GNNs) fit naturally with mesh-like CFD data [6]. The task of predicting
dense surface fields (Cp and Cf ) from aircraft geometry and flight conditions remains less explored, largely due to
the lack of suitable datasets. Recent large-scale datasets with high-fidelity simulations, such as DrivAerNet++ [8–10],
have demonstrated that increasing both dataset size and physical fidelity is critical not only for improving predictive
accuracy and generalization, but also for systematically uncovering scaling behaviors in aerodynamic learning tasks.

To address this, recent studies argue for data-driven surrogates that emulate high-fidelity aerodynamics and speed up
early-stage design and experiment planning [6, 7, 31, 32]. For surface-field prediction (dense Cp and Cf ), six model
families are commonly used:

• Point-set models (PointNet): operate directly on unordered surface point clouds using shared MLPs and
permutation-invariant pooling. This avoids remeshing and works with irregular sampling [33].

• Local graph message passing (GraphSAGE): aggregates neighbor information on a surface graph to cap-
ture short-range aerodynamic effects with good scalability [34].

• Hierarchical graph encoders (Graph U-Net): use pooling and unpooling to combine local gradients with
global planform trends (e.g., sweep-related shocks), improving multi-scale reasoning [35].

• Operator-style transformers on graphs (GNOT): add attention and gating to graph processing so the model
can pass information across distant regions of the surface [36].

• Coordinate transformers (Transolver): tokenize geometry and physics features and apply physics-aware
global attention with near-linear complexity in node count, enabling high-resolution field prediction [37].

• Hypernetworks (FiLMNet): inject operating-point context (e.g., flight conditions and planform parameters)
via feature-wise scale and shift through the network. This simple conditioning can be applied on top of point,
graph, or transformer backbones [38].

These families differ mainly in how they represent geometry (points, graphs, or coordinates) and how they handle
long-range interactions (message passing vs. attention).

Inverse Design and Generative Modeling

Classical inverse design. Inverse aerodynamic design has a long history of gradient-based and global optimization
approaches built on CFD analyses. Gradient/adjoint methods are effective when smooth design spaces and good ini-
tializations are available, and they have been widely adopted within multidisciplinary settings for BWBs (see, e.g.,
high-fidelity shape optimization within MDO frameworks [4, 23, 24]). When objectives are rugged or multimodal,
global strategies such as evolutionary algorithms and Bayesian optimization are commonly used, often in surrogate-
assisted loops that alternate between low- and high-fidelity evaluations to manage cost [13–15]. These families em-
phasize exact constraint handling and CFD-consistent gradients, but they can be sample-intensive when the feasible
region is narrow or when designs are strongly coupled to set flight conditions.

Learning-based inverse design. More recently, machine learning has been used to accelerate inverse design. Su-
pervised regressors can map targeted performance to design variables (e.g., mission-level or geometric quantities for
BWB-type aircraft [39]), while differentiable surrogates enable gradient-based optimization instead of repeated CFD
solves (see also mesh/graph/coordinate surrogates in [6, 38, 40]). Generative models broaden this toolbox by model-
ing design distributions conditioned on goals or operating points. In 2D airfoil settings, conditional diffusion has been
shown to generate shapes that meet coefficient targets [41, 42], and subsequent work extends conditional diffusion to
flying-wing concepts across multiple flight conditions [43]. Recently, Martı́n et al. applied conditional diffusion to
the 3D BWB setting, training on a parametric dataset of 1,500 geometries and showing the ability to generate diverse,
aerodynamically valid designs directly from target CL, CD, and CM [22]. Compared to direct optimization, genera-
tive approaches naturally capture multi-modality in the inverse map (many designs achieving similar targets) and can
be combined with downstream refinement or optimization [44]. Across these trends, an emerging pattern is to pair
fast learned surrogates (for objectives and constraints) with search or generation mechanisms such as gradient-based,
Bayesian/global, or diffusion-based to navigate large, constrained aerodynamic design spaces under realistic flight
conditioning.

Limitations of Prior Work

Despite progress, publicly available BWB resources rarely provide field-resolved surface data at scale. Most offer only
integrated coefficients (CL, CD, CM ) or 2D/airfoil cases; when 3D data exist, they usually contain few geometries
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evaluated across many flight conditions, which complicates geometry dependent generalization. The work that follows
targets these gaps.

3 Dataset Generation

The data generation process for this work follows the same process as BlendedNet [11] with some changes made
to reduce the number of non-physical geometries generated as well as improvements to the simulation workflow. A
blended wing body (BWB) model was parameterically varied to create a set of geometries which are used to create
volume meshes for computational fluid dynamics (CFD). The CFD simulations yield integrated force coefficients (1D
data) as well as the distribution of pressure and skin friction coefficients across the surface of the aircraft (2D) data.
Future work may also include the 3D flow fields, but these are excluded here to balance dataset size and ease of
use/distribution.

Geometry Generation

The parameterization of the BWB is focused on planform variation. The selected parameters and ranges were inspired
by the work of Zhang et al. [12]. The airfoils chosen are fixed and informed by Trac-Pho [45].

Figure 2: Parameterization of the BWB planform.

Figure 2 illustrates the parameterization of the BWB planform. All length-based parameters are expressed as a ratio
of the vehicle centerline length, C1. This approach yields 3 chord length fractions, 3 station span fractions, the wing
streamwise location fraction, and 2 sweep angles. The summary of these parameters and their ranges can be found in
Table 3. Table 4 lists the selected airfoil for each section.

