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Abstract

A Theory-guided Auto-Encoder (TgAE) framework is proposed for surrogate construction
and is further used for uncertainty quantification and inverse modeling tasks. The framework
is built based on the Auto-Encoder (or Encoder-Decoder) architecture of convolutional neural
network (CNN) via a theory-guided training process. In order to achieve the theory-guided
training, the governing equations of the studied problems can be discretized and the finite
difference scheme of the equations can be embedded into the training of CNN. The residual of
the discretized governing equations as well as the data mismatch constitute the loss function of
the TgAE. The trained TZAE can be used to construct a surrogate that approximates the
relationship between the model parameters and responses with limited labeled data. In order to
test the performance of the TgAE, several subsurface flow cases are introduced. The results
show the satisfactory accuracy of the TgAE surrogate and efficiency of uncertainty
quantification tasks can be improved with the TgAE surrogate. The TgAE also shows good
extrapolation ability for cases with different correlation lengths and variances. Furthermore,
the parameter inversion task has been implemented with the TgAE surrogate and satisfactory

results can be obtained.



1 Introduction

Deep learning has been widely used for surrogate construction in various fields, such as
hydrology (Mo et al., 2020; Mo et al., 2019), petroleum engineering (Jin et al., 2020; Tang et
al., 2020), biomechanics (Liang et al., 2018), and so on. However, most of deep learning-based
surrogates are purely data-driven, the domain knowledge such as scientific laws behind the
studied problems is not considered during the surrogate construction process. Therefore, a large
number of labeled training data are needed to guarantee the accuracy of the deep learning
surrogates and some unreasonable predictions may be obtained from the data-driven model.

Recently, the many researchers have tried to combine the data-driven models and physics-
based models by incorporating the physical constraints into the deep learning models. The most
noticed work is the Physics-Informed Neural Network (PINN) proposed by Raissi et al. (2019).
The residuals of the governing equations are added into the loss function of the neural network
in the PINN framework. By minimizing the data mismatch as well as the residuals of the partial
differential equations (PDEs), the network can honor not only the available data but also adhere
to the governing equations of the physical problems. The PINN was used for solving the PDEs
and identifying the parameters of the PDEs in their work. More recently, Wang et al. (2020)
put forward a more general framework, Theory-guided Neural Network (TgNN), which can
incorporate not only physical principles, but also some practical engineering theories.
Furthermore, the TgNN has also been developed as a surrogate by Wang et al. (2021), which
can be used for efficient uncertainty quantification of subsurface flow problems. Sun et al.
(2020) applied the physical-constrained neural network to construct surrogate for fluid flows
governed by Navier—Stokes equations, which was used for uncertainty propagation of fluid
properties and domain geometry.

The works mentioned above are mainly based on fully-connected neural network
architecture, and the physics-constrained strategy has also been extended to convolutional
neural network architecture by some researchers. Zhu et al. (2019) proposed a physics-
constrained deep learning surrogate which employs on the convolutional encoder-decoder
neural network. The Sobel filter (Gao et al., 2010) was used in their work to approximate the
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spatial gradients, which can then be used to enforce the physical constraints on the
convolutional architecture. Zheng et al. (2020) proposed a physics-informed semantic
inpainting framework for heterogeneous geological field estimation, which employs a
Wasserstein Generative Adversarial Network architecture and incorporates the physical laws.
In their work, the Sobel filter was also used to calculate the spatial gradients needed for
implementing the physical constraints. However, the time gradients cannot be obtained with
the Sobel filter, so it would be difficult to implement physical constraints for dynamic problems
with this scheme. Thus, the cases studied in Zhu et al. (2019) and Zheng et al. (2020) are both
steady state problems.

In this work, a Theory-guided Auto-Encoder (TgAE) framework is proposed, which
employs the convolutional Auto-Encoder network architecture. Without relying on the Sobel
filter, in the TEAE, the governing equations of the studied problems are discretized with the
finite difference method, which can be operated on the images output from the Auto-Encoder.
And the residuals of the discretized governing equations can be added into the loss function of
network to constrain the outputs from the Auto-Encoder with the physical laws. Therefore, the
finite difference scheme for solving the PDEs can be embedded into the training process of
network, and the trained TEAE can learn the scheme and predict solutions for cases with new
model parameters. Several subsurface flow cases are introduced to test the performance of the
TgAE surrogate. The extrapolation ability of the TgAE surrogate for different correlation
lengths and variances of stochastic fields is also tested. The TgAE surrogate shows satisfactory
accuracy and extrapolation ability, so the uncertainty quantification tasks can be implemented
efficiently with the TgAE surrogate. Moreover, by combining with Iterative Ensemble
Smoother (IES) (Chang et al., 2017; Chen & Oliver, 2013), the TgAE surrogate can be used
for efficient inverse modeling, and the results show the effectiveness of the TgAE surrogate
based IES for parameter inversion.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, the subsurface flow physical
problems are introduced and inverse modeling task is presented. In section 3, the convolutional

neural network is first introduced, then the Auto-Encoder based surrogate and the Theory-



guided Auto-Encoder framework is introduced. The IES algorithm is also illustrated in section
3. In section 4, several subsurface flow cases are considered to test the performance of proposed

methods. Finally, the discussions and conclusions are given in section 5.
2 Problem Formulation

In this work, the dynamic subsurface flow problems are considered with the following
governing equation:

