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Abstract

In this paper, we introduce a physics and geometry informed neural operator network with ap-
plication to the forward simulation of acoustic scattering. The development of geometry informed
deep learning models capable of learning a solution operator for different computational domains
is a problem of general importance for a variety of engineering applications. To this end, we pro-
pose a physics-informed deep operator network (DeepONet) capable of predicting the scattered
pressure field for arbitrarily shaped scatterers using a geometric parameterization approach based
on non-uniform rational B-splines (NURBS). This approach also results in parsimonious represen-
tations of non-trivial scatterer geometries. In contrast to existing physics-based approaches that
require model re-evaluation when changing the computational domains, our trained model is ca-
pable of learning solution operator that can approximate physically-consistent scattered pressure
field in just a few seconds for arbitrary rigid scatterer shapes; it follows that the computational
time for forward simulations can improve (i.e. be reduced) by orders of magnitude in comparison
to the traditional forward solvers. In addition, this approach can evaluate the scattered pressure
field without the need for labeled training data. After presenting the theoretical approach, a com-
prehensive numerical study is also provided to illustrate the remarkable ability of this approach to
simulate the acoustic pressure fields resulting from arbitrary combinations of arbitrary scatterer
geometries. These results highlight the unique generalization capability of the proposed operator
learning approach.
Keywords— Physics-informed DeepONet, Geometry parameterization, Acoustic scattering, NURBS

1 Introduction

Machine learning (ML) has found widespread use in scientific and engineering applications. Among
the many different methodologies, deep learning has gained particular prominence thanks to its
capability to approximate very complex functions. For example, conventional data-driven deep neural
networks (DNNs) have excelled in computer vision and natural language processing applications,
which has further motivated the scientific community to test their capabilities in many other areas.
When applied to engineering applications, DNNs face significant challenges typically due to the
limited availability of sufficiently large and comprehensive databases and to the inherent inability of
DNNs to ensure physically consistent results [1, 2]. A solution to this problem was provided in the
form of physics-guided DNNs.
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To-date, data-driven DNNs under supervised learning are still a primary choice in scenarios where
the governing physical laws are unknown. However, there is undoubtedly a rapidly growing trend
towards the use of physics-driven DNNs, especially in engineering applications. Scientific machine
learning, as this area of ML is often dubbed, aims at integrating the knowledge of the governing
physics into conventional DNNs [2]. In scientific machine learning, the integration of physical laws
into the learning algorithm amounts to introducing appropriate biases in the DNN that can guide the
network prediction towards physically consistent solutions. There are multiple approaches to embed
the physical laws describing the problem at hand. The first approach is to introduce this physical bias
via additional observational data that embody the underlying physics. A variety of supervised and
semi-supervised learning-based networks trained with observational data are particularly valuable
in situations where no direct mathematical relationship exists but some prior physical data can be
embedded into the DNN. This is especially relevant for many types of inverse problems including, but
not limited to, property identification and design optimization with applications to mechanics [3–5],
materials [6], and acoustics [7, 8]. The major limitation of this approach is the cost associated with
the generation of a large volume of training data to reinforce the physical bias [1]. The second
approach is through tailored DNN architectures that embed the prior physical information to bias
the network prediction, such as DNN architectures encoding multiscale features [9], symmetries and
energy conservation [10], and high frequency components [11]. However, this approach is constrained
by its complexity to scale, and therefore, it is typically used to implement simple symmetry groups
that are known a priori [1]. A third approach is to introduce learning bias by enforcing the governing
physics through appropriate loss functions and constraints in the DNN. One of the most extensively
studied and effective examples of this is the concept of physics-informed neural network (PINN).

Raissi et al. [12] introduced the concept of PINNs as an alternative method to find the numerical
solution of partial differential equations (PDEs). As the dynamic behavior of systems in most
engineering applications is often described using conservation and constitutive laws expressed as a
system of PDEs, PINNs find application in a wide range of domains including, as an example, solid
mechanics [13, 14], fluid mechanics [15, 16], heat transfer [17], biomedical engineering [18], inverse
design [19], and photonics [20]. The major advantage of using PINNs lies in the ability to train
without labeled datasets and in learning to predict physically consistent results from governing
equations. In addition, unlike the conventional simulation approach of finite element (FE) analysis,
the PINNs have lower discretization dependence. A fundamental extension to this class of problems
consists in solving a system of PDEs for a range of conditions (as opposed to just a single one)
like different input variables, boundary conditions, and domain geometries. In order to solve these
so-called parametric PDE problems [21], the associated ML model must be able to learn the solution
operator that maps a range of inputs to the corresponding solution of the underlying PDE system.
However, addressing this problem using finite elements (FE) methods and PINNs proves ineffective.
Both methods incur significant computational cost due to the need to perform either independent
simulations (in FE methods) or trainings (in PINNs) for each variation of the input parameters.

Recently, Lu et al. [22] introduced a novel DNN architecture for operator learning based on the
universal approximation theorem for operators; this approach is often referred to as deep operator
network (DeepONet). DeepONets are capable of approximating nonlinear operators by mapping
parametric input functions to solution functions. This operator learning network has been exten-
sively studied to develop wide range of applications involving boundary layer instabilities in fluid
mechanics [23], organ simulations in biomedical engineering [24], full waveform inversion in wave
propagation [25], and uncertainty quantification in the energy sector [26], to name a few. In their
conventional form, a major drawback of DeepONets is the need for a comprehensive training dataset
encompassing the complete distribution of the underlying physical behavior across parameters to
capture the function-function mappings. To address this limitation, Wang et al. [21] introduced a
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new deep operator network concept called the physics-informed DeepONet. In a broad sense, physics-
informed DeepONet or PI-DeepONet is an operator learning network that integrates the abilities of
PINN within DeepONets without inheriting the corresponding limitations. More specifically, PI-
DeepONet is capable of solving a system of parametric PDEs by learning solution operators that can
map between functional spaces instead of vector spaces, as it is the case for PINNs. Moreover, unlike
PINNs that require undergoing new training for each parameter, once trained, the PI-DeepONet can
approximate solutions for any independent parameter value, within a continuous parameter range,
at orders of magnitude faster than the traditional PDE solvers.

