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Reconstructing full flow fields from sparse sensors requires prior assumptions about unmeasured regions and
physical variables. Yet it remains unclear when learned models outperform classical estimators and which
aspects of their predictions can be trusted. FlowReconBench evaluates ten learned and five classical methods
on three regimes: a laminar cylinder wake across Reynolds numbers, two-dimensional Kolmogorov turbulence
and a large-scale three-dimensional (3D) isotropic turbulence. Methods share leakage-controlled splits and
sensor draws and are scored on per-channel error, ensemble spread, calibration, spectra and cost. The
leading method changes for each regime. Classical methods perform strongly in low-order and dense-sensing
regimes. On the cylinder wake, linear stochastic estimation and gappy proper orthogonal decomposition
lead, including for unobserved pressure. In 3D, inverse-distance weighting matches the best learned methods
on observed channels. Data-driven methods become superior at decreasing sensor density or poor sensor
observability. On Kolmogorov flow, continuous ranked probability score and error yield different method
rankings: generative models offer broader but underdispersed ensembles, while deterministic models prioritize
pointwise error. Generative models balance this tradeoff through their sampler budget, with a larger budget
improving ensemble quality at higher computational cost. In 3D, scaling tests demonstrate that queryable
methods are flat in memory, while full-grid construction methods run out of memory. Observing only 2
of 4 fields leaves the problem kinematically underconstrained, yet a latent model can reproduce structural
similarities to the ground truth.

I. INTRODUCTION

Reconstructing full flow fields from sparse observa-
tions can reduce experimental and computational costs
across a broad range of fluid dynamics applications.1,2

In experimental settings, techniques such as hot-wire
anemometry3 and pressure measurements in aircraft
flight testing4 provide information at a limited num-
ber of spatial locations, motivating methods capable of
recovering the surrounding flow structure without re-
quiring dense instrumentation.5,6 Similarly, in computa-
tional fluid dynamics, reconstructing complex flow fields
from a small number of sampled locations can reduce
data storage requirements and enable efficient access to
flow information without retaining the complete simu-
lation output.7,8 Beyond recovering unmeasured spatial
regions, reconstruction may also involve inferring unob-
served fields, the physical quantities that no sensor mea-
sures, such as estimating pressure fields from velocity
measurements.9 However, sparse observations constrain
only a small fraction of the degrees of freedom of the full
multivariate flow field, so the set of fields consistent with
the measurements remains large.5,10–13 The reconstruc-
tion problem is therefore ill-posed: its solution is non-
unique and sensitive to measurement noise. Recovering
the underlying flow structure requires prior information
that restricts this set to plausible fields. The central ques-
tion is therefore which aspects of a flow can be inferred
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from the available measurements, which require a learned
prior, and under what conditions a more complex recon-
struction method offers a meaningful advantage.
Data-driven methods learn this prior from representa-

tive flow fields,14,15 encoding spatial correlations, coher-
ent structures, and relationships between physical quan-
tities as constraints, and require no knowledge of or so-
lution to the underlying governing equations.16–18 Clas-
sical methods use the simplest priors. Gappy proper or-
thogonal decomposition (POD)14,19 fits the coefficients
of a linear low-rank basis to the readings, which is
often successful for low-rank systems but fails when
more complex flow structures are present or the sens-
ing is inadequate. Learned methods replace these with
nonlinear priors and differ along three design choices.
The first is the field representation. The field may
be represented in a compressed latent space, as in la-
tent diffusion,20,21 or directly in ambient space with a
fixed grid22–24 or at arbitrary query points.25–28 The
second is sensor conditioning. Readings may be ras-
terized onto a grid with an observation mask, copied
to every grid point from the nearest sensor,29 gath-
ered from the nearest sensors of each query point,30

encoded as a set into a fixed-size summary, as in the
attention-based Senseiver,25,31 or imposed only at sam-
pling time through posterior-guided diffusion methods,
such as diffusion posterior sampling (DPS) with a pre-
trained unconditional prior.22,32,33 The third is inference.
Deterministic regressors25,34–36 trained on squared er-
ror estimate the conditional mean, which suppresses the
fine-scale fluctuations between the sparse sensors.37–39

Generative models based on diffusion22,23,32,37,40 or flow
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matching41,42 instead sample approximately from the
distribution of fields consistent with the readings, re-
flecting the non-uniqueness of the inverse problem. To-
gether these choices decide which possible discretizations
and sensor and query locations a method can be ap-
plied to,29,43 and whether it is able to infer unobserved
channels.44–46 They also combine nearly freely. One
Fourier backbone can serve as a deterministic regressor
or as the network of a flow-matching model, and a la-
tent prior can be conditioned during training or through
posterior guidance. Published methods therefore differ
in several choices at once.

Popular benchmarks for scientific machine learn-
ing method comparison, such as PDEBench,47 The
Well,48 CFDBench49 and AirfRANS,50 pose forward-
surrogate tasks and, in PDEBench, inverse problems,
but none poses reconstruction from scattered point sen-
sors. Their datasets are nonetheless used for sparse
reconstruction,35,51 with splits, sensor layouts and met-
rics chosen separately by each study. DynaBench52 and
StocBench53 pose forecasting rather than reconstruction,
from scattered low-resolution measurements and for a
stochastically forced two-dimensional (2D) Kolmogorov
flow, respectively. OceanBench54 poses sparse recon-
struction but is restricted to sea surface height from
simulated satellite observations. Sparse sensing bench-
marks especially incorporating modern generative tech-
niques are rare. Two concurrent works, the study of
Zhou et al.39 and PosteriorBench,38 assess the advan-
tages of generative modeling and its calibration, respec-
tively, but focus on the inference strategy. Neither com-
pares against classical interpolation or gappy POD or
tests three-dimensional (3D) turbulence. Overall, several
factors remain under-studied:

1. Architectural trade-offs are poorly characterized.
Beyond the deterministic versus generative trade-
off, sparse reconstruction methods employ different
field representations and sensor-conditioning mech-
anisms, yet their consequences for domain com-
patibility, reconstruction accuracy, physical fidelity,
and computational scalability are rarely examined
together.

2. Random frame splits leak test information. Adja-
cent snapshots of a simulation are strongly cor-
related, yet several studies split snapshots at
random25,32,34 or test on later frames of a training
trajectory,36 which places near-copies of the test
frames in training.

