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Abstract

Microkinetics allows detailed modelling of chemical transformations occurring in many industrially relevant reac-
tions. Traditional way of solving the microkinetics model for Fischer-Tropsch synthesis (FTS) becomes inefficient
when it comes to more advanced real-time applications. In this work, we address these challenges by using physics-
informed neural networks(PINNs) for modelling FTS microkinetics. We propose a computationally efficient and
accurate method, enabling the ultra-fast solution of the existing microkinetics models in realistic process conditions.
The proposed PINN model computes the fraction of vacant catalytic sites, a key quantity in FTS microkinetics, with
median relative error (MRE) of 0.03%, and the FTS product formation rates with MRE of 0.1%. Compared to con-
ventional equation solvers, the model achieves up to 106 times speed-up when running on GPUs, thus being fast
enough for multi-scale and multi-physics reactor modelling and enabling its applications in real-time process control
& optimization.

Keywords: Microkinetics, Fischer-Tropsch synthesis, Physics-informed neural network (PINN), Scientific Machine
learning, Process Optimization

1. Introduction

Accurate modelling of chemical reaction kinetics is
vital to understand chemical processes and to predict
their behaviour [1, 2, 3]. It relies on expressing the
chemical reaction mechanisms in a mathematical form
[3] for applications such as optimization of the proper-
ties of the catalysts [4, 5], selecting proper design and
operating conditions for chemical reactors [6, 7], en-
abling real-time process optimization [8] etc. In com-
plex industrial chemical plants [8], kinetics of the in-
volved chemical transformations can be considered as
the core building block [9], which is then used to cre-
ate larger-scale models [10, 11], e.g., capable of being
used as a digital twin [12, 13, 14] of the chemical plant
[15]. From such ground-up perspective, accuracy and
reliability [16] becomes one of the key requirements for
a kinetic model [4].

One way to meet these requirements is by using
a first-principle approach to the reaction kinetics, in
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which the ultimate reactants-to-products transformation
is decomposed into a set of elementary reaction steps
and all intermediates are tracked using the chemical in-
sights about the underlying mechanisms [3, 9, 17]. Each
elementary step [18] is then characterized by the ther-
modynamic and kinetic properties [19, 20]. These prop-
erties are then used as parameters in equations to relate
the rates of change in the concentrations of the con-
stituent species [21, 22]. The whole approach is often
referred to as microkinetics modelling, when the chem-
ical transformation of interest occurs at the surface of a
catalyst as a ’microdomain’ in which the reactions take
place and the role of adsorption is taken into account
explicitly [5, 9, 23, 24]. Due to the explicit considera-
tion of the role of the surface processes in this approach,
it typically involves an additional stage of solving a set
of balance equations to find the surface coverage of all
adsorbed species [5].

The benefits of microkinetics approach come at the
cost of its complexity. However, overcoming this barrier
by dedicating research efforts becomes justified when
the chemical process of interest has a potential of hav-
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ing high economic and/or environmental impact. One
such example is the chemical transformation of the car-
bon molecules present in crude oil, natural gas (includ-
ing the associated natural gas produced from oil wells
as a byproduct [25]), shale gas, biogas, coal, biomass
or waste [26, 27] into usable fuels (typically, short
chain carbon molecules) or other valuable chemicals
(e.g., methanol, dimethyl ether, dimethyl carbonate etc
[28, 29, 30]). Utilization of alternative carbon sources
is considered as an essential step in maintaining sustain-
able production of chemical building blocks for much of
the chemical industry [31]. In cases when the ultimate
product of the chemical transformation is liquid fuels,
the processes can be unified under the umbrella term
XTL (X-to-Liquid) [32, 33, 34] where, X can be any-
thing depending on the carbon feed stock used [35, 36],
e.g., CTL (coal to liquids) [37, 38], GTL (gas to liquids)
[39, 34], and BTL (biomass to liquids) [40, 41].

Carbon from atmosphere or industry-generated flue
gases in the form of carbon dioxide, CO2, can be re-
cycled and further used as a resource as well, by one
of the processes collectively known as Carbon capture
and utilization (CCU) techniques [28]. When used in
conjunction with renewable energy sources [31], CCU
can reduce the environmental impacts of manufacturing
processes producing valuable chemicals, e.g., reduce
CO2 emissions and the dependence on fossil fuels as
carbon source. Catalyst-dependent conversion of CO2
into methane [42, 43] can also be used for power-to-
gas [44] (and, generally, power-to-X [26, 45]) conver-
sion in renewable energy storage systems [46], essential
for stabilizing electrical grids powered by sources with
discontinuous production like photovoltaics and wind
turbines[26]. Another aspect of CCU is its relevance for
the production of carbon-neutral fuels [31, 47], which
have net zero CO2 footprint [46, 48] or greenhouse gas
emissions. Various means of attaining carbon-neutral
hydrocarbons have been reviewed in [48, 49], as well
as the implementation aspects [50] and challenges [51]
of achieving carbon neutrality strategies in practice.
In various carbon utilization pathways [52], including
XTL and CCU, a mixture of carbon monoxide (CO) and
hydrogen (H2) gas known as syngas, acts as the key in-
termediate stream [26], which is then used to produce
hydrocarbon fuels. Such a two-stage process of produc-
ing fuels from a carbon-containing feed appears to be
more practical and technologically mature [35, 53] as
compared to the direct conversion.

Fischer-Tropsch synthesis (FTS) process is one of the
most applied techniques for catalytic conversion of syn-
gas into fuels in the form of long-chain hydrocarbons
[26, 33, 34, 54, 55, 56]. FTS dates its history back to

1926 [47] (see [57, 58] for historical overview) and has
been implemented in a variety of industrial setups since
then (see [59] for illustrative examples). FTS process
relies on the use of a catalyst, typically based on iron or
cobalt and/or their oxides loaded onto a porous substrate
in the form of pellets, to convert the syngas into hydro-
carbons. The actual composition of products which are
formed as a result of the FTS process varies depend-
ing on the operating conditions. It majorly consists of
a mixture of n-paraffins (linear 1-alkanes) and 1-olefins
(alkene containing a single carbon–carbon double bond
in the terminal position) with number of carbon atoms
from 1-4 (gases), through 5-20 (liquids) and higher
(waxes) [8, 35, 54, 56]. The liquid fraction of FTS
products is highly-valuable as ultra-clean liquid fuels
[59] due to it being almost free of aromatic compounds,
nitrogen, sulfur, and other toxic substances typically
found in petroleum products and are known to violate
strict environmental requirements [35, 57]. Another ad-
vantage of the synthetic fuels is their usability within the
current petroleum refining and distribution infrastruc-
ture [48, 31]. Products with carbon numbers (number
of carbon atoms in a hydrocarbon) 5-11 can be used to
produce gasoline, whereas the synthesis products with
carbon numbers in the 10-20 range can be used to pro-
duce diesel (“green diesel”) [54, 60].Therefore, while
optimizing the reactor operating conditions, achieving
high selectivity towards the desired products is as im-
portant as maximizing the overall conversion [47]. De-
tailed microkinetics is thus an essential ingredient in the
robust optimization of the FTS reactor performance.