S

OY gk (vh(x, ) =0 (1)

subjected to the following initial and boundary conditions:

h(x,t) =h,(x), xel; (2)
K(X)Vh(x)-n(x) = g(x), xel (€)
h(x,0) = h,(x) 4)

where S _[L'] denotes the specific storage; h(x,t) [L] denotes the hydraulic head,;
K(x) [LT™"] denotes the hydraulic conductivity; h,(X) [L] denotes the prescribed head on
Dirichlet boundary segments [';; g(X) [LT] denotes the prescribed flux across Neumann

boundary segments I'y; n(x) denotes an outward unit vector normal to the boundary; and

hy(X) [L] denotes the hydraulic head at t=0, i.e., the initial conditions. With the model

parameters such as hydraulic conductivity K(Xx) being available and the boundary and initial
conditions being specified, the problems can be solved with numerical simulators, which can

be termed as forward problems and formulated as (Oliver et al., 2008):

g(m)=d o)
where m denotes the general model parameters, and refer in particular to hydraulic
conductivity K in the introduced subsurface flow problems; ¢ denotes the forward model

such as simulators; and d denotes the model response with model parameters m . However,

in most cases, the model parameters are not known specifically for the subsurface flow



problems, because the direct observing of underground properties is difficult. Therefore, the
unknown model parameters usually need to be estimated with the indirect observations of the
model responses, which can be termed as inverse problems and represented by (Oliver et al.,

2008):

d™* =g(m)+e (6)

where d*® denotes the indirect observations of model responses and & denotes the noises

during the observation process.
3 Methodology
3.1 Deep Convolutional Neural Network (CNN)

Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) is a typical structure in deep learning (Lecun et al.,
1998), which has excellent performance for image processing and has been widely used in
various fields. Many variants of CNN have also been proposed to improve the performance of
CNN, such as AlexNet (Krizhevsky et al., 2012), VGG (Simonyan & Zisserman, 2014),
GoogLeNet (Szegedy et al., 2015), ResNet (He et al., 2016), and so on. Although there are all
kinds of new variants, the core parts of CNNs are still the convolutional layers, which consist
of a series of convolutional kernels or filters with learnable weights and biases. The
convolutional kernels will slide across the width and height of the inputted images and compute
dot products, so the kernels can extract the spatially local correlation information and produce
the feature maps of the inputs. Moreover, the parameter sharing scheme of convolutional
kernels can dramatically reduce the number of CNN parameters. Now consider a two-

dimensional input image |, and the outputted feature maps can be produced with a series of
kernels k' (r=1,2,..,N,,), where N, denotes the number of output channels. Then the

rth channel or feature map can be calculated with:

K Kn
Hiljj (I):U(ZZ kL:,VIi+U,j+V)' (r:1!2""’ Nout) (7)
u=l v=1
where H/, denotes the rth feature map value at location (i, j) with inputimage I; o(.)



denotes the nonlinear activation function, such as Tanh, ReLU (Goodfellow et al., 2016), and

Swish (Ramachandran et al., 2018); k;, and | denote the element in k' and 1,

i+u, j+v
respectively; and Kk, xk denotes the size of the kernels. Then the outputs H with N,

feature maps H' (r=1,2,..,N_,) can be produced after the convolution process with the

kernels.
3.2 Auto-Encoder for surrogate modeling

Auto-Encoder is an important architecture of deep neural network, which consists of two
parts: an encoder and a decoder (Goodfellow et al., 2016), as shown in Figure 1. The inputted
images will be transformed into low-dimensional ‘codes’ with a series of convolutional layers
of encoder, and the decoder can reconstruct the desired images by decoding the codes.
Therefore, the convolutional Auto-Encoder can be trained to perform an image-to-image
regression, which strategy has been used for surrogate modeling (Mo et al., 2019). The
relationship between inputs and outputs to be approximated can be formulated as:

Q:X->Y (8)

D, xHxW

where XeR> ™ and YeR™ denote the input and output images, respectively; Q
denotes the mapping between inputs and outputs; and H xW denotes the image size H xW |

and D, (D,) denotes the number of channels of inputs (outputs).
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Figure 1. The Architecture of Auto-Encoder.



Then consider the dynamic subsurface flow problems introduced in section 2, which can
be solved with finite difference methods. In order to improve the efficiency of the forward
modeling, a convolutional Auto-Encoder based surrogate can be constructed for the subsurface
problems. The approximated mapping between inputs and outputs by the surrogate can be

expressed as:

f(@):X—>Y )

where 6@ denotes the parameters of the neural network and Y denotes the estimated outputs

via surrogate. Specifically, as shown in Figure 2, the inputs of the surrogate including the
model parameters, hydraulic conductivity fields, which can be transformed into images, and
the time matrixes, which are made up of the same elements. And the outputs of the surrogate
are the distribution of hydraulic heads under specific parameter fields at a specific time.
Therefore, the forward evaluation of the convolutional Auto-Encoder based surrogate can be

expressed as:
f(K,T;0)=h"T (10)
where K and T denote the hydraulic conductivity fields and time matrixes, respectively; and

h*T denotes the predicted hydraulic heads for conductivity field K attime T.