3. Ensembles are rarely scored. Generative recon-
struction papers usually show mean and standard-
deviation maps. Apart from recent work,38,39 few
report a proper scoring rule55 or a calibration diag-
nostic for single-snapshot reconstruction from scat-
tered sensors, and the scored ensembles are often
under-dispersed.38,39,56,57

4. Classical baselines are missing. Interpolation,
such as inverse-distance weighting (IDW),58 and
gappy POD are rarely reported; several studies
test learned methods on a single periodic cylinder
wake which can be adequately solved using these
methods.25,36

Here we introduce FlowReconBench to address these
gaps with three regimes of increasing dimension and dy-
namical complexity (Sec. II B, Table I): laminar cylin-
der vortex shedding across Reynolds numbers, where
low-rank linear methods should be strong, with a sens-
ing variant that reconstructs the full field from body-
surface taps; two-dimensional Kolmogorov turbulence, a
standard testbed of generative reconstruction;22,23 and
dense three-dimensional isotropic turbulence from the
Johns Hopkins turbulence database (JHTDB),59 where
the sensors underconstrain by observing two of four chan-
nels. Each regime uses a different holdout, channel
structure and resolution. We test fifteen methods, ten
learned and five classical, using shared dataset splits
and sensor draws where possible, and each is scored on
per-channel accuracy, uncertainty calibration, turbulence
spectra, and training and inference computational cost.
The ten learned methods range from deterministic op-
erator learners to latent and ambient generative models
and are matched at 6.5M parameters where the published
configurations allow (Sec. III). The main contributions
are an implementation of a vast array of methods; a fair
training protocol where training and test sets are not ob-
tained through shuffling timesteps from a transient sim-
ulation; probabilistic scoring, which shows that most en-
sembles are under-dispersed at error-minimizing sampler
settings; two diagnostics that explain why classical meth-
ods are strong; and data and code, which will be released
upon publication.
Section II describes the benchmark and Section III the

methods. Section IV reports each regime. Section V
compares the regimes. Section VI turns these results into
constraints and guidelines for choosing a method.

II. BENCHMARK DESIGN

A. Task

Let u : Ω → RC be a flow field with C chan-
nels. Sensors return readings O = {(xj , cj , yj)}Mj=1 with
yj = ucj (xj) + εj , where xj is the sensor location, cj
the observed channel and εj the noise. A method esti-
mates u at all query locations from O alone or, if it is
probabilistic, samples an approximation of p(u | O). It
has no access to sensor time histories, initial conditions
or the governing equations. Sensors may be scattered or
confined to a surface, and they may observe only some of
the channels.
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B. Datasets: three flow regimes

The three datasets test different kinds of generaliza-
tion: unseen Reynolds numbers of a periodic wake, new
trajectories of a statistically stationary flow, and a sep-
arated region of the same direct numerical simulation at
the same instants.

a. Cylinder wake. Two-dimensional incompressible
flow past a circular cylinder was computed with Open-
FOAM 960,61 (pimpleFoam, laminar) on a 12-block
O-grid of 23,800 cells at Reynolds numbers Re ∈
{60, 80, 100, 150, 200, 250} (D = U∞ = 1). After a tran-
sient of 120 time units, each case is sampled every 0.5
units, giving 300 snapshots, or about 25 shedding cy-
cles at Re = 100. The Strouhal numbers (0.143 to
0.206), from the period of the lift coefficient, fall 1%–
6% from measured values62,63. Models train on Re ∈
{60, 100, 150, 200} and are tested at Re = 80, an interpo-
lation, and Re = 250, an extrapolation. Sensors observe
ux and uy and pressure p is unobserved. The 360 cells
whose centers lie within 0.03D of the wall form the sensor
pool of the surface task (Sect. IVA2).

b. Kolmogorov turbulence. The two-dimensional
forced-turbulence dataset of Ref. 23 is a common testbed
for generative reconstruction.32 It holds vorticity on
the doubly periodic box [0, 2π)2 at Reynolds number
1000 with wavenumber-4 forcing, in 40 trajectories of
320 frames at 2562. Every fourth frame is kept (80 per
trajectory, 3,200 in total). Whole trajectories are held
out: 32 train and 8 evaluate, assigned by a fixed seeded
permutation.

c. 3D isotropic turbulence. Four 1253 cubes
at disjoint locations are cut from the JHTDB
isotropic1024coarse direct numerical simulation
(DNS)59 (forced isotropic turbulence, Taylor-microscale
Reynolds number Reλ ≈ 418). Each cube spans about
0.56 integral lengths at a grid spacing of about 2.1 Kol-
mogorov lengths. Fifty snapshots, 100 database steps
apart, store (Ux, Uy, Uz, p), standardized per channel.
Cubes 1–3 train, and the spatially disjoint cube 4 is held
out; the nearest training cube lies 0.76 integral lengths
from it. Sensors observe Ux and Uz; Uy and p are never
observed.

The common approach of shuffling the snapshots of
one simulation between training and test sets25,32,34 is
leaky. Adjacent stored Kolmogorov frames correlate at
r = 0.91, so a random split in time would place near-
copies of each test frame in training. In practice the
learned models themselves gain little from seen frames:
re-scored models on frames of training trajectories within
r = 0.97 of a training frame improves performances by
at most 1.2% beyond an IDW control, except Senseiver
(5.5%; supplementary material, hereafter SM, Sec. S6).
On the contrary, under a random frame split these neigh-
bors are still mostly identical to training frames, so a
sensor-free retrieval would lead the benchmark if it were
included. Averaging the two stored neighbors of a Kol-
mogorov test frame, without any sensor, gives a rela-

tive L2 error [Eq. (1)] of 0.252, lower than the error of
every learned method at 1% sensing under the trajec-
tory holdout (Sec. IVB). Thus instead, the suite holds
out whole Reynolds numbers (cylinder), whole trajecto-
ries (Kolmogorov) and a spatially disjoint cube (JHTDB)
to ensure fair evaluation. The tuning and test datasets
are obtained by alternating frames of the same held-out
data. The tuning half selects only a few discrete settings:
checkpoint, sampler steps, guidance weight, raw or aver-
aged weights. Every method uses the same halves, so the
comparison stays fair.

