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Abstract

Fast, geometry-generalizing surrogates for unsteady flow remain challenging. We present a time-dependent, geometry-
aware Deep Operator Network that predicts velocity fields for moderate-Re flows around parametric and non-parametric
shapes. The model encodes geometry via a signed distance field (SDF) trunk and flow history via a CNN branch,
trained on 841 high-fidelity simulations. On held-out shapes, it attains ~ 5% relative L2 single-step error and up
to 1000X speedups over CFD. We provide physics-centric rollout diagnostics, including phase error at probes and
divergence norms, to quantify long-horizon fidelity. These reveal accurate near-term transients but error accumulation
in fine-scale wakes, most pronounced for sharp-cornered geometries. We analyze failure modes and outline practical
mitigations. Code, splits, and scripts are openly released here to support reproducibility and benchmarking.

Keywords: Time-dependent Neural Operators, Periodic Flow Simulations, Complex Geometries, Signed Distance Field

1. Introduction

Time—dependent flow simulations underpin tasks in shape optimization and flow control across aerospace, au-
tomotive, civil, and energy systems [1, 2]. Yet high—fidelity CFD remains computationally intensive, especially for
large design spaces or long horizons, and the need to mesh complex geometries further increases cost and engineering
effort [3, 4]. A canonical stress test is unsteady, incompressible flow past immersed bodies: vortex formation, shedding
frequency, and wake interactions must be captured accurately to avoid spurious loads and instabilities [5, 6]. In practice,
unsteady wakes around wings and vehicle bodies can induce oscillatory forces and fatigue [7, 8]; vortex shedding
behind buildings and bridge piers can trigger hazardous vibrations [9]; and wake interactions degrade turbine efficiency
and lifetime [10, 11]. Resolving multiple shedding cycles at sufficiently fine spatial-temporal resolution often requires
tens of thousands of time steps and hours of wall-clock time on HPC systems [12, 13], making large-scale design
sweeps or real-time inference infeasible. These challenges motivate fast, reliable scientific machine learning (SciML)
surrogates that retain physical fidelity while offering orders-of-magnitude speedups [14].

Neural operators have emerged as a promising class of surrogates for PDEs by learning mappings between function
spaces rather than individual solution instances [15]. Among them, Deep Operator Networks (DeepONet) encode an
input function (branch) and a query location (trunk) to regress field values [16], and have been applied across steady and
transient physics in 2D/3D [17, 18, 19, 20]. Alternative operator families include spectral models such as the Fourier
Neural Operator (FNO) and transformer-based operators that capture long—range spatio—temporal dependencies [21, 22].
These approaches have demonstrated impressive speedups on canonical benchmarks (e.g., cylinder wakes) and even
global weather surrogates [23, 24].

Despite rapid progress, stable long—horizon rollouts for unsteady flows over arbitrary shapes remain difficult.
Autoregressive prediction can accumulate small step-wise errors into unphysical fields [25, 26]; moreover, fidelity
depends critically on how geometry and flow history are represented. Recent geometry-aware models encode shapes via
point clouds, meshes, or low—dimensional parametric descriptors [27, 28, 29, 30], while temporal models emphasize
leveraging history to capture vortex memory effects [26]. Achieving robustness across diverse geometries and stability
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across long rollouts therefore hinges on (i) an expressive, numerically convenient geometry encoding and (ii) an
effective mechanism to exploit recent flow history.

We extend the Geometric Deep Operator Network of He et al. [27] to unsteady 2D flows past complex shapes
by (i) encoding geometry with a signed distance field (SDF) in the trunk and (ii) encoding recent velocity history
with a lightweight CNN in the branch, inspired by history-aware surrogates [31]. We train and evaluate on three
FlowBench [12] shape families: (1) smooth NURBS, (2) irregular spherical-harmonic “blob” shapes, and (3) non-
parametric SkelNetOn contours [32]. We study both single—step accuracy and autoregressive rollouts, emphasizing
generalization across shape classes.