A series of realizations can be solved with numerical simulators such as MODFLOW
(Harbaugh, 2005), to constitute the training datasets for surrogate construction. Therefore, the
surrogate modeling problem can be transformed into an image-to-image regression (Mo et al.,
2019), and the Auto-Encoder based surrogate model can be trained with various optimization
algorithms, such as stochastic gradient descent (SGD) (Bottou, 2010), and Adaptive Moment

Estimation (Adam) (Kingma & Ba, 2015), to minimize the loss function:

1 &k T, KT ||? 1 & KT, ||?
e 0) = 227 07 = 23 ) CAORLA REGY
riVt il = riVt il =

where N, and N, denote the total number of realizations solved to serve as training data and

total number of time steps in each realization, respectively. After the training process, the

trained Auto-Encoder can serve as a surrogate and make predictions of hydraulic heads for the
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cases with new hydraulic conductivity fields.
3.3 Theory-guided Auto-Encoder for surrogate modeling

To train a deep learning surrogate, a lot of data are usually needed to guarantee its accuracy.
Moreover, the deep learning based surrogates are usually trained as black-boxes, and the
physical knowledge is not involved during the surrogate construction process. In this work, a
theory-guided Auto-Encoder is proposed for surrogate construction, which can be trained with
limited training data and the scientific theories are considered. Consider the subsurface flow
problem introduced in section 2, and the governing equation Eq.(1) can be discretized with the

finite difference method:
hi,j,n - hi,j,n—l _ Ki+]/2,j (hi+l,j,n - hi,j,n) - Ki—]/Z,j (hi,j,n - hi—l,j,n)

° At (AX)?
_ Ki,j+1/2 (hi,j+1,n - hi,j,n) - Ki,j—:l/z (hi,j,n - hi,j—l,n)

(Ay)?
(i=1 2, .., H;j=1 2 .., W; n=1 2, .., N,

S

=0 (12)

where AX, Ay, At denote the discretization interval in horizontal, vertical and time dimension,
respectively; the subscript i, j, n denote the indexes of discretized grids in horizontal,

vertical and time dimension, respectively; and K;,,; denotes the harmonic mean of

hydraulic conductivities at grid (i, j) and (i+1, j), as shown following:

iy = (13)
Ki;+K

i+1,]

K

In order to impose the physical constraints like governing equation into the training process,

the residual of Eq.(12) calculated with the prediction can be minimized:

(K. T;0),, - f(K,T-At:6),

R(K,T;0) =S, v
_ Ki+1/2,j(f (K’T;‘g)m,j - f(K!T;g)i,j)_ Ki—l/z,j(f(K’T;g)i,j - f(KaT;‘g)i—Lj)
(Ax)* (14)
Ko (F(KT50); 10— F(KT50) ) = Ki g (F(KT0) = (K T;0)s10)
(Ay)*

(i=1 2, .., H;j=1 2, ..., W)



It can be seen that no labeled data of hydraulic heads are needed to calculate the residual

R(K,T;8) in Eq.(14), so a new concept can be proposed, i.e., virtual realizations, which are

used to calculate the discretized PDE residuals and no numerical simulation runs are needed to
solve those realizations. The concept of virtual realizations here is similar to the collocation
points in the physical-informed neural network (Raissi et al., 2019), and no labeled values are
needed at collocation points.

Therefore, the loss function to implement the physical constraints can be expressed as:

1 & 2
LPDE(e): N, N, ;JZ_;HR(K“TJ';H)Hz (15)

where N, denotes the total number of virtual realizations generated to impose the PDE

constraints. Similarly, the Neumann boundary condition can also be constrained in the same

way, and the discretized residual of Eq.(3) can be represented as:

_Ki—]/z,j(f(K!T;e)i,j_ f(K'T;H)i—l,j)_

R (K, T;0) = A n(x )-g

we Ki,j—J/z(f(K:T;‘g)i,j_f(KvT;‘g)i,j—l) R (16)

i Ay ]

x;€ly (=42 ., H;j=L2 ., W;t=1 2 .., N)

And the corresponding loss term can be expressed as:
1 M N )

LNB(9)= N N ZZHRNB(Ki’Tj;e)HZ (17)

vri vt =l j=l

Moreover, the Dirichlet boundary conditions and the initial conditions can also be constrained

by:
Log (0) = - NZ%Z het g = 2 NZin (K., T '9)—hK"TiH2 (18)
> B erNt i=1 j=1 o 8l erNt i1 DBR™Tir )y DB |,

VI

L, (H)ZNLZ

vr i=1

A 2
hKi,TO _ hKi To
2

; (19)

—L%‘Hf(K Ty;0) — "™
- er — iv’0r

where the subscript DB of ﬁDKgT" and h." denotes the positions where they are set as



Dirichlet boundary conditions on the images; and T, denotes the initial time matrix. Therefore,

the final loss function can be expressed as:

L(6) = Lygia (0) + Lope (6) + Lyg (6) + Log (6) + L, () (20)

ata

Then the theory-guided Auto-Encoder (TgAE) surrogate f(K,T;8) can be constructed by

minimizing the loss function Eq.(20), which can not only honor the available labeled data, but
can also adhere to the physical laws of the problems. While only the hydraulic heads at a single

time step under a specific conductivity field can be obtained via the TgAE surrogate

f(K,T;0), and a circulation for all time steps is needed to finish a complete forward

evaluation:

f(K,T;60)

. f(K,T,;6
hK — gsurr(K) — ( : )

1)
f(K,T,:6)

where g™ denotes the constructed surrogate for the relationship Eq.(5) (between hydraulic

conductivity and hydraulic heads in the subsurface flow cases); h* denotes the estimated

distribution of hydraulic heads under conductivity field K. The structure of the TEAE is

presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. The structure of TgAE.

