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Abstract

Robust iterative methods for solving large sparse systems of linear algebraic equa-
tions often suffer from the problem of optimizing the corresponding tuning parameters.
To improve the performance of the problem of interest, specific parameter tuning is
required, which in practice can be a time-consuming and tedious task. This paper
proposes an optimization algorithm for tuning the numerical method parameters. The
algorithm combines the evolution strategy with the pre-trained neural network used to
filter the individuals when constructing the new generation. The proposed coupling of
two optimization approaches allows to integrate the adaptivity properties of the evolu-
tion strategy with a priori knowledge realized by the neural network. The use of the
neural network as a preliminary filter allows for significant weakening of the prediction
accuracy requirements and reusing the pre-trained network with a wide range of linear
systems.

The detailed algorithm efficiency evaluation is performed for a set of model linear
systems, including the ones from the SuiteSparse Matrix Collection and the systems
from the turbulent flow simulations. The obtained results show that the pre-trained
neural network can be effectively reused to optimize parameters for various linear sys-
tems, and a significant speedup in the calculations can be achieved at the cost of about
100 trial solves. The hybrid evolution strategy decreases the calculation time by more
than 6 times for the black box matrices from the SuiteSparse Matrix Collection and
by a factor of 1.4–2 for the sequence of linear systems when modeling turbulent flows.
This results in a speedup of up to 1.8 times for the turbulent flow simulations performed
in the paper.

Keywords: systems of linear algebraic equations, algebraic multigrid method, hybrid
evolution strategy, machine learning, parameters optimization

1. Introduction

The solution of systems of linear algebraic equations (SLAEs) plays an important
role in mathematical modeling. Despite the variety of numerical methods developed to
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date, no single method provides the best possible performance in all cases. The proper
selection of the method for the specific problem still remains akin to an art and requires
the corresponding qualification of the researcher.

The problem of choosing linear solvers (and solver parameters) has attracted sus-
tained interest by researchers for a long time due to its high practical impact. Sev-
eral basic research directions dealing with automated optimization problems can be
highlighted in the literature. The most popular ones include (i) tuning the algorithm
implementation details for the specific compute platform, (ii) predicting the best nu-
merical method for the specific SLAE, and (iii) optimizing the solver configuration for
the sequence of SLAEs (e.g., for the transient simulations).

The first research topic deals with fine-tuning the software implementation for the
basic computational kernels (linear operations with the vectors, matrix-vector multipli-
cations, etc.), which are the key building blocks of the numerical algorithms [1, 2, 3].
This allows automating the corresponding software adaptation and gaining the benefits
of the specific hardware problem.

The two other areas of research mostly focus on algorithmic optimizations and
only indirectly touch software implementation issues. The development of assistive
algorithms and tools to simplify the choice of efficient solver configurations based on
some specific matrix heuristics has been a popular research topic for decades. The
tremendous growth of practical interest was associated with developing the machine
learning algorithms, which were realized in a series of publications [4, 5, 6, 7, 8], to
name but a few examples. The corresponding publications investigate various machine
learning algorithms, training datasets, lists of features used to characterize the SLAEs,
predefined solver configurations, and others. As a result, several software tools (e.g.,
SALSA [9] and Lighthouse [7]) were developed to recommend the best solver from a
predefined set of configurations. These tools, however, being good assistants for novice
users, cannot provide highly optimized method configurations with the modified solver
parameters set, tuned for the specific SLAE. Moreover, a significant portion of time
may be required to calculate matrix heuristics and provide corresponding recommen-
dations.

The third research topic is related to tuning linear solvers (or linear solver parame-
ters) during the calculations when solving a sequence of SLAEs. In [10], the heuristic
algorithm of switching between several predefined linear solver configurations depend-
ing on the time integration step was discussed. The same idea is often realized based
on the convergence rate history of solving SLAEs at several previous time steps. The
machine learning algorithms were applied to predict optimal linear solvers in the tran-
sient simulations in [11]. An alternative approach based on a genetic algorithm for
dynamic solver adaptation was investigated in [12]. The algorithm was used for tuning
3–4 solver parameters with several basic numerical method configurations.

The use of dynamic optimization algorithms is an obvious way to significantly
accelerate complex simulations; however, it imposes a number of restrictions when
applied to transient problems. The key issue is related to the reproducibility of the sim-
ulation results. Some random factors, like minor fluctuations in the calculation time
for the specific SLAE, may affect the choice of the method for the next time step and
result in variance in the obtained solution (still satisfying the prescribed solution toler-
ance). This is especially important when modeling stochastic problems, as any random
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perturbation eventually brings about a completely different instantaneous solution.
The detailed linear solver parameter optimization for the specific SLAE is a less

popular [13] but still important research topic. These results, for example, can be useful
when performing incompressible turbulent flow simulations. The use of high-fidelity
models like large eddy simulation or direct numerical simulation (DNS) requires per-
forming long time integration to obtain reliable statistically averaged results. The key
computational issue with these models is related to solving the pressure Poisson equa-
tion (PPE), which takes up the most of the calculation time. The combination of Krylov
subspace and multigrid iterative methods is a popular choice for solving SLAEs corre-
sponding to PPEs. These methods, however, have lots of tuning parameters. For ex-
ample, the basic set of tuning parameters affecting the multigrid method productivity is
counted in several tens, while the per-level multigrid hierarchy parameter specification
increases this number to hundreds. The method has no default universal parameters
able to provide an acceptable performance level and be applicable for a wide range
of SLAEs. The set of parameters optimal for one system can demonstrate poor con-
vergence or divergence for the other SLAEs, even the ones corresponding to the same
type of differential equation. Having only rough formal guidelines on how to choose
the method parameters, minimization of the SLAE solution time becomes a challenging
issue where the researchers can only rely on their experience and intuition. In practice,
this issue complicates the large-scale simulations and increases the calculation time,
as in most cases, far from optimal linear solver configurations are used to perform the
calculations.

The current paper deals with the problem mentioned above and proposes an au-
tomated linear solver parameter optimization algorithm. The paper focuses on tuning
multigrid-related method parameters and solving SLAEs resulting from the discretiza-
tion of partial differential equations of the elliptic type with a specific application on
modeling incompressible turbulent flows. The method proposed, however, has no strict
limitations on the scope of applicability and can be applied to a wider range of appli-
cations and areas of mathematical physics.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The second section formulates the
basic algorithm requirements and limitations caused by the specific problem statement
of interest. The proposed optimization algorithm is presented in the third section. The
software used for algorithm evaluation and some implementation details, together with
the performance evaluation methodology, are summarized in the fourth section. The
fifth section presents methodological study results and analyzes the influence of opti-
mization algorithm control parameters. The sixth and seventh sections deal with the
proposed algorithm efficiency evaluation. The sixth section investigates the potential
of reusing the pre-trained neural networks when optimizing the solver configurations
for various linear systems, and the seventh section demonstrates the effect of automated
parameter tuning when performing turbulent flow simulations. Finally, the conclusion
summarizes the paper.
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2. Problem formulation

2.1. Basic requirements

The current paper deals with developing an automated linear solver parameters
optimization algorithm for minimizing the time to solve a sequence of SLAEs

Axi = bi, A ∈ Rn×n, xi,bi ∈ Rn (1)

occurring in turbulent flow simulations. Accounting for the specific problem statement,
the following conditions and limitations are formulated:

• as a consequence of the stochastic nature of high-fidelity turbulent flow mod-
els and the limitation of the simulation results reproducibility, the optimization
procedure can be applied once at the beginning of the corresponding simulation;

• the basic numerical methods configuration, the list of optimized parameters, and
the parameter optimization range are the input parameters of the optimization
algorithm;

• the algorithm must be capable of effectively tuning at least several tens of pa-
rameters;

• the tuned set of parameters must provide an observable calculation speedup to
compensate the time spent on optimization;

• it is expected that the linear solver configuration determined for the specific right-
hand side (RHS) can be effectively used to solve a sequence of SLAEs occurring
when performing the turbulent flow simulation;

• some a priori information can be used to increase the efficiency and performance
of the optimization algorithm; however, this information must be sufficiently
versatile (i.e., valid for at least some group of SLAEs).

Without loss of generality, the further narration will be focused on the BiCGStab
iterative method [14] with the classical algebraic multigrid preconditioner [15], a popu-
lar combination for solving systems of linear algebraic equations derived from elliptic
differential equations. Algebraic multigrid is an example of the method, which has
many tuning parameters that have a significant impact on the efficiency when solving
specific SLAE.