Table 3: Blended wing body planform parameter bounds
Parameter Min Max
C2/C1 0.55 0.85
C3/C1 0.18 0.28
C4/C1 0.06 0.09
B1/C1 0.10 0.20
B2/C1 0.05 0.20
B3/C1 0.35 0.70
X3/C1 0.50 0.65
S1 [◦] 40 60
S3 [◦] 20 40

The geometries are defined using the Open Vehicle Sketch Pad (OpenVSP) geometric modeling software [46]. Latin
Hypercube Sampling (LHS) was used to select parameters to cover the design space of geometries. For the training
dataset 10k geometries were generated. An additional 2.5k independently sampled geometries were created for the
test set. All geometries were exported as STEP (.stp) CAD files to feed into the meshing process.

6



BlendedNet++: A Large-Scale Blended Wing Body Aerodynamics Dataset and Benchmark

Figure 3: Representative renderings from BlendedNet++, illustrating the shape diversity across the dataset. The
variations in fuselage geometry, wing span, and overall configuration highlight the richness of aerodynamic design
space captured in the dataset.

Figure 4: Example from BlendedNet++, showing the 3D shape alongside surface flow quantities. From left to right:
baseline geometry, surface pressure coefficient (Cp), and skin-friction coefficients in the streamwise (Cfx), and vertical
(Cfz) directions.
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Table 4: Blended wing body airfoil selections
Station Airfoil

1 NACA 25118
2 NACA 25118
3 NASA SC(2)-0412
4 NACA 0012

(a) Surface mesh with coordinate axes. (b) Boundary layer extrusion along centerline.

Figure 5: Example visualization of an automatically generated computational fluid dynamics mesh.

Meshing

CFD meshes were generated using the Pointwise meshing software [47]. To facilitate the generation of over 12k
meshes, the Pointwise Glyph scripting functionality was leveraged to automate the meshing process. The surface
meshes varied between 65k and 162k cells depending on the specific geometry. Volume meshes varied between 6.5
and 11.6 million cells and contain mixed element types. Boundary layer cells were grown off the surface of the aircraft
with an initial spacing selected to maintain y+ values less than 1 in order to accurately resolve the boundary layer.
Example visualizations of a mesh can be seen in Figure 5 along with the coordinate axes used. The coordinate system
origin is located at the nose of the aircraft.

CFD Simulation

The aerodynamic data was generated using the NASA FUN3D CFD solver [48]. Steady-state simulations were run
solving the Reynolds-Averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS) equations using the Spalart-Allmaras turbulence model. A
fully resolved, viscous wall boundary condition was applied on the surface of the aircraft and a spherical farfield was
applied far from the vehicle for inflow/outflow conditions.

Flight conditions for the CFD cases were sampled using LHS over altitude, Mach number, vehicle centerline length,
and angle of attack. The ranges of these parameters as well as their sampling scheme can be seen in Table 5. These
sampled parameters allow for the calculation of the simulation inputs: Mach number, Reynolds number, temperature,
and angle of attack. Vehicle length was sampled on a log scale in order to smooth the distribution of computed
Reynolds number. Reynolds number was not sampled directly as this approach would lead to too much variation in
the effective vehicle centerline length, presenting substantial challenges in automating the mesh generation process,
specifically for boundary layer resolution. All simulations were completed for a model centerline length of 1 m to
simplify the case setup, but the results can be used to predict for the full range of vehicle lengths leveraging the
principle of flow similarity (see [49] for detailed discussion). Reference area and reference length for force and
moment non-dimensionalization were likewise set to 1 m2 and 1 m, respectively, to simplify computations. The
moment reference location is set to the nose of the vehicle, again for simplicity given the large variation of geometries
present in the dataset.

Table 5: Sampling of flight condition inputs
Parameter Sampling Range

Altitude [kft] Linear [0,40]
Mach [-] Linear [0.05,0.5]

Centerline Length [m] Log [0.1,10]
Angle of Attack [◦] Linear [-8,16]
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Results Processing

A post-processing routine was used to filter non-converged CFD simulations, collect the results of all the converged
cases, and create a VTK file for the distributed surface quantities for each case. A residual filter of 1 × 10−8 for
density and 1× 10−6 for turbulence was applied, leading to the training and test sets containing 9992 and 2498 cases,
respectively. All converged results were aggregated together to compile the geometry parameters, flight conditions,
and integrated lift, drag, and moment coefficients for each run. These scalar outputs for each case are paired with a
VTK file [50] containing the surface mesh with the distribution of pressure coefficient (Cp) as well as components of
skin friction (Cfx , Cfy , Cfz ) across the surface of the aircraft.

4 Dataset Characteristics

The dataset generation process was executed utilizing resources from the MIT Lincoln Laboratory Supercomputing
Center [51]. The breakdown of computational time per task can be found in Table 6 along with the compute resource
utilized for that task. Figure 3 illustrates representative geometries from BlendedNet++, showcasing the diversity of
fuselage shapes, wing spans, and overall configurations present in the dataset. The total dataset is roughly 60 GB
(uncompressed) where each VTK file is roughly 5 MB. An example from BlendedNet++ is shown in Figure 4, includ-
ing the baseline 3D geometry and the corresponding surface flow fields (Cp, Cfx, and Cfz). To summarize global
aerodynamic trends across the dataset, Fig. 6 visualizes key pairwise relationships.