3.4 TgAE surrogate based iterative Ensemble smoother (IES) for inverse modeling

The iterative Ensemble smoother (IES) can be combined with the TgAE surrogate to
improve the efficiency of inverse modeling. Under some reasonable assumptions, the inverse
problem can be transformed into an optimization problem (Oliver et al., 2008):

O(m) = (¢~ g(m))’ C5*(d* - g(m))

+%(m—m‘”)T Cy(m-m*™)

(22)

where C, and C,, denote the covariance matrix of the observation error and model

parameters, respectively; and m®  denotes the prior estimation of model parameters. In order
to minimize the objective function in Eq.(22), the Levenberg—Marquardt algorithm can be
adopted to update the model parameters iteratively with the following scheme (Chang et al.,

2017; Chen & Oliver, 2013):
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m,, =m, [ (1+4)C,, +G|TC51G|]_1[C“’A1(m, -m®)+G/Cy! (g (m, )—d"bS)}
=m, _ﬁ[cM —CyG/ ((1+4)C, +G.C,G] )‘1GICM }ch(mI -m”)  (23)
~C,G! ((1+4)Co +GC,GT ) (g (m,)—d™)

where | denotes the iteration number; G, denotes the sensitivity matrix of model response

towards the model parameters at iteration step |;and 4 denotes the multiplier to the C,;' to

modify the Hessian matrix and reduce the impact of large data mismatch at earlier iteration

stage (Chang et al., 2017; Chen & Oliver, 2013; Li et al., 2003). However, the calculation of

sensitivity matrix G, is relatively difficult and tedious, and directly updating it with Eq.(23)

is impractical. Therefore, the ensemble based methods provide an effective way to deal with
those problems. In the ensemble based methods, a group of realizations would be updated in

each iteration with Eq.(23), which can be represented by:

1
my,,;=m,; _m

~CuGl;((1+4)Cy +G, WG, ) (g(m,;)-dP), j=1...N,

-1
[CM ~CuG/; ((1+4)Cy +G, ;CuG/)) G,,jcM}ch;l(m,,j—m;“)
24)

where N, denotes the number of realizations in the ensemble; and subscript j denotes the
index of realizations. Then the iteration scheme can be modified by replacing C,, with Cy, ,

i.e., the covariance matrix at iteration step |, and replacing G, ; with él, 1.e., the average
sensitivity matrix of all the realizations:

1
M, ;=m;

—_ — —~ -1 =
i —H[CMI —CMIGIT ((1+ﬂ1)CD +GICM|G|T) GICMI :|C""1(rn|'j _mjpr)

(25)
~Cy Gl ((1+4)Co +GC, Gl ) (g (m, ;) -d), j=L...N,

In order to avoid calculating the sensitivity matrixes directly, the following

approximations are exploited (Chang et al., 2017; Le et al., 2016; Zhang, 2001):

Cy, Gl =Cyp, (26)
GCy G/ ~Cpp, 27)
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where C,, , denotes the cross covariance between the updated model parameters and the

model response at iteration step |; and Cpp, denotes the covariance of the model response at
iteration step |. Then the Eq.(25) can be rewritten as:
m,,. =m _t
1+1, 1,j 1+ ﬂl
-1 ;
~Cuo, (1+4)Co +Cop, ) (9(my;)-d5"). =

(28)
N

e

[le _CM|D| ((1+ﬂ| )CD +CD|D| )_l CD,M, :|CMl(mI,j _m?r)

Since the forward modeling with simulation g(-) can be surrogated by the TgAE ¢*"(-) to

improve the efficiency of inversion, the Eq.(28) can be further rewritten as:

B 1
141, j _ml,j _1+/11

~Cup (14 4)Co +Can ) (6 (m1)-d), G=L..N,

where m denotes the general form of model parameters, and can be the formulated column

m [CMI ~Cup, ((l+/11 )Co +Cop )’chIMI }c;;(m,,j —mf“)

(29)

vector with the hydraulic conductivity fields in the subsurface flow cases. In the parameters
update process, the data mismatch between the measurements and the predictions based on
estimated parameters is monitored and used to assess the accuracy of the parameters, which
can be calculated with:

2

(gsurr (mj)) _d(}k,)is

(30)

1 1 N N
MIS(m)=——>"%"
N, Ny 5393
where N, denotes the total number of measurement data. The terminating criteria for iteration
can be defined as:

i<n

(1) MAXJS]SNG;JS

i i .
My, _ml,j‘<gl’

IMIS(m,,))-MIS(m,)]

(2) <&y,
max(L[MIS(m,)|)

(3) Tteration reaches the pre-given maximum iteration number |, .

where & and &, are the predefined limits of error; and N denotes the dimension of the

model parameter.
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4 Case studies

Several subsurface flow cases are introduced to test the performance of the proposed
TgAE surrogate in this section, which satisfy the governing equation Eq.(1) introduced in

section 2. Specifically, the physical domain of the cases is a square with length of sides being

1020[L], where [L] denotes the consistent length unit. The left and right sides of the domain
are subjected to Dirichlet boundary conditions, with constant hydraulic heads 202[L] and 200

[L], respectively. The upper and lower boundaries are subjected to Neumann boundary

conditions, being no flow boundaries in this work. And the domain, except for the left side,

keeps the hydraulic heads being 200 [L] at initial time step. The specific storage takes a

constant value, S_=0.0001[L™"]. The hydraulic conductivity fields can be generated with

Karhunen—Loeve expansion (KLE) (Zhang & Lu, 2004). Moreover, the cases can be solved

with MODFLOW to provide training labeled data (Harbaugh, 2005), and the domain is

discretized into 51x51 grid blocks with AX= Ay =20[L]. The total simulation time span is

10[T], which is divided into 50 time steps with time interval At=0.2[T].