The problem (1) focuses on a series of SLAEs with a constant matrix. This allows
for the linear solver initialization stage to be performed only once before the start of
calculations. Thus, the real simulation speedup for the problems discussed in the paper
is determined by speeding up the linear solver solution stage. All the results presented
below account for the corresponding SLAE solution time only, ignoring the time spent
on solver initialization. The algorithm developed, however, can be used to optimize the
solver while accounting for the initialization time by replacing the evolution function
with the sum of the solver’s initialization and solution stage times.
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2.2. Numerical method parameters specification
In practice, the parameters of the numerical method being optimized can be repre-

sented in three ways: as a continuous parameter range, as a range of allowed discrete
values, or as a list of allowed discrete values. The proposed optimization algorithm
handles all of them in a unified manner. An intermediate parameter mapping is intro-
duced to represent all the parameters in the form of a range of discrete values. The
continuous parameter range is discretized with some user-defined stepping to match
the corresponding mapping. This approach, however, does not allow for fine-tuning of
the parameters between the given points. Estimating the practical significance of this
issue as well as possible solutions will be the topic of further research.

3. Optimization algorithm

Let us denote the following notation. The vector with N parameters is written in
the form

p = (p1, p2, ..., pN), p ∈ P, (2)

P = {pi
1, i = 1,K1} × {pi

2, i = 1,K2} × . . . × {pi
N , i = 1,KN}, (3)

where P is the parameter search space, p j corresponds to a specific numerical method
parameter, and each parameter p j has K j possible discrete values. The total number of
combinations for the parameter vector p equals:

K = K1 · K2 · ... · KN . (4)

The SLAE solution time with the specific parameter vector p is denoted as

T (p) = T (p1, p2, ..., pN), (5)

and the role of the optimization algorithm is to find the vector p minimizing the corre-
sponding SLAE solution time.

The form of the expression (4) clearly shows that simple random search algo-
rithms [16] are inapplicable for optimizing problems with several tens of parameters
and that more flexible algorithms must be constructed. An example of such an algo-
rithm successfully used for the optimization of the linear solver parameters [12] is the
genetic algorithm, a popular variation of the evolutionary algorithms [16, 17]. The
method was applied for optimizing problems with 3 and 4 parameters. The current
paper, however, deals with a significantly larger number of optimized parameters. An-
other issue is related to optimization prior to simulation: the test runs to perform the
optimization produce overhead for the entire simulation, and the number of these trials
must be minimized.

This paper proposes the hybrid variant of the evolution strategy (ES) [18], another
popular variation of the evolutionary algorithms. The hybrid ES combines the next-
generation vectors produced by the mutation operators with the ones proposed by the
neural network (NN). The basic idea behind this approach is to combine two features:
adaptivity to the specific problem of interest provided by the evolution strategy, and
reuse of a priori knowledge realized by the neural network.
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The algorithm discussed in detail below has an important feature: the proposed
scenario of using NN does not require an exact prediction of the specific SLAE solution
time, which in practice can be a challenging issue. The key requirement for the NN
is only a correct ranking of the parameter configurations. This aspect increases the
versatility of the algorithm developed and raises the potential for reusing the pre-trained
NN with various SLAEs and compute platforms.

3.1. Evolution strategy

An evolution strategy is a population-based search algorithm suitable for a wide
range of optimization problems. A typical ES cycle starts with creating the new gener-
ation, which contains several individuals, using the pool of parents. The best individu-
als are chosen based on the fitness value evaluation and put into the pool of parents to
produce the next generation of individuals. The corresponding iterative procedure of
constructing the next generation, evaluating fitness values, and selecting the candidates
is repeated until some convergence criterion is achieved.

Following the standard notation [18], evolution strategy can be denoted as (µ/ρ+,λ)−
ES , where µ is the size of the parent population, ρ is the mixing number, i.e., the num-
ber of parents involved in the formation of new offspring, λ is the generation size, and
“+” or “,” indicate the individual selection type. The proposed optimization algorithm
is the (1 + λ) − ES version of the evolution strategy with two mutation operators (Fig-
ure 1). The algorithm uses the following configuration of the ES:

• the single parent is used for each individual, ρ = 1 (i.e., the new offsprings are
clones of their parent);

• the soft mutation operator, MS , produces random perturbations in the cloned
offspring:

p = MS (p̃) = ( p̃1 + s1, p̃2 + s2, ..., p̃N + sN), (6)

where p̃ is the cloned offspring, s j ∈ {0,±δ j}, and δ j is the j-th parameter change
quantum;

• the random mutation operator, MR, is used to introduce some new randomly
generated individuals that are generally independent of the cloned offspring;

• the selection operator chooses the best individual with the lowest fitness value,
µ = 1;

• the simple truncation technique is applied for choosing the best individual;

• the parent is included into the selection process (plus selection).

The combination of two mutation operators pursues the goal of providing mecha-
nisms for both local adaptation of the current best individual and searching for com-
pletely different individuals in other areas of the parameter search space. While playing
an important role in overcoming the local minimum problem (or, at least, finding the
one that is closer to the global minimum), the generation of a completely random new
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Figure 1: Sketch of the proposed optimization algorithm.

individual has significant drawbacks. Some parameter combinations may be incom-
patible with the linear solver, i.e., the solver would not be able to find the solution of
the SLAE with the specified set of numerical method parameters. To avoid falling into
“ineffective” areas in the parameter search space, the preliminary filtering of the newly
generated random input vectors before calculating the fitness value (solving the SLAE)
is introduced. The role of the filter is delegated to the pre-trained NN.

3.2. Neural network model

To bring some a priori knowledge about the typical influence of each parameter, a
neural network model is built and trained to predict the SLAE solution time for a given
vector of parameters. The architecture of the NN is presented in Appendix A. The key
issues in preparing the input data and estimating the accuracy of the NN predictions
are discussed below.

3.2.1. Training data
The SLAE solution time statistic is used to train the NN. In the ideal case, the

corresponding data represents a combination of the input parameter vectors and the
resulting solution times. In practice, however, some parameter vectors may produce too
high SLAE solution times or even lead to solver divergence. The use of NN as a filter
with the ES softens the requirements for prediction accuracy: the practical use case
scenario requires accurate predictions for the configurations with small execution times
only (e.g., values below the median), while for the big ones, rough estimates providing
the correct order of magnitude can be acceptable (for details, see Section 3.3).

The specific problem requirements allow performing initial data filtering in order to
improve the predictions accuracy and reduce the training dataset size. The input data
preparation includes two modifications: the finite solution times exceeding the third
quartile (Q3) and the values for non-converged runs (infinite solution times) are re-
placed with the Q3 constant. The following notation is used in the further narration: the
original dataset is called the “raw dataset”, the dataset with filtered non-converged runs
is called the “unbalanced dataset”, and the dataset with both filtered non-converged
runs and times exceeding the third quartile is called the “balanced dataset”.
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Figure 2: Training dataset initial filtering.

An example of the proposed data filtering is shown in Figure 2. This filtering
addresses two issues: (i) the formally infinite values for the non-converged runs are
replaced with the finite ones, and (ii) the dataset is balanced to minimize the prediction
errors in the practically important value range. For example, the data modification
shown in Figure 2 allows for a decrease in the range of predicted values by two orders
of magnitude.

3.2.2. Prediction quality criteria
The coefficient of determination, R2, which represents the proportion of the vari-

ance explained by the model, is widely used to evaluate the accuracy of the predictive
models [19, 20]. The coefficient is defined as:

R2 = 1 −
S S R

S S T
, (7)

where the residual sum of squares, S S R, and the total sum of squares, S S T , are:

S S R =

Nv∑
i=1

(
T ∗i − T̂i

)2
, (8)

S S T =

Nv∑
i=1

(
T ∗i − T̄

)2
. (9)

Here T̄ is the mean value over the validation dataset

T̄ =
1

Nv

Nv∑
i=1

T ∗i , (10)

and Nv is the corresponding dataset size. In cases where the predicted values show a
good match with the actual ones, the coefficient of determination tends to be 1. R2

is an integral parameter indicating the proximity of the entire validation dataset and
corresponding predictions. While indicating the quality of predictions in general, this
metric does not account for the specific requirements of the optimization algorithm
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Figure 3: Prediction quality criteria illustration: α0 = 4/11, green circles – least predicted values, purple
circles – least true values; three least predicted values correspond to the least true values.

being developed, where the key one is the accuracy of predictions in the small value
dataset range.

An additional customized prediction quality criterion accounting for NN usage
specifics is proposed. This metric indicates the probability of finding the least pre-
dicted values among the least true ones. The parameter is defined as

Fα =
N∗α
Nα
, (11)

where α is the fraction of the validation dataset considered, Nα = αNv is the number of
samples in the corresponding fraction of the validation dataset, and N∗α is the number
of least predicted values falling in the list of least true values. The proposed parameter
is illustrated in Figure 3. The plot shows the distribution of some true values sorted
in ascending order and the corresponding predictions. According to this figure, for
α0 = 4/11 the size of the least values list is Nα0 = 4, the number of samples both falling
in the lists of least predicted and true values is equal to N∗α0

= 3, and Fα0 = 0.75.

3.3. Hybrid optimization algorithm
The proposed hybrid ES (HES) combines both the ES and NN optimization tech-

niques discussed above. The basic (1 + λ) − ES optimization algorithm is presented
in Algorithm 1, and the random mutation operator incorporating the NN is outlined in
Algorithm 2.