Figure 6: Scatter plots of aerodynamic relationships: (Left) Lift coefficient (CL) vs angle of attack (α), (Center)
Drag coefficient (CD) vs Lift coefficient (CL), and (Right) Pitching moment coefficient (CM ) vs Lift coefficient (CL).
These relationships provide insights into aerodynamic performance and longitudinal stability characteristics.

Table 6: Computational cost breakdown for the dataset generation process
Task Resource Time per Case

Geometry Generation Xeon-p8 CPU 10–15 sec
Mesh Generation Xeon-p8 CPU 3–4 min

CFD Solve 2xV100 GPU 1.5 hr
2xH100 GPU 30–35 min

The dataset contains a predefined train/test split of 9992 training cases and 2498 testing cases, representing an 80/20
split. As previously stated, the geometry parameters and flight conditions were independently sampled via LHS for
each piece of the split.

Comparison to BlendedNet

The BlendedNet++ dataset introduced in this work is an improvement on the previously released BlendedNet
dataset [11]. Several enhancements to the dataset generation process distinguish this data from the previous work.
The automated meshing routine was improved leading to better quality meshes and improved convergence of the CFD
simulations. The previously defined S2 parameter has been replaced by the X3 parameter to attempt to minimize
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the number of infeasible geometries generated, specifically those where the outboard section of the wing is too far
forward on the main body. The simulated angle of attack range was narrowed from [−10, 20]◦ to [−8, 16]◦ to increase
the density of sampling for more realistic aircraft flight conditions. While BlendedNet++ contains only roughly 2.5k
more CFD cases than BlendedNet, each CFD case is for a unique geometry, increasing the diversity of the geometry
parameter space. Table 7 highlights some of these changes and contains the specific geometry and CFD case counts
between the datasets.

Table 7: Comparison between BlendedNet and BlendedNet++ datasets
Quantity BlendedNet BlendedNet++

Total Geometries 1,099 12,490
Training CFD Cases 8830 9992
Testing CFD Cases 870 2498

5 Surrogate Model Development

Why a six-model benchmark? It is often unclear which representation works best for field-level surface prediction
in aerodynamics, and reported “best model” vary by dataset, resolution, and metric [6–10]. Recent benchmark efforts
and editorials argue that progress requires common datasets, geometry-disjoint splits, and unified metrics to separate
modeling choices from data curation [52, 53]. We therefore evaluate six complementary families that cover distinct
inductive biases while keeping preprocessing minimal and comparable: point-set, local graph message passing, hierar-
chical graph encoders, operator-style transformers on graphs, coordinate transformers, and FiLM-style hypernetwork
conditioning. To isolate architectural effects, we hold inputs, losses, training budget, and evaluation protocols fixed,
and implement a shared training loop via the NeuralSolver codebase [54]. All six forward surrogates are trained on
a single NVIDIA A100 GPU with a shared early-stopping schedule and a maximum wall-clock budget of roughly 24
hours per model.

We benchmark these six forward models for pointwise prediction of Cp and Cf : PointNet, Transolver, GraphSAGE,
GraphUNet, GNOT, and FiLMNet. Except for FiLMNet, all models are implemented and trained using Neural-
Solver [54]. FiLMNet follows the BlendedNet architecture [11]. We omit the spanwise skin-friction Cfy because the
zero-sideslip, symmetric BWB setup implies near-zero integrated side force, making Cfy negligible for CL and CD
relative to Cp, Cfx , and Cfz . The dataset still includes Cfy for completeness. Full architectural choices, hyperparam-
eters, and training details are provided in the Appendix. Code and scripts will be released to ensure reproducibility.
We do not claim these configurations are globally optimal. They are controlled, representative baselines chosen to
compare inductive biases.

5.1 Feature-wise Linear Modulation (FiLMNet)

The FiLMNet predicts
ui =

[
Cp(xi, ni), Cfx(xi, ni), Cfz (xi, ni)

]
∈ R3

at each surface point i from a base MLP that takes only the pointwise geometry

si = [xi, ni ] ∈ R6,

while the layer-wise modulation is conditioned on the 12 broadcast variables

µ =
[
log10 ReL, M∞, α, B1,B2,B3,C2,C3,C4,S1, S3,X3

]
∈ R12.

Let h0 = si and hℓ be the hidden activation at layer ℓ of the base MLP. A small hypernetwork hψ maps µ to FiLM
parameters (γℓ, βℓ) per layer, and we apply FiLM as

h̃ℓ = γℓ(µ)⊙ hℓ + βℓ(µ), hℓ+1 = σ
(
Wℓh̃ℓ + bℓ

)
,

with ⊙ denoting elementwise multiplication and σ a pointwise nonlinearity. The output head maps the final activation
to ui ∈ R3.

5.2 PointNet

PointNet [33] is a deep-learning architecture that directly processes 3D point clouds by applying shared multilayer
perceptrons (MLPs) to each point and then aggregating features via a permutation-invariant operator (e.g., max pool-
ing).
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fx =
[
log10 ReL, M∞, α︸ ︷︷ ︸

3 flight conditions

, B1/C1, B2/C1, B3/C1, C2/C1, C3/C1, C4/C1, S1, S3, X3/C1︸ ︷︷ ︸
9 geometric parameters

, nx, ny, nz︸ ︷︷ ︸
surface normals

]
.