The sequence of elementary transformations, collec-
tively referred to as the reaction mechanism of the FTS
process received substantial attention due to its key
importance as the basis for building the microkinetics
model of the process, and has been covered by several
reviews [33, 34, 54, 55, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64]. These mech-
anisms are generally grouped into alkyl, CO insertion,
enolic, and alkenyl types, while the relative importance
of different mechanisms depends on the specific catalyst
and process conditions (e.g., H2/CO ratio, the presence
of other substances). Accordingly, several microkinet-
ics models exist in literature. In particular, in [65, 66],
the authors present a detailed kinetic model (reviewed
below in this paper) of the FTS process based on the
CO-insertion mechanism. This model accounted for the
dependence of 1-olefins desorption on the length of car-
bon chain and the distribution of synthesis products ob-
tained from the proposed model was shown to agree
with the experimental data.

The improvements in the description of the experi-
mental data offered by the aforementioned model came
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at the cost of making the overall description computa-
tionally more expensive. Specifically, a set of non-linear
highly-coupled algebraic equations describing the chain
growth probability and the fraction of vacant catalytic
sites need to be solved for each new instance of the
model inputs, viz., the temperature and partial pressures
of H2, CO and H2O. Unless implemented in a highly-
parallelized manner, solving the set of non-linear equa-
tions can become a computational bottleneck, especially
in use-cases where the microkinetics model is a compo-
nent of a more complex reactor model that is designed
to optimize its operational parameters. Due to this com-
putational bottleneck, the calculation of the derivatives
of the reaction rates with respect to the input parameters
can become even more challenging, although such gra-
dients are usually desirable for using the model in any
optimization scenarios.

Machine-learning (ML) methods are an attractive al-
ternative when it comes to building automatic and ver-
satile approximators for complex dependencies. In par-
ticular, neural networks (NNs) are known for their abil-
ity to approximate complex and highly non-linear rela-
tionships by minimzing a prescribed loss function and
thus, automatically ’learning’ them from the collection
of pre-computed ’ground truth’ input-output examples
that is often referred to as training data. At the same
time, the high flexibility of NNs as universal func-
tion approximators requires a large amount of training
data to generalize well. In applications, where obtain-
ing each new data point requires an additional run of
a stand-alone simulation program, e.g., a conventional
equation solver, generating a sufficiently large number
of data points for training becomes a time-consuming
task or even practically impossible. This problem be-
comes more evident in cases where the solution of or-
dinary differential equations (ODEs) or partial differen-
tial equations (PDEs) need to be approximated using a
NN. Such interdependent set of equations are a key in-
gredient of multiscale and multiphysics problems in sci-
entific and engineering applications, where the conven-
tional method of solving them using numerical methods
is often computationally expensive [67, 68, 69].

Scientific machine learning or Physics-informed ma-
chine learning [70, 71, 72, 73] is a relatively new ap-
proach for building and training ML models in agree-
ment with some additional knowledge, expressible in
the form of equations, enabling creation of hybrid
physics-based and data-driven models [74]. Among
the different ways of incorporating additional knowl-
edge into ML models [71, 75], physics-informed neu-
ral networks (PINNs) stand out as an approach allow-
ing the use of NNs to approximate the solution of equa-

tions, e.g., ODEs or PDEs, without the need of having
pre-computed training dataset. This approach is thus
well suited for cases when traditional solvers for the
equations of interest are computationally expensive. In
physics-informed training the objective is to minimize
the defined loss function so as to measures how well
the dependency learned by NN satisfies the given equa-
tions. This is in contrast to a traditional regression-type
training set-up where the loss function measures the
discrepancy between the ground-truth outcome and the
prediction made by the NN. Apart from being suitable
for solving forward and inverse problems [70, 71, 76],
the PINNs approach brings an additional important ben-
efit over the conventional solvers due to its ability of
solving parameterized problems [71, 73], i.e., training
a single NN capable of approximating not only a single
solution to the given equation, but a set of parameter-
ized solutions at once. Due to this, the effective speed-
up obtained during inference with PINN becomes even
more favorable as compared to the conventional equa-
tion solvers.

In this work, we show how PINN can be used to solve
a set of non-linear and highly coupled algebraic equa-
tions describing the FTS process while also achieving
significant computational speedup at almost the same
accuracy in comparison with the conventional solver.
The proposed PINN model computes the fraction of va-
cant catalytic sites and the chain growth probabilities
as functions of H2, CO and H2O partial pressures and
the temperature in the reacting system. These quanti-
ties are then used to compute the production/reaction
rates of n-paraffin and 1-olefins. Our approach is fast
enough to be considered as an on-the-fly solver for more
complex optimization and control systems. We further
discuss the implementation details of PINN, present it’s
training process and discuss the speed-up and accuracy
benchmarking results.

In the rest of the paper we first briefly review the set
of closely related FTS microkinetics models, which are
referred to as Todic’s class of models, and discuss the
type of equations which are needed to be solved in this
approach. Then, we introduce the PINNs approach to
solve such a system of equations followed by the PINN
training procedure and the analysis of the performance
of the trained model in terms of accuracy and speed.
We close the discussion with an outlook of some further
directions.
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2. Microkinetic modelling and PINNs approach

2.1. Kinetic model of FTS process

FTS process is generally considered as a polymeriza-
tion type reaction [34, 54, 55] when building a microki-
netics model. It starts with absorbing the CO and H2 re-
actants on the surface of the catalyst (absorption step),
proceeds through the steps of chain initiation (when an
initial substance is formed on the surface and acts as a
‘seed’ from which the new hydrocarbon chain can then
grow), chain propagation (when new carbon atoms are
added to the chain thus increasing its length), and ends
with chain growth termination step. The process is final-
ized by the desorption of the synthesized molecule from
the surface of the catalyst. Ideally, each of these steps
should be described by a series of elementary chemical
reactions, accounting for all the possible intermediates
involved in the transformations. Moreover, some addi-
tional steps can be considered [77], e.g., re-adsorption
of the formed products onto the surface of the catalyst or
their involvement into some secondary reactions. How-
ever, due to the complexity of the entire process, de-
scription of its steps is thus usually simplified to a cer-
tain degree.

The Anderson–Schulz–Flory (ASF) model [78, 79,
80, 81] (see [82] for a historical perspective), which fo-
cuses on the chain growth step, is one of most basic ap-
proaches to obtain the distribution of FTS products. At
each instance, the growing chain in this model can either
get elongated by a new −CH2− group with probability
α (which is thus called the chain growth probability), or
otherwise the chain growth is terminated with probabil-
ity 1− α and the formed chain is detached from the sur-
face. That leads to the probability wn = α

n−1 · (1− α) of
obtaining the product with n carbon atoms [34, 35]. De-
spite being intuitively appealing and relying on a single
parameter α, the ASF model yields the distribution of
FTS products which is only in qualitative, but not quan-
titative agreement with the experiments. To build the
model suitable for making quantitative predictions, the
chain growth probability α needs to be made product-
dependent (see [83, 84, 85] for the discussion of differ-
ent factors affecting α). This is done in non-ASF mod-
els.

Within the microkinetics approach, the the chain
growth probability is related to a particular product by
considering the elementary chemical reactions occur-
ring at each step of the FTS process. Several models
for the exact sequence of these reactions have been pro-
posed, each one assuming its own set of intermediate
substances as being the most relevant for the particular
catalyst of interest, thus introducing the corresponding

overall chain growth mechanism (e.g., alkyl, enolic, CO
insertion, alkenyl) [34, 54, 55] .