Beyond standard error metrics, we adopt physics-based diagnostics tailored to unsteady wakes: (a) phase error
at wake probes (time- and frequency-domain) to assess shedding frequency and lag, and (b) divergence norms to
quantify incompressibility consistency over rollouts. These diagnostics, together with shape-conditioned analyses (e.g.,
sharp-cornered vs. smooth geometries), help illuminate failure modes and suggest practical remedies.

Our contributions in this work include the following:

o A time-dependent, geometry- and history-aware DeepONet that couples SDF-based implicit geometry with a

CNN history encoder for unsteady flows over parametric and non-parametric shapes.

e A systematic study on history length and shape variability for single-step and rollout accuracy across three
FlowBench families.

e Physics-centric rollout diagnostics (probe phase error; divergence norms) that expose long-horizon drift and
relate it to geometric sharpness.

e Practical guidance and ablations (e.g., SDF choices; history encoding) that inform robust surrogate design for
geometry-rich unsteady CFD.
The remainder is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews operator-learning methods for time-dependent dynamics.
Section 3 details datasets and our time-dependent Geometric DeepONet. Section 4 reports quantitative/qualitative
results and physics diagnostics. Section 5 summarizes findings, limitations, and future directions.

2. Related Work

Neural-operator surrogates for unsteady CFD must (i) encode geometry in a way that supports generalization across
shapes and resolutions, and (ii) leverage temporal history to prevent error amplification in long rollouts. We review
work along these two axes and then position our approach.

Geometry Encoding: A central question is how to represent complex shapes so that an operator can query the
field at arbitrary locations while remaining robust across a family of geometries. Point-cloud DeepONet and its
geometric variants [27, 33] inject surface information (point clouds or meshes) into the trunk network, improving
shape generalization for steady or quasi-steady settings. Geometry-Informed Neural Operator (GINO) [28] introduces
graph-based kernels that propagate signals over geometric graphs, offering resolution-invariant conditioning on shape.
These methods substantively advance geometry awareness, yet they typically do not couple the geometry encoding
with an explicit mechanism for exploiting recent spatio-temporal evolution, which is critical for unsteady wakes.

Temporal Modeling: Orthogonally, several operator designs target temporal coherence and long-horizon stability.
The Temporal Neural Operator (TNO) [34] augments operator inputs with a dedicated temporal branch that aggregates
prior solution fields, yielding accuracy gains on time-dependent PDEs. PDE-Refiner [25] applies a diffusion-style
iterative denoiser to correct autoregressive predictions, improving rollout stability without altering the base predictor.
Mixture operators [26] blend multiple temporal pathways to mitigate error accumulation, effectively learning comple-
mentary temporal dynamics. While these works address stability, they generally assume fixed grids or weak geometry
conditioning, limiting performance on diverse, non-parametric shapes.

Our approach unifies these threads by pairing an explicit geometry encoding, specifically a signed distance field
(SDF) fed to the trunk, with a history encoder, specifically a lightweight CNN over recent velocity frames within
a single Geometric DeepONet architecture. Relative to point-cloud/mesh conditionings [27, 33] and graph-kernel
schemes [28], the SDF provides a dense, resolution-agnostic implicit representation that is straightforward to mask and
differentiate. Compared to purely temporal stabilizers [34, 25, 26], our design couples geometry and history explicitly,
targeting the coupled source of rollout drift in unsteady wakes: sensitivity to both boundary shape and recent flow



evolution. This synthesis aims at robust generalization over diverse shapes and improved stability in autoregressive
prediction, addressing a gap in current neural-operator research.

3. CFD Dataset and Model Details

(a) Snapshots of flow showing vortex shedding around different shapes.
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(b) Time-dependent Geometric DeepONet architecture.

Figure 1: (a) Representative snapshots from the FlowBench FPO dataset, illustrating vortex-shedding behind four representative shapes. (b)
Time-dependent Geometric DeepONet surrogate model: the branch network in Stage-1 process Ny velocity frames through parallel convolutional
streams (Inception-style CNN) fed into an MLP, while the trunk network encodes spatial (x,y, SDF) via another MLP. These are fused element-wise,
passed through a Stage-2 branch MLP (ReLU) and trunk MLP (sine), and finally contracted to predict the next-step velocity field.