(1)

Our adaptation. Each point supplies its 3D coordinates (x, y, z) and a 15-D feature vector: the 9 planform param-
eters and 3 flight conditions (broadcast to all points) plus the 3 local surface normals (nx, ny, nz). We concatenate
coordinates and features at the input and regress (Cp, Cf ).

5.3 Transolver

Transolver introduces Physics-Attention to improve neural operators on irregular meshes by aggregating points into
physics-aware tokens and attending over tokens. It has been reported to perform competitively on irregular-mesh PDE
surrogate tasks and flow problems, with strong accuracy for long-range interactions and near-linear scaling in the
number of surface points due to efficient attention approximations [37]. It captures nonlocal coupling via attention,
works directly on point clouds without remeshing or UV parameterization, scales to high-resolution surfaces through
tokenization, and ships with a maintained open-source implementation that supports reproducibility [37]. We treat
Transolver as representative of coordinate and point–token transformer-based models for field prediction.

Our adaptation. The current Transolver implementation targets fixed PDE setups and does not adjust for varying
boundary conditions or changing geometries as inputs. Our prediction task varies both, so we condition the model
explicitly by concatenating the flight conditions and planform goemetries as additional features to every surface node.
We use the same input preparation as in Eq. (1): coordinates x ∈ RN×3 and per-point features fx ∈ RN×15 (9
planform parameters and 3 flight conditions plus the 3 local surface normals (nx, ny, nz)), concatenated at the input.
The concatenated node features are then processed by Physics-Attention so flight conditions and geometric features
inform the slice tokens.

5.4 GraphSAGE

GraphSAGE [6] adapts neighborhood aggregation to aerodynamic prediction by building dynamic k-NN graphs from
3D surface meshes and flight conditions. Each node encodes spatial coordinates (x, y, z), surface normals (nx, ny, nz),
and flight conditions (Reynolds number ReL, Mach number M∞, and angle of attack α).

Our adaptation. We sample 1024 surface points per geometry, construct graphs with k = 15 neighbors, and concate-
nate condition features at every node. Three GraphSAGE layers with 128 hidden dimensions apply mean aggregation
with residual connections, followed by layer normalization and dropout (p = 0.2). Mixed-precision training and
GPU-accelerated k-NN search ensure efficiency during large-scale experiments.

5.5 GraphUNet

GraphUNet [35] extends the U-Net architecture to graphs by hierarchically downsampling and upsampling node em-
beddings through graph pooling and unpooling layers. This structure allows the network to capture both local and
global dependencies while preserving resolution for pointwise predictions.

Our adaptation. We construct dynamic k-NN graphs (k = 20) from surface points augmented with normals and
operating conditions, using subsampled point clouds of 1024 points per geometry. The input features combine spatial
coordinates, surface normals, and flight conditions. We employ five U-Net levels with SAGE convolution layers of 128
hidden dimensions, random pooling with ratio 0.5, and skip connections for feature reuse. Layer normalization and
dropout (p = 0.2) provide regularization, and mixed-precision training is used for efficiency on large-scale datasets.

Compared to other point-cloud-based models, the graph-based architectures actually showed degraded performance
when geometric parameters were included, so we excluded them from the final training setup based on empirical
results.

5.6 GNOT (Graph Neural Operator Transformer)

GNOT [36] is a operator-learning transformer over graphs with global attention to model long-range interactions.

Our adaptation. We follow the same input preparation as in Eq. (1), providing coordinates x ∈ RN×3 and the per-
point feature vector fx ∈ RN×15, concatenated at the input. GNOT takes (x, fx) as input to predict (Cp, Cf ), using
global attention to capture nonlocal aerodynamic coupling.
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5.7 Training Objective

We predict three per-point channels: (i) pressure coefficient Cp, (ii) skin-friction in the streamwise direction Cfx , and
(iii) skin-friction in the vertical direction Cfz . We train on their normalized forms C̃ = (C − µ)/σ. For N surface
points, the loss is

L =
1

N

N∑
i=1

[( ˆ̃Cp,i − C̃p,i
)2

+
( ˆ̃Cfx,i − C̃fx,i

)2
+

( ˆ̃Cfz,i − C̃fz,i
)2]

, (2)

where hats denote predictions and tildes denote normalized targets.

6 Inverse Design via Conditional Diffusion

We pose inverse design as conditional generation p(p | µ) where p ∈ R9 lies in a box B (Table 3), and

µ =
[
altkft, log10(ReL),M∞, αdeg, (L/D)target

]
∈ R5.

A denoising diffusion model parameterizes pθ, and samples are projected onto B. Full architectural choices, hyperpa-
rameters, and training details are provided in the Appendix.

6.1 Model

We employ a residual MLP denoiser fθ that predicts additive noise ϵ̂ given a noised geometry vector xt, diffusion
timestep t, and condition µ:

ϵ̂ = fθ(xt, t, µ).

The timestep t and µ are embedded by separate linear projections and concatenated with xt; a stack of residual MLP
blocks maps to a linear head in R9 (represents the 9 geometric parameters). A cosine βt schedule defines αt = 1− βt
and the cumulative product ᾱt =

∏t
s=1 αs.