C. Sensor protocols

Sensors are drawn uniformly at random over the points
of each discretization. On the cylinder this is uniform
over mesh cells, so the sensor density per unit area is
highest near the body, where the O-grid clusters cells.
Headline results use 1% of the points; sweeps cover 0.1–
10% on Kolmogorov (Sec. VB) and, for the classical an-
chors only, 0.1–10% on JHTDB (SM, Fig. S1). Training
layouts are redrawn every step; evaluation layouts are
frozen and shared by all methods. The layout is part of
the protocol because sensing configuration plays a domi-
nant role on model performance. On the Kolmogorov test
frames, 655 scattered sensors leave a mean and maximum
nearest-sensor distance of 5.1 and 20 grid cells, whereas a
25×26 lattice leaves 3.9 and 7.1 cells and lowers the IDW
error on every frame, from 0.545 to 0.451. Reconstruction
from uniformly downsampled fields,23 which are lattices,
is therefore an easier problem than scattered sensing at
the same fraction. Gaussian noise and a slab occlusion
of 25% of the sensors are tested on Kolmogorov (SM,
Sec. S2).

D. Metrics

a. Accuracy. The relative L2 error of channel c is

ec =
∥ûc − uc∥2

∥uc∥2
, (1)

with fields standardized by training statistics, so the
training mean scores 1. All points weigh equally. On
the cylinder mesh this favors the near-body region, where
cells cluster. The aggregate averages the channels. Gen-
erative methods report the error of the ensemble mean
and the mean error of single members.
b. Probabilistic scores. ForK members sk and truth

y at a point, the continuous ranked probability score
(CRPS)55 is estimated without bias as

CRPS =
1

K

K∑
k=1

|sk − y| − 1

2K(K − 1)

∑
k ̸=l

|sk − sl| (2)

and averaged over points. For a deterministic prediction
it equals the mean absolute error (MAE), so determin-
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TABLE I. The three regimes. The split column names the leakage control (Sec. II B).

Regime Dataset Points Channels Split Primary challenge

2D laminar periodic Cylinder wake (new) 2.4×104 ux, uy , p cross-Re Low-rank observability

2D chaotic Kolmogorov23 6.6×104 ω cross-traj. Multiscale reconstruction

3D chaotic JHTDB isotropic59 1.95×106 Ux, Uy , Uz , p spatial Unobserved channels

istic and generative models alike share one scale. The
spread–error ratio is the root-mean-square (RMS) en-
semble standard deviation divided by the RMS error of
the ensemble mean and measures whether the ensemble
spread matches the size of the actual error. Coverage90
is the fraction of points whose truth lies in the 5–95%
band of the members and assesses whether the members
bracket the truth as often as a 90% band should. All
ensembles have K = 8 members. A calibrated ensemble
of that size scores about 0.94 and 0.72, not the asymp-
totic 1 and 0.90, because a finite ensemble mean carries
sampling error and a finite percentile band is narrow.64

c. Physics and cost. Spectra are computed on single
samples of each method, since averaging removes small
scales. Each non-periodic 3D cube has its mean re-
moved and is tapered with a variance-preserving Hann
window before the fast Fourier transform; the periodic
Kolmogorov fields are not. Cost is in training graphics-
processing-unit (GPU) hours, peak training memory and
inference time per field on one NVIDIA H100 GPU;
memory scaling to 10243 points is measured separately
(Sec. VD).

d. Statistical resolution. Two methods are com-
pared on the same test frames and sensor draws. For
each frame, the difference of their aggregate errors forms
one paired sample, giving 50 samples in 2D and 25 on
JHTDB. A 95% confidence interval (CI) for the mean dif-
ference comes from 20,000 bootstrap resamples of these
samples. A gap is called resolved only if this interval ex-
cludes zero and a two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test65

gives p < 0.05.

E. Benchmark standardization and fairness

(i) Upstream fidelity. Each external baseline is con-
structed from its published code, optimizer, loss and ar-
chitecture. Four methods have no upstream template
repositories (Sec. III): latent flow matching (Latent FM),
a multilayer perceptron with a radial-basis-function ker-
nel (MLP-RBF), a 3D Fourier neural operator (FNO3D)
and its flow-matching variant (FNO3D-FM). (ii)Matched
budgets. Every learned method has 6.5M±10% param-
eters, counting a complex parameter once, except the
published prior of the conditional neural field latent dif-
fusion model (CoNFiLD; 118.9M), which is constructed
for transient-sensing application and thus is tested on ap-
proximately its upstream parameter size. The 2D meth-
ods train for about 50k optimizer steps. (iii) Identical

TABLE II. Where each method is deployed. Every method
run on the cylinder uses its native mesh; methods that need
a Cartesian grid are not run there (“grid”). “n.r.”: ad-
mitted but not run. det.: deterministic. Abbreviations
(Sec. III): NN, nearest neighbor; LSE, linear stochastic esti-
mation; MLP-RBF, multilayer perceptron with a radial-basis-
function kernel; FNO, Fourier neural operator; Geo-FNO,
geometry-aware FNO; DeepONet, deep operator network;
FM, flow matching; CoNFiLD, conditional neural field latent
diffusion; S3GM, sparse-sensor-assisted score-based genera-
tive model; SiT, scalable interpolant transformer. a)Scored
on the central 1203 crop of the held-out cube (Sec. III).

Family Cyl. Kolm. JHTDB

Classical (mean, NN, IDW, ✓ ✓ ✓

gappy POD, LSE)

Point-attention det. (Senseiver) ✓ ✓ ✓

Point-kernel det. (MLP-RBF) ✓ ✓ n.r.

Fourier operator det. (Geo-FNO; FNO) ✓ ✓ ✓

Set-DeepONet and Set-DeepONet++ n.r. n.r. ✓

Latent-grid flow matching (Latent FM) grid ✓ ✓

Latent neural-field diffusion (CoNFiLD) n.r. n.r. ✓

Video diffusion with DPS (S3GM) grid ✓ ✓

Voxel diffusion (Gen4Turb) grid n.r. ✓a)

Fourier flow matching (FNO3D-FM) grid n.r. ✓

Point-token transformer (SiT-point) ✓ ✓ ✓

conditions. All methods share data, splits, normaliza-
tion, training sensor ranges, sensor draws and metric
code, except the normalization and crop of Gen4Turb
(Sec. III), and no prediction is overwritten with sensor
values. (iv) One checkpoint selection rule (Sec. II B).

III. METHODS EVALUATED

The fifteen methods fall into four groups (Table II):
classical anchors, deterministic learners, and latent and
ambient generative models.