4.1 Surrogate modeling and uncertainty quantification

In this subsection, the TgAE surrogate is constructed for the subsurface flow case and then
used for uncertainty quantification of model responses towards stochastic hydraulic
conductivity fields. In this case, the stochastic hydraulic conductivity field K(x) is assumed

to be lognormal, and the mean and variance of InK(x) are set to be 0 and 1.0, respectively,

ie, (nK)=0 and op, =1.0. The covariance function of InK(x) is assumed to be

exponential, as shown below:

Cik (Xl,XZ)ZO'ﬁ]K exp{_{[b(l_X2|J+{|y1_y2|J:|} 31
Uy n,

where 77, and 77, denote the correlation length of the random field, which take the value of

14



408[L] in this case; and X, =(X,VY:) denotes the coordinate of a grid block. Then the

realizations can be generated with KLE. More details of KLE can be found in Zhang and Lu
(2004). In this case, 80% energy of the stochastic fields is preserved, which leads to 20
truncated terms in KLE. 30 realizations are generated with KLE and solved with the
MODFLOW simulator to provide labeled training dataset. Moreover, 150 virtual realizations
are also generated with KLE and used to impose the physical constraints. It is worth noting that
the virtual realizations do not need to be solved with the simulator. 200 new test realizations
are generated with KLE and solved with MODFLOW to constitute the testing dataset and to

verify the accuracy of the trained surrogate.

1000
neurons

Input
images

Convolution
Convolution
Convolution

Convolution
Convolution

Output
images

Deconvolution

Figure 3. The Auto-Encoder architecture used in this work.

Then the TgAE can be constructed for surrogate modeling. Because the domain is
discretized into 51x51 grid blocks, the resolution of input and output images is 51x51. The
inputs consist of 2 channels, i.e., hydraulic conductivity field image and time matrix, and the
outputs have 1 channel, i.e., hydraulic heads image. And the detailed network structure of

TgAE is shown in Figure 3. The activation function, Swish, is used after each convolution and
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deconvolution layer. The Adam algorithm is then used to train the network with learning rate
of 0.001 for 1000 epochs. And it takes approximately 0.824 h (2967.623 s) to train the TgAE

surrogate on an NVIDIA TITAN RTX GPU card.
4.1.1 TgAE surrogate evaluation

The constructed surrogate is evaluated in this subsection. The solutions of the 200 test
realizations are predicted with the trained TgAE surrogate, and three realizations are randomly
sampled as shown in Figure 4. The hydraulic heads of the three realizations obtained from
MODFLOW and the TgAE surrogate are shown in Figure 5, Figure 6, and Figure 7. It can be
seen that the predictions from the TgAE surrogate are basically consistent with the references.
And the hydraulic heads of three points in the studied domain for 200 test realizations solved
with MODFLOW and predicted with the TEAE surrogate are shown in Figure 8, which shows

the accuracy of the surrogate.
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Figure 4. Three randomly sampled realizations for testing the TgAE surrogate.
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Figure 5. The hydraulic heads obtained from MODFLOW and the TgAE surrogate for realization 1.

202.0
201.5
201.0

200.5

Reference

Prediction

200.0
202.0

201.5
201.0
200.5

200.0
0100

0075

0050

Error

0025

L

0000

Time step 10 Time step 20 Time step 30 Time step 40 Time step 50

Figure 6. The hydraulic heads obtained from MODFLOW and the TgAE surrogate for realization 2.
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Figure 7. The hydraulic heads obtained from MODFLOW and the TgAE surrogate for realization 3.

Figure 8. Correlation between predictions from the TgAE surrogate and the reference from

MODFLOW for three points of 200 testing realizations (point 1: x=200[L], y=200[L], t=2[T]; point 2:

Prediction ([L])
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x=520[L], y=520[L], t=5[T]; point 3: x=200[L], y=800[L], t=8[T]).

Moreover, in order to test the performance of the TgAE surrogate quantitatively, two
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evaluation metrics are introduced, i.e., the relative L, error and R® score, as shown in Eq.(32)

and Eq.(33), respectively:
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where h_ and hpred denote the reference value solved by MODFLOW and the prediction

from the surrogate, respectively; denotes the

cell

. ||2 denotes the standard Euclidean norm; N
number of blocks needed to be predicted; h, o and hp,ed'n denote the reference value solved
by MODFLOW and the prediction from the surrogate at the n™ block, respectively; and hyer

denotes the mean of href’n . The histogram of the relative L, error and R® score for the 200

test realizations are shown in Figure 9. The results show the satisfactory accuracy of the trained

TgAE surrogate.
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Figure 9. Histogram of the relative L, error and R® score for the 200 test realizations.

4.1.2 Uncertainty quantification based on TgAE surrogate

The constructed TEAE surrogate is used for uncertainty quantification in this subsection.
The Monte Carlo (MC) method is used as benchmark for comparison. In the MC method,
10,000 realizations are generated by adopting KLE with 96% energy preserved, which are then
solved with MODFLOW and used to calculate the statistical moments of the model responses.
The TgAE surrogate is then used to predict the model responses for 10,000 realizations, which

are truncated with 80% energy retained in KLE. The mean, variance, and Probability Density
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Function (PDF) of the model responses can be estimated with the predictions from the

surrogate. The uncertainty quantification results of this case is shown in Figure 10, Figure 11,
and Figure 12, and the relative L, error and R’ score of estimated mean and variance are