Herein, we focus on the model based on the CO-
insertion mechanism [65], but technically, the PINNs
approach we propose in this work is also applicable to
a much wider class of models, which we refer to as
Todic’s class of models. These models have some differ-
ences in terms of underlying set of elementary chemical
reactions, but have two key similarities. One of them is
the assumption that because of the action of the weak
Van der Waal’s interactions between the 1-olefin pre-
cursor and the surface of the catalyst, the activation en-
ergy of the 1-olefin desorption En

d,o increases linearly
with the number of carbon atoms n in the molecule
[59, 65, 86], viz., En

d,o = E0
d,o + n · ∆E. In turn, that

implies that the rate constant for 1-olefins desorption
depends on n exponentially (∼ec·n, where c = −∆E

RT ).
Secondly, the models within Todic’s class are similar in
considering a state referred to as a growing chain inter-
mediate [86] and denoted by CnH2n+1 − S. The way in
which this state is formed is model-dependent, but once
it is achieved, it can only then either undergo an elemen-
tary reaction yielding the finalized hydrocarbon chain
(a paraffin or 1-olefin), or be consumed by the chain of
elementary reactions comprising the chain propagation
step of FTS and ending with Cn+1H2(n+1)+1 − S state.
Schematically, these alternatives can be denoted as

CnH2n+1 − S


kgrowth
−−−−→ . . . −→ Cn+1H2(n+1)+1 − S
kpara f f in,n
−−−−−−→ CnH2n+2
kole f in,n
−−−−−→ CnH2n

where, CnH2n option is present for n ≥ 2 only, ‘. . .’
denotes the reactions comprising the chain propagation
step and kgrowth, kpara f f in,n, kole f in,n are the reaction rate
constants of the appropriate elementary steps in the FTS
model (e.g., [86]). The chain growth probability αn is
then introduced as the ratio [34, 54, 55]

αn =
kgrowth

kgrowth + kpara f f in,n + kole f in,n

where kole f in,n = 0 for n = 1 (when no 1-olefin can be
formed). Dependence of αn on the number of carbon
atoms n appears because kole f in,n changes with n as ∼
ec·n, while kpara f f in,n is independent on n when n ≥ 2,
but can have a different value when n = 1 (allowing for
a special treatment of CH4 as a FTS product).

In case of a stationary process, which is usually con-
sidered in the Todic’s class of models, αn can be shown
to be equal to the ratio of equilibrium surface coverages
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[86], αn =
[CnH2n+1−S]

[Cn−1H2(n−1)+1−S] (when n ≥ 2) or α1 =
[CH3−S]

[H−S]
(when n = 1).

In addition to the surface coverage of CnH2n+1 − S,
the equilibrium fractions of catalyst surface sites occu-
pied with all other possible reactions intermediates can
be obtained, and then related to the fraction of vacant
catalytic sites [S] by the expressions depending on αn.
That leads to the so-called site balance equation which
has the same form in the entire Todic’s class of FTS mi-
crokinetics models [65, 66, 86]. It reads

[S ] =
1

c0 + cS ·

(
α1 + α1α2 + α1α2

Nmax∑
i=3

i∏
j=3
α j

) , (1)

where Nmax is the largest possible number of carbon
atoms in FTS product molecule. By solving non-linear
equation 1, coupled with the expressions relating αn to
[S ], the fraction of vacant sites [S ] can be found and
then used to obtain detailed information about the prod-
ucts of FTS and their formation rates. The coefficients
c0 and cS in equation 1 are determined by the reac-
tion conditions and their explicit expressions are model-
dependent.

Hereinafter our consideration will be limited to the
specific case of CO insertion mechanism microkinet-
ics model, as proposed in [65, 66]. In that instance of
Todic’s class of models, the following expressions are
used

c0 = 1 + K1PCO +
√

K2PH2 , (2)

cS =
1

K2
2 K4K5K6

PH2O

P2
H2

+
√

K2PH2 , (3)

while the explicit expressions for αn in equation 1 are

α1 =
k3K1PCO

k3K1PCO + k7M
√

K2PH2

, (4)

α2 =
k3K1PCO[S ]

k3K1PCO[S ] + k7
√

K2PH2 [S ] + k8,Eec·2
(5)

and

αn =
k3K1PCO[S ]

k3K1PCO[S ] + k7
√

K2PH2 [S ] + k8,0ec·n
(6)

when n ≥ 3. Reaction rates for the final products of FTS
are then found as

RCH4 = k7MK0.5
2 P0.5

H2
α1 · [S]2 , (7)

RCnH2n+2 = k7K0.5
2 P0.5

H2
α1α2

n∏
i=3

αi · [S]2 (8)

when n ≥ 2,

RC2H4 = k8E,0ec·2α1α2 · [S] , (9)

RCnH2n = k8,0ec·nα1α2

n∏
i=3

αi · [S] (10)

when n ≥ 3.
In these equations, Ps denotes the partial pressure

(in MPa) of substance s (s = H2,CO,H2O), K j =

A j · exp
(
−
∆H j

RT

)
are equilibrium constants for j-th el-

ementary step, ki = Ai · exp
(
−

Ei
RT

)
are reaction rate

constant for elementary step i, T is temperature (in K),
c = − ∆E

R T is the factor expressing dependence of effec-
tive reaction rates on the number of carbon atoms in the
olefin chain.

Here, A j, ∆H j, Ei and ∆E are adjustable parame-
ters of the model. Their numerical values are usually
found by fitting the model predictions (mostly, related
to the distribution of FTS products) to the experimental
data. From that perspective, and because the chain of
elementary transformations used in the model is never
exhaustive [87, 77], we prefer to consider the entire
set of model’s expressions primarily as an interpola-
tion formulae, backed by certain chemical knowledge,
rather than as a fully first-principle ground-up approach
[3]. Such treatment also validates the compensation of
some imperfections of underlying theoretical descrip-
tion by tolerating slight shifts of numerical values of
the model parameters away from their ‘microscopically
correct’ values during the fitting. Interpolation-based
treatment thus allows for widest possible applicability
of the model in terms of reaction conditions ranges,
which is essential for engineering workflows. Still, it
is the accounting for the dependence of 1-olefins des-
orption on the carbon chain length which be considered
as a main qualitative reason allowing for such a degree
of model’s flexibility that it can fit distribution of FTS
products in good agreement with experimental data.

Since the equations 1–6 are non-linear with respect to
[S ] and the r.h.s. of equation 1 has sum-product of Nmax

terms (which is usually quite large, ≈ 102), it needs to be
solved numerically, comprising the most computation-
ally expensive step in the entire model. Technically, this
can be done by one of the many well-established root
finding techniques which are usually iterative in nature.
Alternative is the PINN approach which we present in
more details in the next subsection.

When equations 1–6 are solved with a particular
method and [S ] and αn are found, the production rates
for all FTS products can be obtained using equations 7–
10. These rates can then be used, e.g., to optimize the
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reaction conditions or as the quantities which should be
fitted to the experimental data. In both cases, it is desir-
able to have the ability to easily compute the derivatives
of the reaction rates with respect to reaction conditions,
viz., PCO, PH2 , PH2O and PT . This can be achieved eas-
ily in PINN approach as well, although can be challeng-
ing with traditional equation solvers.