6.2 Forward (Noising) Process

The training target x0 is the normalized geometry vector. We draw noise ϵ ∼ N (0, I) and sample

q(xt | x0) = N
(√

ᾱt x0, (1− ᾱt)I
)
, xt =

√
ᾱt x0 +

√
1− ᾱt ϵ.

6.3 Training Objective

We optimize the standard noise-prediction loss

L(θ) = Ex0,µ,t,ϵ

[∥∥ϵ− fθ
(
xt, t, µ

)∥∥2
2

]
,

which is equivalent (up to constants) to a variational bound when the model predicts ϵ. Cosine βt, sinusoidal t-
embeddings, and residual MLP blocks follow common practice for conditional DDPMs.

6.4 Conditioning and Normalization

We standardize µ (with log10(ReL) as an input) using a fitted N (0, 1) scaler. Geometry parameters are scaled to
[−1, 1] during training and denormalized only at sampling.

6.5 Sampling

Given a condition µ, we first standardize it, then draw xT ∼ N (0, I) and iterate for t = T, . . . , 1:

x̂0 =
1√
ᾱt

(
xt −

√
1− ᾱt ϵ̂θ(xt, t, µ)

)
.

The reverse mean and variance are

µθ(xt, t, µ) =
βt
√
ᾱt−1

1− ᾱt
x̂0 +

(1− ᾱt−1)
√
αt

1− ᾱt
xt,

σ2
t =

βt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
.

(3)
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We then sample

xt−1 =

{
µθ(xt, t, µ) + σt z, t > 1, z ∼ N (0, I),

µθ(xt, t, µ), t = 1.

Finally, we invert the geometry scaler to obtain physical units p = denorm(x0). For each µ, we draw K = 100 i.i.d.
samples to quantify diversity and performance (Section 7.2).

7 Results and Discussion

7.1 Forward Benchmark Results

Table 8: Forward prediction errors on the unseen test set. Pointwise field metrics.
Cp Cfx Cfz

Model Params MSE MAE RelL1 RelL2 MSE MAE RelL1 RelL2 MSE MAE RelL1 RelL2
(×10−2) (%) (×10−6) (×10−3) (%) (×10−6) (×10−4) (%)

GNOT 11,496,219 9.66 17.04 61.45 39.79 22.94 2.155 57.96 38.47 13.91 12.41 65.91 41.68
GraphUNet 13,978,499 2.35 8.96 29.45 28.08 16.00 1.53 32.68 47.48 6.00 10.51 53.28 38.71
GraphSAGE 407,811 1.06 5.65 18.59 18.86 11.00 1.17 25.03 39.86 4.00 7.66 38.80 31.38
PointNet 919,107 0.974 6.541 23.59 4.01 7.95 1.683 45.28 13.32 1.94 4.94 26.24 5.81
Transolver 2,816,067 0.901 6.075 21.91 3.71 7.03 1.437 38.67 11.79 1.48 3.57 18.97 4.44
FiLMNet 795,651 0.418 2.147 7.11 1.42 6.50 0.682 14.64 9.15 1.65 3.81 19.38 4.54

Table 8 reports pointwise errors (MSE, MAE, RelL1, RelL2). The results indicate that the most pronounced differ-
ences between models occur in the Cp relative errors, where FiLMNet delivers the best performance, demonstrating
the effectiveness of lightweight feature-wise conditioning for surface pressure prediction. Transolver follows, with
reasonable accuracy that we hypothesize benefits from physics-aware attention, though it does not reach FiLMNet’s
level. PointNet performs noticeably better than graph-based approaches, capturing pressure trends more accurately
despite its simple point-set design. In contrast, GraphSAGE and GraphUNet both lag behind: GraphSAGE struggles
with higher pressure errors despite having fewer parameters, while GraphUNet’s added hierarchical complexity does
not translate into improved accuracy. GNOT performs the worst overall, suggesting that heavy operator-style trans-
formers are less suited for this dataset without additional inductive bias or larger-scale training. Overall, FiLMNet
stands out as the most accurate and efficient surrogate, with PointNet and Transolver as a strong baseline.

7.2 Inverse Design

Inverse design is posed as conditional generation of planform parameters p ∈ R9 (Table 3) given a flight condition
µ and a target lift-to-drag ratio (L/D). For each of the 2,498 test conditions, we generate 100 samples with a con-
ditional diffusion model (CDM). As a baseline, we run multi-start gradient-based optimization (“Opt”) on the same
evaluation surrogate, with 100 random initial seeds per condition and projected updates to respect bounds. A hybrid
(“CDM→Opt”) refines each CDM sample via a short local optimization pass.

We report two aspects per condition, then average across all conditions: (i) accuracy w.r.t. the L/D target using R2

(higher is better), RMSE (lower), and MAE (lower); and (ii) diversity of generated parameters using mean pairwise
distance (MPD; larger spread is better) and mean nearest-neighbor distance (MinDist; larger indicates more even
spacing) computed in standardized parameter space.
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Table 9: Inverse design results averaged over 2,498 conditions. Accuracy (left; computed w.r.t. the surrogate-predicted
L/D) and diversity (middle). Runtime (right) reports wall-clock per condition to produce 100 samples. Values are
mean ± std across conditions; R2 is computed globally across all rows. Better: R2 ↑, RMSE/MAE↓, MPD/MinDist↑.