shown in Table 1. It can be seen that the TEZAE surrogate can be used to estimate the statistical
moments of model responses towards stochastic inputs accurately. And it is worth noting that
the prediction for 10,000 different realizations only takes 80.70s with the TgAE surrogate.
However, approximately 1.75h (6,304.30s) are needed to solve 10,000 realizations with
MODFLOW simulator, which shows the improvement of efficiency for uncertainty

quantification with the TgAE surrogate.
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Figure 10. The mean of hydraulic head estimated with MC method and the TgAE surrogate.
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Figure 11. The variance of hydraulic head estimated with MC method and the TgAE surrogate.
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Figure 12. The PDF of hydraulic head at three points estimated with MC method and the TgAE
surrogate (point 1: x=140[L], y=780[L], t=5.2[T]; point 2: x=780[L], y=780[L], t=9.2[T]; point 3:

x=520[L], y=520[L], t=9.2[T]).
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Table 1. The relative L2 error and R score of estimated mean and variance.
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4.1.3 The effect of virtual realizations

In our previous work, the effect of labeled data and collocation points towards the
accuracy of TgNN surrogate is studied (Wang et al., 2021). Similarly, the effect of virtual
realizations number is tested in this subsection. The TgAE surrogates are trained with 30 solved
realizations, which are used as labeled training data, and a different number of virtual
realizations to impose the physical constraints. The correlation of reference values and

predictions from different TgAE surrogates for 200 test realizations are shown in Figure 13.
Moreover, the relative L, error and R? score of estimated statistical moments with different

trained surrogates are shown in Table 2, and the corresponding training time for each surrogate
is also listed in Table 2. It is obvious that the TgAE surrogate gets more accurate as the number
of virtual realizations increases, and the corresponding uncertainty quantification results also
get more accurate, which is intuitively correct. It also takes longer to train the TgAE surrogate

as the number of virtual realizations increases.

202.1

202.1
o Pointl o Pointl
o Point 2 o Point2
2017 Point 3 2017 Point 3
— 9 —
= 2013 © = 2013
= = ¥
& o & .
-5 200.9 aﬁh o 5 2009 2
= i =
o O o
O 2005 D 2005
o o
200.1 200.1
99.7 199.7
199.7 200.1 2005 2009 2013 2017 2021 199.7 2001 2005 2009 2013 2017 2021
Reference ([L]) Reference ([L])
(a) (b)
202.1 202.1
o Point 1 o Point 1
o Point 2 o Point 2
2017 Point 3 2017 v Point 3
= =
= 203 = 2013
c D c 5 D
o =]
5 2009 5 2009
= =
E o [x]
O 2005 2 2005 B
o o
200.1 4 200.1 a
199.7

1997 2001 2005 2008 2013 2017 2021

Reference ([L])

(©)

1997 2001 2005 2009 2013 2017 2021

Reference ([L])

(d)

Figure 13. Correlation of reference from MODFLOW and predictions from TgAE surrogates trained
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with different number of virtual realizations (a) Nv=0; (b) Nv=50; (c) Nv=100; (d) Nv=150.

Table 2. The relative L2 error and RZ score of estimated statistical moments with different

trained surrogates.

Number of Relative L, error R? score Training
virtual time(s)
realizations Mean Variance Mean Variance
Nv=0 8.900e-05 2.765e-01 9.990e-01 8.413e-01 1695.970
Nv=50 1.541e-04 1.518e-01 9.971e-01 9.522e-01 1930.345
Nv=100 6.043e-05 1.569e-01 9.996e-01 9.489e-01 2389.938
Nv=150 6.009e-05 1.209e-01 9.996e-01 9.696e-01 2967.623

4.2 Extrapolation of TgAE surrogate for correlation length and variance

In this subsection, the extrapolating ability of the trained TZAE surrogate for different
correlation lengths and variances of the stochastic field is tested. The TgAE surrogate is first
trained with realizations of specific variance and correlation length, and then used for

uncertainty quantification of scenarios with different variances and correlation lengths.

In this case, the training realizations are generated by using KLE with o2, =1.0 and

1, =1, =306[L]. 90 realizations are solved with MODFLOW simulator serving as labeled

dataset and 500 virtual realizations are generated to impose the physical constraints. It takes
0.97h (3506.220s) to train the surrogate on the NVIDIA TITAN RTX GPU card. The
correlations of hydraulic heads at 3 different points from the simulator and TgAE surrogate for
200 test realizations are shown in Figure 14. Then the trained TgAE surrogate can be tested to
predict the solutions for cases with different variances and correlation lengths. The testing
results for different cases are shown in Figure 15. It can be seen that the trained TgAE surrogate
can predict solutions for cases with different statistical information from the training datasets.
Therefore, the trained TgAE surrogate can then be used for uncertainty quantification of cases

with different correlation length and variance settings.
23



First, in order to test the extrapolation capacity for variance of the random field, the TgAE

surrogate is used to quantify the model response uncertainty for cases with different variances

and same correlation length (77, =7, =306[L]). The benchmark for each case is also obtained

from MC method with 10,000 realizations solved with MODFLOW, and the TgAE surrogate

is then used to predict solutions for the 10,000 realizations of each case. The relative L, error

and R? score of estimated means and variances for each case are listed in Table 3. It can be

seen that the TgAE surrogate can perform well for cases with different variances. Second, the

extrapolation capacity for correlation length of the TgAE surrogate is tested. The cases with

different correlation lengths and same variance (o}, =1.0) are considered. The relative L,

errorand R? score of estimated statistical moments for each case are shown in Table 4, which

shows the capability of the trained TgAE surrogate to extrapolate to different correlation
lengths of stochastic fields. Therefore, there is no need to retrain the surrogate while studying
cases with different statistical information, which helps to save a lot of computational cost.
Moreover, it can be seen that only about 80s are needed to perform 10,000 forward evaluations
for each case, and about 6000s are needed with MODFLOW simulator, which shows the

efficiency of the TEAE surrogate based uncertainty quantification.
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Figure 14. Correlation between reference from MODFLOW and predictions from the TgAE
surrogate for three points (point 1: x=200[L], y=200[L], t=2[T]; point 2: x=520[L], y=520[L], t=5[T]; point

3: x=200[L], y=800[L], t=8[T]) of the case with 5’ =1.0 and 7, = n, =306[L].
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Figure 15. The predictions of the TgAE surrogate for cases with different correlation lengths and

variances.
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Table 3. The relative L2 error and R? score of estimated means and variances for cases with

different variances.