2.2. PINNs approach for microkinetics modelling
In the PINNs approach, instead of solving equations

1–6 the goal is to build a function approximator in the
form of a neural network based on these explicit expres-
sions, which would take a four-component row-vector
of reaction conditions X =

{
pCO, pH2 , pH2O,T

}
as its

argument and calculate the fraction of vacant catalytic
sites [S ], satisfying equations 1–6. We build this func-
tion by combining a predefined analytical expressions
with a NN performing the most complicated part of
input-to-output mapping.

At the beginning, we non-dimensionalize the inputs
by using min-max technique and introduce a new vector
with components

X̄ j =
X j − Xmin

j

Xmax
j − Xmin

j

where Xmin
j and Xmax

j define the range in physical units,
within which the j-th input variable can change. This
transformation facilitates NN training because each
non-dimensionalized variable X̄ j always lies in a pre-
defined range from 0 to 1 only. Because the first three
components of X are pressures and we put pmin

CO =

pmin
H2
= pmin

H2O = 0, leading to

X̄ =

 pCO

pmax
CO
,

pH2

pmax
H2

,
pH2O

pmax
H2O
,

T − T min

T max − T min

 . (11)

Here, pmax
CO = pmax

H2
= 6 MPa, pmax

H2O = 1 MPa, T min =

473.15 K and T max = 513.15 K and are determined by
the typical ranges of reaction conditions anticipated in a
real-world FTS reactor. The final [S ] is then computed
as

[S ] = 10−S̄ (X̄) , (12)

where S̄ (X̄) is a function approximated by a NN.
In the proposed implementation, we represent S̄ (X̄)

by a feed-forward fully-connected neural network. That
is, S̄ (X̄) is built as a composition

S̄ (X̄) = ld(ld−1(. . . l1(X̄))) ·Wd+1 + bd+1 (13)

of ‘layers’ li(x), i = 1, . . . , d, which are vector-valued
functions of vector argument x. Each layer is given by

li(x) = σ(x ·W i+bi) and performs two subsequent trans-
formation. First, it linearly transforms the argument x
into a new vector Li = x · W i + bi (where ‘·’ denotes
matrix multiplication and x is considered to be a row
vector), using the weights matrix W i and the bias vector
bi. Then, it applies some non-linear scalar ‘activation
function’ σ to Li in a component-wise manner to pro-
duce the layer’s output. All components of the weights
matrices and biases vectors are considered as adjustable
parameters and are computed during NN training.

There are two approaches to train the aforementioned
NN. One of them is ‘data-driven’ or regression-based.
In this approach, the weights and biases are computed so
as to minimize the discrepancy between the outputs of
NN on the set of inputs with the known ‘ground-truth’
outputs. In our case, training NN by this method would
clearly require first solving multiple instances of equa-
tions 1–6 with some external solver, to generate suffi-
cient number of input-output pairs for training. Instead,
we follow another approach, described in the next sub-
section, known as the physics-informed method of NN
training and thus refer the ultimate network as PINN.

After the PINN is trained, the fraction of vacant cat-
alytic sites [S ] can be evaluated for any given combina-
tion of input parameters pCO, pH2 , pH2O, T within the
ranges used during the training using equations 11, 13,
12. Importantly, the derivatives of [S ] with respect to
any of these inputs can be evaluated analytically. In
practice, this can be done using the automatic differen-
tiation capabilities [88, 89, 90] offered by virtually all
modern deep learning frameworks [91, 92].

2.3. PINN training process

The workflow of physics-informed NN training used
in the proposed model is outlined in Fig. 1. Instead of
relying on a number of input-output pairs, PINN train-
ing procedure starts with randomly generating a num-
ber of input instances X̄ j (its components are denoted as
P̄CO, P̄H2 , P̄H2O and T̄ in Fig. 1) from the parametric
ranges. These values are then simultaneously used as
inputs into a) the NN being trained and b) are converted
back into dimensional form and substituted into the tar-
get equations 1–6. Dependence of temperature comes
into effect from Arrhenius-type equations used to calcu-
late reaction rate constants in equations 2–6.

In order to make the following discussion more pre-
cise, it is convenient to distinguish two types of [S ]
quantity. The first one is given by equation 12 with S̄
obtained as a prediction from the NN being trained. In
Fig. 1 we denote this quantity as S pred = 10−S̄ (X̄). The
second one i.e. S act is obtained when S pred is substi-
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tuted into equations 4–6 and the resulting chain growth
probabilities are used to evaluate r.h.s. of equation 1.

If PINN would have already been trained, S pred given
by it would satisfy equation 1 exactly, and thus S pred

and S act would be equal. We thus use the discrepancy
between these quantities to guide the training process.
To this end, we define the loss function as the mean ab-
solute error(MAE) between S pred and S act defined over
all input instances X̄. This loss function is minimized
during the training process and in this way the set of
optimal weights and biases is obtained.

2.4. Implementation details
The physics-informed NN training process outlined

in the previous subsection was implemented by min-
imizing the Mean Absolute Error(MAE) loss function
E({W i, bi}) defined as

E =
1

NB

NB∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣10−S̄ (X̄k) −
1

c0 + cS ·

(
Nmax∑
i=1

i∏
j=1
α j + δ

)
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,

where k enumerates the sampled points, NB is the batch
size, c0 and cS are given by equation 2 and 3, δ is the ‘to-
infinity’ summation correction described in Appendix
A, Nmax = 100, α j depends on X̄k through equations
4–6, 11–13, and W i, bi were not indicated explicitly as
the arguments of E and S̄ (given by equation 13) for the
sake of brevity.

All computations related to PINN were performed
with a Python program developed as a part of the present
study, using DeepXDE (version 1.3.1) library for sci-
entific machine learning and physics-informed learning
[93] with TensorFlow [91] backend. The values of hy-
perparameters used to set-up the PINN and its train-
ing process are presented in Table 1, whereas the pro-
cedure used to select them is described in Appendix
B. The input points X̄k used for the PINN training
were sampled randomly from a [0, 1]4 hypercube us-
ing DeepXDE’s pseudo random type of sampling se-
quence. The probability distribution used to sample the
points was adjusted dynamically after each epoch as the
training proceeded, using an instance of DeepXDE’s
dde.callbacks.PDEResidualResampler class. It
automatically samples more points around those
X̄k’s for which error/loss is more. This con-
cept is similar to adaptive mesh refinement used
for traditional mesh-based numerical solvers. Note
that in newer DeepXDE versions, e.g., 1.7.2, the
similar training results can be achieved by us-
ing dde.callbacks.PDEPointResampler class with

Table 1: Hyperparameters selected for PINN model training
Hyperparameter Value
Training samples 10000

Batch size 10000
Epochs 1000000

Resampling strategy Random
Resampling frequency After each epoch

Activation function ReLU
Weights initialization Glorot uniform
Initial learning rate 0.001
Learning rate decay Inverse time

Decay steps 100
Decay rate 0.01
Optimizer Adam

Loss Mean Absolute Error (MAE)
Precision Double

pde points parameter set to True. The model showing
the lowest value of the loss function E during the train-
ing process was saved and used for further benchmark-
ing of PINN performance. The same PINN solver was
also implemented using NVIDIA Modulus (formerly
known as NVIDIA SimNet [76]) leading to similar re-
sults. Due to this, we report only the results obtained
from DeepXDE-based implementation.