Early work in this field has introduced PI-DeepONets to approximate mappings between pa-
rameterized coefficients in PDEs and their solution operators [22, 27]. Subsequent research has also
developed PI-DeepONets incorporating parametric boundary and initial conditions [28, 29]. How-
ever, the existing literature includes limited studies that develop PI-DeepONet capable of accurately
approximating the mapping between a geometry function space (i.e. a space capable of capturing a
range of arbitrary shapes, which is referred to as a variable computational domain) and the corre-
sponding solution operator. It is important to note that unlike parametric coefficients and boundary
conditions, the concept of a variable computational domain is not a direct parametric PDE problem,
as there is no explicit PDE parameter that accounts for the variation in the domain shape. Conse-
quently, this makes the approximation of the solution operator even more complex. Although [22]
briefly studies a related example by solving the Eikonal equation, their approach provides the 2D
Cartesian coordinates of the domain as input therefore limiting the prediction capabilities to one
family of basic shapes. In other words, the PI-DeepONet from this study can only accurately predict
solution operators for a predefined set of shapes. This limitation primarily arises from the inabil-
ity to represent and capture geometries of various shapes and sizes using a single set of geometry
parameters. To address these limitations, it is critical to adopt a uniform geometry representation
that accommodates a wide range of shapes without significantly increasing the dimensionality and
computational complexity of the problem.

Geometry parameterization via non-rational B-splines (NURBS) offers a parsimonious dimen-
sional representation of complex geometries compared to the conventional Cartesian coordinates
representation. Among the various existing geometry parameterization techniques, NURBS can ef-
fectively represent any basic or free-form shape. The ability to represent a large variety of shapes
via a relatively small and fixed number of parameters makes NURBS an effective tool to represent
arbitrary geometries [30,31]. Traditionally, NURBS has been an integral part of FE based simulation
tools [32]. In recent years, the integration of DNNs with NURBS-based isogeometric parameteriza-
tion has been used to solve forward problems in biomechanics [33, 34]. More recently, Nair et al. [8]
and Wu et al. [7] developed DNN-based hybrid learning models for inverse material design with
NURBS geometry parameterization. However, it appears that this concept has not been integrated
into physics-informed DNNs (either PINNs or PI-DeepONet) to achieve accurate yet parsimonious
geometry representation.

This study presents a physics-informed deep operator network model for variable computational
domains, hence addressing some important limitations of existing operator networks. The effective-
ness of this operator learning model is demonstrated by application to acoustic scattering problems.
More specifically, a NURBS-based geometry parameterization integrated PI-DeepONet is developed
and is capable of learning a solution operator that can accurately approximate the scattered pres-
sure field generated by an arbitrary-shaped rigid body scatterer almost in real time. In the re-
mainder of this paper, we will refer to this geometry-aware operator learning model as Physics- and
Geometry-Informed Deep Operator Network or PGI-DeepONet. The contributions of this study
are two-fold:

1. It provides the formulation of the PGI-DeepONet that leverages NURBS-based geometry pa-
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rameterization to represent variable computational domains. Unlike the existing PI-DeepONets,
the proposed PGI-DeepONet is capable of approximating the solutions for computational do-
mains embedded with NURBS-based geometry of arbitrary shape and size.

2. The development of a deep operator network to simulate acoustic scattering problems with-
out relying on any labeled training dataset, but instead by enforcing the underlying physics
through the governing PDEs. The PGI-DeepONet also offers improved generalization perfor-
mance. In contrast to the existing methods, like FE and PINN, which require re-evaluation for
each independent scatterer shape, the trained PGI-DeepONet can speed up the simulation of
scattering problems involving arbitrary-shaped scatterers by orders of magnitude. The reduc-
tion of the computational time employed by the forward solvers is of significance as there are
many practical applications that require multiple evaluations of the forward problem, such as
inverse design based on iterative solvers.

The paper is organized as follows. In §2, we introduce the fundamental concepts and properties of
PINN and DeepONet. Further, §3 presents the general problem setup and introduces PGI-DeepONet
model for acoustic scattering. In §4, we elaborate on the implementation of the PGI-DeepONet,
with specific attention to the details of the network architecture, geometry preparation, and training
procedure. Finally, §5 reports the results of the trained PGI-DeepONet to the acoustic scattering
problem.

2 Some preliminary concepts of deep learning

This section provides a review of some key elements involved in the development of the proposed
physics-informed operator learning network. More specifically, we discuss two fundamental deep
learning concepts: 1) physics-informed neural networks (PINNs), and 2) deep operator networks
(DeepONets). These concepts are crucial to integrate the physics of the problem (via governing
equations) into deep neural networks and to understand the ability of deep neural networks to learn
nonlinear operator mappings.

2.1 Physics-informed neural network (PINN)

Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) belong to a class of deep learning algorithms that can
integrate prior physical information about the problem with the intent of improving the performance
of the learning algorithms. PINNs force the deep learning algorithm to learn the mathematical frame-
work of the problem in the form of governing partial differential equations (PDEs) and constitutive
equations.

In order to understand the implementation of PINNs, consider a PDE defined on a 2D domain
Ω0 ⊂ R2 in the following form

N (ϕ,
∂ϕ

∂x
,
∂ϕ

∂y
,
∂2ϕ

∂x∂x
, ...

∂2ϕ

∂y∂y
;x) = f(x) x = (x, y) ∈ Ω0 (1)

with boundary conditions on ∂Ω0

B(ϕ, ∂ϕ
∂n

;x) = g(x) x = (x, y) ∈ ∂Ω0 (2)

where ϕ is the solution, n is the surface normal, f is the source function, g is the boundary function, N
represents the governing PDE, and B represents boundary conditions. Depending on the application,
B can represent either Dirichlet, Neumann, or mixed (Robin) boundary conditions.
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In a PINN framework, the unknown solution ϕ is computationally predicted by a neural network
via a parameter set θ = [W,b], where W and b are the set of weights and biases of the neural
network, respectively. The PINN approximation of the solution is ϕ̂ such that ϕ̂ ≈ ϕ. Moreover, the
PINN learns to predict ϕ̂ by finding the optimal θ that minimizes a loss function L(θ)

θ∗ = argmin
θ

L(θ) (3)

where L(θ) is a combination of LB(θ) and LN (θ) with their respective weighting factors wB and wN

L(θ) = wBLB(θ) + wNLN (θ) (4)

and

LB(θ) =
1

NB

NB∑
i=1

∣∣∣B(ϕ̂, ∂ϕ̂
∂n

;x)− g(x)
∣∣∣2

LN (θ) =
1

NN

NN∑
i=1

∣∣∣N (ϕ̂,
∂ϕ̂

∂x
,
∂ϕ̂

∂y
,
∂2ϕ̂

∂x∂x
, ...

