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Abstract

In component shape optimization, the component properties are often eval-

uated by computationally expensive simulations. Such optimization becomes

unfeasible when it is focused on a global search requiring thousands of simu-

lations to be evaluated. Here, we present a viable global shape optimization

methodology based on multi-objective evolutionary algorithms accelerated by

deep neural networks (DNNs). Our methodology alternates between evaluating

simulations and utilizing the generated data to train DNNs with various archi-

tectures. When a suitable DNN architecture is identified, the DNN replaces

the simulation in the rest of the global search. Our methodology was tested

on five ZDT benchmark functions, showing itself at the level of and sometimes

more flexible than other state-of-the-art acceleration approaches. Then, it was

applied to a real-life optimization problem, namely the shape optimization of a

single-phase ejector. Compared with a non-accelerated methodology, ours was

able to save weeks of CPU time in solving this problem. To experimentally

confirm the performance of the optimized ejector shapes, four of them were 3D

printed and tested on the lab scale confirming the predicted performance. This
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suggests that our methodology could be used for acceleration of other real-life

shape optimization problems.

Keywords: multi-objective optimization, evolutionary algorithms, deep neural

networks, computational fluid dynamics, ejector

1. Introduction

With ongoing technological advances, especially in 3D printing, device com-

ponents of almost arbitrary shapes can be manufactured. Consequently, the

design of the components can be tailored to a specific application, stimulating

the development and utilization of various shape optimization methods. For

components in contact with a fluid in motion, such as aircrafts, cars, or tur-

bomachines, shape optimization methods are mostly backed by computational

fluid dynamics (CFD) to evaluate component properties [1, 2]. However, CFD

simulations of real-life problems are costly, limiting the viability of CFD-based

shape optimization methods [3].

One viable option to shape optimization is to use gradient-based methods

(GBMs), such as the sparse nonlinear optimizer [4] or the globally convergent

method of moving asymptotes [5]. These GBMs are well recognized for their

computational efficiency, even when handling hundreds of design variables [6].

When provided with a good enough starting point, they are well suited to find

locally optimal solutions. However, they may struggle to find the global opti-

mum [1].

Another optimization approach builds on stochastic (gradient-free) methods

(SMs) that are usually divided into three groups, (i) particle swarm optimiza-

tion [7], (ii) evolutionary algorithms [8, 9], and (iii) simulated annealing [10].

Contrary to the GBMs, none of these frameworks require continuity or pre-

dictability over the design space, and all of them are more resistant to getting

trapped in a local optimum. However, as Yu et al. [11] shows for the case of

wing shape optimization, SMs usually require by an order of magnitude more

function evaluations than GBMs. Consequently, numerous attempts have been
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made to combine SMs and GBMs to create hybrid methods that benefit from

the strengths of both approaches, see, e.g., [12, 13, 14].

An alternative way to increase the viability of SMs is to pair them with com-

putationally efficient surrogate models, creating the so-called surrogate-assisted

optimization algorithms (SAOAs) [3]. The most widely used surrogate models

are based on Gaussian process regression (aka Kriging models) [15, 16], radial

basis functions [17, 18] or deep neural networks [19, 20]. However, the choice and

construction of a suitable surrogate model is often problem-dependent and may

require extensive testing prior to the optimization itself, limiting the method

generality and flexibility.

In this work, we propose a surrogate-assisted optimization algorithm that

utilizes multi-objective evolutionary algorithms (MOEAs) paired with deep neu-

ral networks (DNNs) where the main novelty is that the most suitable DNN ar-

chitecture is found during the optimization run. Specifically, the methodology

cycles between running an optimization with a CFD-based cost function and

training of DNNs on intermediate optimization results. In each cycle, DNNs

with different architectures are tested, and the features of the best DNN are

passed on to the next cycle. When a sufficiently capable DNN is found, it re-

places CFD in the optimization, and CFD is used further only for verification

and corrective means.

Our methodology is first benchmarked using the ZDT functions proposed

by Zitzler et al. [21] for testing multi-objective optimization algorithms. Its

performance is compared with other similar state-of-the-art SAOAs [17, 22,

23]. Next, the methodology is used to solve a real-life optimization problem;

namely, the shape optimization of a single-phase ejector. The motivation for this

problem choice was twofold. First, it represents a relatively simple task for CFD

simulations. Second, we have access to a specifically tailored experimental setup

that was eventually used to validate the optimization results. Furthermore, the

performance of the ejector is known to strongly depend on its geometry, and

the effects of alterations in the geometry of its various parts on its performance

have been investigated in recent decades [24, 25, 26]. In our case, the shape
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optimization focused on the converging part and diffuser because these parts can

be easily 3D printed and their optimized performance experimentally validated.

The paper proceeds as follows. First, multi-objective optimization is intro-

duced in general, which is followed by a description of multi-objective evolution-

ary algorithms. Next, we provide details on our surrogate-assisted optimization

algorithm. The algorithm is based on an adaptive connection between DNNs

and CFD and is hereafter abbreviated as CFDNNetAdapt. In the subsequent

part, the benchmarking using ZDT functions is introduced. Lastly, the real-life

optimization problem is described in detail, and the optimization results are dis-

cussed. Details on the experimental setup and the used CFD model are given

in the appendix.

2. Multi-objective shape optimization with CFD

2.1. Multi-objective optimization problem

Following the approach of Deb [27], a multi-objective optimization problem

is defined as
minfcost(p)

subject to c ≤ 0 and pmin ≤ p ≤ pmax

(1)

where fcost(p) = o is a cost function, c are considered constraints and pmin the

minimum and pmax the maximum parameter bounds.

In case the objectives are anti-correlated, i.e., improving performance in one

objective may worsen performance in the others, there does not exist a single

optimal solution. Instead, a set of trade-off solutions is sought. This set is

commonly referred to as the Pareto-optimal set (P∗). Its counterpart with

trade-off objective values is the Pareto-optimal front (O∗) [28].

Trade-off solutions are identified as non-dominated solutions in terms of

Pareto-dominance [28]. A non-dominated solution is defined as a solution that

is not dominated by any other available solution. One solution (p1) dominates
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another (p2) if

fcost,i(p1) ≤ fcost,i(p2) for all i, i = 1, . . . , m

and

fcost,i(p1) < fcost,i(p2) for at least one i, i = 1, . . . , m

(2)

where m is the number of objectives.

2.2. Multi-objective evolutionary algorithms

To solve a multi-objective optimization problem, we opted for using the

multi-objective evolutionary algorithms (MOEAs) [9]. Of the many MOEA

variants available, we used here the NSGA-II algorithm by Deb et al. [29]. The

algorithm works with a population of individua that is updated each iteration.

Each individuum is a tuple (p,fcost(p)). The population size (npop) is preset

and the first population consists of individua with randomly generated vectors

p within a range defined by pmin and pmax.

In each iteration, random pairs of individua are chosen and mixed using

partially random operators such as crossover and mutation, generating offspring

individua with different p vectors. The offspring individua are included in the

population, and all the individua are sorted. In NSGA-II, the sorting is based on

the Pareto-dominance principle. Lastly, the population size is reduced to npop

by truncating the least fit individua identified by the sorting [29]. After this

truncation, a new iteration starts. Note that each iteration is also referred to

as a generation. The algorithm terminates after a preset number of generations

(ngen).