A. Classical anchors

Five baselines are tested against the learned methods:
the training mean, nearest-neighbor (NN) assignment, in-
verse distance weighting (IDW) with exponent 1 over the
eight nearest sensors, gappy POD,14 and linear stochastic
estimation (LSE).66 Gappy POD fits the coefficients of a
POD basis of the training frames to the sensor readings
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by least squares. LSE maps the readings to the full field,
unobserved channels included, by ridge regression over
the training frames, refitted for each sensor layout. Its
rank, and the ridge penalty of LSE, are chosen on held-
out training frames, per sensor count in 2D and once on
JHTDB; the rank never exceeds the number of readings.
Neighbor searches are periodic on Kolmogorov flow.

B. Deterministic learners

Senseiver25 maps an arbitrary sensor set to query val-
ues through cross-attention into a fixed latent array. On
the periodic Kolmogorov grid, a Fourier neural operator
(FNO)24 reads the rasterized sensors as a value chan-
nel and a mask channel. On the cylinder, Geo-FNO67

runs on the native mesh. A learned deformation maps
the mesh to a latent torus. On JHTDB, FNO3D reads
the rasterized sensors with a 3D FNO and regresses the
field directly. MLP-RBF, as described in Ref. 30, encodes
each query with a multilayer perceptron (MLP), gathers
sensor tokens for it with a softmax radial-basis-function
(RBF) kernel,30 appends a pooled global summary and
is trained by regression. DeepONet26 needs readings at a
fixed set of locations, which the varying sensor draws do
not provide. Set-DeepONet, run on JHTDB, therefore
replaces its branch with a DeepSets encoder68 that aver-
ages per-sensor features, a simpler form of the attention-
weighted pooling of the variable-input deep operator net-
work (VIDON).69 Set-DeepONet++ replaces this global
average by averages over 43 and 83 spatial bins plus
Fourier moments of the readings, and the trunk by ran-
dom Fourier features.

C. Latent generative

Latent flow matching (Latent FM) is an in-house im-
plementation similar to latent diffusion:20 a convolu-
tional autoencoder compresses full fields, and a rectified
flow41,42 in latent space is conditioned on the sensors ras-
terized as a masked value image. CoNFiLD21 compresses
each snapshot with a conditional sinusoidal representa-
tion network (SIREN) autodecoder,70 trains an uncon-
ditional diffusion prior over the latents, and conditions
by DPS.33 Although it is typically deployed in transient
sensing application, here it is applied on static-snapshots.
Its prior generates windows of 32 consecutive snapshots;
only the target snapshot of each window carries sen-
sors, so it receives the same information as the single-
snapshot methods. Its published configuration contains
118.9M parameters, 113.7M of them in the prior U-Net,
and is a declared exception to the parameter count rule.
Parameter-count matching arms are in the SM.

D. Ambient generative

Gen4Turb37 is an ambient generative approach styled
after Ref. 71, consisting of a 3D U-Net diffusion model
conditioned on a random observation mask. Its U-Net
needs every side to be divisible by 8, so it reconstructs
the central 1203 crop of each cube. It is trained with
its upstream code, loader and min–max normalization
on the three training cubes, with the observation mask
restricted to Ux and Uz. It is scored with the shared
sensor draw restricted to the crop, keeping 88% of both
the points and sensors to produce the same sensor density
as the other tests. S3GM22 is an unconditional video-
diffusion prior conditioned at sampling time by DPS. In
3D it treats one spatial axis as video time. In 2D its
prior models single snapshots and is sampled with the
upstream sampler; only the guidance coefficient is chosen
on the tuning half, because the published value diverges
on some tuning frames. SiT-point adapts the scalable
interpolant transformer (SiT)72 with a point tokenizer:
each query point is a token carrying its coordinates, and
the sensor readings reach the tokens by nearest-sensor
fill. At sampling time, the network sees random subsets
of 8,192 query points, the training size. All points form
one state of the sampling ordinary differential equation,
and the partition is redrawn at every drift evaluation, so
no point is sampled in a fixed subset independently of its
neighbors. On the 3D cube a subset holds 0.4% of the
points, and single members still carry grid-scale speckle
(Sec. VC). FNO3D-FM uses the FNO3D backbone as the
velocity network of a conditional rectified flow,42 which
maps a Gaussian-process sample to the field. Its loss adds
a penalty (weight 0.02) on the mismatch of the binned
power in radial wavenumber shells. It shares the inputs,
optimizer and training schedule of FNO3D, so the pair
differs in its objective and this penalty.

IV. RESULTS BY REGIME

Each subsection reports one sparse sensing regime at
1% random sensing on the test data, with shared sensor
draws and K=8 random samples for generative methods.
While raw results are presented here, Sec. V explains
the cross- regime patterns that recur between the tested
methods.

A. Laminar vortex shedding

1. Volumetric sampling

Sensors observe ux and uy at 238 mesh cells each (1%).
p is unobserved (Table III). Table II specifies the methods
not run here due to their requirement of Cartesian grids
or otherwise.
The two linear estimators are the most accurate meth-

ods. LSE reaches 0.043 relative L2 overall and 0.039 on
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TABLE III. Cylinder wake at the held-out Re ∈ {80, 250} on 25 test frames each using 1% sensing of ux and uy. Generative
methods use K=8 members and N sampler steps. Spr/Err: spread–error ratio. Interpolation returns the training mean on p.
Boldface denotes the lowest aggregate and unobserved-pressure errors.

Rel. L2

Method agg. Re = 80 Re = 250 ux uy p CRPS Spr/Err Cov.90 s/field

SiT-point (N=8) 0.073 0.038 0.108 0.057 0.105 0.057 0.034 0.51 0.40 0.50

Senseiver 0.134 0.118 0.150 0.115 0.192 0.095 0.082 — — 0.06

MLP-RBF 0.318 0.260 0.376 0.220 0.536 0.197 0.165 — — 0.07

Geo-FNO 0.079 0.058 0.100 0.063 0.109 0.064 0.045 — — 0.26

LSE 0.043 0.036 0.050 0.032 0.058 0.039 0.022 — — —

Gappy POD (r=20) 0.057 0.045 0.069 0.043 0.077 0.050 0.029 — — —

IDW (k=8) 0.712 0.674 0.751 0.522 0.615 1.000 0.441 — — —

Nearest neighbor 0.713 0.673 0.752 0.526 0.612 1.000 0.423 — — —

Training mean 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.664 — — —

the unobserved pressure, and gappy POD with 20 modes
0.057 and 0.050. Twenty POD modes hold 99.7% of the
training dataset energy, and the volume sensors can ex-
tract their amplitudes well. LSE fits every mode, with a
penalty that shrinks the low-energy ones, instead of trun-
cating the basis (SM, Sec. S7). On paired frames LSE
leads gappy POD by 0.014 (95% CI [−0.016,−0.012])
and the best learned method, SiT-point (0.073), by 0.030
([−0.040,−0.021]).