PINN training was performed on a 6-core Intel Xeon
E5-2690 v4 CPU (2.60 GHz) workstation equipped with
110Gb RAM and NVIDIA Tesla V100-PCIE-16GB
GPU. The same hardware configuration was also used
to run some of the tests evaluating the speed of PINN
computations at the inference stage. To specify this,
we’ll refer this system as the ‘workstation hardware’
for brevity. Additional benchmarkings were performed
on a portable notebook with 6-core Intel Core i7-8750H
CPU, 32 GB DDR4 RAM and NVIDIA Quadro P2000
GPU. This configuration will be referred as the ‘note-
book hardware’.

Unless otherwise specified, a standard fsolve rou-
tine from SciPy library [94] (version 1.10.0) was used
as the conventional solver for obtaining the ‘ground
truth’ values of [S ] when evaluating the accuracy and
speedup of the proposed PINN model. In later experi-
ments, MATLAB [95] version 2021a was also used for
benchmarking.

3. Results and discussion

Performance of the trained PINN model has been
evaluated not only in terms of accuracy of the chemi-
cally relevant quantities (e.g., fraction of vacant sites,
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Figure 1: Block-scheme of PINN training process.

chain growth probabilities and reaction rates), but also
from the perspective of its computational effectiveness
(speedup) as compared to the conventional solver. We
thus report these results separately in the subsections 3.1
and 3.2.

Two sets of numerical experiments were performed
for each of these subsections: (a) using the parameters
of the kinetic model reported in Table 2 of [65] and sec-
ond, (b) using the parameters of a proprietary catalyst
developed by Shell plc. Because the PINN accuracy
metrics for the Shell catalyst were found to be worse,
we report them in subsection 3.1 when discussing the
model accuracy. In terms of computational effective-
ness (speedup), the model performance was found to be
similar for both sets of experiments. Hence, for con-
sistency, the speed-ups reported in subsection 3.2 also
refers to the case of Shell catalyst.

In all the cases throughout this section, the bench-
marking exercise was performed with the PINN model
based on the fully-connected NN having 2 hidden lay-
ers with 512 neurons each (the ‘512 x 2’ architecture).
Details of different hyperparameters selection is present
in Appendix B whereas Appendix C covers accuracy
and speedup benchmarks for different architectures and
compute hardwares.

3.1. Accuracy metrics
To evaluate the accuracy of the proposed PINN

model, we created a test dataset containing 184 =

104 976 unique values of X̄. It corresponds to all possi-
ble combinations of 18 values for each of its four com-
ponents, placed uniformly on a (0, 1) range as k

19 , where
k = 1, 2, ..., 18. For each of these inputs, the ‘ground
truth’ values of [S ] and αn were computed using a con-
ventional solver. All values of [S ] and αn, obtained
either from the PINN model or from the conventional
solver, were further converted into the reaction rates for
paraffins (RCnH2n+2 ) and 1-olefins (RCnH2n ) using equa-
tions 7–10.

The difference between the predictions obtained us-
ing PINNs and the ground truth values for all of the
above quantities was evaluated by a relative error metric

ϵx =
|xPINN − xtrue|

|xtrue|
· 100% ,

where x stands for [S ], αn, RCnH2n+2 or RCnH2n . In case of
the reaction rates, relative errors are for n = Nmax = 100
as error increases with increase in carbon number due to
the nature of reaction rates equations 7–10. ϵx was ob-
tained for each of the 104 976 test points and from these
errors, three statistical descriptors were finally calcu-
lated: mean, median and maximum relative error. Ob-
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Table 2: Relative error metrics of the chemically relevant quantities
produced by the proposed PINN model with 512 x 2 architecture

Quantity Relative error (in %)
Mean Median Max

[S ] 4.60E-02 3.35E-02 8.56E-01
αn 3.35E-03 1.09E-03 3.14E-01

RCnH2n+2 1.13E-01 5.67E-02 7.64E+00
RCnH2n 1.59E-01 9.13E-02 8.35E+00

tained metrics are presented in Table 2. Similarly, val-
ues for several additional NN architectures are reported
in Appendix B (Table B.11).

Fig. 2 presents the visual comparison between the re-
sults obtained from the proposed PINN model and the
ground truth values for a) chain growth probabilities, b)
absolute values of paraffin and 1-olefins reaction rates
and c) olefin-to-paraffin ratio

RCnH2n
RCnH2n+2

for different car-
bon chain lengths. For this experiment, we used kinetic
model parameters reported in Table 2 of [65]. Presented
plots confirm good agreement between the results pro-
duced by our PINN model and their ground truth val-
ues. It can thus be concluded that the accuracy of all
chemically relevant quantities produced by the proposed
PINN model should be sufficient for their practical ap-
plications.

3.2. Computational effectiveness

One of the benefits of a PINN model over a conven-
tional solver is the ease of porting PINN-based compu-
tations to GPU. Potential speed-up achieved by lever-
aging GPU comes from the type of computations NN
relies on. These are predominantly matrix-vector ma-
nipulations, in which the same elementary operations
have to be executed with many different variables and
which are thus very well suited for parallelization (ba-
sically, by the so-called single instruction, multiple data
(SIMD) type of parallel computing). Another charac-
teristic of computations used by NN workflow is a very
small number of branching steps or even the absence of
such. This is in contrast to conventional solvers which
usually rely on iterative root finding algorithms (such
as bracketing, Newton-Raphson, secant, bisection meth-
ods) in which the flow of the program can significantly
vary at runtime. We thus expect high speed-ups when
comparing PINN model running on GPU as compared
to a traditional solver.

To verify these considerations, we measured wall-
time tPINN(Nbatch) required by the proposed PINN
model to compute [S ] for the test dataset with differ-
ent batch sizes (Nbatch). In these experiments, the test

Figure 2: Plots of top: chain growth probability (α), middle: reaction
rates and bottom: reaction rate ratio of CnH2n to CnH2n+2 with carbon
chain length (n) using PiNN (-) and root finding (◦) at PCO = 1 MPa,
PH2 = 1 MPa, PH2O = 0.5 MPa and T = 493.15 K.
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Table 3: Speed-up factor achieved using the proposed PINN model on
the workstation GPU (NVIDIA Tesla V100) and the notebook GPU
(NVIDIA Quadro P2000) with respect to the Python SciPy fsolve

based conventional solver
Batch size Workstation Notebook

100 1.81E+02 8.76E+01
101 1.82E+03 8.35E+02
102 1.85E+04 3.38E+03
103 1.61E+05 9.64E+03
104 5.12E+05 1.22E+04
105 7.02E+05 1.24E+04
106 7.37E+05 (Out-of-memory)

data points (X̄) were sampled randomly from uniform
distribution on [0, 1] interval. To get reliable estimates
of tPINN(Nbatch), it was averaged over at least 1000 infer-
ence runs. Time required by the conventional solver was
calculated as Nbatch · tconv to compute the same number
of [S ] values on the test dataset. Using these compute
times, the PINN speed-up factor can be calculated as the
ratio Nbatch·tconv

tPINN (Nbatch) .
Two sets of numerical experiments were performed.