2.3. Baseline optimization framework

To have a baseline, a not-surrogate-assisted framework was prepared. The

framework schematic is given in Figure 1. The core of the framework is imple-

mented in Python. NSGA-II is included through an open-source Python library

for multi-objective evolutionary optimization Platypus [30]. This library is com-

bined with a custom code for the fcost evaluation. For our real-life application,
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Figure 1: Schematic of the baseline optimization framework. Regions operated by either

OpenFOAM or Python are distinguished. The vectors p and o contain the parameters and

objectives, respectively. Furthermore, fcost is the cost function, P∗ the Pareto-optimal set

and O∗ the Pareto-optimal front.

the fcost evaluation comprises an automated preparation of a CFD model in

OpenFOAM [31]. The description of the CFD model construction for our real-

life application (optimization of an ejector pump) is given in Appendix B.

The framework is able to evaluate individua in each generation in parallel.

In addition, the CFD models can also be evaluated in parallel. This allows for

an effective run on high-performance computing architectures.

In this work, the baseline framework is used to generate (i) a referential

solution (resulting P∗, O∗) for comparison with surrogate-assisted optimization

algorithms, and (ii) data points (all evaluated tuples (p,o)) for training of sur-

rogate models.

3. Surrogate-assisted optimization

The bottleneck of CFD-driven optimizations is usually the long evalua-

tion time of CFD simulations. Therefore, surrogate-assisted optimization al-

gorithms (SAOAs) are often used to speed up the optimization. We prepared

such a framework utilizing deep neural networks, namely multilayer perceptrons

(MLPs).

Our proposed framework is similar to the adaptive evolution control frame-

works as detailed in a review by Díaz-Manríquez et al. [3]. A novelty with respect

to there-listed SAOAs lies in the fact that our framework (CFDNNetAdapt) in-

cludes an adaptive on-the-fly determination of a suitable MLP architecture.

Note that even though our framework was designed for shape optimization hav-

ing CFD as the expensive-to-evaluate cost function, it can be applied to any
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optimization problem with real-valued cost function.

3.1. Multilayer perceptrons

A multilayer perceptron (MLP) is a feed-forward neural network that com-

prises several layers of neurons that are fully connected [32]. The first is the

input layer, then there are several hidden layers, and the last is the output

layer. In our framework, the MLP takes the parameters p as input and provides

a prediction of the objectives o as the output. Therefore, the size of the first

and last layer is equal to the number of parameters and objectives, respectively.

The number of hidden layers is fixed (hyperparameter nhlrs) and their size is

optimized on-the-fly.

Regarding implementation, everything related to MLPs, e.g., construction or

subsequent supervised learning, was implemented using an open-source Python

library pyrenn [33].

3.2. CFDNNetAdapt

The schematic of CFDNNetAdapt is given in Figure 2. Its individual steps

are described in detail in the following paragraphs. In addition, the hyperpa-

rameters of CFDNNetAdapt are summarized in Table 1.

Creation of MLPs. CFDNNetAdapt operates in iterations; in each iteration, a

number of MLPs (hyperparameter ndnn) is created. The transfer function used

was always tanh. The number of hidden layers (hyperparameter nhlrs) is the

same for all MLPs, but the size of the hidden layers is varied. For the i-th

hidden layer, its size is chosen randomly from an interval defined by an average

value (n̄i) and half of its width (hyperparameter rn), i.e.,

ni = min(nmax, max(nmin, ñi)), ñi = random(n̄i − rn, n̄i + rn) , (3)

where nmax and nmin are hyperparameters defining the maximal and minimal

allowed layer size, respectively. Note that the interval half width is kept the

same for all the hidden layers, but the average value can be different. In the

first iteration, the averages are preset (hyperparameters n̄0
i , i = 1, . . . , nhlrs).
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Figure 2: Schematics of steps and data-sharing in CFDNNetAdapt. Used hyperparameters

are listed in Table 1. MLP stands for "multilayer perceptron". Grey indicates passed data or

signals.
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hyperparameter description
values used in Section 4
values used in Section 5

nhlrs number of hidden layers
3

3

ndnn

number of MLPs generated 4

in each iteration 10

rn
half width of the interval 4

for choosing hidden layer size 4

nmax maximal size of MLP layer
20

20

nmin minimal size of MLP layer
2

2

n̄0
i

initial value for the average of 11 for any i

the i-th hidden layer size 11 for any i

nsmp

number of data points 1000

generated in one iteration 600

npop

population size 100

for NSGA-II 500

ngen

number of generations 250

for NSGA-II 90

nver

number of points chosen 16

for verification 8

ϵ required tolerance
10−4

0.05

kmax

maximum number of 25

iterations 12

Table 1: List of CFDNNetAdapt hyperparameters with description. The hyperparameters are

ordered in the same way as they are mentioned in text.
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In subsequent iterations, the averages are inherited from the best MLP found

in the previous iteration.

Data generation. To perform a supervised learning of the created MLPs, data

points (tuples (p,o)) are required. A preset number of data points (hyperpa-

rameter nsmp) is generated by the baseline optimization framework described

in Section 2.3 and saved in a data bank. If data points from previous iterations

are present, the baseline framework is not started from scratch, but selects its

initial population from the data bank.

Data processing. All data stored in the data bank are processed together. First,

non-dominated points are identified and saved as an intermediate Pareto-optimal

set, P∗
CFD. Next, all data points are randomly divided into three groups for su-

pervised learning of MLPs. Specifically, 75% are labeled as training data, 15%

as validation data, and 10% as testing data.

Supervised learning of MLPs. Each MLP is trained on the training data using

the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm [34, 35]. The validation data are used to

track MLP performance during training, and if the performance worsens sig-

nificantly, training is stopped to prevent overfitting [32]. After the training is

completed, testing data are used to evaluate the performance of each MLP, and

the results are saved to allow for during-run or after-run checks of the algo-

rithm’s progress. Inclusion of the performance check based on the testing data

is motivated by an effort to allow the user to identify the potential overfitting

of adaptively selected MLP architectures to the validation data.

Optimization with MLPs. Each trained MLP is used as a surrogate in an opti-

mization run by NSGA-II. Each optimization runs with a predefined population

size (hyperparameter npop) and number of generations (hyperparameter ngen).

Hence, each MLP predicts its own Pareto-optimal set (P∗
MLP) and front (O∗

MLP).

Selection of the best MLP. The quality of each MLP-predicted Pareto-optimal

set (P∗
MLP) is estimated by comparing it with the intermediate Pareto-optimal
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set identified from the data points (P∗
CFD). The comparison is based on the

evaluation of an inverted generational distance (IGD) defined as

IGD(P∗
CFD, P∗

MLP) =
1

∥P∗
CFD∥

∑
x∈P∗

CFD

min
y∈P∗

MLP

∥x, y∥ , (4)

where the lower the IGD, the more similar the sets are. As the most suitable

Pareto-optimal set, the one with the lowest IGD is chosen. This choice, which

may be seen as method under-relaxation, originates from the decreasing reli-

ability of sets with a higher IGD. When a poorly trained MLP is used in an

optimization, it tends to exploit gaps in its training and come up with solutions

that are far off from what it was trained on, thus potentially having a large pre-

diction error. Therefore, the Pareto-optimal set with the lowest IGD is assumed

to contain the lowest number of such exploited solutions.