We use the flow around an object (FPO) dataset from the publicly available FlowBench dataset [12], hosted on
Hugging Face. This Al-ready dataset comprises 1,103 high-fidelity 2D simulations of unsteady, incompressible flows
past complex shapes on a 1024 x 256 grid with 242 temporal snapshots per case. To balance accuracy and efficiency,
we uniformly subsample every fourth frame yielding 60 timesteps per case, while still capturing key vortex-shedding
dynamics.

Simulation data are generated with a rigorously validated Navier—Stokes solver using the shifted boundary method
to enforce boundary conditions on complex geometries [35, 36]. Benchmark comparisons show velocity profiles,
Strouhal numbers, drag Cp and lift C; coefficients in good agreement with results in the literature Yang et al. [37].
Examples of flow around different geometries are shown in Figure 1a.

The FPO dataset is provided as NumPy compressed (.npz) files. We provide two .npz files: one for the inputs,
suffixed with the marker "_X.npz", and one for the outputs, suffixed with the marker "_Y.npz". Each of these .npz
files contains a 4D NumPy tensor structured as [number_of _channels][timesteps][resolution_x][resolution_y].

In our workflow, we omit the Reynolds channel at inference, letting the model infer flow conditions from the
velocity history, and use only the SDF as input. Similarly, we predict only the velocity components (u, v).
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We evaluate model performance by randomly splitting the 1,103 cases into 841 training and 262 test samples. We
further divide the training set into an 80%/20% random shuffle to form training and validation subsets. The held-out
262-case test set is used exclusively for final evaluation.

Figure 1b illustrates our time-dependent Geometric DeepONet, which consists of two parallel networks — branch
and trunk — and a two-stage fusion process. The branch network extracts multi-scale features from a sequence of N,
past velocity fields (we denote this input sequence length by s = N,) by applying three parallel convolutional streams
(1 x 1,3 x3,and 5 x 5 kernels), each followed by 2 X 2 max-pooling, to reduce the spatial resolution by a factor of 32.
These feature maps are concatenated, flattened, and fed into a three-layer MLP (Stage 1) to produce a global latent
vector of dimension m. Simultaneously, the trunk network (Stage 1) processes each spatial query point by taking its
coordinates (x, y) and corresponding SDF value through a three-layer MLP, yielding a local feature vector of dimension
m at each grid point. We fuse the branch and trunk outputs via an element-wise product, thereby combining temporal
and geometric information.

In Stage 2, the fused tensor is split into two paths. The branch path first computes a spatial average over all
grid points and processes the resulting vectors with a three-layer MLP (Stage 2) using ReLU activations. The trunk
path retains the full fused tensor (without averaging) and feeds it into another three-layer MLP (Stage 2) using sine
activations, generating per-point outputs. A final dot-product contraction along the latent modes between the branch
and trunk outputs yields the predicted velocity components (i, v) at each spatial location.

For a concise summary of the entire data-flow, see Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Time-Dependent Geometric DeepONet

Require: Past N, velocity frames {x'~™', ..., "'}, SDF grid
1: Branch encoding:
2:  Stack past frames into [B, Coy Ny, H, W]
3:  Apply three parallel conv streams (kernels 1 x 1, 3 x 3, 5 x 5), each with 2 X 2 max-pool
4:  Fuse via 1 X 1 convs + pooling, then flatten
5 MLP — global latent vector € R™
6: Trunk encoding:
7 For each query point (x, y), read SDF value — (x,y, SDF)
8 MLP — local feature vector € R™
9: Stage 1 fusion: element-wise product — [B, P, m]
10: Stage 2 encoding:
11:  Branch path: spatially average fused tensor, then MLP — [B, m X Coqy]
12:  Trunk path: apply MLP to each fused feature — [B, P,m X Coy]
13: Final fusion: dot-product over m modes — [B, P, Coy]
14: Loss computation:
15: L =MSE((u, V), (g, vgr)) over all points with SDF > 0