Variance Mean Variance Consumed Consumed

of Time with Time with
random  Telative  R? score  relative  R? score TgAE  MODFLOW

fields L, error L, error surrogate (s)
(s)

012,1K=0.3 1.5595e-05 9.9997e-01 5.2503e-02 9.9480e-01 82.5128 5922.391
o*lanZI.O 2.4520e-05 9.9993e¢-01 6.5509¢-02 9.9137¢-01 84.0494 6038.978
alan=1.5 4.7324e-05 9.9972e-01 7.3506e-02 9.8865¢e-01 86.4104 6064.349
o*lan=2.0 6.8265e-05 9.9941e-01 8.0248e-02 9.8592¢-01 85.3544 6028.007
01311{:2-2 7.6118e-05 9.9927e-01 8.2686e-02 9.8482¢-01 82.6857 6134.306

Table 4. The relative L2 error and R? score of estimated means and variances for cases with

different correlation lengths.

Correlation Mean Variance Consumed Consumed
length of Time with  Time with
random relative ~ R? score  relative  R? score TgAE  MODFLOW
fields L, error L, error surrogate (s)
(s)
Nx=1y=510 2.1849¢-05 9.9994e-01 7.7677¢-02 9.8736e-01 84.1151 5923.579
Nx=1y=306 2.4520e-05 9.9993e-01 6.5509¢-02 9.9137e-01 84.0494 6038.978
Nx=My=255 2.1051e-05 9.9995e-01 4.8754e-02 9.9528e-01 81.8831 5869.759
Nx=N,=153 2.2564e-05 9.9994e-01 4.0797e-02 9.9693e-01 82.4004 5932.957

4.3 Surrogate modeling for non-Gaussian fields

In this subsection, the TEAE surrogate is tested with non-Gaussian fields. The stochastic

fields generated with KLE are Gaussian, which can be transformed into non-Gaussian fields

with a superposition of polynomial expansion (Zhang et al., 2011), i.e.,
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INK () =Uy (0 +U, 09700 +U, 00 (00 -2)+ U 00 (0 =37(0) - (34)
where U,(X) denotes the deterministic coefficients; y(X) denotes the Gaussian random

fields, which can be generated with KLE, i.e.,
() =7(x)+ 24 f,(X)& (35)
i=1

where ;_/(x) denotes the mean of the random field; A4 and f, denote the eigenvalues and

eigenfunctions of covariance function, respectively; and & denotes the independent

orthogonal Gaussian random variables with zero mean and unit variance. The Eq.(35) can be

further truncated with finite terms according to the decay of eigenvalues 4, i.e.,

ﬂ@=ﬂ@+2¢2mm; (36)

where N denotes the total retained terms in the expansion.

In this case, a 3™ order polynomial expansion is used to represent the non-Gaussian

random fields, with U;=0, U,=0.5, and U,=0.3. This transformation is illustrated with an

example. Consider a Gaussian field generated with KLE shown in Figure 16(a), and the
histogram of the values at each grid block is shown in Figure 16(b), which is a nearly Gaussian
distribution. The transformed random field is shown in Figure 17(a), and the distribution of
the field values is left skewness as shown in Figure 17(b). Therefore, the generated Gaussian
realizations with KLE can be transformed into non-Gaussian fields with the preset polynomial
expansion. The TgAE surrogate can then be constructed for the non-Gaussian realizations.
Similarly, in this non-Gaussian case, 30 realizations are solved with the simulator and 250
virtual realizations are generated to impose the physical constraints. The surrogate is trained
with Adam algorithm with a learning rate of 0.001, and it takes about 0.703h (2530.91s) for
300 epochs on the NVIDIA TITAN RTX GPU card. Three sampled realizations are shown in
Figure 18, and the prediction results for the three realizations are presented in Figure 19,

Figure 20, and Figure 21, which show the satisfactory accuracy of the constructed TgAE
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surrogate for the non-Gaussian fields.
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Figure 16. Gaussian field generated with KLE (a) and
the histogram of the values at each grid block (b).
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Figure 17. Non-Gaussian field transformed with polynomial expansion (a) and the histogram of the

values at each grid block (b).
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Figure 18. Three randomly sampled non-Gaussian realizations for testing the TgAE surrogate.
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Figure 19. The hydraulic heads obtained from MODFLOW and the TgAE surrogate for non-

Gaussian realization 1.
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Figure 20. The hydraulic heads obtained from MODFLOW and the TgAE surrogate for non-

Gaussian realization 2.
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Figure 21. The hydraulic heads obtained from MODFLOW and the TgAE surrogate for non-

Gaussian realization 3.
4.4 Solving inverse problems with TgAE surrogate

In this subsection, the inverse problems of dynamic subsurface flow are solved with the
TgAE surrogate based Iterative Ensemble Smoother (IES). Still consider the case introduced
in subsection 4.1, and 16 observation points are set in the domain, as shown in Figure 22. The
hydraulic heads at those points are assumed to be measured and used for inversion of hydraulic

conductivity.
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Figure 22. Observation locations for inverse modeling.
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4.4.1 Inversion for different correlation length

Inversion for cases with different correlation length is studied here. First, consider a case

with 7, =17, = 408[L], and the reference field is shown in Figure 23(a). Then the TgAE

surrogate constructed in subsection 4.2 can be used to estimate the hydraulic conductivity field.