∂2ϕ̂

∂y∂y
;x)− f(x)

∣∣∣2 (5)

where LB(θ) and LN (θ) are the mean square errors (MSE) of the residual of the boundary condition
(Eq. 2) and of the governing PDE (Eq. 1), respectively. In addition, NB is the number of training
points on ∂Ω0 and NN is the number of collocation points in Ω0.

In summary, PINNs can learn to predict the physical solution by approximating solutions satis-
fying the mathematical equations governing the problem. The two major advantages of using PINNs
in contrast to conventional DNNs are: 1) PINNs can be trained without the use of labeled datasets,
and 2) PINNs can learn to predict physically consistent results. While these points highlight the
potential of PINNs for both forward and inverse simulations, it is important to note that they es-
sentially operate as domain-specific PDE solvers. In other terms, PINNs are trained on equations
that correspond to specific physical domains and sets of boundary conditions. Consequently, they
need to undergo a new training phase every time the geometry of the physical domains, boundary
conditions, or parameters of the governing PDE are changed. This limitation implies that while
PINNs are capable of function approximations, they are incapable of learning domain generalizable
operator solutions.

2.2 Deep operator network (DeepONet)

Neural networks are commonly identified as universal function approximators, but an equally sig-
nificant feature is the property of neural networks to act as universal operator approximators [35].
Recently, Lu et al. [22] proposed a class of data-driven deep operator networks called DeepONets
for accurate operator approximation. The common DeepONets architecture consists of two sub neu-
ral networks as shown in Fig. 1(a): 1) a branch network to encode the information related to the
input parameterization function, and 2) a trunk network to encode the information related to the
discrete spatial coordinates to evaluate the output. More specifically, the DeepONet architecture can
learn an operator Gθ that can map the spatial domain coordinates x (input to the trunk network)
to the corresponding output fields (such as temperature, pressure, velocity, etc.) across a range of
parameters described by the input parameterization function u (input to the branch network). These
input parameters may include, but are not limited to, variable coefficients, source terms, boundary
conditions, or the shape of the domain. In order to make use of the input u, the function is evaluated
at m discrete values {η1, η1, ...ηm} in the finite-dimensional space as [u(η1), u(η2), ...u(ηm)]. Based
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Figure 1: Schematic illustrates a sample (a) DeepONet architecture with branch and trunk networks.
Here, u represents an input parameterization function evaluated at m discrete points and x describes
the spatial coordinates in a 2D domain, while Gθ represents the learned operator that maps the
inputs u and x to the corresponding output Gθ(u)(x). (b) 2D square acoustic domain Ω of size
[0, 1] m × [0, 1] m with internal boundary Γi and external boundary Γe. This also highlights the
incident pressure (pi) and scattered pressure (ps) inside the domain.

on this, the solution operator G can be expressed as

Gθ(u)(x) =

p∑
i=1

biti

=

p∑
i=1

bi(u(η1), u(η2), ...u(ηm))ti(x)

(6)

where bi and ti for i = 1, 2, ...p are the outputs of the branch and trunk networks, respectively. The
interested reader can refer to [22] for extensive details on the derivation of Eq. 6. The data-driven
DeepONet can now be trained to satisfy the following loss function

L(θ) = 1

N

N∑
i=1

|si(x)− Gθ(ui)(x)|2 (7)

where s represents true labeled data for N number of training samples. More specifically, the
DeepONet learns to predict Gθ(u)(x) by finding the optimal network parameters θ that minimize
L(θ) in Eq. 7.

Although DeepONets are capable of learning operators, they still require large labeled datasets
to train the network for generalized solutions. This trend is in contrast with most of the fundamental
engineering applications governed by well-established mathematical principles that often suffer from
a scarcity of available training data. This data scarcity can be counteracted by developing operator
learning approaches that are primarily physics-driven, hence leading to the introduction of the field
of physics-informed (PI) DeepONets [21]. In a general sense, the PI-DeepONet can be seen as a
network architecture that integrates the key attributes of PINNs and DeepONets. The PI-DeepONet
is capable of learning the solution operator that maps the complete range of parameter input to the
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corresponding solutions of the appropriate parameterized system of equations.
While this section motivated and introduced the general concept of PI-DeepONet, the following

section will elaborate on the specific details regarding the development and implementation of PI-
DeepONet tailored to address the forward problem of acoustic scattering via arbitrarily shaped rigid
body scatterers.

3 Problem definition

To illustrate the PI-DeepONet concept, we choose a benchmark problem based on rigid body acous-
tics. In the following, the general problem setup is first introduced. Then, a brief overview of
the well-established concept of non-uniform rational B-Spline (NURBS) is provided. Finally, the
PI-DeepONet model for rigid body acoustic scattering is presented.