The MLP-predicted Pareto-optimal set with the lowest IGD, the correspond-

ing Pareto-optimal front, and the MLP that was used to create these are saved.

The rest of the sets, fronts, and MLPs are discarded.

Verification by CFD. The suitability of the most promising MLP identified

based on IGD is verified by CFD. A number (hyperparameter nver) of solutions

is randomly chosen from the MLP-predicted Pareto-optimal set (P∗
MLP). For

each chosen solution, a corresponding CFD model is constructed and evaluated.

It is possible that some of the chosen points cannot be evaluated by CFD, i.e.,

the computational mesh would be too non-orthogonal or skewed. In such cases,

CFDNNetAdapt randomly chooses substitute solutions from the set.

For the evaluated solutions, the predicted and re-evaluated objective values

are compared, and the mean error is computed as

δ :=
1

nver

nver∑
i=1

∥oMLP,i − oCFD,i∥ (5)

where oMLP and oCFD are vectors of predicted and true objectives, respectively.

Termination criteria. If the verification error is smaller than a predefined tol-

erance (ϵ), the CFDNNetAdapt run is terminated. The most suitable Pareto-
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optimal set (P∗
MLP) and the currently best-performing MLP are returned. An-

other reason for termination is reaching a preset maximum number of iterations

of CFDNNetAdapt (hyperparameter kmax).

Preparation for the next iteration. In the event that the algorithm did not end,

the architecture of the most suitable MLP found in the current iteration is

forwarded to the next iteration. In particular, the hidden layer sizes of the best

MLP are used as the average sizes in the creation of new MLPs.

4. Benchmarking of CFDNNetAdapt

For the verification of CFDNNetAdapt, five benchmark optimization prob-

lems suggested by Zitzler et al. [21] were chosen. The problems are referred

to as ZDT1, ZDT2, ZDT3, ZDT4, and ZDT6. All of these operate with real

parameters and two objectives. The test function ZDT5 was not included as

its parameters are decoded as bitstrings. The complete specification of the test

functions chosen is given in Table 2. Optimal solutions to each problem are

illustrated in black in Figure 3.

The performance of CFDNNetAdapt was compared with two widely used

algorithms: (i) NSGA-II without any surrogate model [29], and (ii) state-of-

the-art surrogate-assisted optimization algorithm SOCEMO [17]. In addition, a

variant of CFDNNetAdapt with non-DNN surrogate model was constructed and

tested to investigate the suitability of DNN usage. A more detailed description

of each method settings is provided in the following paragraphs, and the results

are depicted in Figures 3 and 4.

The solutions (Pareto-optimal fronts) found by NSGA-II are shown in Fig-

ure 3 in red. Similarly to Deb et al. [29], NSGA-II was run with population size

npop = 250 and number of generations ngen = 100. All evaluated data points

(tuples (p,o)) generated by NSGA-II (∼25, 000) were used to feed the other

SAOAs.

CFDNNetAdapt solutions are depicted in blue. For each ZDT problem,

two Pareto-optimal fronts corresponding to the same Pareto-optimal set are
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name parameters cost functions optimal sol.

n = 10 f1(p) = p1 p1 ∈ [0, 1]

ZDT1 pi ∈ [0, 1] f2(p) = g(p)
[
1−

√
p1/g(p)

]
pi = 0

i = 1, . . . , n g(p) = 1 + 9 (
∑n

i=2 pi)/(n− 1) i = 2, . . . , n

n = 10 f1(p) = p1 p1 ∈ [0, 1]

ZDT2 pi ∈ [0, 1] f2(p) = g(p)
[
1− (p1/g(p))

2
]

pi = 0

i = 1, . . . , n g(p) = 1 + 9 (
∑n

i=2 pi)/(n− 1) i = 2, . . . , n

n = 10 f1(p) = p1 p1 ∈ [0, 1]

ZDT3 pi ∈ [0, 1] f2(p) = g(p)
[
1−

√
p1/g(p)− p1

g(p)
sin(10πp1)

]
pi = 0

i = 1, . . . , n g(p) = 1 + 9 (
∑n

i=2 pi)/(n− 1) i = 2, . . . , n

n = 2 f1(p) = p1 p1 ∈ [0, 1]

ZDT4 p1 ∈ [0, 1] f2(p) = g(p)
[
1−

√
p1/g(p)

]
pi = 0

p2 ∈ [−5, 5] g(p) = 1 + 10(n− 1) +
∑n

i=2

[
p2i − 10 cos(4πpi)

]
i = 2, . . . , n

n = 2 f1(p) = 1− exp(−4p1) sin
6 (6πp1) p1 ∈ [0, 1]

ZDT6 pi ∈ [0, 1] f2(p) = g(p)
[
1− (f1(p)/g(p))

2
]

pi = 0

i = 1, . . . , n g(p) = 1 + 9
[
(
∑2

i=2 pi)/(n− 1)
]0.25

i = 2, . . . , n

Table 2: Utilized ZDT functions [21].
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Figure 3: Comparison of solutions to the ZDT problems. From left to right, there are opti-

mal solutions (black), solutions found by NSGA-II (red), solutions found by CFDNNetAdapt

(blue), solutions found by SOCEMO (orange), and solutions found by a CFDNNetAdapt vari-

ant with GPRs (green). The empty circles depict the Pareto-optimal front as predicted by

the surrogate model, the full circles show the corresponding true values.
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Figure 4: Evolution of the IGD (4) and ∆HV (6) indicators from NSGA-II, CFDNNetAdapt,

CFDNNetAdapt variant with GPR and SOCEMO.
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depicted: the one predicted by the best found surrogate model (empty circles)

and its counter-part re-evaluated by the true cost functions (full circles). The

results of the other SAOAs are depicted in the same way. Moreover, for all

optimization problems, the same hyperparameter setting was used to keep the

comparison fair; the setting is discussed in Appendix C.

The solutions of SOCEMO [17] are shown in orange. The surrogates used

by SOCEMO are based on radial basis functions (RBFs) and were originally

used for problems with up to 500 data points. As we work with up to 25, 000

points, we implemented a probabilistic selection of inducing points based on [36]

to effectively lower the problem dimension.

Lastly, the solutions found by a variant of CFDNNetAdapt with non-DNN

surrogate models are depicted in green. The surrogate models used were based

on Gaussian process regression (GPR) [37]. The choice of GPR was motivated by

its frequent use (mainly as Kriging models) in SAOAs, as described in, e.g. [22,

23].

Specifically, the sparse variant of the GPR with up to 50 inducing points was

used. In each iteration, four GPR models with different kernels (squared expo-

nential, Matern52, Matern32, and Matern12) were tested. The implementation

was done using a Python library gpflow [38].

In addition to the comparison of Pareto-optimal fronts in Figure 3, the con-

vergence of the mentioned algorithms was also examined. For each algorithm,

the evolution of two indicators is depicted in Figure 4. The first indicator is the

inverted generational distance defined in (4). Each resulting Pareto-optimal set

P∗ was compared to the optimal set P∗
opt, i.e., IGD(P∗

opt, P∗) was computed.