In the first set of experiments, Python SciPy fsolve

with default settings was used as a conventional solver,
having the average tconv = 0.1014 sec while running on
a single-thread of the notebook CPU. Obtained speed-
up factors are presented in Table 3 for 512 x 2 PINN
architecture, while similar results for a number of other
PINN architecture are presented in Appendix C. Re-
sults imply that the observed speed-up depends on the
number of samples which the PINN model processes
simultaneously (the batch sizes). Initially, the speed-
up increases with the batch size and slowly plateaus for
the larger batches as the GPU gets fully utilized. On
both GPUs used for benchmarking, the speed-up fac-
tor hits a plateau after the batch size reaches ∼104. For
small batch sizes, the overheads related to data transfer
between CPU and GPU memory and CPU-GPU syn-
chronizations become significant and downgrades the
overall performance, while for large batches such delays
become insignificant compared to the compute time.
However, even for small batch sizes, ∼100 times speed-
up is readily achievable.

In the second set of experiments, the goal was to eval-
uate the performance of the trained PINN model in-
side a MATLAB environment. For this task, we used
the notebook hardware with relatively less powerful
NVIDIA Qurdo P2000 GPU. We expect the proposed
PINN model will be used as a component of a more ad-
vanced FTS optimization workflows, which is likely to
be developed and used by chemical engineers in a more

familiar MATLAB environment, running on a portable
computer.

Although both MATLAB and Python are interpreted
languages, they differ in their design and implemen-
tation approaches in delegating time-critical computa-
tions to an external code, which is typically compiled
from C, C++ or Fortran sources. MATLAB, being a
commercial offering, generally has more efficient under-
lying subroutines to perform compute intensive tasks.
So not so surprisingly, proprietary MATLAB fsolve

with default settings took just tconv = 1.53 · 10−3 sec
on average to compute value of [S ] by solving equa-
tions 1–6. This is around 66 times faster than its Python
SciPy fsolve counterpart, and can be attributed to the
differences in MATLAB solver implementation, which
uses C/C++ compiled executable files with vectoriza-
tion techniques to speedup its proprietary fsolve func-
tion.

MATLAB environment may also offer further speed-
ups in the PINN model inference due to its compute ef-
ficiency. To this end, the trained PINN in TensorFlow
was converted to ONNX format (the open standard for
machine learning models interoperability) [96, 97] and
then imported into a MATLAB program to perform in-
ference and evaluate its execution time. The inference
was done in two different ways: 1) via a standard MAT-
LAB predict function and 2) by using MATLAB’s
GPU Coder to generate optimized C++ code capable of
taking advantage of cuDNN [98] (a GPU-accelerated li-
brary of primitives for deep neural networks running on
NVIDIA GPUs supporting CUDA). In the second case,
the generated code was compiled into a MATLAB exe-
cutable (MEX file), which was then called from inside
the MATLAB environment.

Speed-up factors of MATLAB PINN inference as
compared to the conventional solver based on its pro-
prietary fsolve function are presented in Table 4. It
can be seen from these results that the speed-up growths
as the batch size increases, similarly to the experiments
of PINN benchmarking in Python. Additional speed-up
is achieved using the MEX compilation, which makes
PINN inference nearly an order of magnitude faster.
Overall, the speed-up in MATLAB environment can be
as high as ∼103 (in MEX mode), saturating at batch size
of ∼103. Note that this speed up is achieved on a low
end NVIDIA P2000 notebook GPU. With workstation
category GPUs, the speed up is expected to be 10-100
time better.

Interestingly, it has been noticed that the inference
time of the PINN model is reduced when MATLAB is
used as its execution environment instead of a Python.
In order to evaluate this, we measured additional speed-
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Table 4: Speed-up factors of MATLAB PINN inference (with or
without MEX compilation) on notebook hardware with respect to its
propritory fsolve based conventional solver

Batch size Without MEX With MEX
100 6.81E-01 9.01E+00
101 4.17E+00 9.35E+01
102 4.72E+01 6.72E+02
103 1.45E+02 1.42E+03
104 1.55E+02 1.53E+03
105 1.64E+02 1.67E+03
106 7.68E+01 1.65E+03

Table 5: Speed-up factors tPython
PINN /t

MAT LAB
PINN of PINN inference (with

or without MEX compilation in MATLAB) on notebook hardware
Batch size Without MEX With MEX

100 5.14E-01 6.80E+00
101 3.30E-01 7.41E+00
102 9.24E-01 1.32E+01
103 9.96E-01 9.72E+00
104 8.45E-01 8.29E+00
105 8.76E-01 8.93E+00

up factors, defined as the ratio tPython
PINN /t

MAT LAB
PINN . Here,

tPython
PINN and tMAT LAB

PINN are the PINN model inference times
when running it on Python and MATLAB environ-
ments, respectively. Note that MATLAB environment
is evaluated with and without MEX compilation mode.
In both cases notebook GPU (NVIDIA Qurdo P2000)
was used for inference. Resulting speed-up factors are
presented in Table 5. It can be seen from the obtained re-
sults that when MEX compilation is not used, PINN in-
ference in MATLAB environment performs a bit slower
than Python. However, MEX compilation allows ∼ 6
to 13 times faster inference in MATLAB environment,
with 102 being an optimal batch size, although the de-
pendency on batch size is not trivial.

4. Conclusions and Outlook

We demonstrated that a physics-informed neural net-
work (PINN) can be used to solve highly coupled non-
linear equations describing a wide class of microkinet-
ics models of Fischer-Tropsch synthesis process. In the
current work, we show that a two-layer fully-connected
feed-forward network achieves relative median error of
0.03% in predicting the fraction of vacant catalytic sites
as a function of the reaction conditions, given by partial
pressures of H2, CO and H2O and temperature. One of
the major benefits of using the PINN method is that it
can achieve up to 7 · 105 speed-up when running the

trained model for inferencing on GPU, as compared
to a conventional equation solver. PINN method thus
achieves an excellent speed up while maintaining accu-
racy comparable with the conventional solvers. Such an
ultra-fast forward model can be utilised for many down-
stream digital applications. This model can be used
as it is, for digital twin application where such a for-
ward simulator is needed as a part of a bigger work-
flow that predicts the product formation rates or the
performance of the catalyst in terms of selectivity and
yield. Another application of such a fast and accurate
model will be within an optimization loop where this
model acts as a forward simulator while compliment-
ing a separate optimizer whose task is to find the opti-
mal process conditions to match a user specified prod-
uct slate. This integration with a gradient based op-
timizer can be made even more tighter while benefit-
ing from additional speedup coming from the gradients
that are available from the neural network almost free
of (computational) cost. It comes from the fact that a
PINN model converts the implicitly coupled system of
equations into explicitly connected NN layers which al-
lows for the automatic differentiation over the trained
PINN model, thereby providing the derivatives of out-
puts (such as chain growth probabilities, reaction rates
etc) with respect to the inputs (process conditions).

While in this work the thermodynamic and the re-
action kinetics parameters are set as known constants,
these can also be added as the inputs to the model, thus
making them additional parameters. A situation where
this approach might be needed is when we have the re-
action rates or selectivity and yield data obtained from
a lab scale micro-reactor by varying the process condi-
tions. In such a case PINN inverse problem could be
framed with a gradient based optimizer to find the set
of rection kinetics and thermodynamic parameters that
best matches the catalyst performance observed in such
experiments. This is one of the kind of inverse prob-
lems where a mathematical prior (expressed in terms of
equations representing the microkinetic model) is used
to fine-tune the thermodynamic and kinetic parameters
for the specific catalyst of interest.