3.1 Rigid body acoustic scattering

Consider the classical problem of a harmonic plane wave impinging on a sound hard scatterer defined
in a 2D domain Ω ⊂ R2 with x = (x, y), as shown in Fig. 1(b). Assume without loss of generality
that the incoming wave pi = p0e

−ik·x has a unit amplitude (p0 = 1 Pa). The problem is governed
by the Helmholtz equation

N (ps,x) := ∇2ps(x) + k2ps(x) = 0, x ∈ Ω (8)

The sound hard scatterer is represented by a rigid internal boundary described by the Neumann
boundary condition on Γi

Bi(ps,x) :=
∂ps(x)

∂n
− ike−ik·x = 0, x ∈ Γi (9)

with an impedance condition on the external boundary Γe

Be(ps,x) :=
∂ps(x)

∂n
+ ikps(x) = 0, x ∈ Γe (10)

where ps is the scattered pressure, the wavenumber k = 2πf
cs

êk is a function of the frequency f , cs is
the speed of sound, êk = [1, 0] is the unit normal vector, and n is the surface normal. The differential
operator N represents the governing PDE, while the boundary operators Bi and Be represent the
internal and external boundary conditions, respectively. The Eqs. (8)-(10) completely describe the
rigid body acoustic scattering problem in an infinite domain. In addition, ps = Re(ps) + iIm(ps)
is the general solution of Eq. (8) for what concerns the pressure scattered by the rigid scatterer. It
follows that, given a certain incident wave pressure pi, the solution to Eq. (8) is controlled by the
shape of the rigid scatterer boundary Γi.

When using physics-based simulation approaches for acoustic scattering problems, such as FE
method or even deep learning-based PINNs, the solution ps minimizes a domain-specific functional
based on the governing equation and the boundary conditions. If the parameters describing the
problem change (e.g. different boundary conditions, input loads, etc.), the finite element model must
be re-evaluated and PINN must be re-trained. The PI-DeepONet proposed in this study will allow
simulating the problem for any arbitrary shape without the need for any additional training. The
result will be an extremely computationally efficient approach to forward simulations.

At the same time, a significant issue with arbitrary geometry representation is that the same
shape can be described by different sets of parameters. As most DNN architectures have difficulty
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training with high dimensional data, it is critical to use representations that can capture shapes
accurately while using the minimum number of geometry parameters. Therefore, the choice of the
geometry parameterization approach becomes central to achieve accurate and efficient solutions via
neural networks.

3.2 Shape representation using NURBS

This section explores the possibility to use non-uniform rational B-spline (NURBS) to convert the
high-dimensional parameter space of shapes into an accurate yet low-dimensional representation.
Note that, in this context, dimensionality refers to the number of parameters required to describe a
scatterer shape.

NURBS has found extensive use in the parametric representation of various 2D geometries because
it allows the mathematical description of multiple complex shapes via a fixed set of parameters (i.e.
control points (C) and corresponding weights (w)). Of course, given that NURBS provides an
approximation of the true shape, it will naturally introduce some approximation errors. However,
previous studies [8] suggest that the approximation error can be limited by a proper choice of the
NURBS parameters.

In NURBS parametric representation of shapes, we define a curve of degree k̃ with n+ 1 control
points [C0,C1, ...Cn] associated with n+1 weights [w0, w1, ...wn], and a knot vector t = [t0, t1, ...tm̃]
with m̃ + 1 knots, where m̃ = n + k̃ + 1 [32, 36]. The knot vector is a non-decreasing sequence
of geometric coordinates (ti) that splits the B-splines into non-uniform piecewise functions. The
NURBS curve C̃, parameterized using u, is defined as follows [36]

C̃(u) =

∑n
i=0wiNi,k̃(u)Ci∑n
j=0wjNj,k̃(u)

(11)

where Ci = [Cx
i , C

y
i ], C

x
i and Cy

i are the x and y coordinates of the ith control point, and Ni,k̃(u) is
the associated B-spline basis function. At this point, Ni,k̃(u) is evaluated recursively using Cox-de
Boor recursion formula as follows

Ni,k̃(u) =
(u− ti)Ni,k̃−1(u)

ti+k̃ − ti
+

(ti+k̃+1 − u)Ni+1,k̃−1(u)

ti+k̃+1 − ti+1
(12)

and

Ni,0(u) =

{
1 ti ≤ u ≤ ti+1

0 otherwise
(13)

Eq. (11) defines NURBS curve C̃ as a function of NURBS parametersC and w. The interested reader
can refer to [8] for further details on the NURBS-based geometry parameterization approach. The
use of the NURBS approach (described by Eqs. (11)-(13)) offers notable advantages for the acoustic
problem at hand: 1) NURBS can represent complex 2D scatterer shapes within a highly reduced
parametric space, 2) the ability to describe arbitrary 2D shapes with a concise set of parameters
can significantly reduce the computational cost associated with the DNN training, and 3) NURBS
enables the development of a generalized DNN architecture with a fixed number of input parameters
for shape representation.

3.3 Physics-informed operator learning for acoustic scattering

In this section, we discuss the development of a physics-informed deep operator learning framework
to simulate the forward acoustic scattering problem presented in §3.1. The framework also integrates
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a NURBS-based geometry representation (§3.2) to generalize the network performance to arbitrary
2D shapes.

Figure 2: Schematics of the neural network architecture of the PGI-DeepONet. C represents an input
NURBS parameterization function evaluated for m discrete shapes Γi, and x describes the spatial
coordinates forming the corresponding acoustic domain. In addition, β(C; θb) are the coefficients of
the branch network, τ(C; θt) are the coefficients of the trunk network, and Gθ is the learned operator
that maps the inputs C and x to the corresponding output Gθ(u)(x).

Building on the fundamental concept of PI-DeepONet introduced in §2.2, we present an operator
network called PGI-DeepONet that combines physics-informed operator learning with NURBS-based
geometry parameterization. Similar to conventional DeepONets, the PGI-DeepONet architecture
consists of two sub-neural networks, denominated the branch and trunk networks (Fig. 2). The
parameterized low-dimensional shape representation of the rigid scatterer boundary Γi, achieved
through the NURBS control points C, serves as the input function to the branch network. More
specifically, in order to learn to predict over a continuous range of parameterized geometries, a set of
input C (which represent a discrete collection of NURBS shapes {Γk

i }mk=1) must be provided to the
branch network. On the other hand, the spatial coordinates x = (x, y) within the acoustic domain
serve as the input to the trunk network. Subsequently, based on the learned basis coefficients β and
τ from the branch and trunk networks, respectively, the PGI-DeepONet output Gθ is evaluated as
follows

Gθ(C)(x) =

p∑
j=1

βj(C; θb)τj(x; θt)

=

p∑
j=1

βj(C(Γ1
i ),C(Γ2

i ), ...C(Γm
i ); θb)τj(x; θt)

(14)

where, the coefficients βj(C; θb) are functions of the NURBS control points (C), while τ(x; θt) is the
function of the spatial coordinates (x). In addition, θ = [θb, θt] denotes the collection of all trainable
parameters of the PGI-DeepONet, where θb and θt represent the set of trainable parameters of the
branch and trunk networks, respectively.