The random mutation operator with neural network pre-filter generates a large pre-
liminary set of parameter configurations containing L samples. The predictions for
these samples are obtained using the NN, and Lα = αL samples with the least pre-
dicted values are selected. λR vectors are randomly chosen from the selected list and
passed to the ES.

In the limiting case, Lα equals to λR, and L = λR/α provides the lower bound
estimate for the trial dataset size. This, however, is not recommended as it can affect
the probability of finding the least true values in the least predicted values list (see
Section 5.1.1). To produce reliable results for the Fα criteria, the size of the preliminary
set of combinations should be chosen in accordance with the size of the validation
dataset.
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Algorithm 1 Hybrid evolution strategy (1 + λ) − ES .
1: l = 0;
2: P0 = {p0

1,p
0
2, . . . ,p

0
λ} – initial generation with λ individuals;

3: Evaluate fitness values for P0 and select the best individual p0,∗;
4: while (convergence criteria is not met) do
5: Create λ offsprings p̃l+1 by cloning the selected individual pl,∗

6: Apply soft mutation operator, MS , to λS individuals:
pl+1

k = MS (p̃l+1
k ), k = 1, λS ;

7: Apply random mutation operator, MR, to λR individuals (Algorithm 2):
pl+1

k = MR(p̃l+1
k ), k = λS + 1, λS + λR,

where λS + λR = λ;
8: Evaluate fitness values for the new generation Pl+1 and select the best individual

pl+1,∗ among pl+1
k and pl,∗;

9: l = l + 1;
10: end while

The random selection of λR vectors from the larger least value parameters list pre-
sumes the same probability of finding the true least values, and λR vectors would con-
tain on average FαλR parameter combinations from the true least values list in each
ES generation. At least one true least value is expected to be passed to the ES in each
generation. The reasonable upper bound of the trial dataset can be obtained based on
the typical validation dataset size required for an accurate enough prediction of the
parameter Fα. The corresponding question is discussed in detail in Section 5.1.1.

The algorithm formulated above operates with the parameter α. In general, select-
ing α as little as possible can be preferable, as it will shrink the predicted least values
list and preserve the parameters with the smallest predicted values. However, the de-
crease of α also affects the Fα parameter, and the probability of predicting true least
values decreases. The optimal value α∗ can be found by maximizing the ratio

P(α) =
Fα

α
(12)

with Fα ≥ 1/λR as a constraint. In practice, a moderate value, such as α∗ = 0.05, can
be used as a baseline value, and it can be tuned in each case depending on the quality
of predictions produced by the specific NN.

To complete, the ES termination criteria must be provided. A couple of options can
be used in practice, e.g., non-decreasing or slowly decreasing fitness value during the
last m iterations. The current paper uses the condition of non-decreasing fitness value
in the last 5 iterations together with the limitation on the overall number of generations
(50 generations).

4. Algorithm evaluation details

The proposed hybrid evolution strategy has been tested in detail with a set of model
SLAEs and integrated with in-house code for modeling incompressible turbulent flows.
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Algorithm 2 Random mutation operator, MR.
1: if (use NN filtering) then
2: Generate L trial vectors p̃k, k = 1, L, L ≫ λR;
3: Predict solution “times” T (p̃k), k = 1, L with the NN;
4: Choose Lα vectors with the least predicted values;
5: Randomly choose λR vectors from Lα candidates selected at the step 4, assign

vectors as new individuals in ES;
6: else
7: Generate λR vector parameters p̃k, k = 1, λR;
8: Assign generated parameters as new individuals in ES.
9: end if

The software implementation details and the test matrices used for testing are presented
below.

4.1. Implementation details
The HES is implemented as a part of the XAMG library [21] for solving SLAEs

with multiple right-hand sides. The library provides implementation of a set of iter-
ative methods, including the Krylov subspace and algebraic multigrid methods, and
supports mixed precision calculations [22]. The library is C++ code based on the
C++11 standard specification. It provides hierarchical multilevel parallelization with
the MPI+POSIX shared memory hybrid programming model. Some additional XAMG
library implementation details and performance evaluation results can be found, e.g.,
in [23, 24].

The TensorFlow framework [25] is used to operate with NN. The NN training pro-
cess is organized as a standalone task, performed separately with the Python code de-
veloped. The inference stage is incorporated into the XAMG library using the Ten-
sorFlow C API, and the corresponding functionality is directly used from the XAMG
library.

4.2. Compute platforms
The calculations presented in the paper have been performed on cluster compute

nodes with 2 x 14-core Intel Xeon E5-2680 v4 processors and on the workstation with
an 8-core Intel Core i7-11700 processor. Unless explicitly stated, the test results are
obtained with a single cluster compute node. The hybrid 3-level solver configuration
corresponding to the hardware architecture for both compute platforms is used in the
XAMG library. All available CPU cores per node are utilized in the calculations.

4.3. Test SLAEs
A set of linear systems predominantly corresponding to the elliptic differential

equations is used to evaluate the efficiency of the proposed optimization algorithm.
The test set includes several model SLAEs widely used to evaluate the efficiency of
numerical methods (e.g., [26, 27, 28]), a subset of matrices from the SuiteSparse Ma-
trix Collection [29], and a group of SLAEs coming from the turbulent flow simula-
tions [30].
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The first group of linear systems includes two SLAEs corresponding to 3D prob-
lems in a cubic computational domain. The diffusion equation

−∇ · (K∇u) = f , (13)

with Dirichlet boundary conditions is discretized on the regular grid using the 7-point
stencil, and the cases considered differ in the form of the diffusion coefficient, K . The
first case denoted as cube corresponds to the constant diffusion coefficient,K = 1. The
second case, jumps, considers the stepwise distribution of the diffusion coefficient:

K(x) =


1000, x ∈ [0.1, 0.9]3,

0.1, x ∈ cubes of size 0.13 at the corners of the domain,
1, elsewhere.

(14)

The second group includes a subset of the matrices from the SuiteSparse Matrix
Collection. Square matrices with nonzero diagonal elements and the number of un-
knowns in the range of 105 to 2 · 106 are selected and supplemented with the constant
right-hand side vector b = 1. The ones that can be solved with the baseline BiCGStab
method and algebraic multigrid preconditioner configuration (for details, see Appendix
B) are included in the SSMC test set for HES evaluation.

Finally, the third group of test SLAEs relates to the systems occurring when mod-
eling incompressible turbulent flows, the target problem of the current research. The
SLAEs correspond to the solution of PPE arising in direct numerical simulation of tur-
bulent flow in a channel with a matrix of wall-mounted cubes [30]. The two cases,
DNS1 and DNS2, correspond to two structured hexahedral grids of size 2.3 and 9.7 mil-
lion unknowns, respectively.

4.4. Numerical method configurations
The three sets containing 7, 13, and 21 optimized parameters are considered in

most of the tests for evaluating the efficiency of the HES. An additional 15-parameter
configuration is used for methodological studies in Section 5.3.1. The parameters are
related to the classical algebraic multigrid and Chebyshev polynomial methods used
as a preconditioner and smoother with the BiCGStab solver, respectively. The lists of
parameters included in these optimized sets are shown in Appendix B.

5. Methodological studies

The detailed methodological studies are performed to evaluate the efficiency of the
proposed HES and the typical range of control parameters affecting its productivity
and performance. These include both the parameters of the evolution strategy and
the neural network-related parameters. These questions are discussed in detail in the
following sections.

The test results presented below deal with the NNs trained with the data for three
test systems: two cube systems constructed for 403 and 1003 grid points, and the
apache2 system from the SSMC. The three linear solver configurations with 7, 13,
and 21 parameters are considered for each system. The randomly generated parameter
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Figure 4: Dependence of the Fα prediction quality metric on the validation dataset size, Nv.

vectors are used to produce SLAE solution time statistics and to train the neural net-
work model. In total, 50 thousand samples are collected for each system and parameter
set. It should be noted that the obtained datasets sufficiently differ in the number of
non-converged samples: for example, for the cube40 system with a 7-parameter set,
all the combinations produce finite solution times, while for the apache2 system with
a 13-parameter set, the fraction of non-converged combinations exceeds 66%.

5.1. Neural network training
The methodological studies investigate in detail the aspects of neural network train-

ing. This section analyzes the influence of the control parameters when training the NN
and estimates the accuracy of NN predictions.

5.1.1. Fα prediction quality criteria
The methodological studies start with estimating the prediction quality criteria for

the trained neural networks and analyzing the required validation dataset size to obtain
reliable Fα estimates. The tests use the NN trained with 45 thousand samples, and the
other 5 thousand samples are used for validation. The most complex configuration,
with 21 parameters, is considered. To estimate the spread of results obtained, in ac-
cordance with the cross-validation procedure, the corresponding learning process and
Fα calculations are repeated five times, and the mean over the five trials as well as the
standard deviation are presented.