In the TgAE surrogate based IES for inversion, 100 realizations are used in the ensemble, and

we set £=0.01, £,=0.0001, and 1, =10. The initial of log hydraulic conductivity fields

and the final mean updated with the TgAE surrogate based IES are shown in Figure 23(b) and
(c). It can be seen that the major pattern of the reference field can be captured with the available
measurements. The initial and final standard deviation of the fields in the ensemble are shown

in Figure 23(d) and (e), which show that the uncertainty of the stochastic filed is reduced after

the inversion. The case with 77, =77, = 204[L] is then tested with the proposed method, and

the reference field of this case is shown in Figure 24(a). Considering the extrapolation capacity
of the TgAE surrogate, the surrogate constructed in subsection 4.2 can also be used for this
case. And it is worth mentioning that there is no need to retrain the surrogate for cases with
different correlation length, which is an advantage of the TEAE surrogate. The other settings
are the same as with the former case, and the inversion results are shown in Figure 24(b), (¢),

(d), and (e). The general distribution of the reference field has also been captured.
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Figure 23. The reference field for the case with 7, = 1, = 408[L] (a); Mean of log hydraulic
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conductivity fields in the ensemble at initial and final step (b), (¢); Standard deviation of log hydraulic

conductivity fields in the ensemble at initial and final step (d), (e).
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Figure 24. The reference field for the case with , =7 =204[L] (a); Mean of log hydraulic

conductivity fields in the ensemble at initial and final step (b), (c); Standard deviation of log hydraulic

conductivity fields in the ensemble at initial and final step (d), (e).
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4.4.2 Inversion for non-Gaussian fields

The TgAE surrogate based IES is used for inverse modeling of non-Gaussian fields in this
subsection. Consider the case introduced in subsection 4.3 with 16 observation locations shown
in Figure 22, and the constructed TgAE surrogate in subsection 4.3 is used for inversion. The
reference field for this case is shown in Figure 25(a), and the other settings for the IES are the
same as the former cases. The inversion results of this case are shown in Figure 25(b) and (¢),
and the standard deviation distribution of the realizations in the ensemble before and after the
inversion are shown in Figure 25(d) and (e). It can be seen that the estimated field is similar

to the reference, and the uncertainty of the stochastic field is reduced after the inversion.
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Figure 25. The reference field for the non-Gaussian case (a); Mean of log hydraulic conductivity

fields in the ensemble at initial and final step (b), (c); Standard deviation of log hydraulic conductivity

fields in the ensemble at initial and final step (d), (e).
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5 Discussions and conclusions

In this work, a Theory-guided Auto-Encoder (TgAE) is proposed, which can incorporate
the physical constraints into the training of convolutional neural network, and it can be
achieved by embedding the finite difference scheme of numerical simulators into the training
process. In essence, the solving process of partial differential equations in numerical simulators
is replaced by the training process in deep learning, and the solving scheme can be learned by
the network. Once trained, the network can be used to predict solutions for cases with different
model parameters without the need to run the simulators. And a concept of virtual realizations
is proposed, which is similar to the collocation points in the PINN framework (Raissi et al.,
2019). The proposed TgAE can be used for surrogate modeling and inverse modeling, which
can help to improve the efficiency of uncertainty quantification and parameter inversion tasks.

Several subsurface flow cases are introduced to test the performance of the proposed
TgAE framework. The results show that the TgAE surrogate can accurately approximate the
relationship between the inputs and model responses with limited labeled data. The constructed
TgAE surrogate can then be used to quantify the uncertainty of the model responses towards
stochastic model parameters. The computational cost of forward evaluation with the TgAE
surrogate is much cheaper than running a simulator, so the efficiency of uncertainty
quantification is significantly improved. Moreover, the effect of virtual realization numbers
towards the accuracy of the TgAE surrogate is studied. It is obvious that adequate virtual
realizations can help to guarantee the accuracy of the surrogate when the labeled data are
limited. The TgAE surrogate also has some extrapolation ability, which can be used to predict
solutions for cases with different correlation lengths and variances. Therefore, there is no need
to retrain the surrogate repeatedly while changing some statistical information of the stochastic
fields, which is another advantage of the TgAE surrogate. The TgAE is also tested on non-
Gaussian fields, which shows satisfactory performance for surrogate modeling.

The constructed TEAE surrogate can also be used for solving the inverse problems. In this
work, the Iterative Ensemble Smoother (IES) is combined with the TgAE surrogate to estimate
the model parameters with limited observation data. The efficiency of inversion can also be
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improved without running the simulator iteratively. And once trained, the TZAE surrogate can
also be used to solve the cases with different statistical information.

In this work, the deep learning is effectively combined with numerical finite difference
methods by constructing the TgAE framework, which shows a new aspect and strategy to
merge the data-driven models and physics-based models. In our future work, more complicated
problems will be studied with the TgAE framework to expand its application scenarios, for

example, the multiphase flow in reservoir simulation.
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