The physics governing the problem is enforced via the loss function of the network. More specif-
ically, the PGI-DeepONet solution Gθ satisfies the governing physics of the rigid body acoustic scat-
tering problem by directly enforcing Eqs. (8)-(10) in the loss function. Moreover, the PGI-DeepONet
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learns to predict accurate Gθ by finding the optimal θ that minimizes the physics-driven loss function
L(θ) as follows

L(θ) = wBiLBi(θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Internal BC

+ wBeLBe(θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
External BC

+ wNLN (θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Governing PDE

(15)

where wBi = wBe = wN = 1 are the weighting factors and

LBi(θ) =
1

mNΓi

m∑
j=1

∑
x∈Γi

|Bi(Gθ(Cj)(xj); θ)|2

=
1

mNΓi

m∑
j=1

∑
x∈Γi

∣∣∣∂Gθ(Cj)(xj)

∂n
− ike−ik·xj

∣∣∣2
LBe(θ) =

1

mNΓe

m∑
j=1

∑
x∈Γe

|Be(Gθ(Cj)(xj); θ)|2

=
1

mNΓe

m∑
j=1

∑
x∈Γe

∣∣∣∂Gθ(Cj)(xj)

∂n
+ ikGθ(Cj)(xj)

∣∣∣2
LN (θ) =

1

mNΩ

m∑
j=1

∑
x∈Ω

|N (Gθ(Cj)(xj); θ)|2

=
1

mNΩ

m∑
j=1

∑
x∈Ω

∣∣∣∇2Gθ(Cj)(xj) + k2Gθ(Cj)(xj)
∣∣∣2

(16)

where LBi , LBe and LN are the mean square errors (MSE) of the residual of the internal boundary
condition (Eq. 9), the external boundary condition (Eq. 10), and the governing PDE (Eq. 8), re-
spectively. In addition, NΓi and NΓe denote the number of boundary points on Γi and Γe, while NΩ

represents the number of collocation points in Ω. In addition, a comparison between the Eqs. (8)-
(10) and residual terms in Eq. 15 highlights that the PGI-DeepONet approximation of the solution
operator for given domain coordinates x is Gθ(C) such that Gθ(C) ≈ ps(C). Note that, while ps
represents the value of the solution, ps(C) denotes the solution operator. This operator is a function
of the parameterized NURBS control points (C), which, in turn, are influenced by the shape of the
rigid scatterer boundary (Γi).

It follows that the resulting PGI-DeepONet can simultaneously enforce the physics of the prob-
lem (physics-informed) and integrate NURBS-based geometry parameterization to capture arbitrary
scatterer shapes (geometry-informed).

4 Network development

In this section, we focus on the setup and implementation of the PGI-DeepONet with particular
attention to the network architecture, the integration of geometry parameterization using NURBS,
and the training procedure.

4.1 PGI-DeepONet architecture

We choose to develop a deep residual Network or ResNet architecture [37] for the sub neural networks
of the PGI-DeepONet. While the ability of ResNet to address vanishing gradient issues for data-
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driven DNNs is empirically proven [38], recent studies on physics-driven DNNs [39,40] highlight the
role of ResNet in improving training efficiency and prediction accuracy.

We use a ResNet architecture with NR = 5 residual blocks, each containing NL = 3 linear layers
made of nw = 100 neurons using Sine activation functions as shown in Fig. 3. A residual block is
an arrangement of linear neural network layers such that the input to the residual block is combined
with its output deeper within the block for better information flow to the next stage of the DNN
(see Fig. 3).

Figure 3: Schematic of the deep ResNet architecture with NR residual blocks, where each residual
block contains NL linear layers with Sine activation function and nw neurons (see dotted box). Note
that the input and output of the ResNet architecture signifies the input and output of the branch
and trunk networks.

Our ResNet architecture passes the primary input through a linear layer of 100 neurons, then,
the transformed input is passed through the residual blocks to generate a vector of size 200×1 as the
output. Although the overall ResNet architecture for both branch and trunk networks are the same,
due to the variation in the input sizes, we create two sub ResNets called the Branch ResNet with an
input size 16 × 1 and the Trunk ResNet with input size 2 × 1. Table 1 summarizes the parameters
used to develop the Branch ResNet and the Trunk ResNet. Thereafter, as per Eq. 14, a dot product
between the outputs of Branch ResNet (β) and the Trunk ResNet (τ) evaluates Gθ. Note that,
although ps is a complex number with real and imaginary components, DNNs cannot directly deal
with complex numbers; hence, Gθ is evaluated to contain real and imaginary components separately.
It follows that, each of the output vectors β and τ are split into two vectors of size 100×1 such that the
dot products result in two scalar values. These scalar values are further concatenated to create the
vector Gθ of size 2×1, such that the first element corresponds to the real part and the second element
corresponds to the imaginary part of the solution. Note that since our solution approximation Gθ

contains both real and imaginary parts, the MSE losses in Eq. 16 are evaluated separately for the
real and imaginary components. Furthermore, we leverage automatic differentiation [41] to calculate
the gradients of Gθ with respect to the Trunk ResNet input x for the loss function.
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Parameter Branch ResNet Trunk ResNet

Input and Output dimensions - [dimin, dimout] [16, 200] [2, 200]

Hidden layer neurons 100 100

Number of residual blocks 5 5

Number of layers in each residual block 3 3

Activation function Sine Sine

Table 1: Summary of key network parameters used to develop the PGI-DeepONet architecture.