We trained our model of 1.6 million parameters using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 10~3, batch size of
16, for 1000 epochs on a single A100 GPU (12 days). Hyperparameters —learning rate, batch size, and network width
and depth — were carefully tuned via a structured grid search over multiple candidate values, selecting the configuration
that minimized validation loss. Full layer dimensions and hyperparameters are provided in Appendix .1. The training
and validation losses for our Time-Dependent Geometric-DeepONet is reported in Figure .11 in Appendix .2, where
we present the training and validation loss curves for 4 different input sequence lengths s = 1 through s = 16.

4. Results

To quantify prediction accuracy we report two metrics over the test set at each timestep #:
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where P is the number of spatial grid points and ' denotes the velocity component (either u or v) at point i.

4.1. Effect of Sequence Length on Prediction Accuracy

Figure 2 compares the time evolution of relative L, and L, errors for both single step and autoregressive rollout
predictions as the input sequence length s is varied from 1 to 16. In the single-step setting (blue curves), all values
of s yield virtually identical, low error from ¢ = 0 onward, demonstrating that no additional past context beyond the
immediately preceding field is affecting the short-term accuracy. Under rollouts (red), longer sequences yield slightly
lower error for the first few timesteps, an expected benefit of having more initial ground truth frames. But beyond
t = 20, the error trajectories for s = 1, 4, 8, and 16 are similar. In other words, larger s only delays error growth by a
handful of steps, without improving long-term fidelity. Because using s > 1 requires that many more ground-truth
inputs (increasing data loading and memory demands) yet offers no lasting accuracy advantage, we select s = 1 for
all subsequent experiments. This choice minimizes input requirements while preserving both single step and rollout
performance.

4.2. Single Step prediction

Single-Step Prediction Accuracy. As shown in Figure 3(a), the relative L, error remains effectively constant at
approximately 5% over all 60 timesteps, reflecting the model’s one step evaluation where ground-truth inputs are
provided at each step. Correspondingly, the RMSE for both u and v components holds steady at about 0.035
(see Figure 3(b)), demonstrating that the network delivers uniform accuracy throughout the time sequence. This stable
error profile confirms the model’s capacity to accurately predict the immediate future state when supplied with true
past frames. Figure 3(c)-(n) shows a comparison of ground truth and prediction velocity components fields (u, v) for
a single geometry at three timesteps (# = 30, t = 45, t = 59). The comparison shows good agreement, reflecting the
model’s ability to accurately predict the immediate future state.

Robust Geometric Generalization. Figure 4 compares predictions at r = 30 for four markedly different geometries
ranging from smooth, symmetric NURBS shapes to highly irregular harmonic perturbations and non-parametric
skeleton outlines. Despite the pronounced variations in wake dynamics induced by sharp corners and symmetry of the
geometries, the predicted u and v fields remain in excellent agreement with CFD ground truth across all cases. Also,
the number and spacing of shed vortices in the wake match between ground truth and prediction, indicating accurate
capture of vortex-shedding frequency. These results underscore the surrogate’s ability to adapt to complex boundary
geometries and capture the corresponding flow patterns, which can vary dramatically depending on local curvature and
feature sharpness.

Pointwise Temporal Dynamics Near Boundaries. In Figure 5, we plot the time series of u and v at two downstream
probes located at x = 1D and x = 2D (where D is the characteristic diameter of each shape). These locations lie
within the near-geometry region, where viscous boundary-layer effects dominate and flow transition depends sensitively
on leading-edge shape and curvature. Despite the inherent difficulty of modeling highly transient, non-sinusoidal
signals in this boundary-layer, the predicted time series closely follow the ground truth in both phase and amplitude.
This agreement highlights the surrogate model’s ability to resolve fine-scale, geometry-driven unsteady phenomena at
critical downstream positions.