While every learned method recovers the unobserved
pressure, none meets the linear estimators. Section VB
explains why the classical methods are superior here
and not elsewhere. Pressure is additionally well-
reconstructed by all learned models (Sec. VC). SiT-
point, the only generative method run on the cylin-
der, is under-dispersed relative to the calibrated K=8
values when pooled over the two Reynolds numbers,
with a spread–error ratio of 0.51 and coverage90 of 0.40
(Sec. VA).

Splitting the test frames by Reynolds number sepa-
rates an interpolated test-set Re = 80 from the extrapo-
lated test trajectory value Re = 250. At the interpolated
point, SiT-point nearly catches LSE (0.038 vs 0.036) and
beats gappy POD (0.045). For the extrapolation, LSE
and gappy POD both outperform SiT-point, with Geo-
FNO roughly tied with SiT-point as well. Extrapolation
raises the error of SiT-point 2.9-fold and that of LSE and
gappy POD 1.4- and 1.5-fold (SM, Table S2).

2. Surface sensing

Experiments often measure only on a body surface.
The surface task repeats the cylinder benchmark with
sensors confined to the 360 near-wall cells. The flow,
held-out Reynolds numbers, frames and methods are un-
changed. Unlike the volume task, all three fields, includ-
ing p, are read at the taps. The budget runs from 32
taps per field to the full ring (Table IV), and generative
methods are tuned at 128 taps.

volume

0.10

0.83

0.13

0.13

0.20

surface

1.45

1.19

0.19

0.24

0.19

-0.58 0 0.58

volume

0.04

1.00

0.06

0.07

0.09

surface

0.22

2.44

0.05

0.09

0.07

-0.63 0 0.63

gappy POD
(r 20 | 5)

IDW

SiT-point

Geo-FNO

Senseiver

truth +
sensors

uy p

FIG. 1. Cylinder wake held-out Re = 250 frames sensed in
the volume (238 sensors per field on ux and uy; p unobserved)
and at the surface (128 taps per field on all three fields).
Columns display uy and p for each sensing geometry; circles
on the truth row mark the sensors. Panel numbers are single-
member relative L2, which exceeds the ensemble-mean errors
of Tables III and IV. Gappy POD is accurate from the volume
sensors and fails from the taps; IDW returns the training
mean on the unobserved pressure.

Gappy POD falls from second to last among the non-
interpolating methods (0.594 at 128 taps), because the
near-wall taps observe the POD modes poorly (Sec. VB).
A ridge penalty lowers its error to 0.262, ahead of MLP-
RBF (0.303) but behind the other three learned methods,
and LSE reaches 0.336. IDW and nearest neighbor ex-
ceed 2.0, worse than the training mean, because most of
the wake lies far from every tap.
SiT-point leads at 128 taps, ahead of Senseiver and

Geo-FNO (0.091 versus 0.101 and 0.173). Moving the
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TABLE IV. Cylinder surface-to-field task: relative L2 of the
full wake from taps on the body, held-out Re ∈ {80, 250}, 50
test frames. Columns give taps per field on the near-wall ring;
ux, uy and p are read at the taps. CRPS and the spread–error
ratio (Spr/Err) are at the full ring. The gappy POD rank, and
the ridge strength of ridge gappy POD and LSE, are chosen
per budget on training data; ridge gappy POD keeps r=10.
Boldface denotes the lowest error with the full ring of taps.

Rel. L2 at n taps/field

Method 32 64 128 360 CRPS Spr/Err

SiT-point 0.103 0.092 0.091 0.091 0.040 0.25

Senseiver 0.130 0.106 0.101 0.099 0.063 —

Geo-FNO 0.236 0.182 0.173 0.157 0.086 —

MLP-RBF 0.370 0.322 0.303 0.290 0.156 —

Ridge gappy POD 0.270 0.265 0.262 0.260 0.124 —

LSE 0.290 0.336 0.336 0.284 0.136 —

Gappy POD (r=5) 0.711 0.652 0.594 0.572 0.283 —

IDW (k=8) 2.078 2.116 2.131 2.140 1.936 —

Nearest neighbor 2.161 2.154 2.146 2.144 1.939 —

sensors to the wall raises the error of Geo-FNO 2.2-fold
while that of SiT-point rises only by 25%. Senseiver’s
lower error in the surface task may partly reflect the addi-
tional pressure observations. The members of SiT-point
remain under-dispersed (spread–error 0.25, coverage90
0.37).

Every method except LSE is within about 10% of its
full-ring error by 128 taps, because additional taps resam-
ple the same one-dimensional ring. Figure 1 compares the
two sensing geometries on one frame. The contrasting
behavior of gappy POD between the two sensing config-
urations illustrates that low-dimensional flow structure
alone does not guarantee accurate reconstruction. The
dominant modes must also be observable from the avail-
able measurements.

B. Two-dimensional Kolmogorov turbulence

Sensors observe vorticity at 655 points (1%). Table V
lists every method on the same test frames and sensor
draws, and Sec. VB gives the sensor density sweep.

S3GM (0.273) is the most accurate method, 0.021
ahead of SiT-point (0.293, p = 2.5 × 10−7). FNO is the
best deterministic method at 0.380, 0.087 behind SiT-
point. Every learned method beats IDW (0.530).

Gappy POD, with rank 160 chosen on a held-out train-
ing trajectory, falls behind. Two-dimensional turbu-
lence is not low-rank in the POD sense (Sec. VB). LSE,
which keeps every mode, reaches 0.514, between IDW
and MLP-RBF.

Retraining each learned method except SiT-point with
two more seeds gives a pooled standard deviation of
0.0075 on Kolmogorov and 0.0044 on the cylinder. Gaps
within about two standard deviations, such as Latent
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FIG. 2. Kolmogorov spectral fidelity at 655 sensors (1%): one
held-out frame, one member per method. (a) Kinetic energy
spectra. Large scales (k = 1–8) and small scales (k = 32–128)
are shaded. A curve below the truth at high k is too smooth;
a curve above it carries spurious fine-scale noise. The k−3 line
is shown for reference. (b) Small-scale band energy relative
to the truth on a log axis centered at 1.