Method Accuracy to target L/D Diversity in parameter space Runtime

R2 ↑ RMSE ↓ MAE ↓
MPD

(spread)↑
MinDist

(uniformity)↑
Time/cond

(100 samples)

CDM 0.99609 0.338 ± 0.257 0.319 ± 0.260 1.802 ± 0.523 0.621 ± 0.106 ∼ 0.3 s
Opt 0.99187 0.559 ± 0.251 0.481 ± 0.250 3.867 ± 0.106 1.806 ± 0.072 ∼ 3 s
CDM→Opt 0.99995 0.017 ± 0.045 0.016 ± 0.044 1.725 ± 0.505 0.569 ± 0.107 ∼ 0.9 s

Runtime notes: Opt uses 1000 Projected Gradient Descent (PGD) steps; CDM is forward sampling only; CDM→Opt is CDM
sampling + 200 PGD steps.

Initialization: Opt starts from 100 random seeds uniformly sampled within the planform box B defined by the bounds in Table 3;
CDM draws 100 samples using independent Gaussian noise seeds per condition. Runtimes measured on a single NVIDIA

RTX 4090 GPU.

Initialization: Opt starts from 100 random seeds uniformly sampled within the planform box B defined by the bounds in Table 3;
CDM draws 100 samples using independent Gaussian noise seeds per condition.

CDM better matches prescribed L/D targets than Opt (higher R2, lower RMSE/MAE), but explores a smaller region of design
space. In contrast, Opt is more exploratory and uniform (highest MPD and MinDist), though its target-tracking accuracy is weaker.
In terms of speed, CDM sampling is ∼10× faster than Opt per condition (about 0.3 s vs. 3 s for 100 samples), as shown in Table 9.
The hybrid CDM→Opt achieves near-perfect accuracy, but further reduces diversity (lower MPD and MinDist than both CDM and
Opt) as many seeds converge to nearby optima. To relate these refined designs to the data manifold, we additionally validate the
resulting geometries against ground-truth geometries.

Over the 2,498 test conditions, we compare each condition’s true planform to the set of generated samples (100 per condition). We
use a scale-invariant mean relative error over the 9 planform parameters

mRE(g, t) = 1
9

∑9
j=1

|gj−tj |
rangej

, rangej=maxtest pj −mintest pj .

Two key findings at a 20% mRE threshold:

• 18.39% of samples per condition match the test geometry (i.e., mRE ≤ 0.20).

• 60.89% of conditions have at least one generated sample within mRE ≤ 0.20.

These results validate the CDM→Opt procedure as effective for producing geometries close to the true test designs under the
reported tolerance. Importantly, it also shows that the inverse problem is underdetermined, that is, many distinct planforms can
satisfy the same (µ,L/D) target.

CFD validation of inverse designs

To verify that surrogate–based inverse designs remain valid under high-fidelity flow solving, we re-simulated one CDM→Opt
sample per test condition with FUN3D and compared the CFD-evaluated L/D against the surrogate’s L/D for those designs.
Across all conditions, correlation is excellent (R2 = 0.9974), supporting the functionality of the diffusion–optimization pipeline.

8 Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Work

We have presented BlendedNet++, a large-scale blended wing body (BWB) aerodynamic dataset comprising 12,490 unique ge-
ometries, each with dense surface pressure and skin-friction fields. Alongside the dataset, we introduced standardized, geometry-
disjoint splits and a forward-surrogate benchmark spanning six model families: PointNet, GraphSAGE, GraphUNet, a coordinate
transformer (Transolver), FiLMNet, and the Graph Neural Operator Transformer (GNOT). We also developed inverse-design base-
lines that include conditional diffusion, gradient-based optimization, and a diffusion–optimization hybrid, providing reproducible
methods for generating and refining candidate designs.

Limitations and design choices. (1) Single condition per geometry. We deliberately use one flight condition per geometry
to maximize geometric diversity and keep supervision scalable. In our experience, field-level surrogates gain more from breadth
of shapes than from per-geometry flight condition sweeps. Moreover, the 12.490 unique-geometry corpus—with LHS-sampled
flight variables—still provides broad coverage of the operating envelope. (2) Surface fields only. We focus on Cp and Cf over the
surface to keep storage and I/O manageable and to target the quantities most directly used for forces and moments. This precludes

2Runtimes measured on a single NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.
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Figure 7: CFD-validated inverse designs: FUN3D L/D versus surrogate-predicted L/D for one CDM→Opt sample
per condition. Overall correlation is R2 = 0.9974.

operator-learning studies on full volumetric flow fields in the current release. (3) CFD and meshing fidelity. Automated meshing
at scale can introduce variability in near-wall resolution and element quality, and steady RANS with a single turbulence model
may deviate from true flow physics for separated or highly three-dimensional regimes. These choices reflect a balance between
throughput and fidelity for a first large release.

Future directions. We see several extensions as especially impactful: (i) matched multi-condition cohorts per geometry (and
potentially unsteady/transient cases) to probe condition coupling (ii) inclusion of volumetric fields to enable operator-learning
beyond the surface (iii) curated higher-fidelity and/or experimental subsets (e.g., DES/LES or wind-tunnel comparisons) for cross-
validation (iv) richer, constrained inverse-design tasks that couple aerodynamics with structural/mission constraints and uncer-
tainty quantification and (v) community-facing leaderboards/challenge tracks on the provided splits to encourage fair, reproducible
progress.