4.3. Rollout prediction

Rollout Prediction Accuracy. As shown in Figure 6(a), the overall relative L, error begins at approximately 5% and
grows to about 55% by ¢t = 60, indicating cumulative error accumulation when previous predictions are fed back
into the model. This trend reflects the degradation of the model’s accuracy during rollouts, where each predicted
field becomes the input for the next timestep. Correspondingly, the RMSE for both the # and v components increases
monotonically (see Figure 6(b)), rising from roughly 0.02 and 0.05 at t = 0 to 0.4 and 0.7 at t = 60 for u and v,
respectively. This shows that the surrogate struggles to maintain accuracy over extended time horizons. Figure 6(c)—(h)
compare ground-truth and predicted velocity fields for a single geometry at ¢t = 30, ¢ = 45, and ¢t = 59. At ¢ = 30,
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Figure 2: Time-evolution of single-step versus rollout prediction errors for varying input sequence lengths. Panels (a) and (b) plot the relative L
and L, errors over time using an input sequence of length s = 1. Panels (c) and (d) show the same metrics for s = 4; panels (e) and (f) for s = 8;
and panels (g) and (h) for s = 16.
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Figure 3: Single-step prediction of flow velocity for an example geometry. (a) Relative L, error over time. (b) RMSE of u and v over time. (c—e)
Ground-truth u at t = 30,45,59. (f~h) Predicted u at t = 30,45,59. (i—k) Ground-truth v at t = 30,45,59. (I-n) Predicted v at t = 30,45, 59.
Colorbars for u are shown in (e) and (h), and for v in (k) and (n).
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the prediction closely matches the reference, with minor discrepancies confined near the solid boundary. By ¢ = 45,
wake vortices exhibit slight phase shifts and reduced amplitude. At ¢ = 59, the predicted wake structure is noticeably
different and vortex centers are displaced, highlighting the challenge of long-horizon rollouts.

Robust Geometric Generalization During Rollouts. Figure 7 compares rollout predictions at ¢ = 30 for four markedly
different geometries ranging from smooth, symmetric NURBS shapes to highly irregular harmonic perturbations and
non-parametric skeleton outlines. The first two shapes (panels (a)—(h)) show high deviation from the ground-truth
data, particularly near sharp edges where the surrogate smooths peak velocities and displaces vortex cores. The last
two shapes are in better agreement (panels (i)—(p)), with wake vortices correctly positioned and velocity amplitudes
closely matching the CFD reference. These results indicate that while rollout accuracy degrades for geometries with
pronounced corners, the surrogate maintains robust prediction quality for smoother boundaries, preserving key flow
structures across diverse shape complexities.

Point Wise Temporal Dynamics During Rollouts. Figure 8 shows the rollout time series of u and v at two downstream
probes located at x = 1D and x = 2D (where D is the characteristic diameter of each shape) for four representative
geometries. These probes lie within the near—geometry boundary layer region, where unsteady viscous effects and
wake development are most pronounced. The predicted signals maintain accurate phase alignment and amplitude
matching with ground truth for the first 20-30 timesteps across all shapes but diverge gradually thereafter. The two
shapes with sharp corners (rows one and two) exhibit larger deviations, characterized by phase lag and damped peak
values, compared to the smoother geometries (row four), which demonstrate closer agreement through ¢ = 60. These
results demonstrate the surrogate’s ability to capture essential unsteady boundary layer phenomena under feedback,
while highlighting systematic error growth during rollouts, which scales with boundary complexity.

Strouhal Number and Phase Lag. Figure 9 evaluates how well the surrogate preserves the periodic wake dynamics for
a single-timestep history (s = 1). For each test geometry, we record the vertical velocity v(x, f) on the wake centerline
at four probes (x/D = 1,2, 3,4) and define the Strouhal number as the dominant non-dimensional frequency of v(x, r).
The left column compares predicted versus ground-truth Strouhal numbers at all probes: the points form a tight cloud
around the y = x line with only a few high- and low-frequency outliers, and the number of these extremes decreases
further downstream as the wake becomes less sensitive to local geometric details.