The obtained results for Fα with α = 0.002, 0.01, 0.05, and 0.2 as a function of
the validation dataset size are shown in Figure 4. The results presented demonstrate
that the spread over trials decreases with increasing the validation dataset size, and
the dataset with Nv = 5000 samples (in most cases, even lower) allows for reliable
Fα estimates. As expected, lowering the fraction of the selected least predicted values
leads to a decrease in the absolute values of the prediction quality criteria. However, in
accordance with (12), the obtained values for F0.002 can still be used in the HES with a
large enough number of randomly mutated individuals.

5.1.2. Data balancing
Data balancing plays an essential role when training the neural network. The spe-

cific balancing procedure proposed in Section 3.2 helps improve the accuracy of pre-
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Figure 5: Comparing the quality of predictions for unbalanced and balanced datasets. Test case: cube40,
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dictions. The preliminary methodological studies have shown that the presence of the
extremely large SLAE solution times in the dataset significantly coarsens the predic-
tions for the small ones. An example of the corresponding training is the one obtained
for the unbalanced data containing 20 thousand samples for the configuration with
21 parameters and the cube40 test system. Figure 5 shows the real solution times
from the validation dataset sorted in ascending order and NN predictions. The plot
clearly demonstrates the weak quality of the predictions for the unbalanced data and
the tendency to predict some constant value. The data filtering procedure applied to the
dataset before NN training replaces the longest solution times. This allows to reduce
the spread of the solution times (for example, in Figure 5 – from 0.01–3 s to 0.01–
0.073 s). Training with the balanced dataset significantly improves the accuracy of
predicting the lowest values for the validation dataset. The predicted values correctly
reproduce the general trend for the practically important combinations when used with
HES.

The effect of data balancing is also illustrated with the F0.05 and R2 metrics calcu-
lated for three test matrices and three parameter sets with training datasets containing
45 thousand samples (Table 1). Both datasets with unbalanced and balanced data allow
for reliable results for 7- and 13-parameter solver configurations. The extended config-
uration with 21 parameters, on the other hand, clearly shows the data balancing effect:
the use of balanced input data allows for a significant increase in both the F0.05 and R2

results. An increase in the training dataset size improves the quality of predictions in
all cases, and the most notable one is the 21-parameter solver configuration.

It should be noted that the Fα parameter shows more sensitive behavior with regard
to data balancing compared with R2. Using unbalanced input data for the 21-parameter
case and the cube40 test system, for example, provides a rather good value, R2 = 0.73,
whereas the proposed metric yields only F0.05 = 0.28. Balancing the data raises R2 by
13% while increasing F0.05 by 130%. This aspect indicates the need to control the Fα
metric in addition to R2 when training the NN for use with HES.

5.1.3. Training dataset size estimates
The dependence of the characteristic dataset size for training the neural network on

the number of optimized parameters is investigated. A series of tests with progressively
increasing dataset sizes is performed to estimate the corresponding requirements. The
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Table 1: Comparing the NN prediction quality criteria for unbalanced and balanced data, 45 thousand sam-
ples.

Solver Test Unbalanced Balanced Improvement,
configuration system F0.05 R2 F0.05 R2 F0.05, in %

7 parameters
cube40 0.84 0.99 0.87 0.99 3.9
cube100 0.85 0.99 0.86 0.98 0.8
apache2 0.86 0.97 0.88 0.98 2.4

13 parameters
cube40 0.72 0.92 0.68 0.88 -5.1
cube100 0.72 0.85 0.76 0.86 6.0
apache2 0.65 0.65 0.67 0.75 2.1

21 parameters
cube40 0.28 0.73 0.65 0.83 129.3
cube100 0.20 0.52 0.57 0.70 189.4
apache2 0.19 0.40 0.49 0.58 165.1
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Figure 6: Dependence of the F0.05 prediction quality metric on the training dataset size.

Fα parameter is evaluated in these tests, and the validation dataset with 5 thousand
samples is used to calculate Fα.

Figure 6 shows the typical testing results. The plots presented for α = 0.05 demon-
strate acceptable quality of predictions starting from 20 thousand samples, and further
increasing the size of the training dataset only slightly increases the corresponding pa-
rameter values. A similar picture is observed when varying the α parameter: only a
minor difference in the absolute values takes place, while the corresponding trends re-
main the same. These results indicate that the dataset with 45 thousand samples, used
in the tests presented below, is sufficient for training the NN and obtaining reliable
predictions.

5.2. Hybrid evolution strategy

HES has several control parameters affecting the overall performance. These in-
clude the generation size and the number of soft and random mutations used to pro-
duce new individuals. In addition to them, the fraction of the least values range must
be specified when using NN as a random mutation filter. The following sections inves-
tigate the effect of varying these parameters, their impact on the optimization results,
and provide some basic recommendations for choosing these values.

The randomization process is an essential part of the evolution strategy. This, how-
ever, may result in some variation in the optimization results from run to run. The

15



calculation results presented below were obtained by averaging over 20 trials, and the
mean and standard deviation are typically shown.

The results presented in the following subsections are performed for three test sys-
tems, cube40, cube100, and apache2, and for three solver configurations with 7, 13,
and 21 parameters. The NNs used when optimizing the linear solver configuration
are trained with datasets containing information for the same SLAE and for the same
compute system.

5.2.1. Neural network as a pre-filter
The first test series demonstrates the effect of using the NN as a pre-filter in the

random mutation operator. The tests evaluate the HES with 5 soft and 10 random mu-
tations, and the random mutation operators both with and without NN are considered.
For NN-assisted cases, the parameter α = 0.05 is used. In addition to optimal SLAE so-
lution times, the HES calculation times spent on finding the optimum are also collected
and analyzed.

The obtained results (Figure 7) confirm the initial expectations regarding the use of
NN as a pre-filter:

• the NN-assisted random mutation operator improves the optimized SLAE solu-
tion time; for the SLAEs considered, the solution time reduction reaches 30%;

• the NN filtering allows for a decrease in the HES calculation time, and a speedup
by a factor of 1.7 can be achieved;

• the spread for both the solution and calculation times is significantly decreased
when using the NN filter.

The use of NN does not change the mean number of generations of HES until reach-
ing convergence. The convergence for the criteria specified in Section 3.3 is typically
achieved in 10 generations, which is equivalent to 100-200 trial SLAE solutions.

5.2.2. Soft and random mutations
The generation size and the number of soft and random mutations are the important

parameters affecting the quality of optimization and optimization time. A detailed
study is performed to estimate the optimal ratio between the soft and random mutations.
Four configurations are considered:

• S5/R5: 5 soft and 5 random mutations;

• S5/R10: 5 soft and 10 random mutations;

• S10/R5: 10 soft and 5 random mutations;

• S10/R10: 10 soft and 10 random mutations.

The NN filtering is used with the random mutation operator, and the fraction of the
least values range is set equal to α = 0.05.

The analysis of the calculation results shows that an increase in the number of
individuals (generation size) reduces the resulting optimized SLAE solution time (Fig-
ure 8). However, any substantial difference in SLAE solution times is observed for the
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Figure 7: Effect of using NN as a pre-filter in the random mutation operator: top – optimized solution times,
bottom – HES calculation times.

Figure 8: Effect of varying the number of soft and random mutations.

21-parameter case only when the variance across the test configurations reaches 10%.
In all other cases, the use of different HES configurations leads to negligible variation
in the optimized results, but the algorithm calculation time increases in proportion to
the generation size. These results allow us to conclude that the use of the S5/R5 HES
configuration can be an acceptable choice when using the optimization algorithm with
the NN-assisted mutation operator for the algorithm efficiency evaluation purposes dis-
cussed in this paper.

5.2.3. Choosing the fraction of the least values range
One more parameter used with NNs is the fraction of the least predicted values

when producing the individuals for the NN-assisted random mutation operator. The
simple relation for determining the optimal value is proposed in (12). Following the
results presented in Section 5.1.1, the value of α∗ = 0.002 must be close to the optimal
one for all the NNs trained in this work. The numerical experiments performed focus
on validating these predictions.

This test series performs the experiments for the HES configuration with five soft
and five random mutations and with four α values: 0.002, 0.01, 0.05, and 0.2. The
corresponding results are summarized in Figure 9. The clear tendency to improve
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Figure 9: Effect of varying the fraction of least values range, predicted by the NN.

the quality of optimization with decreasing the α parameter can be seen (except only
for the cube40 system and 7-parameter solver configuration), which coincides with
predictions (12). Reducing α from 0.2 to 0.002 results in a 25% reduction in SLAE
solution time while maintaining the HES calculation time.