The second indicator was based on the hyper-volume (HV) indicator. In

two-dimensional objective space, HV represents an area that is non-dominated

by points of a given Pareto-optimal front (O∗) with respect to the preset ref-

erence point (r). The formal definition of HV(O∗, r) is given in [39]. For our

comparison, the scaled difference of HV to optimal HV (∆HV) was examined.
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It was computed as

∆HV(O∗
opt,O∗, r) =

HV(O∗
opt, r)− HV(O∗, r)

HV(min(O∗
opt), r)

(6)

where O∗
opt comprises the optimal objective values. The reference point r is

problem dependent and was set as the maximal cost function values encoun-

tered by NSGA-II. Lastly, the term HV(min(O∗
opt), r) represents the area of a

rectangle defined by the minimal optimal values of the cost functions and the

reference point.

For the problems ZDT1 and ZDT2, the SAOAs mostly converged to lower in-

dicator values faster than NSGA-II. However, limitations are visible in Figure 3

for ZDT1-SOCEMO and ZDT2-GPRs where the algorithms were unable to un-

cover the whole Pareto-optimal front. This is also apparent in the convergence

graphs in Figure 4, where in the respective cases the indicators jump by orders of

magnitude even in the latter iterations. In one iteration, the surrogates are able

to locate the whole front, in the subsequent they are not. In CFDNNetAdapt,

the information about the best surrogate architectures is passed along iterations,

which presumably helps to avoid this problem.

In ZDT3, the SAOAs still converged faster, but the problems were larger.

Surrogate models based on GPRs and RBFs had considerable problems with the

discontinuity of the Pareto-optimal front. CFDNNetAdapt with DNNs appears

to be the most flexible. In ZDT4, all SAOAs failed. None of the surrogate

models was able to give accurate enough predictions and most of the solutions

predicted to lie on the Pareto-optimal front (empty circles in Figure 3) were

actually far off the true values (full circles in Figure 3).

Lastly, in ZDT6, the inaccuracy of the predictions is also apparent. Never-

theless, the algorithms were able to locate the Pareto-optimal front. The least

smudged front was provided by CFDNNetAdapt that also achieved the lowest

indicator values. Moreover, the IGD indicator shows that even NSGA-II had

problems identifying the whole Pareto-optimal set, the indicator stuck at about

10−1.

Overall, CFDNNetAdapt works sufficiently well in comparison with other
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available options. The usage of DNNs appears to be adequate when compared

with models based on GPRs or RBFs. In addition, the flexibility of DNNs

together with the CFDNNetAdapt feature of passing architecture-relevant in-

formation to successive iterations gives the algorithm a slight advantage when

dealing with non-continuous or complex optimization search spaces.

Still, the standardized tests performed suggest that, similarly to other SAOAs,

the CFDNNetAdapt algorithm is not universally usable. The main strength

of CFDNNetAdapt lies in accelerating optimizations with computationally in-

tensive evaluation of cost functions. Based on examining Figures 3 and 4, a

best-practice approach is proposed. First, CFDNNetAdapt is the most advan-

tageous for optimizations in topologically simple parameter and objective spaces

(similar to ZDT1 and ZDT2). Second, for cases with complex objective space

but simple parameter space (ZDT3), it can still provide satisfactory solutions

with significantly fewer data points than NSGA-II. Third, for the cases of topo-

logically complex parameter space (ZDT4 and ZDT6), the algorithm will fail.

This failure is to be expected because in such cases, small variances in cost

function parameters significantly affect the returned objectives, which makes

construction of any data-driven surrogate problematic at best.

In cases where CFDNNetAdapt can be applied, at least 250 data points

should be available before initial training of the surrogate is attempted. Then,

the algorithm usually provides the best trade-off between the quality of approx-

imation of the Pareto-optimal solution to the original problem and the cost

function evaluations for less than 2, 500 data points. Using more than 2, 500

data points is beneficial to ensure the CFDNNetAdapt convergence. At 10, 000

data points, CFDNNetAdapt is usually outperformed by pure NSGA-II.

5. Real-life application

To illustrate the behavior of the CFDNNetAdapt algorithm in a real-life

application, we have selected the shape optimization of a single-phase ejector

pump. Ejector pumps are technologically simple devices that utilize the kinetic
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energy of a high-speed fluid jet to entrain a secondary fluid. Given their simple

structure and absence of moving parts, ejectors are widely used, e.g., for the

transport of fuel in aircraft wings [40], for the compression of coolant in refrig-

eration systems [41], etc. In addition to its relevance for process engineering, the

focus on an ejector in this work was motivated by the fact that we have access

to a specifically designed experimental setup, for details see Appendix A. The

availability of a highly modifiable experimental setup was leveraged to validate

the performance of the optimized shapes.

Figure 5: (a) Schematic of an ejector with the optimized parts highlighted in green and red.

The plane AD serves as a reference in the definition of ejector performance indicators. (b)

Illustrative shapes of the converging part (left) and diffuser (right). The shapes are defined

with fixed points (×) and optimized control points (⊗).

5.1. Shape parametrization

The optimization focused on the converging part and the diffuser of the

ejector. The schematic of the ejector with the regions of interest highlighted is

given in Figure 5a.

The length and shape of the outer wall of the parts were optimized. The

wall shape was designed as piecewise linear. This approach was selected in

order to promote the final design robustness with respect to the boundary layer

detachment, especially at the diffuser start. Examples of possible piecewise

designs are in Figure 5b.

Eventually, the design of the ejector was defined by two lengths (ℓC and ℓD)

and coordinates of npts control points (npts = npts,C + npts,D) as indicated in

19



Figure 5b. Given the axisymmetric geometry of the ejector, each control point

is defined by two coordinates, hence the total number of parameters in the

optimization was npars = 2npts + 2. We chose to have npts,C = 2 control points

that define the design of the converging part and npts,D = 4 control points for

the diffuser. Consequently, the total number of parameters was npars = 14.

5.2. Constraints

Two design constraints were included. First, the total length of the exper-

imental device is limited and therefore the sum of the lengths had to be kept

below a predefined maximal value, i.e.

ℓC + ℓD ≤ ℓmax . (7)

Second, the control points must be sequentially ordered along the x axis.

Having npts points, it must hold that

xi > xi−1 i = 2, . . . , npts . (8)

The second constraint is crucial for effective automatic generation of meshes for

CFD models.

5.3. Optimized objectives

The geometry of the ejector was optimized subject to two performance indi-

cators: (i) the ejector energy efficiency (eeff), and (ii) the total length (ℓt). The

first indicator reflects the primary purpose of an ejector being used as a pump.

Thus, its energy efficiency is of utmost interest and is defined as

eeff =
Q̇suction(pD − psuction)

Q̇inlet(pinlet − pD)
, φA =

1

∥A∥

∫
A

φdS , (9)

where Q̇ and p are the surface-averaged volumetric flow rate and pressure, re-

spectively. The subscripts in (9)1 indicate the surfaces on which the averages

are computed, i.e., inlet, suction, and the plane AD as indicated in Figure 5a.