To quantify phase coherence, we estimate at each probe a phase offset ¢(x) by finding the time delay 7(x) that
maximizes the cross-correlation between predicted and ground-truth signals at the dominant shedding frequency, and
then converting this delay into ¢(x) = =27 fiheq(x) 7(x) (right column). Phase lags are concentrated near zero, with
fluctuations and no systematic tendency to lead or lag. In addition to these distributions, Table 1 summarizes error
statistics for Strouhal number and phase lag across downstream probes and sequence lengths. For a single-timestep
input (s = 1), the relative L, error in Strouhal number lies between 0.19 and 0.23 with L., < 0.59 at all locations. The
mean phase lag is about 0.3 rad, with outliers approaching 3 rad that correspond to the most challenging, sharp-cornered
geometries. As the history length increases (s = 4, 8, 16), both metrics generally improve: the best relative L, error in
Strouhal number decreases to ~ 0.17 and L, drops below ~ 0.52 at most probes, while the mean phase lag is reduced
to < 0.15 rad for s = 8 and below 0.1 rad at several probes for s = 16. The maximum phase lag remains O(3) rad due
to a small number of difficult cases, but these outliers do not dominate the statistics. Overall, the model captures the
dominant shedding frequency and its phase with minimal temporal context, and longer input sequences further improve
both frequency and phase predictions.

Error Amplification at Sharp Corners. We find that sharp corners are especially prone to error accumulation. First, the
SDF at our 1024 x 256 grid only approximates sharp corners in a pixelated way, smoothing out true corner geometry.
Second, the CNN encoder downsamples spatial resolution by 32x, which further blurs small-scale vortical structures
that originate at those corners. During rollouts, these initial insufficient encodings at sharp edges propagate downstream
and amplify, leading to the larger errors observed for high curvature shapes.

Sample Level Variability in Prediction Accuracy. Figure 10 presents violin style density estimates of the relative L,
error across all test geometries at ¢t = 20 and ¢ = 50 for both single step and rollout evaluations. In the single step case
(panel (a)), the error distribution at # = 20 is tightly concentrated around low values (peak near 2-3%), and the error
spread remains the same at ¢ = 50, indicating that a minority of shapes — particularly those with sharp features — exhibit
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high instantaneous error. The rollout distributions (panel (b)) show substantially greater broadening: at t = 20, the
median error is already higher than the single step case (peak near 15-20%), and by ¢ = 50 the density extends to
over 40% for most samples. The pronounced tails in both single step and rollout violins reveal that some geometries
accumulate error much more rapidly, leading to a bimodal appearance in the density. This reflects that smoother shapes
cluster at low error throughout, whereas irregular and high-curvature geometries produce outliers with significantly
degraded accuracy. Overall, these plots underscore that while the surrogate performs reliably on average, its worst case
rollout performance can vary by an order of magnitude depending on sample shape.
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Figure 6: Rollout prediction of flow velocity for an example geometry. (a) Relative Ly error over time. (b) RMSE of u and v over time. (c—e)
Ground-truth u at t = 30,45,59. (f~h) Predicted u at t = 30,45,59. (i—k) Ground-truth v at t = 30,45,59. (I-n) Predicted v at t = 30,45, 59.

Colorbars for u are shown in (e) and (h), and for v in (k) and (n).
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14



Table 1: Relative L, and L, errors in the predicted Strouhal number, and mean / maximum phase lag between predicted and ground-truth wake
signals, for different input sequence lengths s and downstream probe locations x/D. Bold values indicate the best-performing sequence length for
each metric across all probe locations (x| D).

x/D s relative Ly(Strouhal) L. (Strouhal) mean phase lag [rad] max phase lag [rad]