PINN-based microkinetics models can also be very
important for the multi-scale and multi-physics reac-
tor modelling. They can be used in the pellet scale
or reactor scale models where the different transport
phenomena (eg. fluid flow, mass transfer, heat trans-
fer) are also taken into account. Reaction rates of the
constituent species from such kind of model appear as
source terms in the convection-diffusion equations for
the species and temperature field. The predictions ob-
tained using our PINN-based approach for microkinet-
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ics can thus be used along with a conventional solver or
can be glued together with another set of PINNs in a hi-
erarchical PINNs based approach. Such a hierarchical
approach would comprise of one set of PINNs learning
the diffusion equations within the pellets while query-
ing the PINN model presented in this work to fetch the
reaction rates that are modelled as source terms. The re-
sulting system would allow to quantify the pellet perfor-
mance at different reaction conditions and observe any
mass transfer limitations occurring in the system.
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Appendix A. ‘To-infinity’ summation correction

The procedure used to derive equation 1 imposes no
limitation on the maximum value of carbon chain-length
(n) in the products

∏n
j=1 α j being summed in the ulti-

mate balance equation. Ideally, we’d like to consider
all possible values of n, i.e., sum-up such products up
to infinity (note that αn ≤ 1, so that these products
will become small allowing for a finite result of the
summation). However, to make such infinite summa-
tion computationally tractable, certain approximations
are needed.

Consider n ≥ N0 and suppose that starting from this
N0, the chain growth probability becomes independent
of the carbon chain-length (n), i.e., α j ≈ αN0 for all
j ≥ N0. This happens because after some n the ec·n

multiplier in equation 6 will become negligibly small.
Then for n ≥ N0

n∏
j=1

α j =

N0∏
j=1

α j ·

n∏
j=N0+1

α j

≈

N0∏
j=1

α j · (αN0 )n−N0

=

∏N0
j=1 α j

(αN0 )N0
· (αN0 )n

Given that, we can compute a ‘to-infinity’ summation

correction

δ =

∞∑
n=1

 n∏
j=1

α j

 − N0∑
n=1

 n∏
j=1

α j

 = ∞∑
n=N0+1

 n∏
j=1

α j


It is defined as the sum of the terms which are ‘missing’
in the finite summation

∑N0
n=1

(∏n
j=1 α j

)
when compared

to the infinite sum
∑∞

n=1

(∏n
j=1 α j

)
. We thus find

∞∑
n=N0+1

 n∏
j=1

α j

 ≈

∏N0
j=1 α j

(αN0 )N0
·

∞∑
n=N0+1

(αN0 )n

=

∏N0
j=1 α j

(αN0 )N0
·

∞∑
k=1

(αN0 )N0+k

=

N0∏
j=1

α j ·

∞∑
k=1

(αN0 )k

Here
∑∞

k=1(αN0 )k =
αN0

1−αN0
as the sum of geometric series.

Note that α j ≤ 1 by their definition, which guarantees
the convergence of the series.

Finally,

δ ≈

N0∏
j=1

α j ·
αN0

1 − αN0

,

where we put N0 = Nmax = 100.

Appendix B. Hyperparameter Tuning

Accuracy of the proposed approach relies mostly on
the performance of neural network(NN), which is its
core ingredient. That’s why substantial attention was
paid to optimizing the architecture of this network and
training procedure. Collectively, these settings of the
learning process are usually referred as hyperparame-
ters. The number of all possible combinations of indi-
vidual hyperparameters values is generally too large to
be enumerated in a brute force manner. Therefore, we
organized the process of (manual) hyperparameters tun-
ing in the following way.

After initial explorations, we selected MAE as a loss
function and took 512 x 2 architecture (that is, 512 neu-
rons in each of the two hidden layers of a fully con-
nected NN) as an initial guess to start the process of
hyperparameters tuning. We evaluated the effect of the
batch size, optimization algorithm (‘optimizer’) selec-
tion, initial learning rate and learning rate decay. The
latter controlled the learning rate scheduler which we
selected to be the so-called ‘inverse time decay’. It pre-
scribes the following dependence of learning rate η on

12



the number of epoch t

η =
η0

1 + κ · t
ts

,

where κ is the learning rate decay, η0 is the initial learn-
ing rate and ts = 100. The total number of training
epochs was kept fixed at 1 000 000 in all experiments,
and the weights corresponding to the lowest value of
loss function observed during entire training process on
training data points was used as the final result. The
‘ground truth’ values of [S ] were thus never used for de-
termining the epoch with the ‘best’ set of weights. How-
ever, such values were used when evaluating the accu-
racy of the trained models and guide the selection of
the best-performing hyperparameters. To this end, test
batch of 184 = 104 976 uniformly sampled points from
the parameter ranges was generated and the value of [S ]
was predicted using PINN model for each of these sam-
ples. Relative (%) errors in the PINN predictions were
computed with respect to the numerical roots calculated
using Python SciPy fsolve.

When effect of one of the hyperparameters was eval-
uated, the remaining ones were set to: η0 = 10−3 (initial
learning rate), κ = 0.01 (learning rate decay), 10 000
(batch size), Adam [99] (optimizer). Starting from this
combination, we assessed three values of the initial
learning rates (10−2, 10−3, 10−4, see Table B.6), three
values of the learning rate decay (10−1, 10−2, 10−3, see
Table B.7), four values of the batch size used for train-
ing (1000, 3000, 10000, 30000, see Table B.8) and four
options for the optimization algorithm (see Table B.9).
Three of them were Adam, RMSProp and L-BFGS
(see [100, 101, 102, 103] for recent reviews), and one
more option was to use Adam optimizer during the first
200 000 epochs and then switching to L-BFGS for rest
of the epochs (‘Adam + L-BFGS’ in Table B.9). Default
parameters of all optimizers were used as implemented
in TensorFlow. As a result, it has been confirmed that
the combination of initial learning rate, learning rate de-
cay, batch size and optimizer shown in Table 1 leads to
the best accuracy, in a sense that the change in any of
these parameters alone within the tested ranges does not
improve the accuracy.

After finding the best hyperparameters of the NN
training process, we experimented with the NN archi-
tecture. Because we fixed the type of NN i.e. fully con-
nected feed-forward NN, the only hyperparameters of
its architecture were the number of neurons in the hid-
den layers and the number of hidden layers. We evalu-
ated the architecture with 32, 64, 128, 256, 512 neurons
in the hidden layers, and used 2, 3 or 4 layers in the net-
work. Results are given in Table B.11. It can be seen

that the ‘512 x 2’ architecture yields the best overall re-
sults.

The final set of experiments were performed to eval-
uate the effect of NN training points sampling strategy
on the model accuracy. This was done using DeepXDE
1.7.2 by using two possible options for pde points

parameter of dde.callbacks.PDEPointResampler

class. When this parameter is set to True (this corre-
sponds to the mode used to obtain all results reported
in the main section of the paper), probability density for
sampling random training points is proportional to the
NN loss. So, higher number of points are sampled from
those regions where the NN loss is more [93]. Note that
the training points are resampled after each epoch using
the loss function. Results presented in Table B.10 indi-
cate that such resampling is quite important, because it
drastically reduces the median relative error in [S ] al-
most by the factor of 5.