4.2 Geometry preparation using NURBS

To simulate rigid body acoustic scattering via PGI-DeepONet architecture, it is essential to supply
the geometric features of the acoustic domain as input to the network. In this section, we discuss
the input parameters for both the Branch and Trunk ResNet. All the rigid scatterer shapes Γi

in this study are represented using nine NURBS control points C = [C0,C1, ...,C8] with a knot
vector t = [0, 0, 0, 1/4, 1/4, 1/2, 1/2, 3/4, 3/4, 1, 1, 1], weights w = [1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1], and quadratic
B-spline basis functions. Table 2 reports the key NURBS parameters. Moreover, as rigid scatterers
are represented by closed curves, then C0 = C8. Therefore, any arbitrary shape can be accurately
represented using a total of 16 NURBS parameters, consisting in 8 control points in the x-direction
[Cx

0 , C
x
1 , ..., C

x
7 ] and 8 control points in the y-direction [Cy

0 , C
y
1 , ..., C

y
7 ]. In addition, we limit the range

of C so to limit the possible design options. The range is carefully defined to ensure that, on one
hand, the generated Γi shapes form simple closed curves (no self-intersection or overlaps) within the
acoustic domain, and on the other hand, they describe a wide design space. To this end, we define
a lower and upper limit to the values of C as reported in Table 2. Based on this range, the smallest
possible shape is indicated by Γmin

i and the largest possible shape by Γmax
i . A visual representation

depicting the range of Γi with circular samples is shown in Fig. 4(a).
Recall that the primary goal of this study is to develop an operator capable of predicting ps for

any arbitrary rigid scatterer Γi within the selected range. To achieve this result, the PGI-DeepONet
must map the functional spaces of NURBS parameterized Γi to the corresponding pressure field ps
within an acoustic domain integrated with the scatterer Γi. In order to facilitate this functional
space representation, a set of m NURBS parameterized shapes denoted as {Γk

i }mk=1 is given as input
to the Branch ResNet. The collection of shapes {Γk

i }mk=1 is generated by applying choosing a uniform
data distribution for C. Each shape Γi is represented using its corresponding NURBS parameters C.
More specifically, each shape in {Γk

i }mk=1 is structured in the form of a vector C(Γk
i ) of size 16 × 1,

where k = 1, 2, ...m and used as input to the Branch ResNet, as shown in Fig. 2.
While the Branch ResNet is used to extract the features associated with the NURBS represented

Γi, the Trunk ResNet is responsible for receiving the acoustic domain coordinates at which ps (and
therefore Gθ) must be calculated. The coordinates x are evaluated within a [0, 1] × [0, 1] square
acoustic domain as shown in Fig. 4(a). For each input to the Branch ResNet, derived from {Γk

i }mk=1

shapes, the corresponding x = (x, y) of size 2 × 1 is provided as input to the Trunk ResNet. Note
that x could be a coordinate either on the external boundary of the acoustic domain or on the rigid
scatterer boundary (i.e. x ∈ Γe ∪ Ω ∪ Γi), as shown in Fig. 4(b).

4.3 Network training

The geometric data introduced in the previous section were used as input to train the PGI-DeepONet.
The network is trained on a set of m = 1000 NURBS shapes such that {Γk

i }1000k=1 and the correspond-
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Figure 4: Schematic of (a) the 2D acoustic domain showing also the possible size range of internal
boundaries (Γi). The size of the internal boundary can vary between a minimum and maximum
value (dotted squares), i.e. Γi ∈ [Γmin

i ,Γmax
i ]. For example, Γi could be a circle (in blue) with a

radius between Γmin
i and Γmax

i . In addition, the use of NURBS allows capturing many different
arbitrary shapes contained within the size limits. (b) Coordinates used for training the physics-
informed operator network on the external boundary (Γe), in the acoustic domain (Ω), and on a
sample circular internal boundary (Γi).

Parameter Symbol Numerical value

Degree of NURBS curve k̃ 2

Number of control points n+ 1 9

Number of knots m̃+ 1 12

Knot vector t [0, 0, 0, 1
4 ,

1
4 ,

1
2 ,

1
2 ,

3
4 ,

3
4 , 1, 1, 1]

Weights w [1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1]

Control points (m) C = [Cx, Cy] |Cx| ∈ [0.05, 0.15], |Cy| ∈ [0.05, 0.15]

Domain length (m) l 1

Domain width (m) w 1

Table 2: Summary of key geometry parameters used in the NURBS-based description of the rigid
scatterers.

ing coordinates x with NΓe = 200, NΩ = 10, 000, and NΓi = 200 as the input to the Branch and
Trunk ResNets, respectively. Unlike the conventional DeepONet, the PGI-DeepONet does not train
on a labeled input-output dataset. Instead, the PGI-DeepONet learns to predict accurate Gθ corre-
sponding to the input Γi by minimizing the governing physics-based loss functions outlined in Eq. 15.
Alternatively, the overall PGI-DeepONet architecture with two sub ResNets was trained jointly to
predict Gθ such that Gθ ≈ ps by determining an optimal set of network parameters θ∗ = [θ∗b , θ

∗
t ]

through loss minimization. In addition, a new set of 50 NURBS shapes {Γk
i }50k=1 was generated to

test the prediction accuracy of the trained PGI-DeepONet.
The PGI-DeepONet was trained for 220,000 epochs using the Adam optimizer with a learning

rate of 5e-4 and with mini-batches of training samples in Γi, Ω, and Γe. The network was trained
until the loss function L converges as shown in Fig. 5(a). The total training time was 30.6 hrs.
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The PGI-DeepONet model was implemented in Python 3.8 using Pytorch API on a NVIDIA A100
Tensor Core GPU with 80GB memory.

Figure 5: Schematic of (a) the convergence plot of the loss function L with training epochs. Note
that this plot also records the variation in the individual loss components LN , LBi , and LBe . (b) The
meshed geometry for a sample circular Γi with PML boundaries for finite element (FE) analysis.

5 Numerical Results

In order to explore the performance of the PGI-DeepONets, two distinct scenarios were considered:
1) the same scatterer shape (i.e. circles) with varying sizes, and 2) arbitrary scatterer shapes with
different sizes. In the following, the first scenario is referred to as NURBS-based circular shapes, and
the second as NURBS-based arbitrary shapes. Finally, the computational time associated with the
trained PGI-DeepONet simulations was also investigated.