The energy efficiency was evaluated by CFD; particularly, using the Open-

FOAM [31] library. Details about the generation of a CFD model, model
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numerical settings, and validation are given in Appendix B. For each ejec-

tor design, the CFD model was evaluated for three primary fluid flow rates

(Q̇inlet = {0.3, 0.4, 0.5} l/s) and an average value eeff was relevant for opti-

mization.

In addition to eeff , which is to be maximized, the second performance in-

dicator, total length, reflects possible geometric constraints of the environment

the ejector should be installed in; thus, it is to be minimized. The total length

was defined as

ℓt = ℓC + ℓD , (10)

and according to our prior studies [42], minimization of ℓt is expected to be in

anti-correlation with maximization of eeff .

5.4. Penalization

In case the ejector geometry did not satisfy the design constraints (7) and

(8), the performance indicators were not evaluated. Instead, a penalty was

computed as

scons = 1.0 + βℓ · (ℓC + ℓD − ℓmax) + βpts ·
npts∑
i=2

xi<xi−1

(xi−1 − xi) , (11)

where βℓ and βpts are constant weights that were set by trial and error as

βℓ = 1.0 and βpts = 10.0.

Moreover, even though the design satisfied the constraints, it could hap-

pen that the generated CFD mesh was too skewed and non-orthogonal and,

therefore, unsuitable for CFD calculation. In such cases, the values of skewness

(γskew) and non-orthogonality (γnon-o) indicators computed by OpenFOAM were

used to compute a penalty as

smesh = 1.0 + βs · γskew + βn · γnon-o (12)

where βskew and βnon-o are weights that were estimated by trial and error as

βskew = βnon-o = 0.1.
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5.5. Cost function

In summary, the cost function distinguished three cases. First, the con-

straints (7) and (8) were checked, and if either failed, the scons value was used.

Second, the computational mesh was generated and its quality was estimated.

When the quality of the mesh was insufficient, the value smesh was used. Third,

the CFD model was calculated and the ejector performance indicators (9) and

(10) were evaluated.

The cost function (fcost) can be written as

o = fcost(p) =


scons(p) · (1, 1)T in first case

smesh(p) · (1, 1)T in second case

(−eeff , ℓt)
T in third case,

(13)

where p is the vector of parameters and o the vector of objectives. Note that the

cost function was minimized and therefore the energy efficiency was multiplied

by −1.

5.6. Generation of common data points for comparison

The described optimization problem was first pre-solved using the baseline

framework described in Section 2.3. The reason for this is to create a common

set of data points for a fair comparison of CFDNNetAdapt with the baseline

framework. In particular, (i) CFDNNetAdapt will use the common data set as

a source of data points instead of computing its own. (ii) The data points will

be supplied to CFDNNetAdapt in the same order as they were generated by the

baseline framework to mimic the conditions when CFDNNetAdapt creates its

own data points. (iii) To compare CFDNNetAdapt-aided optimization with the

baseline framework, the baseline framework will be restarted, and the common

data set will be used as a starting point.

To generate the common data points, the NSGA-II algorithm was run with

population size npop = 320 and number of generations ngen = 30. Overall,

9, 600 ejector geometries were tested. However, approximately 25% of the tested

geometries could not be evaluated by CFD, since they either violated the design
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constraints or the computational mesh was too skewed and non-orthogonal, see

Section 5.4. Therefore, the number of designs evaluated by CFD was about

7, 200. Each design was evaluated for three primary fluid flow rates and the

total number of evaluated CFD models was 3 · 7, 200 = 21, 600.

Figure 6: Results generated by the baseline framework in pre-solving of the optimization

problem. Due to clarity, only a representative selection of the tested geometries, approximately

a third of all the evaluated geometries, is depicted.

The common data points together with the Pareto-optimal front found by

the baseline framework are depicted in Figure 6. For clarity of the graph, only

a representative selection of all the ejector geometries is depicted. The selection

was created such that no two ejector designs are too close to each other in the

displayed objective space. In particular, when two points were closer than 10−2

in terms of Euclidean distance, one of them was omitted.

The illustrated data show that the Pareto-optimal front is not equally re-

solved in all parts of the objective space, especially in parts with ℓt > 0.1 m

and eeff/eeff,default > 1.0, the front is more sparse. Presumably, this is caused

by the high dimensionality of the parameter space. Nonetheless, the Pareto-

optimal front position did not change significantly in the last 5 generations of

the NSGA-II run.
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5.7. Comparison of CFDNNetAdapt and the baseline framework

The common data points were used to supply a run of CFDNNetAdapt with

data and as a starting point for the continuation of the baseline framework.

Ideally, CFDNNetAdapt should find new ejector designs that will (i) fill in the

sparse regions of the pre-solved (common) Pareto-optimal front and (ii) be non-

dominated by any of the already found solutions. This should be achieved at a

fraction of the computational costs required to continue the baseline framework

until it converges to similarly good results.

In each of its iterations, CFDNNetAdapt took nsmp = 600 points from the

common data set. The points were taken in the same order as they were gener-

ated by the baseline framework. Regarding the CFDNNetAdapt hyperparame-

ters, the total number of iterations was kmax = 12, ndnn = 10 MLPs were created

in each iteration, the number of hidden layers of each MLP was fixed to nhlrs = 3

and each MLP was used as a surrogate in an optimization run by NSGA-II with

npop = 500 and ngen = 90. More details about the hyperparameters are given

in Appendix C.

It took CFDNNetAdapt 10 iterations (6, 600 samples) to achieve verification

error δ = 0.036, see (5), and to meet the required tolerance ϵ = 0.05 ≈ 5%

average error in the optimized objectives. The best MLP found had 5 fully

connected layers with 14, 5, 12, 12 and 2 neurons. In Figure 7a, a representative

selection of solutions is shown. The selection comprises about 500 solutions

chosen not only from the resulting Pareto-optimal set P∗
MLP but also from the

last 10 generations of NSGA-II with the best MLP used as a surrogate. Each

of the solutions shown was re-evaluated by CFD.

For the continuation of the baseline framework, the common data set was

used as a starting point. To achieve results comparable to those shown in

Figure 7a, the NSGA-II algorithm had to be continued for ngen = 30 generations

evaluating additional 9, 600 ejector designs. The results of the continuation are

depicted in Figure 7b. Similarly to Figure 7a, the representative selection shown

comprises about 500 solutions chosen from the P∗
CFD and the last 10 generations

of the continuation of NSGA-II.
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Figure 7: Common data points from Figure 6 displayed with new ejector geometries. (a) New

geometries were found by CFDNNetAdapt with the values of eeff recomputed by CFD. (b) New

geometries found by continuation of the baseline framework. (c) and (d) Zoom on the data

in dash-dotted teal boxes in (a) and (b), respectively. Geometries found by CFDNNetAdapt

only are highlighted by a dashed orange box.
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Comparing the results depicted in Figures 7c and d, it may be concluded

that with respect to filling the gaps in the pre-solved (common) Pareto-optimal

front, CFDNNetAdapt slightly outperforms the continuation of the baseline

framework. More importantly, CFDNNetAdapt was able to find geometries fur-

ther expanding the common Pareto-optimal front while the baseline framework

did not find similar designs, see the dashed orange box in Figure 7a. On the

other hand, the new designs found by CFDNNetAdapt dominated only 55%

of the pre-solved (common) non-dominated designs. The continuation of the

baseline framework was able to dominate 85%.