Overall, BlendedNet++ is intended as a foundation rather than a finished endpoint: the benchmark configurations are representative
baselines (not claimed optimal), and the dataset and code are structured to support systematic scaling, ablations, and community-
driven extensions.
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A Appendix

A.1 Supplementary Dataset Distributions

Figures 8 and 9 report the distributions of the sampled variables. Figure 8 shows histograms of the normalized planform parameters
within the bounds of Table 3. Figure 9 shows the flight-condition marginals (altitude, Mach, log10 ReL, and α).

Figure 8: Distributions (counts) of normalized planform parameters for BlendedNet++. Each panel shows the marginal
histogram of a single parameter within the bounds listed in Table 3.

Figure 9: Flight-condition distributions for BlendedNet++: altitude, Mach number, Reynolds number (log-scaled on
the horizontal axis), and angle of attack.

A.2 BlendedNet vs. BlendedNet++ Comparison

A t-SNE embedding of the latent space learned by a PointNet autoencoder, trained on both datasets, is shown in Figure 10, where
each point corresponds to a geometry and is colored by dataset.
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Figure 10: t-SNE of PointNet autoencoder latent space for BlendedNet and BlendedNet++. Each point is one geome-
try.

We also visualize the flight-condition distribution to show sampling coverage across Altitude, Reynolds Number, Mach Number
and Angle of Attack (Figure 11).

Figure 11: Distribution of flight conditions using Altitude, Reynolds Number, Mach Number and Angle of Attack.

Finally, Figure 12 compares the distributions of the aerodynamic coefficients CD , CL, CM , and the efficiency ratio CL/CD .
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Figure 12: Distributions of CD, CL, CMy , and efficiency CL/CD for BlendedNet vs. BlendedNet++.

A.3 Forward Surrogate Training Details

A.3.1 Common preprocessing

We follow the default settings in the NeuralSolver library [54]. The 3 condition inputs
(
log10 ReL, M∞, α

)
are standardized

to have zero mean and unit variance. Each output channel
(
Cp, Cfx , Cfz

)
is z scored independently. During training we draw

a uniform subsample of roughly 8 × 103 surface points per geometry so that batches remain consistent across meshes. During
evaluation we use the full surface without subsampling. The training loss is a single mean squared error computed over all points
and over the 3 output channels with equal weight.

A.3.2 Optimization and schedules

All PointNet, Transolver, and GNOT models are trained with AdamW. The initial learning rate is 5 × 10−4. The weight decay is
1× 10−5. We use a One Cycle learning rate schedule that rises during the first third of training and then anneals for the remaining
steps. We do not apply gradient clipping. Mixed precision remains at the library default. We save periodic checkpoints. For test
metrics we evaluate both the checkpoint with the best validation loss and the final epoch checkpoint and we report the better of
the two for each model. Across all forward surrogate models, we train on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU with early stopping based
on validation loss (50-epoch warmup and a patience of 30 epochs), and we cap the wall-clock training budget at approximately 24
hours per model.

A.3.3 Model-specific settings

FiLMNet (ours). FiLMNet is a coordinate MLP whose hidden layers are modulated by a small hypernetwork that maps the
condition vector to per layer scale and shift. The per point input is a 6 dimensional coordinate made of 3 normalized spatial
coordinates and the local surface normal. The conditioning vector has 12 scalars that combine the standardized flight inputs with
the standardized planform parameters. The modulation network produces the FiLM scales and shifts and the base MLP has 4 hidden
layers of width 256 followed by 3 extra non modulated layers before the output head. We predict 3 channels at each surface point
namely Cp, Cfx , and Cfz . In training we keep the normalization statistics fixed from the training split. We optimize with Adam
using a constant learning rate of 5× 10−4 and a batch size of 64, following the shared early-stopping schedule described above.

PointNet (NeuralSolver). The PointNet backbone is a lightweight stack of 8 multilayer perceptron blocks with a narrow
hidden width. The network applies the same small per point MLP and then aggregates. Each point sees its 3 dimensional coordinates
together with a compact feature vector that includes the broadcasted condition and planform scalars and the local surface normal.
The default feature dimension is 15 which covers these quantities. In our runs the hidden width is 32 across the 8 layers. This
configuration is intended as a strong and fast baseline rather than a heavily tuned model. The batch size is 64, and training follows
the shared optimization and early-stopping schedule.
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Transolver (NeuralSolver). Transolver augments per point features with physics aware tokenization and attention. We use the
default medium capacity. The depth is 8 transformer style blocks. The hidden width is 256 per block. There are 8 attention heads.
We keep the library default tokenization settings. This includes the number of slices which is 32 and the reference neighborhood
size which is 8. The attention implementation follows the default Nyström style variant. The activation function is GELU. This
setting balances global context with good runtime. The batch size is 64, and training uses the same early-stopping schedule and
24-hour per-model budget as the other forward surrogates.