FM against Senseiver, are reported as unordered (SM,
Sec. S1).
The ranking is unchanged under Gaussian noise at σ =

0.1 and under a slab that removes 25% of the sensors.
The most accurate methods suffer most at σ = 0.3: the
S3GM sampler diverges on 3 of the 50 test frames and
SiT-point L2 rises 39%. The slab costs S3GM, which
imposes the readings only at sampling time, about as
much as SiT-point (1.71 and 1.64 times the clean error).
Single members and spectra (Figs. 2 and 3) separate

the deterministic methods from the generative ones. A
regressor trained on squared error estimates the condi-
tional mean, which averages over all fields consistent with
the sensors. When the sensors leave the small scales un-
determined, this produces a smooth estimate, although
each of those fields carries small-scale structure. Blau
and Michaeli73 proved that lowering the mean distortion
beyond some point forces the distribution of the esti-
mates away from that of real data. The same tradeoff
appears in weather forecasting74,75 and in the inpainting
of rotating turbulence, where a generative model does
not beat POD pointwise but reproduces multiscale statis-
tics better.76 In the small-scale band k = 32–128, the
median test-frame member of Senseiver and FNO keeps
only 0.023 and 0.039 of the true energy, against 0.30 and
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TABLE V. Kolmogorov flow reconstruction. Sampler budgets, step counts N and the S3GM guidance coefficient are tuning-half
choices. The conditional methods train at 65–6,554 sensors per frame. Es: test-frame median of the single-member energy
at k = 32–128 relative to the truth. Inference time and peak memory per field on one H100. per./non-per.: periodic or
non-periodic neighbor search. Boldface denotes the lowest value in each of the relative L2 and CRPS columns.

Rel. L2

Method mean sample CRPS Spr/Err Cov.90 Es s/field GB

SiT-point (N=32) 0.293 0.310 0.146 0.37 0.42 0.27 5.00 0.22

Latent FM (N=4) 0.463 0.523 0.240 0.57 0.55 0.30 0.11 0.16

S3GM (N=1000) 0.273 0.363 0.110 0.95 0.75 0.93 6.80 7.30

Senseiver 0.465 0.465 0.329 — — 0.023 0.07 0.81

MLP-RBF 0.500 0.500 0.337 — — 0.13 0.11 1.36

FNO 0.380 0.380 0.257 — — 0.039 0.24 0.28

LSE 0.514 0.514 0.357 — — — — —

IDW (k=8) (per.) 0.530 0.530 0.376 — — — — —

IDW (k=8) (non-per.) 0.545 0.545 0.386 — — 0.30 — —

Nearest neighbor (per.) 0.580 0.580 0.370 — — — — —

Nearest neighbor (non-per.) 0.586 0.586 0.373 — — — — —

Gappy POD (r=160) 0.607 0.607 0.444 — — 0.10 — —

Training mean 1.000 1.000 0.755 — — — — —

truth + sensors

0.45

SiT-point

0.64

latent FM

0.59

S3GM

0.62

Senseiver

0.63

MLP-RBF

0.52

FNO

0.65

IDW

0.74

gappy POD

-10

0

10
ω

FIG. 3. Kolmogorov 2562, the held-out frame of Fig. 2: truth
and one member per method, with the same 655 sensors (dots
on the truth panel) in every panel and one color scale. Panel
numbers are single-member relative L2. Deterministic meth-
ods are smooth, most generative members carry small-scale
texture, and gappy POD is over-smoothed.

0.27 for the generative Latent FM and SiT-point. S3GM
comes closest to the true small-scale energy (0.93).

C. Three-dimensional isotropic turbulence

Sensors observe Ux and Uz at 1% of the 1.95 × 106

points per channel. Uy and p are unobserved. On this
regular grid every family except MLP-RBF is run. Ta-
ble VI reports accuracy and probabilistic scores on the
held-out cube, Table VII the cost, and Fig. 4 one held-out
frame.
While no method leads every column, Latent FM leads

the aggregate (0.465), largely driven by unobserved chan-
nels, which it extracts poorly but still better than the
other methods (0.710 and 0.643). Simultaneously it is
the fastest sampler of the learned methods. While no
other method can extract Uy or p (Sec. VC), in the ob-
served channels SiT-point leads the learned methods at
0.175 and 0.182, level with IDW, which reaches 0.174 and
0.183 (Sec. VB). Set-DeepONet’s predictions are nearly
constant, a consequence of global mean pooling in its
branch. Set-DeepONet++ improves its aggregate from
0.812 to 0.749 but stays far behind IDW on the observed
channels. FNO3D ties SiT-point on the aggregate (0.571
against 0.555, p = 0.15). Gen4Turb, scored on the cen-
tral crop, errs 1.5 times as much on Uz as on Ux (0.325
against 0.212; SM, Sec. S4). LSE, fitted to 150 train-
ing snapshots of other cubes, reaches only 0.64 and 0.68
on the observed channels. CoNFiLD errs about three
times as much as IDW on the observed channels (0.500
and 0.543), and sensors on all 32 snapshots of its window
barely change this (0.489 and 0.539; SM Table S3).
At its published guidance coefficients that reproduced

upstream outputs the S3GM sampler diverges at 1.95 ×
106 points.



9

TABLE VI. 3D isotropic turbulence, spatially disjoint held-out cube (1.95×106 points). Per-channel relative L2 of the ensemble
mean over the 25 test-half snapshots; agg. averages the four channels. Asterisks mark the unobserved channels, where an error
near 1 equals that of the training mean. Checkpoints and sampler settings are tuning-half choices. Ed: test-snapshot median
of the single-member energy at k = 32–50 relative to the DNS on the observed channels. Each 3D method is trained once.
Boldface denotes the best relative L2 or CRPS among learned methods. a)Published prior, outside the parameter budget; the
32-snapshot checkpoints conditioned on sensors in the target snapshot only, with the guidance scale (0.1) chosen on the tuning

half. b)Guidance fitted on the tuning half, because the published coefficients diverge at this size; final checkpoint of a σmax=20
prior trained before the frozen protocol. c)Scored on the central 1203 crop (88% of the points and sensors) and not paired.
Further CoNFiLD, SiT-point and S3GM tests are in SM Table S3.