Regarding the computational resources used, the continuation of the baseline

framework took about 6, 912 core-hours on AMD EPYC™ 7552 2nd Gen. On

the other hand, CFDNNetAdapt took about 152 core-hours to find a good MLP

architecture and use it as a surrogate in an optimization. The subsequent re-

evaluation of the 500 ejector designs shown in Figure 7a took about 480 core-

hours.

5.8. Validation of selected designs

To support the results presented in Figures 6 and 7, the performance of two

designs found by the CFD-driven framework and two found by CFDNNetAdapt

was subjected to experimental validation. The designs that were chosen are

depicted in Figure 8 in blue and green (baseline framework) and orange and red

(CFDNNetAdapt).

To complement the measurements, two more ejector designs were added to

the validation plans, (i) the default ejector design (depicted in gray) (ii) and

design with same component lengths as the green one but non-altered wall

shapes (depicted in black). The six geometries were 3D-printed and prepared for

experimental testing using the manufacturing process described in Appendix A.

With each design, measurements were made for several different primary

fluid flow rates Q̇inlet. In addition, a corresponding CFD model was constructed

for each measured data point. The complete results of the validation are pre-

sented in Appendix D.
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Figure 8: (a) The Pareto-optimal front depicted in Figure 6 with highlighted designs that were

subject to experimental validation. (b) Performance of designs highlighted in (a) calculated

from experimental data and corresponding CFD models.
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The data from the measurements performed with the primary fluid flow rates

closest to those used in optimization (Q̇inlet = {0.3, 0.4, 0.5} l/s) were then

used to calculate the average energy efficiency eeff by (9). For each design, the

efficiency obtained from optimization is given in Figure 8a and the efficiency

calculated from experimental data (eexpeff ) and the corresponding CFD model

(esimeff ) in Figure 8b.

The agreement with the experimental data is not perfect, which can be at-

tributed to the simplistic and optimization-oriented approach to CFD. Neverthe-

less, the trends in performance predicted by optimization hold in the experiment

as well.

6. Summary and conclusion

In this paper, we presented CFDNNetAdapt, an adaptive optimization method-

ology that integrates computational fluid dynamics (CFD) with multi-objective

evolutionary algorithms (MOEA) and is accelerated by deep neural networks

(DNNs). The methodology represents a surrogate-assisted approach to reducing

computational time and enhancing the efficiency of CFD-based multi-objective

optimization. CFDNNetAdapt was tested on several ZDT benchmark functions

and applied to a real-life problem of shape optimization of a single-phase ejector,

the results of which were validated using experimental data.

The tests on ZDT functions showed that CFDNNetAdapt is at the level

of or outperforming similar state-of-the-art methods as SOCEMO [17], or al-

gorithms based on Gaussian process regression [22, 23]. Furthermore, it was

listed that for sufficiently simple optimization parameter and objective space,

CFDNNetAdapt should be initialized with at least 250 data points available,

but it can be expected to provide a better accuracy-to-cost ratio than NSGA-II

for up to 10, 000 data points.

The application of CFDNNetAdapt to the shape optimization of an ejec-

tor further demonstrated its efficiency. This optimization represented a 14-

parameter constrained problem in which the cost function was evaluated us-
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ing either CFD or problem-specific penalty functions. Compared with a non-

accelerated approach, CFDNNetAdapt found a wider variety of optimal ejector

designs requiring a fraction of CPU time.

Future work will aim to address weak points of the approach, such as the

dependency of CFDNNetAdapt on hyperparameter tuning. Additionally, the

scalability of CFDNNetAdapt to other more complex real-life geometries was

not fully investigated. For complex geometries, it is favorable to utilize CFD

models based on an immersed boundary method for easier geometry change.

However, CFDNNetAdapt in its present form is not prepared for that.

CFDNNetAdapt is an open-source project. Its source code and the simula-

tion source codes and settings required to reproduce all the computations of this

study are available from https://github.com/techMathGroup/CFDNNetAdapt.
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Nomenclature
A plane, [−]

c constraints, [−]

d diameter, [L]

eeff energy efficiency, [−]

fcost cost function, [−]

g gravitational acceleration, [LT−2]

I turbulence intensity, [−]

k turbulence kinetic energy, [L2 T−2]

kmax maximum number of iterations, [−]

Karm piping resistance, [L−4]

ℓ length, [L]

m number of objectives, [−]

ndnn number of deep neural networks, [−]

ngen number of generations, [−]

nhlrs number of hidden layers, [−]

npars number of parameters, [−]

npop population size, [−]

npts number of points, [−]

nsmp number of samples, [−]

nver number of verification cases, [−]

n outer unit normal, [−]

n̄ average size of a hidden layer, [−]

o objectives, [−]

O∗ Pareto-optimal front, [−]

p pressure, [ML−1T−2]

p̃ kinematic pressure, [L2T−2]

p parameters, [−]

P∗ Pareto-optimal set, [−]

Q̇ volumetric flow rate, [L3 T−1]

r reference point, [−]

rarea ratio of suction area in experiment and in simulation, [−]

rn half width of an interval of hidden layer size, [−]

rQ secondary-to-primary flow rate ratio, [−]

Re Reynolds number, [−]

scons penalty from geometry constraints, [−]

smesh penalty from mesh constraints, [−]

u velocity, [LT−1]

x coordinates, [L]
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Greek letters
β penalty function coefficient, [−]

γ mesh quality indicator, [−]

δ mean error, [−]

∆sp scaled device pressure drop, [−]

ϵ tolerance, [−]

ε dissipation of turbulence kinetic energy, [L2 T−3]

ν kinematic viscosity, [L2 T−1]

τ viscous stress tensor, [L2T−2]

τ ′ Reynolds stress tensor, [L2T−2]

ω specific dissipation of turbulence kinetic energy, [T−1]

Ω computational domain, [−]

Subscripts and superscripts
B nozzle body

C converging part

D diffuser

exp experiment

G gap part

M mixing tube

min minimum

max maximum

N nozzle

non-o non-orthogonality

opt optimal

s scaled

sim simulation

skew skewness

smp samples

t total
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Abbreviations
CFD computational fluid dynamics

CFDNNetAdapt optimization algorithm proposed in this work

CPU central processing unit

DNN deep neural network

GBM gradient-based method

GPR gaussian process regression

HV hyper-volume

IGD inverted generational distance

MLP multi-layer perceptron

MOEA multi-objective evolutionary algorithm

MOP multi-objective optimization problem

NSGA-II non-dominated sorting genetic algorithm II

RBF radial basis function

SAOA surrogate-assisted optimization algorithm

SOCEMO algorithm for surrogate optimization of computationally expensive multiobjective problems

SM stochastic method

ZDT Zitzler-Dep-Thiele test function
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Appendix A. Experimental set-up and default geometry

Measurements were performed on a modular laboratory-scale ejector unit,

allowing liquid-liquid and liquid-gas process variants to be used. In the present

study, water at ambient temperature was used as both the primary fluid (driv-

ing) and the secondary fluid (entrained), that is, the ejector was operated in the

liquid-liquid regime.