GNOT (NeuralSolver). GNOT is a transformer style operator on graphs that captures long range interactions on the surface.
We match the general capacity used for Transolver. The network depth is again about 8 blocks with a hidden width of 256 units and
8 attention heads. We keep the operator and attention hyperparameters at their library defaults. Inputs mirror the Transolver setup.
Each point uses its coordinates its local normal and the same compact feature vector of broadcasted scalars. The batch size is 64,
with training controlled by the shared early-stopping schedule and 24-hour budget.

GraphSAGE (NeuralSolver). GraphSAGE operates on dynamic k-NN graphs built from the surface point cloud each iter-
ation. We use three message-passing layers with a hidden width of 128, mean aggregation, and residual connections. Each point
ingests its 3D coordinates and local surface normal together with a compact broadcasted feature vector of flight and planform
scalars. Layers apply ReLU activations, layer normalization, and dropout (p = 0.2). Graphs are formed with k = 15 neighbors
and rebuilt per batch. A light pointwise MLP maps the final node embeddings to the three output channels Cp, Cfx , and Cfz . The
batch size is 32, and we used the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 5× 10−4 under the shared early-stopping schedule.

GraphUNet (NeuralSolver). GraphUNet follows a U-Net style encoder–decoder on graphs with five resolution levels. We use
SAGE convolutions with a hidden width of 128, random pooling at ratio 0.5 across the down path, and symmetric skip connections
in the up path. Edges are derived from a dynamic k-NN graph with k = 20. The batch size is 32. We used the Adam optimizer
with a learning rate of 1 × 10−3, combined with a ReduceLROnPlateau scheduler for adaptive learning rate decay, and the same
early-stopping criterion and 24-hour budget as the other forward surrogates.

Across PointNet, Transolver, GraphSAGE, GraphUNet, and GNOT we deliberately adopt the off the shelf NeuralSolver defaults.
FiLMNet follows the same preprocessing and data split. We keep optimizer choice schedule and model capacity comparable. This
design lets the comparison focus on architectural inductive bias rather than hyperparameter tuning. For test metrics across all model,
we again compare the checkpoint with the best validation loss and the final epoch checkpoint and we report the better result.

A.4 Inverse Design: Optimization & Diffusion Details

A.4.1 Conditional diffusion configuration

We train a conditional denoising model that maps a noisy geometry vector to new planform parameters under a fixed condition
vector. The condition vector contains altitude in kft, log10 ReL, free–stream Mach number M∞, angle of attack in degrees, and
the target lift to drag ratio. We standardize the condition entries to zero mean and unit variance. Geometry is the nine–dimensional
planform vector p and is mapped to the interval [−1, 1] using a symmetric min–max scaler that is fitted on the training split.
Timesteps use sinusoidal positional embeddings. The denoiser is a residual multilayer perceptron with a hidden width of 512 and
depth 6 residual blocks (ResMLP). Each block applies LayerNorm and SILU activations in the residual MLP. We used a cosine
noise schedule for βt and a standard reparameterization in the reverse process. We optimize with AdamW and match the learning
rate, batch size, and number of epochs used for the forward surrogates so that the conditioning statistics remain consistent during
training. At sampling time we draw one hundred independent Gaussian noise seeds per condition and run the full reverse process
to produce one hundred sample geometries.

A.4.2 Projected gradient descent

We implement a simple projected gradient method that operates in the standardized planform space. The objective is the squared
error between the surrogate prediction of L/D and the target value. Gradients come from the differentiable surrogate. Each update
takes a step along the negative gradient and then projects back into the feasible box by clipping each coordinate to its bound. For
the multi–start baseline we initialize one hundred seeds uniformly within the box and run a long schedule of updates. For the hybrid
we initialize from the one hundred diffusion samples and run a shorter schedule. In both cases we keep the step size fixed after a
single validation sweep and we use the same setting for all test conditions. We report the best candidate across the one hundred
trajectories for each condition. As summarized in Table 9, the Opt baseline uses one thousand projected steps per condition, and
the CDM→Opt hybrid uses two hundred projected steps per condition.

A.4.3 Projected gradient descent for the baseline optimizer

For the gradient baseline we optimize a parametric L/D surrogate with projected gradient descent in the normalized feature space.
For each test condition we draw 100 random seeds inside the box of valid planforms and we hold the flight condition features fixed
to the row values while optimizing geometry. We run 1000 gradient steps with a learning rate of 0.05 on the normalized variables.
We use plain SGD on the decision tensor without momentum. After every step we project by mapping the normalized vector back
to raw units, clipping geometry to the physical box, fixing the condition coordinates, and mapping to normalized space again.

22


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Dataset Generation
	Dataset Characteristics
	Surrogate Model Development
	Feature-wise Linear Modulation (FiLMNet)
	PointNet
	Transolver
	GraphSAGE
	GraphUNet
	GNOT (Graph Neural Operator Transformer)
	Training Objective

	Inverse Design via Conditional Diffusion
	Model
	Forward (Noising) Process
	Training Objective
	Conditioning and Normalization
	Sampling

	Results and Discussion
	Forward Benchmark Results
	Inverse Design 

	Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Work
	Appendix
	Supplementary Dataset Distributions
	BlendedNet vs. BlendedNet++ Comparison
	Forward Surrogate Training Details
	Common preprocessing
	Optimization and schedules
	Model-specific settings

	Inverse Design: Optimization & Diffusion Details
	Conditional diffusion configuration
	Projected gradient descent
	Projected gradient descent for the baseline optimizer