5.3. Convergence of the optimization algorithm

Analyzing the solution times as a function of the number of optimized parameters,
one can expect a reduction in the resulting times with an increase in the parameter
list. This takes place when switching from 7 to 13 parameters, but the resulting times
for the 21-parameter runs can exceed the times for the 13-parameter ones (Figure 7).
An increase in the number of parameters in practice has a dual effect: an extended
set of parameters accounts for more features of the numerical method and can provide
lower solution times. At the same time, an increased number of parameters hardens
the optimization process due to a significant growth in the possible combinations (see
Table B.4). Thus, an extension of the list of optimized parameters raises the problem of
balancing the potential benefits of increasing the parameter set with some degradation
of the quality of optimization. The following subsections briefly discuss this issue.

5.3.1. Parameters significance
Decreasing the efficiency of optimization for the 21-parameter set can indicate that

the 8 extra parameters (which extend the 13-parameter set to 21) already have sub-
optimal default values: their variation does not lead to improvement in the solution
times but complicates the optimization of the other parameters. This supposition is
verified with an additional test series performed for the new 15-parameter set con-
structed as a combination of the 7-parameter set and 8 extra parameters (for details,
see Appendix B). The standard procedure for collecting the data and training the NN
is performed for the cube100 problem, which allowed to achieve the quality of training
R2 = 0.95 and F0.05 = 0.77. The ES configuration and testing conditions correspond to
those used in Section 5.2.1.

Testing results shown in Figure 10 demonstrate a similar effect when adding 8 ex-
tra parameters to the sets with 7 and 13 parameters. For both ES and HES, an increase
in the solution times as well as in the standard deviations is noticed. Extending the
7-parameter configuration with different parameters shows the opposite trend: adding
six parameters allows for an observable reduction in the SLAE solution time, while
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Figure 10: Comparison the optimization results for different sets of optimized parameters.

adding another eight parameters increases the obtained optimized values. These obser-
vations comply with the suggestions discussed above and highlight the importance of
the problem of parameter classification and identifying the reduced list of parameters,
which strongly affect the solution times.

5.3.2. Stopping criteria
The observed difference in solution times when adding extra parameters is related

to the worsening quality of the optimization for the extended parameter set. The two
tests are performed to evaluate the effect of varying the convergence criteria. The
same configuration of the evolution strategy is used as in Section 5.2.1. The first test
series performs the calculations with the progressively strengthening termination cri-
teria: starting from 5 generations of non-decreasing optimal solution times, this limit
is increased to 30. The optimized solution time, together with the standard deviation
for 13 and 21 parameters, are shown in Figure 11. Increasing the convergence limit
leads to improvements in optimized solution time and a decrease in standard deviation.
The most notable improvement is observed for the 21-parameter configuration when
switching from 5 to 10 generations. This may indicate that an increase in the num-
ber of generations can be reasonable when increasing the list of optimized parameters.
Also, the tendency to decrease the deviation between the configurations with 13 and
21 parameters can be seen.

The testing scenario above controls the number of generations with a non-changing
objective function. An additional test series analyzes the evolution of the mean val-
ues as a function of the number of generations for the cube100 test case. The corre-
sponding results in Figure 12 indicate that the difference between the configurations
considered has a tendency to decrease, dropping to about 10% in 20-30 generations.
The further increase in the number of generations until 100 allows for reducing this
difference below 8%.

5.3.3. Additional convergence improvements
An alternative approach with multistage optimization, realizing an adapted number

of individuals per generation or the number of soft and random mutations, parameter
change stepping, etc., can be considered. The use of an initial guess for the opti-
mization algorithm to produce the first generation of individuals can also improve the
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Figure 12: Evolution of the solution times and their difference for the 13- and 21-parameter configurations
as a function of the generation number of the HES, cube100 case.

convergence. These optimizations, however, are out of scope for this paper and are the
subject of future work.

6. Reusing the pre-trained neural networks

The tests shown above have been performed using the NNs trained with the same
linear systems statistics. While allowing for the investigation of the influence of the
optimization algorithm control parameters, the corresponding configuration is an ide-
alization of the practical use cases. The following section investigates the perspectives
of reusing the pre-trained NNs to optimize linear solver configurations for various lin-
ear systems.

6.1. Test systems cross-optimization
The first test series performs the cross-optimization for the basic test systems (cube40,

cube100, and apache2) and the NNs trained for the same matrices to estimate the
potential of reusing the pre-trained NNs. Cube40 and cube100 systems have the
same origin, but differ in the computational grid and matrix size by about 6 times;
the cube100 and apache2 matrices are of about the same size, but produced by vari-
ous differential equations. The S5/R5 HES configuration is used in these tests, and two
values, α = 0.002 and α = 0.05, are compared.

The obtained calculation results confirm an important HES feature – the possibility
of reusing the pre-trained NNs with various linear systems (Figure 13). The optimiza-
tion of the cube40 SLAE solution time can be done with the same effect with both the
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Figure 13: Cross-optimization using various pre-trained NNs: top – α = 0.002, bottom – α = 0.05.

cube40 and cube100 pre-trained NNs. The apache2 NN demonstrates lower solution
time improvement; however, it still outperforms the ES without the NN pre-filter. Ad-
ditionally, the NN pre-filter with any of the NNs considered significantly decreases the
variation across the trial runs.

The cube100 SLAE can be successfully optimized with any NN among the con-
sidered ones. The native cube100 NN demonstrates slightly better results, but the
variance of the corresponding times does not exceed several percent. The same situ-
ation is observed for the apache2 system: the evident advantage of using the native
apache2 pre-trained NN is seen for the 21-parameter case with α = 0.05, while all
other test configurations show negligible differences in the optimized solution times.

A comparison of the results for various fractions of the least values range reveals
that using α = 0.002 is superior to α = 0.05 and allows for a 5% reduction in solution
time as well as variation across trials. This observation is consistent with the results
discussed in Section 5.2.3.

6.2. Linear systems for elliptic differential equations

The second test series performs the optimization of SLAE solution times for the
jumps, DNS1, and DNS2 systems. These systems correspond to elliptic differential
equations and are similar to those that are of interest to us. The tests also use the
S5/R5 HES configuration with α = 0.002 and two pre-trained NNs for the cube100

and apache2 systems. These calculations are done with 4 compute nodes. In addition
to optimized SLAE solution times, the results for two predefined baseline and default
linear solver configurations formed on the basis of some calculation experience and
hypre library recommendations are evaluated.

The obtained calculation results are summarized in Figure 14. These results show
that the provided baseline parameter configuration demonstrates systematically better
results compared with the default one. The proposed evolution strategy can signifi-
cantly improve baseline times and tailor the linear solver configuration to the specific
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Figure 14: Linear solver configurations optimization results for various test systems.

linear system. The use of cube100 or apache2 pre-trained NNs improves the op-
timization results even further. The choice of the optimal NN varies depending on
the linear system and optimized parameter set, but the variance of the mean values is
within 10-15 percent. Despite this, the use of any of the NNs considered allows for a
reduced optimized solution time compared to the ES. The speedup by a factor of 1.3–
2.7 is observed for the ES, and it increases to 1.8–3.6 compared to the baseline when
using the pre-trained NN. In addition, the use of the NN pre-filter for the random mu-
tation operator reduces the algorithm calculation times, and this effect becomes more
noticeable with increasing the number of optimized parameters. Up to a 5-fold HES
calculation time speedup when optimizing the 21-parameter configuration is observed
with the cube100 NN compared to a basic ES run.

6.3. Reusing NNs across various platforms

The tests above were performed with the NNs constructed with the data collected on
the same hardware platform. The current test series evaluates the possibility of reusing
the pre-trained NNs across multiple compute platforms. The tests below operate with
two NNs constructed for the 13-parameter set, using the training data for the cube100
case on the cluster node (2 processors, 24 cores) and on the workstation (8 cores).

The new test series is performed for jumps, DNS1, and DNS2 problems on four
cluster nodes to compare the optimized solution times for the ES and the HES with
two NNs. The corresponding results, presented in the form of relative solution times
normalized with the ES optimized solution times, are shown in Figure 15. The obtained
results demonstrate negligible variation in the resulting mean solution times within the
statistical averaging accuracy. These results give reasons to believe that the pre-trained
NNs can be effectively reused across various compute platforms (at least, similar ones
in some sense). This can also indicate that the key optimization effect when optimiz-
ing the linear solver configuration is related to algorithmic speedup and is meaningful
across multiple compute platforms but not the software implementation details, which
are compute platform-specific.

Minor variation in the solution times can be seen if comparing the results in Fig-
ures 14 and 15. This is due to performing different test runs. The variation of the mean
values and the standard deviations across them is within 1-2%, which complies with
the expected accuracy of the results shown in the paper.
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Figure 15: Relative optimized solution times for various test problems when using NNs trained with the
data for different compute platforms: cube100 – NN trained with the cluster node data, cube100-ws – NN
trained with the workstation data.