The same experiment was also performed when the
default double-precision representation of floating point
numbers (used to produce all results in the main part
of the present paper) was changed to a single-precision
one. It can be seen that such change did not downgrade
the model accuracy noticeably, but allowed training to
be almost two times faster. Moreover, switching to sin-
gle precision representation allows further speed-up of
model inference by a factor of ∼2. This option has not
been used during speed-ups benchmarkings however,
because otherwise, conventional solvers should be run
in single precision mode as well, which may not be their
native mode of operation.

Appendix C. Speed-ups with different PINN archi-
tectures

We performed extensive study on the speed-ups ob-
tained by the trained PINN model inference as com-
pared to the convectional numerical root finding using
Python SciPy fsolve. In these experiments, we have
used PINN models with neural network having 32, 64,
128, 256, 512 neurons in the hidden layers, and 2, 3 or
4 hidden layers. We have also varied the batch size and
inference hardware for each of these NNs. Table C.12
and C.13 present speed-ups obtained on the workstation
(NVIDIA Tesla V100) and notebook (NVIDIA Qudro
P2000) GPUs, respectively. These experiments serve as
an extension of the results presented in Table 3. Readers
are refereed to section 3.2 for more details on the setup
of these experiments.
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Table B.6: Effect of initial learning rate

Initial learning rate Train loss Test loss Relative (%) error in S
Mean Median Max

0.01 6.55E-05 4.83E-05 5.17E-01 4.89E-01 2.22E+00
0.001 3.58E-05 2.82E-05 4.60E-02 3.35E-02 8.56E-01

0.0001 1.11E-04 7.33E-05 5.30E-01 4.91E-01 2.90E+00

Table B.7: Effect of learning rate decay

Learning rate decay Train loss Test loss Relative (%) error in S
Mean Median Max

0.1 8.03E-05 5.89E-05 5.23E-01 4.90E-01 2.62E+00
0.01 3.58E-05 2.82E-05 4.60E-02 3.35E-02 8.56E-01

0.001 4.28E-05 3.54E-05 5.12E-01 4.88E-01 1.57E+00

Table B.8: Effect of batch size

Batch size Train loss Test loss Relative (%) error in S
Mean Median Max

1000 4.45E-05 3.98E-05 6.69E-02 4.90E-02 8.90E-01
3000 4.50E-05 3.42E-05 5.48E-02 4.10E-02 8.28E-01

10000 3.58E-05 2.82E-05 4.60E-02 3.35E-02 8.56E-01
30000 3.51E-05 2.84E-05 4.68E-02 3.42E-02 8.12E-01

Table B.9: Effect optimizer selection

Optimizer Train loss Test loss Relative (%) error in S
Mean Median Max

Adam 3.58E-05 2.82E-05 4.60E-02 3.35E-02 8.56E-01
RMSProp 7.91E-05 6.92E-05 5.24E-01 4.89E-01 2.06E+00
L-BFGS 1.24E-03 9.03E-04 1.77E+00 1.10E+00 4.25E+01

Adam + L-BFGS 3.34E-05 5.39E-05 5.18E-01 4.89E-01 2.16E+00

Table B.10: Effect of floting point precision and PDE residual resampling

Precision PDE residual resampling Train time (sec) Relative (%) error in S
Mean Median Max

double True 22517 5.22E-02 3.83E-02 9.09E-01
double False 21916 3.16E-01 1.80E-01 4.93E+01
single True 12516 4.64E-02 3.48E-02 6.14E-01
single False 11898 3.03E-01 1.70E-01 1.95E+01
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Table C.12: Model performance on Nvidia Tesla V100 Workstation

Architecture Batch size
100 101 102 103 104 105 106

[32]*2 1.85E+02 1.87E+03 1.89E+04 1.77E+05 1.32E+06 4.76E+06 5.66E+06
[32]*3 1.73E+02 1.79E+03 1.77E+04 1.80E+05 1.33E+06 4.86E+06 6.27E+06
[32]*4 1.60E+02 1.67E+03 1.66E+04 1.77E+05 1.33E+06 4.41E+06 4.39E+06
[64]*2 1.73E+02 1.69E+03 1.91E+04 1.79E+05 1.39E+06 4.09E+06 5.59E+06
[64]*3 1.82E+02 1.86E+03 1.92E+04 1.77E+05 1.33E+06 3.45E+06 3.20E+06
[64]*4 1.68E+02 1.77E+03 1.97E+04 1.72E+05 1.28E+06 2.99E+06 2.24E+06
[128]*2 1.83E+02 1.91E+03 1.86E+04 1.76E+05 1.22E+06 2.88E+06 3.17E+06
[128]*3 1.84E+02 1.82E+03 1.77E+04 1.73E+05 1.08E+06 2.26E+06 2.57E+06
[128]*4 1.70E+02 1.76E+03 1.69E+04 1.70E+05 9.65E+05 1.86E+06 2.07E+06
[256]*2 1.94E+02 1.79E+03 1.77E+04 1.74E+05 8.88E+05 1.66E+06 1.72E+06
[256]*3 1.78E+02 1.82E+03 1.73E+04 1.77E+05 7.00E+05 1.09E+06 1.16E+06
[256]*4 1.68E+02 1.76E+03 1.80E+04 1.53E+05 5.65E+05 8.16E+05 8.76E+05
[512]*2 1.81E+02 1.82E+03 1.85E+04 1.61E+05 5.12E+05 7.02E+05 7.37E+05
[512]*3 1.90E+02 1.81E+03 1.73E+04 1.24E+05 3.38E+05 3.99E+05 4.26E+05
[512]*4 1.73E+02 1.80E+03 1.63E+04 1.01E+05 2.52E+05 2.96E+05 3.06E+05

Table C.13: Model performance on Nvidia Quadro P2000 Notebook. OOM = Out Of Memory

Architecture Batch size
100 101 102 103 104 105 106

[32]*2 9.13E+01 9.09E+02 9.02E+03 7.40E+04 4.33E+05 6.75E+05 7.34E+05
[32]*3 9.59E+01 1.01E+03 1.01E+04 8.79E+04 3.19E+05 4.59E+05 4.80E+05
[32]*4 8.60E+01 8.77E+02 9.33E+03 8.75E+04 2.42E+05 3.47E+05 3.57E+05
[64]*2 9.42E+01 9.77E+02 9.01E+03 9.69E+04 3.23E+05 4.37E+05 4.56E+05
[64]*3 8.46E+01 9.34E+02 9.85E+03 7.38E+04 2.16E+05 2.66E+05 2.76E+05
[64]*4 6.28E+01 4.79E+02 4.69E+03 4.95E+04 1.47E+05 1.90E+05 1.97E+05
[128]*2 8.12E+01 8.50E+02 7.96E+03 4.74E+04 1.27E+05 1.51E+05 1.52E+05
[128]*3 8.49E+01 7.79E+02 8.08E+03 4.04E+04 7.52E+04 8.37E+04 8.57E+04
[128]*4 6.75E+01 7.51E+02 6.46E+03 3.20E+04 5.45E+04 5.83E+04 5.94E+04
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[512]*2 8.76E+01 8.35E+02 3.38E+03 9.64E+03 1.22E+04 1.24E+04 OOM
[512]*3 7.00E+01 7.89E+02 2.76E+03 5.32E+03 6.26E+03 6.41E+03 OOM
[512]*4 5.66E+01 6.42E+02 2.03E+03 3.56E+03 4.20E+03 4.23E+03 OOM
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