To assess the quality of the results produced by the PGI-DeepONet, we compare the predicted
pressure field Gθ with a ground truth generated via finite element simulations. The acoustic scattering
problem was simulated by COMSOL Multiphysics®. The infinite acoustic domain was approximated
by using absorbing boundary conditions applied all around the domain and implemented via a
perfectly matched layer (PML) (Fig. 5(b)). The following metrics are introduced to assess the
overall performance of the PGI-DeepONet

1. Relative L2 error: The relative prediction quality is estimated, in an average sense, by

L2 =
||ps − Gθ||2

||ps||2
(17)

where, ps is the ground truth pressure field, Gθ is the predicted pressure field, and ||.||2 is the
standard Eucledian norm.

2. R2-score: The coefficient of determination also called the R2-score is used to assess the accu-
racy of the network prediction. The R2-score measures the average variation in the predicted
field (Gθ) with respect to the ground truth field (ps) as follows

R2 = 1−
∑N

i=1(p
i
s − Gi

θ)
2∑N

i=1(p
i
s − p̄s)2

(18)
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where, pis and Gi
θ are the ground truth pressure value and the predicted pressure value, respec-

tively, at the ith location in the corresponding fields. Additionally, N represents the number of
locations where the pressure fields are compared. The maximum score of R2

max = 1 is achieved
when the prediction matches exactly with the ground truth. Hence, the closer the R2-score is
to R2

max, the higher the prediction accuracy.

3. Point-wise error: The point-wise prediction quality of the pressure field is assessed by

Ep = |ps − Gθ| (19)

where Ep measures the relative error in percentage. This expression can also handle cases where
the ground truth value is zero.

5.1 Performance assessment for NURBS-based circular shapes

The performance of the trained PGI-DeepONet is evaluated using a test dataset different from the
one used for training and containing 50 rigid scatterer shapes that were not part of the training
dataset. Note that as the assessment specifically focuses on the prediction accuracy for circular rigid
scatterers, the test dataset contains circular shapes of different radius.

Fig. 6 compares the real and imaginary pressure fields predicted by the trained PGI-DeepONet
for circular scatterers of different sizes. Specifically, the plot compares the predictions with the FE
ground truth for three circular rigid scatterers of radius r = 0.19m, r = 0.12m, and r = 0.05m. While
the plots highlight the point-wise error Gθ, the calculated average was found to be [L2, R

2]r=0.19m =
[0.0852, 0.9904], [L2, R

2]r=0.12m = [0.0724, 0.9937], and [L2, R
2]r=0.05m = [0.0721, 0.9943]. More-

over, the mean relative prediction error (L̄2) and mean prediction accuracy (R̄2) calculated across
all the samples in the NURBS-based circular scatterers test dataset were found to be [L̄2, R̄

2] =
[0.0781, 0.9926]. These metrics illustrate the ability of PGI-DeepONet to accurately predict the scat-
tered pressured field in an acoustic domain embedded with rigid circular scatterers of arbitrary radius.
Note that while the present scenario was simulated at a frequency of 500Hz, the PGI-DeepONet
architecture can be retrained to accommodate different frequencies. The training process can remain
relatively straightforward for lower frequencies, but utilization of optimized hyperparameters and
training points might be necessary for higher frequencies.

5.2 Performance assessment for NURBS-based arbitrary shapes

Similar to the previous discussion, the performance of the trained PGI-DeepONet is evaluated using
another test dataset consisting of 50 arbitrary rigid scatterer shapes. As this evaluation specifically
focuses on the prediction accuracy for arbitrary rigid scatterers, the test dataset contains NURBS
represented geometries of different shapes and sizes.

In Fig. 7, we compare the real and imaginary pressure fields predicted by the trained PGI-
DeepONet for scatterers of arbitrary shape and size. The figure highlights the point-wise er-
ror erel by comparing the PGI-DeepONet predictions with the FE ground truth for three ar-
bitrary rigid scatterer shapes marked shape-1, shape-2, and shape-3. In addition, the average
error was found to be [L2, R

2]shape−1 = [0.1055, 0.9873], [L2, R
2]shape−2 = [0.1273, 0.9827], and

[L2, R
2]shape−3 = [0.1208, 0.9815]. Moreover, the mean relative prediction error and mean prediction

accuracy calculated across all the samples in the test dataset with NURBS-based arbitrary scatter-
ers were found to be [L̄2, R̄

2] = [0.1468, 0.9713]. This illustrates the ability of PGI-DeepONet to
accurately predict the scattered pressured field in an acoustic domain embedded with arbitrary rigid
scatterers. In addition, the results also indicate the ability of NURBS-based parameterization to
capture a wide variety of shapes using only 16 geometry parameters.
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Figure 6: Field maps of the PGI-DeepONet predicted scattered acoustic pressure (Gθ), FE ground
truth scattered acoustic pressure (ps), and the point-wise error Ep between the prediction and ground
truth. The real and imaginary pressure components are plotted for three different circles with radius:
(a) r = 0.19m, (b) r = 0.12m, and (c) r = 0.05m.
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Figure 7: Field maps of the PGI-DeepONet predicted scattered acoustic pressure (Gθ), FE ground
truth scattered acoustic pressure (ps), and the point-wise error Ep between the prediction and ground
truth. The real and imaginary pressure components are plotted for three arbitrary shapes: (a) shape-
1 (skewed diamond shape), (b) shape-2 (peanut shape), and (c) shape-3 (star shape).
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Figure 8: Field maps of the PGI-DeepONet predicted scattered acoustic pressure (Gθ), FE ground
truth scattered acoustic pressure (ps), and the the point-wise error Ep between the prediction and
ground truth. The real and imaginary pressure components are plotted for an arbitrary shape with
sharp edges.

Although the network is capable of predicting the scattered pressure field over a range of arbitrary
shapes, the previous predictions for NURBS-based circular shapes (§5.1) had overall higher accuracy.
This difference can be directly attributed to the ability of operators to easily learn function-to-
function mapping for the same shape of different sizes. However, despite the small reduction in
prediction accuracy, the integration of parsimonious shape representation using NURBS enables the
PGI-DeepONet to approximate accurately the scattered fields across a wide variety of shapes.