6.4. SuiteSparse Matrix Collection

The final test series is performed for the SSMC systems. Unlike the cases consid-
ered above, these SLAEs come from different areas of applied mathematics and do not
necessarily correspond to elliptic differential equations. These tests exceed the main
purpose of the developed algorithm and evaluate its ability to work with arbitrary lin-
ear systems. An attempt to optimize the solution time with the HES is made for the
selected SLAEs, and the cube100 and apache2 pre-trained NNs are evaluated. Fol-
lowing the methodological study results, the S5/R5 HES configuration is chosen, and
the fraction of the least predicted values for the hybrid random mutation operator is set
to 0.002.

The numerical experiments conducted have shown that the use of the evolution
strategy allows for a significant improvement in the SLAE solution time (Figure 16). In
all cases except the ss1 matrix with 7-parameter set, HES produces the solver parame-
ter configurations capable of solving the test SLAEs. In the worst case (thermomech TK,
21 parameters, ES), the obtained solution time exceeds the baseline by 16%. In all
other cases, the baseline times are significantly improved, and the peak acceleration by
a factor of 6.2 is observed for the ss1 system with a 21-parameter configuration. The
average SLAE solution time reduction of the ES for the configurations with 7, 13, and
21 parameters reaches 2.18, 2.42, and 2.26, respectively.

The use of NNs provides limited advantages in terms of optimized solution time
and calculation time for a set of black box matrices. The minor SLAE solution time
improvement by a factor of 1.05–1.2 can be seen. The same behavior takes place for
the optimization time: both the slowdown by a factor of 1.1 and the speedup by a factor
of 1.4 are observed for different test configurations. The NN filtering typically gives
no advantage when the ES shows significant solution time improvement. However, it
allows for optimizing the SLAE solver configurations for the cases when the ES fails
to produce anything better than the baseline results. On the one hand, this observation
indicates the importance of using NN filtering with the HES. On the other hand, a more
careful selection of the pre-trained NNs may be required to further improve the ES
productivity when working with black box linear systems. The obtained results comply
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Figure 16: Optimizing the linear solver configurations for the SSMC test matrices; missing data for the 7-
parameter configuration and the ss1 system correspond to the non-converging ES and HES cases.

with initial expectations – the optimal multigrid method parameters vary significantly
for the problems of various types, which makes it almost impossible to predict optimal
ones using the NN trained with the single linear system data. The possible ways of
combining multiple NNs or training the NN with multiple SLAE results are planned to
be investigated in the future.

7. Direct numerical simulation of turbulent flow

The second part of the performance evaluation tests considers the modeling of in-
compressible turbulent flow. The direct numerical simulation of the turbulent flow is
performed, and the potential calculation speedup due to automated optimization of the
linear solver parameters is demonstrated. The problems simulated are the modeling of
incompressible turbulent flow in the plain channel, turbulent flow in a channel with a
matrix of wall-mounted cubes [30, 31], and turbulent flow in a straight duct [32]. The
13-parameter solver configuration is used for the simulations following the method-
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ological tests performed as it is the most suitable in terms of resulting SLAE solution
time, optimization time, and the spread of results from run to run. The evolution strat-
egy uses the S5/R5 configuration for the first two cases with the cube100 pre-trained
NN, and α is set equal to 0.002. The last case uses an increased number of individuals
and an S10/R10 algorithm configuration.

The in-house computational code is used to perform DNS. The code is based on
a second-order spatial finite difference scheme operating with curvilinear orthogonal
coordinates and a third-order Runge-Kutta scheme for advancing in time [33, 34]. The
time integration scheme used requires three solves of the Poisson equation per time
step, which takes up the overwhelming majority of the calculations. The XAMG library
is used to solve these linear systems.

The two runs are performed for each test case with different linear solver config-
urations: the baseline configuration and the one produced by the HES optimization
algorithm. In addition, ES is used to perform the calculation of the turbulent flow in a
square duct. The corresponding calculation times and the number of linear solver itera-
tions are analyzed to demonstrate the possibility of using the optimized solver configu-
rations to solve a series of SLAEs. The evolution of the iteration number in the figures
is correlated with the friction at the walls to indicate the changes when performing the
transition to a statistically stationary turbulent flow regime. Here, the non-dimensional
skin friction coefficient is defined as

C f =
τw

0.5ρU2
b

, (15)

where τw is the wall shear stress, Reb = Ubh/ν is the bulk Reynolds number, Ub is the
bulk velocity, h is the characteristic length scale, and ν is the kinematic viscosity.

All the times mentioned below are represented in non-dimensional global time units
(scaled by h/Ub). The specific time integration intervals for the tests considered are
chosen for demonstration purposes only. They correlate by order of magnitude but
are somewhat lower than those typically used in the DNS to obtain reliable statistical
averaging [35].

7.1. Plain channel flow

The direct numerical simulation of the turbulent flow in a plain channel with Reb =

2800 (Reτ = 180) is considered. The flow is modeled in a 2πh × 2h × πh box with a
grid of 160 × 140 × 160 cells, where h is the channel half-height. The grid is uniform
in streamwise and spanwise directions and stretched in the wall-normal direction. The
problem statement is similar to the one used in [30].

The simulation starts with perturbed laminar Poiseuille flow; the evolution of these
perturbations leads to a transition to turbulence. About 200 time units must be modeled
to obtain statistically stationary turbulent flow, and further integration is performed to
collect statistics. In these tests, the overall duration of the simulation time interval is set
equal to T = 500 time units with a time integration step of τ = 0.02. The tolerances for
solving the SLAEs (both absolute and relative residual, whatever occurs first) are set
equal to 10−6 for the pressure and 10−8 for the pseudo-pressure [33]. These calculations
are performed on five compute nodes.
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Figure 17: Evolution of the number of iterations during the simulation, plain channel flow.

The baseline solver configuration provides the turbulent flow calculation results in
231 min, of which 217 min are spent on solving the pressure Poisson equation and the
other 14 min on calculating the spatial discretizations and performing integration in
time. The distribution of the cumulative number of iterations per time step is shown
in Figure 17. The number of iterations correlates with the evolution of the skin fric-
tion coefficient, and a slight increase from 10–12 to 13 iterations is observed after the
transition to turbulence.

The optimized linear solver configuration allows for reducing the cumulative SLAE
solution time to 103 min and the whole simulation takes 117 min. The ratio of the base-
line and optimized SLAE solution times indicates that more than a twofold speedup can
be achieved. The factual DNS speedup depends on the time integration interval (the
number of time steps modeled), and it will tend to increase up to the SLAE solution
speedup with increasing the time integration interval. Accounting for the extra 10 min
for linear solver optimization, the overall simulation time for the test problem modeled
reaches 127 min, which results in a speedup by a factor of 1.8. The evolution of the
number of iterations reproduces the same behavior as for the baseline solver configu-
ration: the average number of iterations per time step increases from 14 to 18 when the
transition from the laminar to the turbulent flow regime occurs.

7.2. Flow in a channel with a matrix of wall-mounted cubes

The second test case performs the DNS in a channel with a matrix of equally spaced
cubes mounted on a channel wall. The flow is modeled in a periodic box with di-
mensions 4h × 3.4h × 4h, where h is the cube height. The modeling is performed for
Reb = 3854, defined using the bulk velocity and cube height. The overall grid size con-
structed is 2.32 mln. cells, and the grid stretching is applied for each wall. More details
about the problem statement can be found in [30]. The simulation models T = 600 time
units, and the transition to turbulence occurs in the first 100 time units. The time inte-
gration step is set to τ = 4 · 10−3. The tolerances for solving the linear systems are set
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Figure 18: Evolution of the number of iterations during the simulation, flow in a channel with a matrix of
wall-mounted cubes.

to 10−8 and 10−10 for the pressure and pseudo-pressure, respectively. The formulated
case is calculated on six compute nodes.

The simulation performed with the baseline linear solver configuration is done in
1007 min, which includes 967 min spent on solving SLAEs and 40 min spent on the
other calculations. The evolution of the cumulative number of linear solver iterations
per time step shows almost constant variation during the whole run (Figure 18), and
the number of iterations changes in the range of 17–21. Modeling with the optimized
linear solver configuration allows for a significant reduction in calculation time. The
corresponding SLAE solution time is reduced to 621 min, which indicates a speedup
of a factor of 1.56. The full DNS takes 662 min, and even after accounting for 12 min
for SLAE solver optimization, the resulting advantage for the simulation with T = 600
is by a factor of 1.5. The number of iterations for the optimized solver configuration
varies in the range of 26–31.

7.3. Flow in a square duct

The third test problem simulates turbulent flow in a straight square duct with Reb =

2205 (Reτ = 150). The 4πh × 2h × 2h box is considered, where h corresponds to
the duct semi-height. The problem is solved on the non-uniform grid, consisting of
210 × 128 × 128 cells. The simulation time interval of T = 500 time units is modeled
with the time integration step τ = 1.75 · 10−2. The SLAEs for the pressure and pseudo-
pressure are solved until reaching the tolerances of 10−6 and 10−8. This test series
is performed with 4 compute nodes and 3 linear solver configurations. In addition
to the baseline, the ES and HES optimized configurations are obtained and used to
perform DNS. Here, due to observable variations in the ES optimization results across
the several test runs, the generation size has been increased twice, and 10 soft and
10 random mutations have been performed. This modification allowed for improved
convergence but led to an increase in the optimization time.
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Figure 19: Evolution of the number of iterations during the simulation, flow in a square duct.