Method Ux U∗
y Uz p∗ agg. CRPS Spr/Err Cov.90 Ed

Latent flow matching 0.249 0.710 0.260 0.643 0.465 0.239 0.69 0.57 0.056

SiT-point (N=32) 0.175 0.957 0.182 0.904 0.555 0.323 0.46 0.40 11.7

FNO3D-FM (N=4) 0.190 0.921 0.193 1.054 0.589 0.272 0.98 0.63 0.012

CoNFiLD (single snapshot, N=1000)a) 0.500 1.024 0.543 1.034 0.775 0.378 0.77 0.62 —

S3GM (normalized guidance)b) 0.257 0.995 0.252 0.993 0.624 0.347 0.52 0.46 —

Gen4Turbc) 0.212 0.916 0.325 0.876 0.582 0.307 0.70 0.54 —

FNO3D 0.195 0.952 0.196 0.942 0.571 0.392 — — 0.013

Senseiver 0.362 1.098 0.384 0.987 0.708 0.487 — — 0.088

Set-DeepONet 0.527 1.098 0.567 1.056 0.812 0.583 — — —

Set-DeepONet++ 0.508 0.967 0.541 0.981 0.749 0.521 — — —

IDW (k=8, non-periodic) 0.174 1.000 0.183 1.000 0.589 0.398 — — 1.06

LSE 0.640 1.087 0.675 1.092 0.874 0.636 — — —

Gappy POD (r=80) 0.524 1.308 0.544 1.435 0.953 0.676 — — —

TABLE VII. Cost of the 3D fleet on one H100-SXM (80GB):
parameters, training GPU-hours, peak training memory, and
inference time per full 1253 field. (d): derived from eval-
uation wall time, an upper bound that includes data load-
ing and metric computation. It marks only slow samplers,
so the orders of magnitude between families are unaffected.
a)Published CoNFiLD prior, outside the parameter budget.
Optimizer steps and time per step are in SM Table S4. Two-
stage methods (Latent FM, CoNFiLD) report the sum of both
stages and the larger peak. CPU: run on the central process-
ing unit. RSS: peak resident set size in host memory.

Method Params GPU-h Peak GB s/field

Latent FM 6.68M 20.1 8.4 0.019

SiT-point (N=32) 6.57M 19.4 26.8 149

FNO3D-FM (N=4) 6.73M 27.4 48.6 0.097

CoNFiLDa) 118.9M 19.2 10.4 36 (d)

Gen4Turb 6.16M 16.6 47.4 1.65

S3GM 6.35M 18.5 26.3 73.8

Senseiver 6.42M 17.0 22.4 <1

FNO3D 6.73M 24.7 48.4 0.022

Set-DeepONet 6.51M 6.7 15.7 0.23

Set-DeepONet++ 6.56M 1.0 10.1 0.13

IDW (CPU) — — 10 (RSS) 0.68

Gappy POD (CPU) — — 10 (RSS) 0.14

V. CROSS-REGIME ANALYSIS

Section IV lists raw results within each regime. This
section discusses which cross-regime trends emerge be-
tween sensor densities, representations, and model fami-

lies.

A. Pointwise error and CRPS trade off

Reconstruction error and CRPS assess different prop-
erties. A deterministic regressor trained with squared
error estimates the conditional mean, while CRPS eval-
uates the quality of the predictive distribution, account-
ing for both accuracy and calibration. Most models ex-
hibit an inverse trend between error and CRPS. When
reconstruction uncertainty is high, minimizing the mean-
squared error averages over multiple plausible solutions,
producing blurry estimates, whereas sampling from the
posterior preserves realistic variability but increases ex-
pected error relative to the posterior mean.37,73 In prin-
ciple, an exact posterior sampler could serve both scores.
However, in practice, learned samplers only approximate
the posterior, likely reducing mean L2 performance, and
with their operating point depending on the sampler, the
checkpoint, and the number of samples K.
Kolmogorov flow shows this tradeoff outside the leader

(Table V), S3GM, which leads both scores. Deterministic
FNO beats generative Latent FM on relative L2 (0.380
against 0.463) and loses to it on CRPS (0.257 against
0.240). On JHTDB, the FNO3D pair shares its back-
bone, inputs and schedule but differs in objective and
in the spectral penalty of FNO3D-FM. The two tie on
relative L2, but the flow-matching model has the lower
CRPS.
The tradeoff is not only a difference between archi-

tectures but can also emerge within a given architec-
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FIG. 4. 3D isotropic turbulence, held-out cube, frame 152 (a test-half frame). Each panel shows the 1253 cube with one octant
cut away to expose the x, y and z midplanes. The other visible surfaces are outer faces of the cube. Ux and Uz are observed
at 19,531 identical sensors each (circles: sensors on the midplanes); Uy and p are unobserved. Gen4Turb shows its central 1203

crop. Panel numbers are single-member relative L2 over the whole cube (the crop for Gen4Turb). Among the methods shown,
only Latent FM is below 0.7 on an unobserved channel, and it identifies the low-pressure core. IDW returns the training mean
on the unobserved channels.

ture by way of hyperparameter variation. In particular,
one trained model moves along it when only its sampler
changes. On the Kolmogorov tuning half, raising the step
count of Latent FM from 4 to 16 raises its ensemble-mean
error from 0.464 to 0.468, lowers its CRPS from 0.240
to 0.226 and raises its spread–error from 0.57 to 0.83.
Few-step members spread less about their mean. Be-
cause sampler settings are selected on the tuning half by
ensemble-mean error (Sec. II B), the reported few-step
methods sit at the low-error end of their own curves.
The settings that minimize CRPS on the tuning half are
scored in SM Table S5.

At these error-selected settings, the generative mod-
els remain largely under-dispersed against the calibrated
K=8 values (Sec. IID), a common observation in re-
lated settings.38,39,56,57 Spread–error ranges from 0.25
(SiT-point on the surface task) to 0.98 (FNO3D-FM on
JHTDB), and Kolmogorov S3GM (0.95) is close to cali-
brated.

Post-hoc recalibration on held-out data can repair the
stated uncertainty without changing the reconstruction
or retraining.77 A single spread multiplier fitted on the

tuning half, similar to that of Ref. 78, brings all three
Kolmogorov generative methods to within 1.5% of the
calibrated spread–error on the test half. It fails when the
miscalibration differs within the deployment set. Fitted
separately on the cylinder tuning half, the multiplier for
SiT-point is 1.26 at Re = 80 and 3.92 at Re = 250. A
correction that changes across the deployment set needs a
conditional estimator fitted separately for each condition.
One example is a split-conformal quantile of the residual
over the ensemble spread, fitted in bins of distance to the
nearest sensor (SM, Sec. S7).