Further, we also analyze the performance of PGI-DeepONet when predicting the pressure field for
shapes with sharp edges, as shown in Fig. 8. This analysis specifically highlights significantly higher
point-wise prediction errors Ep for a shape characterized by sharp edges. Our study indicates that
the higher prediction errors for shapes with sharp edges can be directly attributed to the training
approach of PGI-DeepONet. The PGI-DeepONet is trained to enforce the boundary equations on
discretized training points on the rigid scatterer shapes. Since we aim to enable PGI-DeepONet to
learn an operator for a broad range of shapes and sizes, we adopt a uniform shape discretization that
can effectively represent the majority of shapes without a substantial increase in the computational
cost for training. However, this uniform discretization lacks the precision to capture the details of
shapes with sharp edges, hence resulting in fewer training points along these sharp edges and, finally,
affecting the prediction accuracy as observed in the results in Fig. 8.

5.3 Computational time

While the previous sections studied the performance of the PGI-DeepONet in terms of its accuracy,
another key attribute of the trained operator learning network is its ability to rapidly approxi-
mate the system’s response. This section evaluates the computational time required by the trained
PGI-DeepONet to approximate physically-consistent scattered acoustic fields for arbitrary scatterer
shapes. We compare the computational time employed by either the PGI-DeepONet or the FEM to
calculate the same acoustic scattering problems. Note that all FEM simulations are obtained using
the commercial software COMSOL Multiphysics®, hence representing state-of-the-art in terms of
FE based computations.
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The total computational time required by the PGI-DeepONet to perform the simulations can be
broadly separated into the time needed to either train or predict. Notably, unlike other data-driven
DNNs and DeepONets, PGI-DeepONet does not incur a data generation cost as it requires no labeled
data for training. According to the details for network training discussed in §4.3, the training time
of the PGI-DeepONet (for the entire range of selected arbitrary shapes) was approximately 30.6 hrs.
Further, as introduced earlier, understanding the computational time required for network predictions
is of particular importance. In the following, we evaluate and compare the computational time
associated with individual network predictions as well as FEM calculations for equivalent scenarios.

Figure 9: Bar chart comparing the computational time taken for each simulation. Results for 50
arbitrary-shaped scatterers are provided using FEM and trained PGI-DeepONet. The average com-
putational time (dotted lines) for the FEM t̄FEM and the PGI-DeepONet t̄PGI over the 50 simulations
are also reported.

To this end, we compare the computational time per simulation t for FEM and trained PGI-
DeepONet across 50 simulations of varying scatterer shapes as shown in Fig. 9. The study (see Fig. 9)
indicates that the average computational time for an arbitrary scatterer shape simulation using FEM
is t̄FEM = 39.2 s. On the other hand, the average computational time for an arbitrary scatterer
shape simulation using trained PGI-DeepONet is t̄PGI = 2.3 s. The direct comparison between the
different t values indicates the ability of the trained PGI-DeepONet to simulate scattered pressure
fields for arbitrary scatterer geometries more than an order of magnitude faster (≈ 17× faster)
compared to the traditional forward solvers. Thus, the results highlight the ability of the trained
PGI-DeepONet to serve as an efficient forward solver. It is also important to highlight that, compared
to the prediction time t, the PGI-DeepONet training is computationally expensive. However, note
that this is a one-time cost and the trained PGI-DeepONet can predict physically consistent solutions
at an average computational time t̄PGI for a continuous range of shapes (ideally an infinite number
of shapes within the range) that can be captured by the integrated NURBS parameterization.

It is also key to observe that, while the computational time for traditional approaches (such
as FEM) typically scales with the complexity of the problem (e.g. higher frequencies and complex
geometries) due to its mesh dependence, the trained PGI-DeepONet can simulate these cases with
marginal increase in prediction time due to its reduced dependence on domain discretization. For
completeness, it should be mentioned that an increase in the complexity of the problem will likely
increase the training time of the network. However, as mentioned above, the training is performed
only once for a given range of shapes; it follows that, if the computational cost of the training
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process is seen relative to the number of predictions performed, this cost decreases progressively as
the network is used to produce more predictions.

Lastly, both the FEM and trained PGI-DeepONet computations were evaluated using 10 proces-
sor cores of a high performance computational node equipped with 2×AMD EPYC 7763 ”Milan”
CPUs @ 2.2GHz with 256GB memory.

6 Conclusions

This study introduced a geometry-aware and physics-driven neural operator network denominated
physics- and geometry-informed deep operator network (PGI-DeepONet). The PGI-DeepONet was
specifically applied and its performance assessed in the context of rigid body acoustic scattering
problems. Existing approaches, including FE methods and PINNs, require evaluating the model
every time the problem’s conditions (e.g. boundary conditions, loads, and geometry) are changed.
A trained PGI-DeepONet addresses this limitation by developing a solution operator that maps a
continuous range of NURBS-represented scatterer shapes to their corresponding scattered pressure
fields. The trained model improves the efficiency of the forward simulation required to approximate
the scattered pressure field by orders of magnitude compared to finite element analysis. Although
PGI-DeepONet was developed for rigid body scattering applications, the overall architecture is very
general and can be adapted to different engineering problems involving computational domains of
variable shape and size. The key attribute of this physics-informed neural operator network is its abil-
ity to capture geometries of arbitrary shapes and sizes using an integrated NURBS-based geometry
parameterization. In addition, the physics-driven approach eliminates the need for labeled datasets
during training. Instead, the model is trained to approximate the solution operator by enforcing
both the governing equation and the boundary conditions of the acoustic scattering problem.

Further, we assessed the performance of the model by quantitatively comparing the accuracy of
the PGI-DeepONet predictions against a ground truth obtained via FE simulations. The analysis
highlighted the remarkable ability of the network to accurately approximate the scattered pres-
sure field for scatterers having arbitrary shapes. In addition to emphasising the effectiveness of
NURBS-based geometry parameterization to achieve versatile shape representation, these results
also underscore the importance of physics-informed learning in order to generalize the approxima-
tion performance of the proposed network model.
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