Figure A.1: Sketch of the experimental setup. P1,P2 - centrifugal pumps; E1 - heat exchanger;

V1-V4 - valves; red lines - primary (driving) fluid; blue lines - secondary (entrained) fluid;

magenta lines - mixed stream.

Figure A.2: Annotated drawing of the default ejector geometry.
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dim. value [mm] dim. value [mm] dim. value [mm]

dsuction 35 dB 25 dinlet 16

dN {4.3, 5.0, 7.0} dM {14, 19} doutlet 35.6

ℓsuction 60 ℓG 15 ℓC 20

ℓM 200 ℓD 130 − −

Table A.1: Default values of ejector dimensions depicted in Figure A.2.

The experimental setup is sketched in Figure A.1. The setup comprises

a 60 L storage tank from which water is pumped using the centrifugal pump

P1 through the control valve V1, a heat exchanger E1, and a nozzle to the

suction chamber of the ejector unit sketched in Figure A.2 with dimensions given

in Table A.1. To allow independent pressure control in the suction chamber

psuction, the secondary fluid is delivered using a second centrifugal pump P2;

the pressure in the suction chamber is adjusted by the throttling valve V3.

Similarly, the pressure difference between the suction chamber and the diffuser

outlet is controlled by the throttling valve V4.

Primary (Q̇inlet) and secondary fluid flow rates (Q̇suction) were measured as

the pressure difference of the calibrated orifices; the relative uncertainty of the

flow rate is less than 1% of the reading. The pressure in front of the nozzle (pinlet)

was measured using the Cressto SR transducer calibrated for the relative pres-

sure range from -100 kPa to 1000 kPa with the uncertainty of ±5 kPa; for the

measurement of the pressures in the suction chamber (psuction) and at the dif-

fuser outlet (poutlet), the Cressto SR transducers were calibrated for the relative

pressure range from -100 kPa to 300 kPa with the uncertainty of ±0.75 kPa.

To allow for affordable CFD simulations while providing relevant validation

data, the ejector unit was designed to be axially symmetric, including the suc-

tion chamber. Furthermore, the modular character of the ejector unit enables

the alteration of the unit geometry by changing its individual parts - nozzle,

converging part, mixing tube, and diffuser. In this work, data were measured

using several unit geometries. The one sketched in Figure A.2 with parts dimen-
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sions from Table A.1 was the original configuration of the liquid-gas ejector unit

used in [43] and it is referred to as the default geometry. Other used configu-

rations resulted from the geometry optimization of the shape of the converging

part and the diffuser. In optimization, only geometries with dN = 4.3 mm

and dM = 14 mm were considered. The tested ’optimal’ configurations, differ-

ing substantially in the total length of the ejector unit, were selected from the

Pareto-optimal set.

In all cases, the converging part and diffuser were manufactured from poly-

lactic acid (PLA) using an FDM 3D printer, 0.4 mm nozzle, and 0.2 mm layer

height. The inner surface of the printed parts was polished with 1200 grit sand-

paper and impregnated using an acrylic varnish. The manufacturing process

produced airtight parts with surface smoothness comparable to that of stainless

steel piping.

Appendix B. Mathematical model

A mathematical model of a single phase (water-water) ejector was prepared

in the open-source C++ CFD library OpenFOAM (OpenFOAM Foundation

version 8) [31]. The geometry of the physical device and the experimental setup

are described in Appendix A. The corresponding CFD model was constructed

with an emphasis on being computationally affordable and fully automated,

including geometry generation and meshing. In the following, we present the

flow governing equations considered, the applied boundary conditions and initial

guess.

Appendix B.1. Governing equations

The flow in the water-water ejector was simulated to be pseudo-stationary,

axisymmetric, isothermic and incompressible. Furthermore, water was assumed

to be a Newtonian fluid, and the effects of turbulence were taken into account by

Reynolds averaging. For the given case, the Reynolds-averaged Navier-Stokes
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(RANS) equations take the form of

∇ · (u⊗ u)−∇ · (τ + τ ′) = −∇p̃+ g

∇ · u = 0 ,

(B.1)

where u and p̃ are the averaged velocity and kinematic pressure, respectively.

Next, τ = ν∇u is the averaged viscous stress tensor with ν being the fluid

kinematic viscosity. The second stress tensor, τ ′ = u′ ⊗ u′, corresponds to

the so-called Reynolds stress tensor where u′ is the instantaneous turbulence-

driven velocity fluctuation. Finally, g is the gravitational acceleration. Note

that, hereafter, only the Reynolds-averaged variables will be taken into account

and the bar over individual symbols will be omitted.

Due to the presence of the Reynolds stress term (∇·τ ′), the formulation (B.1)

requires an additional closure model. Four two-equation eddy viscosity closure

models were tested and chosen from, namely the k-ε model of Launder and

Spalding [44] with rapid distortion theory (RDT) based compression term [45],

realizable k-ε model by Shih et al. [46], k-ω model of Wilcox [47] and the Menter

model k-ω shear stress transport (SST) model [48] in the formulation given by

Hellsten [49].

Appendix B.2. Boundary conditions and initial guess

Both the system (B.1) and the selected turbulence closure model need to

be completed with suitable boundary conditions. We divide the computational

domain boundary into (i) inlet boundary representing the primary fluid inlet,

(ii) suction boundary that corresponds to the secondary fluid inlet via the suc-

tion chamber, (iii) outlet boundary as the outlet from the ejector and (iv) wall

boundary representing the system solid boundaries. The types of boundary

conditions used for each section are given in Table B.1.

Most of the boundary conditions used are implemented by default in the

OpenFOAM library [31]. The only exception is the boundary condition for the

kinematic pressure at the suction boundary. An additional resistance term was

added to reflect the hydraulic behavior of the experimental setup. In particular,
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inlet

u p̃ k |ω | ε

fixed value zero gradient fixed value

outlet

u p̃ k |ω | ε

inlet-outlet total pressure inlet-outlet

suction

u p̃ k |ω | ε

inlet-outlet total pressure with resistance inlet-outlet

wall

u p̃ k |ω | ε

no-slip zero gradient wall functions

Table B.1: Applied boundary conditions.
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the resistance is dependent on the secondary fluid flow rate (Q̇suction) and the

final form of the boundary condition is

p̃ = p̃0 − 1

2
∥u∥2 +Karm rarea Q̇

2
suction , (B.2)

with p̃0 being the total pressure, Karm a piping resistance determined from the

experimental data and rarea a ratio of the suction area available in experiment

to the area of the suction boundary.

Finally, the problem specification was completed by prescribing a standard

initial guess based on formulas by Russo and Basse [50].

Appendix B.3. Numerical settings

The flow governing equations (B.1) and the turbulence closure models tested

were discretized within the C++ finite-volume library OpenFOAM [31]. The

overall solution method was a segregated steady-state one. In particular, the

pressure and velocity fields were solved by using the SIMPLE loop [51] with

modifications described in Moukalled et al. [52], while the turbulence variables

were updated at the end of each solver iteration. An emphasis was made on

keeping the problem discretization as close to the second-order accuracy as

possible. To do so, a second-order upwind scheme was used for discretization

of the momentum equation convection term. For the convection of turbulence

variables, a high-resolution scheme with the Minmod limiter by Roe [53] was

utilized. For automatic simulation termination, the convergence criteria were

set to 10−4 for all fields.