The use of the baseline solver configuration allows for the simulation to be com-
pleted in 283 min, spending 267 min with the linear solver and 16 min on discretiza-
tions. The typical number of iterations per time step is equal to 13 (Figure 19). The
evolution strategy provides the optimized parameter configuration in 29 min; this al-
lows for solving a sequence of SLAEs in 256 min and performing the DNS in 275 min.
The cumulative number of iterations per time step for this solver configuration varies
between 21 and 24. The HES optimized configuration requires 57 min for optimiza-
tion (due to the twice larger number of generations compared to the ES run performed),
but provides a much more efficient solver configuration capable of solving SLAEs in
189 min and calculating the flow in 207 min. This results in a decrease in the SLAE so-
lution time by a factor of 1.41. The number of linear solver iterations until convergence
varies in the range of 19–26.

The obtained results indicate that both the ES and HES produce results that outper-
form the baseline. The speedup of the DNS calculation depends on the optimization
time and the length of the time integration interval specified by the researcher. For
the test problem considered (T = 500), the optimization overhead for ES increases the
resulting simulation time to 304 min, which nullifies the positive effect of the linear
solver speedup. For the HES, the total simulation time reaches 264 min, still providing
the calculation speedup by a factor of 1.07. The effect, however, will become more
valuable when performing longer simulation times and/or improving the XAMG li-
brary setup phase to reduce the evolution strategy optimization time. The latter one
can be significantly reduced by reworking some internal data conversion procedures in
XAMG that affect the multigrid method setup phase.

7.4. Analysis of the DNS results

The optimized configurations of the linear solvers obtained in the sections above
require more iterations compared to the baseline configuration. Despite the increased
number of iterations, a decrease in the overall calculation time is achieved. That is

28



Table 2: Multigrid matrix hierarchies for the two linear solver configurations, flow in a channel with a matrix
of wall-mounted cubes.

Level baseline optimized
nrows nonzeros avg/row nrows nonzeros avg/row

0 2322432 15426816 6.6 2322432 15426816 6.6
1 1131273 17019883 15 452323 5625853 12.4
2 344091 7934791 23.1 58192 904930 15.6
3 176824 8068816 45.6 4443 68823 15.5
4 92676 7162768 77.3 1112 24232 21.8
5 47687 5658159 118.7 236 6618 28
6 24054 3919982 163
7 11682 2371260 203
8 5340 1243284 232.8
9 2190 551346 251.8
10 827 206121 249.2
11 269 50235 186.7

a result of significantly different multigrid matrices hierarchy, constructed for the op-
timized linear solver configuration. The optimized configuration has a twice lower
number of levels in the hierarchy, and the finest levels contain a much smaller amount
of nonzero elements per matrix row. An example of the matrix hierarchies constructed
for the baseline and optimized linear solver configurations for the turbulent flow in a
channel with a cube is shown in Table 2. These observations argue that the main factor
resulting in the acceleration of the SLAE solution time is reducing the overall number
of floating point operations, resulting in the algorithmic speedup but not the related
software optimizations.

The calculation results presented above confirm the possibility of using the pro-
posed hybrid evolution strategy to tune the parameters of linear solvers when model-
ing incompressible turbulent flow simulations. On par with the observable calculation
speedup, the HES automates and, thus, dramatically simplifies the question of choosing
the linear solver configuration for the specific problem of interest.

8. Conclusions

The use of advanced iterative methods for solving systems of linear algebraic equa-
tions suffers lots of difficulties due to a large number of tuning parameters affecting the
corresponding methods productivity. The present paper proposes an automated param-
eter tuning algorithm capable of optimizing the iterative method parameters for the
specific linear system of interest. The algorithm is based on the evolution strategy with
the hybrid random mutation operator, involving the pre-trained neural network. The al-
gorithm combines two distinct properties: adaptivity, realized by the evolution strategy,
and a priori knowledge, introduced by the neural network. The neural network usage
scenario does not require accurate predictions for the solution times with a specific lin-
ear system and hardware platform but only some relative values. This aspect greatly

29



simplifies the neural network training process and allows for reusing the pre-trained
ones with various linear systems.

The paper provides a detailed formulation of the proposed optimization algorithm
and the neural network architecture. Several methodological aspects of training the
neural network accounting for the specific problem of interest are discussed. A series
of numerical experiments is performed to indicate the influence of hybrid evolution
strategy control parameters on the optimization results and the required calculation
time. These tests demonstrate the potential of SLAE solution acceleration with the
proposed evolution strategy at the cost of about 100 trial solutions. The use of the hy-
brid mutation operator with the neural network filtering allows for further improvement
of the optimization results, a decrease in variation across the repeated launches, and a
reduction in the optimization algorithm execution time.

The incompressible turbulent flow simulations are performed to indicate the DNS
calculation time reduction when using the hybrid evolution strategy to tune the linear
solver parameters. The speedup by a factor of 1.4-2 is achieved for solving the se-
quence of SLAEs for the pressure Poisson equation. This results in a speedup of up to
1.8 times for the DNS tests performed, even after accounting for the extra time spent
on parameter optimization. The pre-trained networks can be successfully reused to op-
timize various systems on different compute platforms. Another important feature of
this algorithm is the simplification of the modeling process and the automation of the
manual routine work done by the researchers.
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Appendix A. Neural network architecture

The neural network is constructed in this paper to generalize and reuse the calcula-
tion results. The details of the NN architecture are summarized below.

• Layers and activation functions. The NN input layer takes the values of each
parameter, and the output layer containing 1 neuron produces the solution time
estimate for a given parameter vector. The three hidden dense layers, with 512,
256, and 128 neurons, respectively, follow the input layer. Hidden layers have
sigmoid activation functions; the output neuron has a linear activation function.
The choice of the activation functions and the size of the hidden layers have been
optimized using the KerasTuner random search scheme [36]. The dropout layers
are used after each hidden layer to prevent overfitting. The dropout rate is set
equal to 0.25 in accordance with the results of the grid search procedure.

• Loss Function. The mean squared error (MSE), defined as

MS E =
1
Nt

Nt∑
i=1

(
T ∗i − T̂i

)2
, (A.1)

where Nt is the size of the training dataset, T̂i is the predicted value, and T ∗i is
the input data, is a commonly used loss function for regression problems [37,
38]. The MSE loss function minimizes the difference between the predicted and
actual values in the whole data range.

• Model optimizer. The ADAM (Adaptive Moment Estimation) optimizer is used
for training the NN model. The initial learning rate is set to 10−3. The number
of epochs as a function of the training dataset size is selected in accordance with
the following empirical formula:

Nepochs =
Nt

50
+ 50. (A.2)

This estimate ensures stable training of the constructed model in the range of
used dataset sizes (Nt ∼ 104 − 105) and the number of parameters (N ∼ 20) for
the test problems performed.

• Cross-validation technique. The data cross-validation technique is used to pro-
vide an effective use of the input dataset and a representative assessment of the
accuracy of the model. For the proposed model, a single hold-out random sub-
sampling method is applied [39]. The input dataset is split into the training and
validation parts. The corresponding method applies a random permutation of
the samples in the input dataset, thus mixing the data between the training and
validation sets at the subsequent training sessions.

Appendix B. List of optimized parameters

The present paper deals with the optimization of four groups of parameters con-
taining 7, 13, 15, and 21 numerical method parameters. These parameters correspond
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to the BiCGStab iterative method and the classical algebraic multigrid preconditioner.
The Chebyshev polynomial method is chosen as both the pre- and post-smoother (with
their own method parameters), and the direct solver is used at the coarsest level; these
basic methods are fixed and do not change during the optimization. The full list of the
XAMG library parameters targeted for optimization and their equivalents in hypre are
summarized in Table B.3. The specific parameters included in the four optimization
sets are shown in Table B.4.

Table B.3 also contains the baseline and default solver configurations used in this
paper. The baseline linear solver configuration used for the tests is a universal and ro-
bust one formulated as a result of some modeling experience. The default configuration
is constructed based on the recommendations provided in the hypre library documenta-
tion. A slightly better variant can probably be proposed for the problems considered in
the paper as a result of thorough tuning. This may slightly change the reference values
and speedup numbers, but it does not affect the key results discussed in the paper.

Table B.3: The list of parameters assigned for optimization and the predefined parameter configurations.