1 0.233 0.563 0.337 3.004
1 4 0.228 0.546 0.353 2.876
8 0.210 0.521 0.128 2.886
16 0.190 0.418 0.168 2.666
1 0.209 0.589 0.267 2.807
) 4 0.210 0.575 0.365 2.832
8 0.195 0.557 0.140 2.399
16 0.182 0.525 0.033 2.981
1 0.196 0.578 0.274 3.099
3 4 0.213 0.558 0.314 3.009
8 0.193 0.581 0.160 3.011
16 0.178 0.513 0.049 2.617
1 0.190 0.565 0.241 3.028
4 4 0.210 0.510 0.326 3.033
8 0.211 0.565 0.184 3.124
16 0.171 0.495 0.091 3.101
§ 0.20 - é 1.0 4
o o 0.8 1
p 5 0.6 1
= 0.10 A 2
B 2041
& 0.05 - 2 021
0.00 T T 0.0 T
20 50 50
time time
(a) Single-step relative L, error at t = 20 and t = 50. (b) Rollout relative Ly error at t = 20 and t = 50.

Figure 10: Violin-style density estimates of relative Ly error at t = 20 and t = 50 for (a) single-step predictions and (b) autoregressive rollouts.

5. Conclusions

In this work, we introduce a time dependent Geometric Deep Operator Network that integrates an SDF based
geometry encoding with a convolutional history encoder to predict unsteady, periodic flow around complex 2D shapes.
Our extensive evaluation on the FlowBench flow past an object dataset demonstrates the following key findings:

o High Single-Step Accuracy: When provided with ground-truth inputs, the surrogate achieves an average relative
L, error of approximately 5% and stable RMSE values for both u and v components across 60 timesteps.

e Error Accumulation in Rollouts: Under autoregressive rollouts, prediction error grows monotonically to about
55% relative L, by t = 60, highlighting challenges in long horizon stability.

e Geometric Generalization: The model reliably captures vortex shedding patterns and wake structures across
smooth shapes. Performance degrades the most for geometries with sharp corners, where rollouts exhibit
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smoothed peaks and displaced vortices. Predictions for smoother shapes maintain closer agreement with the
ground truth data.

¢ Point Wise Temporal Dynamics: Time series at downstream probes (x = 1D, 2D) reveal accurate prediction
of the time series for the single step predictions. The rollout prediction shows phase alignment and amplitude
matching for the first 20-30 steps before error accumulates and degrades predictions.

o Sample Level Variability: Violin plot analysis shows pronounced tails and bimodality of the error distribution,
indicating that complex geometries can incur an order-of-magnitude higher error than smoother counterparts.

These results underscore both the promise and limitations of purely data-driven neural operators for unsteady flow:
they offer dramatic speedups (x1000) and strong short term accuracy but require further developments to sustain long
term autoregressive rollout on complex boundaries.

Future directions for this work span physics, generative refinement, temporal context, and generalization. First,
one could incorporate explicit physical consistency during training by adding a Navier—Stokes residual regularization
term (PINN style), which penalizes violations of incompressibility and momentum balance. This term could feature
spatial weighting near the embedded boundary and time-weighting across rollout steps, directly targeting long horizon
drift. Second, to improve robustness during rollout without sacrificing fast inference, one should investigate diffusion-
based decoders (in the spirit of PDE—Refiner approaches) that take the operator’s coarse prediction and iteratively
denoise/refine it, correcting accumulated phase and amplitude errors and sharpening near—boundary features when
needed. Third, rather than relying on a fixed history length, we plan to explore adaptive history schemes that selectively
incorporate longer temporal context only when the model detects increased uncertainty or onset of unstable dynamics,
preserving efficiency in steady regimes while improving predictions during transients. Finally, it will be useful to
rigorously evaluate out—of—distribution generalization by testing on geometries unseen during training, including
sharper corners, different aspect ratios, and altered curvature/topology, using not only pointwise errors but also physics-
centric rollout diagnostics (e.g., divergence, probe phase/Strouhal consistency) to identify failure modes and guide
targeted data augmentation and model design.
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Appendix .1. Model Architecture Details

Table .2 gives a layer-by-layer specification of our time-dependent Geometric DeepONet. Notation: B batch size;
s = N, number of input timesteps; H, W spatial height and width; P = H X W total points; m latent dimension; c3 CNN
branch channels; fcy, fc, fusion channels; C,y output channels.