Appendix B.4. Mesh generation and mesh size independence study

The computational domain was based on a 2D axi-symmetric approximation

of the ejector device. The computational mesh used is depicted in Figure B.1.

The mesh was refined close to the walls, in order to keep the y+ measure be-

low 1. With the default ejector geometry (see Table A.1), the maximum non-

orthogonality of the mesh was 25 degrees and the maximum skewness of the

mesh was 0.6.
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Figure B.1: Ejector geometry and qualitative view of the computational mesh. The overall

mesh structure is shown in the top part of the figure, details of specific positions along the

ejector are shown on the figure bottom.

Figure B.2: Dependence of the scaled device pressure drop and secondary-to-primary flow

rate ratio on the mesh resolution. Simulations were computed using the k-ω SST turbulence

model.

45



To investigate the dependence of the results on the mesh resolution, two

indicators were chosen. The first one was a scaled pressure drop of the device

that was defined as

∆sp :=
poutlet − psuction
pinlet − poutlet

, (B.3)

where p stands for the kinematic pressure and the bars over variables denote

surface-averages. The second indicator was a secondary-to-primary flow rate

ratio computed as

rQ = Q̇suction/Q̇inlet (B.4)

where Q̇ is the fluid flow rate. The same indicators were later used for model

validation against experimental data. Note that the mesh size independence

study was performed using the k-ω SST turbulence model.

Results of the mesh size independence study are shown in Figure B.2. Each

data series corresponds to an ejector geometry with specified outer diameter

of the nozzle (dN) and diameter of the mixing tube (dM). Each geometry was

operated with different primary fluid flow rates (Q̇inlet) to cover the entire range

of experimental data.

With increasing mesh resolution, there is a weak trend of increasing ∆sp and

rQ. However, the indicators mostly level-out for meshes with more than 104

cells. Hence, the mesh having ∼ 3×104 cells (framed results in Figure B.2) was

selected as the one providing the most suitable trade-off between the solution

accuracy and computational cost.

Appendix B.5. Turbulence model selection

Experimental data measured on a geometry with dN = 5.0 mm and dM =

14 mm were used to test different turbulence models, namely the k-ω SST, k-ω,

k-ε and realizable k-ε model. The results are presented in Figure B.3.

Note that in Figure B.3 and later in Figure B.4, there are two or more

distinct values for each Q̇inlet. This is due to the fact that all measurements

were repeated more times, each time with different total pressure before suction

(p0suction). In simulation, p0suction is an input parameter and was set accordingly
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Figure B.3: Comparison of experimental and simulation data computed with different turbu-

lence models for the ejector geometry with dN = 5.0 mm and dM = 14 mm. Velocity fields

predicted by each turbulence model are given at the figure bottom.
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to the experimental value. Hence, these series are not differentiated in the

aforementioned figures.

Based on comparison with experimental data, the most suitable models

seemed to be k-ω SST and k-ε. However, simulations that run with the k-ε

model had significant problems with stability and convergence speed. There-

fore, the k-ω SST model was chosen.

Appendix B.6. Model validation

The prepared CFD model was validated against specifically measured ex-

perimental data. The data were measured on three different ejector geometries

(specified by dN and dM) and with varying primary fluid flow rates (Q̇inlet). The

simulation and experimental data were compared focusing on the scaled pres-

sure drop of the device (∆sp) and secondary-to-primary flow rate ratio (rQ),

defined in Section Appendix B.4.

The comparison of the experimental and simulation data is presented in

Figure B.4 and Figure B.5. For a given ejector geometry, the CFD model

slightly over- or under-predicts the performance indicators. Nonetheless, the

error is always within the range of ±20 % of its measured value, as shown

in Figure B.5. Although the agreement in the experimental and simulation

data is not perfect, the simulations were able to catch the trends of indicator

changes with respect to flow rate and device geometry, see Figure B.4. As this

simulation capability is essential for geometry optimization, the agreement with

the experimental data was deemed acceptable for further use in the optimization

framework.

Appendix C. CFDNNetAdapt settings

The setting of CFDNNetAdapt hyperparameters used for the ZDT functions

is listed in Table C.1 and for the real-life application in Table C.2. In both cases,

the process of tweaking the algorithm hyperparameters was similar.
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Figure B.4: Comparison of simulation and experimental data, namely the scaled device pres-

sure drop (∆sp) and secondary-to-primary flow rate ratio (rQ) for three different ejector

geometries. Simulation data were computed using the k-ω SST turbulence model.
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Figure B.5: Parity plot showing all experimental and simulation data presented in Figure B.4

together.

hyperpar. value hyperpar. value hyperpar. value

nhlrs 3 nmin 2 ngen 250

ndnn 4 nmax 20 nver 16

{n̄1, n̄2, n̄3} {11, 11, 11} nsmp 1, 000 kmax 25

rn 4 npop 100 ϵ 10−4

Table C.1: Values of CFDNNetAdapt parameters used for the ZDT functions.

hyperpar. value hyperpar. value hyperpar. value

nhlrs 3 nmin 2 ngen 90

ndnn 10 nmax 20 nver 8

{n̄1, n̄2, n̄3} {11, 11, 11} nsmp 600 kmax 12

rn 4 npop 500 ϵ 0.05

Table C.2: Values of CFDNNetAdapt parameters used for the real-life application.
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Several parameters were tuned by manually testing a few MLPs with differ-

ent layer sizes and observing their behavior in optimization. In this way, the

hyperparameters nhlrs, {n̄1, n̄2, n̄3}, rn, nmin, nmax, npop and ngen were set.

Then, we ran CFDNNetAdapt without the verification step to tune the hy-

perparameters ndnn, nsmp, ∆smp and ∆rn. The results of the last adjustment

step were used to perform a manual verification to set the hyperparameters nver

and ϵ. Lastly, kmax was set to be three times the expected number of steps,

since nsmp is limited by the number of available CFD data points.

Appendix D. Additional data from validation of optimization results

The comparison of all available experimental data with the data from the

corresponding CFD models is shown in Figures D.1 and D.2. The comparison

is based on two indicators presented in Appendix B.6, namely the scaled device

pressure drop (∆sp) defined in (B.3) and the secondary-to-primary flow rate

ratio (rQ) defined in (B.4).

The data show trends similar to the data presented in model validation

in Appendix B.6. For a given design, the CFD model tends to over- or under-

predict the experimental data, but the error stays in the bounds of ±20 % of

the measured value.
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Figure D.1: Comparison of simulation and experimental data, namely the scaled pressure drop

(∆sp) and the secondary-to-primary flow rate ratio (rQ) are depicted for different primary

fluid flow rates Q̇inlet. Colors correspond to ejector designs displayed in Figure 8.
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Figure D.2: Parity plot showing all experimental and simulation data presented in Figure D.1

together. Colors correspond to designs displayed in Figure 8.
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