XAMG hypre Allowed values baseline default
Preconditioner: Multigrid

max iters MaxIter 1, 2, 3 1 1
mg cycle CycleType V,W, F∗ V V
mg max row sum MaxRowSum ε∗∗, 0.05, . . . , 1 1 0.9
mg nonGalerkin tol NonGalerkinTol 0, 0.05, . . . , 1 0 0
mg coarse matrix size MaxCoarseSize 50, 100, . . . , 500 500 9
mg num paths NumPaths 1-4 3 1
mg coarsening type CoarsenType 0, 3, 6, 8 6 6
mg interpolation type InterpType 0, 3-9, 14 0 0
mg strength threshold StrongThreshold 0, 0.1, . . . , 0.9 0.25 0.5
mg trunc factor TruncFactor 0, 0.1, . . . , 0.9 0.3 0
mg Pmax elements PMaxElmts 0-10 4 4
mg agg num levels AggNumLevels 0-10 2 0
mg agg interpolation type AggInterpType 1-4 4 1
mg agg trunc factor AggTruncFactor 0, 0.1, . . . , 0.9 0.3 0
mg agg P12 trunc factor AggP12TruncFactor 0, 0.05, . . . , 1 0 0
mg agg Pmax elements AggPMaxElmts 1-10 4 4
mg agg P12max elements AggP12MaxElmts 1-10 4 4

Smoother: Chebyshev
polynomial order ChebyOrder 1-4 2 2
spectrum fraction ChebyFraction ε, 0.1, . . . , 0.9 0.3 0.3

* not supported by hypre
** ε is set equal to 10−10
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Table B.4: Lists of parameters included in the optimization sets.

Parameter Optimized set
7 parameters 13 parameters 15 parameters 21 parameters

max iters 1 1 * *
mg cycle V V * *
mg max row sum 0.9 * 0.9 *
mg nonGalerkin tol 0.0 * 0.0 *
mg coarse matrix size 100 * 100 *
mg num paths * * * *
mg coarsening type * * * *
mg interpolation type * * * *
mg strength threshold 0.5 * 0.5 *
mg trunc factor 0.25 * 0.25 *
mg Pmax elements 4 4 * *
mg agg num levels * * * *
mg agg interpolation type * * * *
mg agg trunc factor 0.25 * 0.25 *
mg agg P12 trunc factor 0 0 * *
mg agg Pmax elements 4 4 * *
mg agg P12max elements 4 4 * *
polynomial order∗∗ * * * *
spectrum fraction∗∗ 0.3 0.3 * *
Total combinations: 106 4 · 1012 2 · 1012 7 · 1018

* parameter is assigned for optimization
** independent parameters for pre- and post-smoother
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[3] H. Ülo. Dinkelbach, B.-E. Bouhlal, J. Vitay, F. H. Hamker, Auto-selection of
an optimal sparse matrix format in the neuro-simulator ANNarchy, Frontiers in
Neuroinformatics 16 (2022).

[4] S. Bhowmick, V. Eijkhout, Y. Freund, E. Fuentes, D. E. Keyes, Appli-
cation of machine learning in selecting sparse linear solvers, 2006. URL:
http://www.icl.utk.edu/sites/icl/files/publications/2006/

icl-utk-287-2006.pdf.

[5] E. Kuefler, T.-Y. Chen, On using reinforcement learning to solve sparse linear
systems, in: M. Bubak, G. D. van Albada, J. Dongarra, P. M. A. Sloot (Eds.),
Computational Science – ICCS 2008, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Hei-
delberg, 2008, pp. 955–964. doi:10.1007/978-3-540-69384-0_100.

[6] T. George, A. Gupta, V. Sarin, A recommendation system for preconditioned
iterative solvers, in: 2008 Eighth IEEE International Conference on Data Mining,
2008, pp. 803–808. doi:10.1109/ICDM.2008.105.

[7] E. Jessup, P. Motter, B. Norris, K. Sood, Performance-based numerical solver
selection in the Lighthouse framework, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing
38 (2016) S750–S771.

[8] J.-S. Yeom, J. J. Thiagarajan, A. Bhatele, G. Bronevetsky, T. Kolev, Data-
driven performance modeling of linear solvers for sparse matrices, in: 2016
7th International Workshop on Performance Modeling, Benchmarking and Sim-
ulation of High Performance Computer Systems (PMBS), 2016, pp. 32–42.
doi:10.1109/PMBS.2016.009.

[9] J. Demmel, J. Dongarra, V. Eijkhout, E. Fuentes, A. Petitet, R. Vuduc, R. Whaley,
K. Yelick, Self-adapting linear algebra algorithms and software, Proceedings of
the IEEE 93 (2005) 293–312.

[10] L. McInnes, B. Norris, S. Bhowmick, P. Raghavan, Adaptive sparse linear solvers
for implicit CFD using Newton-Krylov algorithms, in: K. Bathe (Ed.), Computa-
tional Fluid and Solid Mechanics 2003, Elsevier Science Ltd, Oxford, 2003, pp.
1024–1028. doi:10.1016/B978-008044046-0.50250-5.

[11] P. R. Eller, J.-R. C. Cheng, R. S. Maier, Dynamic linear solver selection for
transient simulations using machine learning on distributed systems, in: 2012
IEEE 26th International Parallel and Distributed Processing Symposium Work-
shops PhD Forum, 2012, pp. 1915–1924. doi:10.1109/IPDPSW.2012.239.

34

http://www.icl.utk.edu/sites/icl/files/publications/2006/icl-utk-287-2006.pdf
http://www.icl.utk.edu/sites/icl/files/publications/2006/icl-utk-287-2006.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-69384-0_100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ICDM.2008.105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/PMBS.2016.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-008044046-0.50250-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/IPDPSW.2012.239


[12] I. Mishev, N. Fedorova, S. Terekhov, B. Beckner, A. Usadi, M. Ray, O. Diyankov,
Adaptive control for solver performance optimization in reservoir simulation, in:
Proceedings of ECMOR XI - 11th European Conference on the Mathematics of
Oil Recovery, 2008. doi:10.3997/2214-4609.20146368.

[13] T. George, A Recommendation System for Preconditioned Iterative Solvers,
Ph.D. thesis, Texas A&M University, 2009. URL: https://hdl.handle.net/
1969.1/ETD-TAMU-2009-12-7458.

[14] H. A. van der Vorst, BI-CGSTAB: a fast and smoothly converging variant of BI-
CG for the solution of nonsymmetric linear systems, SIAM J. Sci. Stat. Comput.
13 (1992) 631–644.

[15] U. Trottenberg, C. Oosterlee, A. Schuller, Multigrid, Academic Press, New York,
2001.

[16] S. Sivanandam, S. Deepa, Introduction to Genetic Algorithms, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg, 2008. doi:10.1007/978-3-540-73190-0.

[17] A. N. Sloss, S. Gustafson, 2019 Evolutionary Algorithms Re-
view, Springer International Publishing, Cham, 2020, pp. 307–344.
doi:10.1007/978-3-030-39958-0_16.

[18] H.-G. Beyer, H.-P. Schwefel, Evolution strategies – A comprehensive introduc-
tion, Natural Computing 1 (2002) 3–52.

[19] R. G. Ahangar, M. Yahyazadehfar, H. Pournaghshband, The comparison of meth-
ods artificial neural network with linear regression using specific variables for
prediction stock price in Tehran stock exchange, CoRR abs/1003.1457 (2010).

[20] Y. Wang, A. Kandeal, A. Swidan, S. W. Sharshir, G. B. Abdelaziz, M. Halim,
A. Kabeel, N. Yang, Prediction of tubular solar still performance by machine
learning integrated with Bayesian optimization algorithm, Applied Thermal En-
gineering 184 (2021) 116233.

[21] B. Krasnopolsky, A. Medvedev, XAMG: Source code repository, 2022. URL:
https://gitlab.com/xamg/xamg, accessed: 2022-06-19.

[22] B. Krasnopolsky, A. Medvedev, Evaluating performance of mixed precision lin-
ear solvers with iterative refinement, Supercomputing Frontiers and Innovations
8 (2021) 4–16.

[23] B. Krasnopolsky, A. Medvedev, XAMG: A library for solving linear systems
with multiple right-hand side vectors, SoftwareX 14 (2021) 100695.

[24] B. Krasnopolsky, A. Medvedev, Investigating performance of the XAMG li-
brary for solving linear systems with multiple right-hand sides, in: V. Voevodin,
S. Sobolev (Eds.), Supercomputing, Springer International Publishing, Cham,
2021, pp. 337–351. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-92864-3_26.

35

http://dx.doi.org/10.3997/2214-4609.20146368
https://hdl.handle.net/1969.1/ETD-TAMU-2009-12-7458
https://hdl.handle.net/1969.1/ETD-TAMU-2009-12-7458
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-73190-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-39958-0_16
https://gitlab.com/xamg/xamg
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-92864-3_26


[25] M. Abadi, A. Agarwal, P. Barham, E. Brevdo, Z. Chen, C. Citro, G. S. Corrado,
A. Davis, J. Dean, M. Devin, S. Ghemawat, I. Goodfellow, A. Harp, G. Irving,
M. Isard, Y. Jia, R. Jozefowicz, L. Kaiser, M. Kudlur, J. Levenberg, D. Mané,
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