Component Configuration
Branch CNN Input [B, 2N,, H, W]
CNN Encoder 3 Parallel conv streams (1 x 1, 3 x 3, 5 x5), each with 2 X 2 max pooling,

Encoder Fusion Stage 1
Encoder Fusion Stage 2
Branch MLP (Stage 1)
Trunk Input

Trunk MLP (Stage 1)
Stage I Fusion

Branch MLP (Stage 2)
Trunk MLP (Stage 2)

producing [B, c3, H/8, W/8]; concatenated to [B, 3¢3, H/8, W/8].
1 X1 conv (3¢c3— fc1), 2 X2 pool = [B, fci, H/16, W/16].

1 X1 conv (fc; — fca), 2 X2 pool — [B, fcp, H/32, W/32].

[ fea x 45 x 3. 256, 128, m ], ReLU

[B, P, 3] with channels corresponding to (x, y, SDF)

[3, 128, 128, m], ReLU

Element-wise product of branch latent and trunk features — [B, P, m].
[m, 128, 128, m X Coy ], ReLU

[m, 128, 128, m X Coy ], sine

Final Fusion Dot-product over m modes — [B, P, Coy]

Table .2: Architecture of the time-dependent Geometric DeepONet.

Appendix .2. Training and Validation Loss

To further analyze training performance, we present the evolution of training and validation loss for our Time-
Dependent Geometric-DeepONet across four input sequence lengths: s = 1, s = 4, s = 8§, and s = 16, as shown
in Figure .11.

Appendix .3. Strouhal Number and Phase Lag with Increased Input Sequence Lengths

In the main text, we analyzed the Strouhal number and phase lag for a single-timestep input history (s = 1);
see Figure 9. Here, we repeat the same diagnostics for longer input sequences with s = 4, s = 8, and s = 16. The
corresponding results are shown in Figure .12, Figure .13, and Figure .14, respectively. For each sequence length,
the left column plots predicted versus ground-truth Strouhal numbers at four downstream probes (x/D = 1-4), while
the right column shows the distribution of phase lag (prediction minus ground truth) across test samples at the same
locations. Across all values of s, the Strouhal scatter remains tightly clustered around the y = x line for every probe
location, with a small number of outliers. As summarized in Table 1, increasing the sequence length yields modest but
consistent improvements in the Strouhal error: the relative L, error decreases from 0.23 for s = 1 to = 0.17 for s = 16.
The phase-lag distributions are centered near zero for all s, with a slightly reduced mean phase lag for s = 8 and s = 16.
These diagnostics show that longer input histories provide small gains in both frequency and phase accuracy, while the
overall temporal coherence of the wake is well captured with a single-timestep input (s = 1).
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Figure .11: Training and validation loss in semi-log scale for Time-Dependent Geometric-DeepONet across 4 input sequence lengths s = 1-s = 16.
This figure presents the evolution of both training (blue) and validation (orange) losses over 1000 epochs for each sequence length.
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Figure .12: Strouhal number and phase-lag (in radians) for the case of s = 4 at four downstream probe locations. Left column: predicted versus
ground-truth Strouhal number with a dashed 'y = x reference line. Right column: phase lag (prediction minus ground truth) for test samples. Each
row corresponds to a different streamwise position x = 1D, x = 2D, x = 3D, and x = 4D, where D is the geometry diameter.
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Figure .13: Strouhal number and phase-lag (in radians) for the case of s = 8 at four downstream probe locations. Left column: predicted versus
ground-truth Strouhal number with a dashed 'y = x reference line. Right column: phase lag (prediction minus ground truth) for test samples. Each
row corresponds to a different streamwise position x = 1D, x = 2D, x = 3D, and x = 4D, where D is the geometry diameter.
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Figure .14: Strouhal number and phase-lag (in radians) for the case of s = 16 at four downstream probe locations. Left column: predicted versus
ground-truth Strouhal number with a dashed 'y = x reference line. Right column: phase lag (prediction minus ground truth) for test samples. Each
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row corresponds to a different streamwise position x = 1D, x = 2D, x = 3D, and x = 4D, where D is the geometry diameter.
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