B. Performance of classical baselines

Classical approaches offer strong performance and effi-
ciency in a wide variety of flow configurations and should
not be overlooked as an initial approach to sparse recon-
struction. Several recent studies evaluate learned meth-
ods on single periodic cylinder wakes without classical
baselines,25,36 and where interpolation is reported it is
competitive.32 On the cylinder task here, which holds out



11

whole Reynolds numbers, LSE and gappy POD have the
lowest pooled relative L2, and interpolation is level with
the best learned method on the observed 3D channels.
This section outlines two descriptors, computed from
the training frames and the sensor layout, that explain
why each classical method succeeds or fails: the nearest-
sensor distance relative to the decorrelation length gov-
erns interpolation, and the sparsity and observability of
a POD basis govern gappy POD. Together they locate
the regimes in which learned methods outperform both.

Interpolation methods (IDW and nearest-neighbor)
can only reuse what nearby sensors read, so its error is
set by how much the field changes across the gap to the
nearest sensor. That change is measured by the second-
order structure function S2(d)

S2(d) = ⟨[u(x+ d)− u(x)]2⟩ , (3)

êNN = [⟨S2(d)⟩/⟨u2⟩]1/2 , (4)

where d is the distance to the nearest sensor, u(x) is
the field value at location x, ⟨·⟩ denotes an average over
space and sensor draws, and êNN predicts the predicted
root-mean-square error of the nearest-neighbor variant
normalized by the variance ⟨u2⟩. Interpolation error is
therefore connected to both the typical sensor spacing
and the correlation structure of the field.79–82 Our esti-
mated ê, averaged over random sensor draws matches the
measured one to within 1% at every Kolmogorov density
and to within 7% on the cylinder once S2 is resolved in
space. It is 8–16% low on the 3D cutouts, whose held-
out cube has larger velocity increments than the training
cubes (Table VIII). IDW improves on nearest-neighbor
copying by less than a fifth. Relative to the decorrela-
tion length ℓ, defined by S2(ℓ) = ⟨u2⟩, the mean nearest-
sensor distance d̄ at 1% sensing is below 0.05 ℓ for the
3D velocity, 0.4 ℓ for Kolmogorov vorticity and about ℓ
in the cylinder wake, and surface taps leave the wake
more than 10 ℓ away. Interpolation is therefore a chal-
lenging baseline to beat on the observed 3D channels,
where IDW matches the best learned methods, a weak
one on Kolmogorov, where every learned method beats
it at exponent 1, and worse than the training mean from
surface taps.

A global low-rank method like gappy POD needs two
properties. The field must be sparse in some basis: a
rank-r POD basis Φr from the training frames must rep-
resent the held-out frames, which the projection floor
measures. The retained modes must also be observable:
the sampled basis HΦr, where H selects the sensed en-
tries, must be well conditioned, or the least-squares fit
amplifies the content outside the basis.19,83 Volume sens-
ing of the cylinder meets both conditions (Table VIII): 20
modes hold 99.7% of the training energy, HΦ20 has a con-
dition number of about 3, and gappy POD (0.057) lands
near the floor (0.048). LSE, which keeps every mode with
a penalty weighted by its energy, goes below this rank-
20 floor (0.043). The surface taps observe the same 20
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FIG. 5. Kolmogorov reconstruction error versus sensors
per field (vorticity, 50 test frames, identical draws for ev-
ery method at every density, all densities inside the train-
ing ranges). Colored: learned methods; gray: classical an-
chors, with the gappy POD rank and the LSE penalty chosen
per density. S3GM scales its guidance weight from the value
tuned at 655 sensors with the inverse square root of the sensor
fraction and diverges at 65 and 164 sensors. A 3D sweep of
the classical anchors is in SM Fig. S1.

modes but cannot distinguish them, producing a condi-
tion number near 8×103, so the rank selection retreats
to five modes and still ends at 0.59. Sensing all 360 near-
wall cells does not improve the conditioning.15 A ridge
penalty keeps ten modes and reaches 0.26, still behind
three of the four learned methods. Kolmogorov flow and
the JHTDB cutouts instead fail the compressibility test,
with floors of 0.51 and 0.65 at 160 and 80 modes, respec-
tively. Although their sensors observe the modes well, a
low-rank field is likewise necessary for gappy POD.
The Kolmogorov sweep (Fig. 5) shows that the com-

parison between learned and classical methods changes
with the sensor budget. At 65 sensors (0.1%), IDW
(0.968) and gappy POD (0.966) stay near the training-
mean estimate, LSE (0.843) and four learned methods
reach 0.805–0.844, MLP-RBF (1.09) exceeds the train-
ing mean, and the S3GM sampler diverges, as it does
at 164 sensors. Denser sensing increasingly favors inter-
polation. LSE falls behind IDW between 655 and 1965
sensors, and IDW overtakes Senseiver and MLP-RBF in
the same interval. It passes Latent FM by 6554, while
S3GM, SiT-point and FNO stay ahead of IDW (0.013,
0.050, and 0.156 versus 0.208) at 6554 sensors (10%).
The rate of improvement as a function of sensor count

is even more informative. The error of S3GM falls 21-
fold between 1% and 10% sensing alone. Over the full
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TABLE VIII. Classical diagnostics at the canonical sensor counts (test frames). Local columns average the observed channels:
d̄/ℓ is the mean nearest-sensor distance over the decorrelation length (cylinder: wake region x > D, |y| < 4D), êNN the
nearest-neighbor error predicted from the training structure function and the sensor count (location-resolved on the cylinder
mesh), and NN and IDW the measured errors. Global columns aggregate all channels: POD rank r, training energy fraction
Er, relative L2 of projecting the test frames onto Φr (the floor of any coefficient fit), median condition number of HΦr over

the sensor draws, and the measured gappy POD error. Kolmogorov local values use the periodic neighbor search. a)In-sample
over 150 correlated training frames.

Local (interpolation) Global (gappy POD)

Regime Sensors d̄/ℓ êNN NN IDW r Er Floor κ(HΦr) Gappy POD

Cylinder, volume 238 per field 0.95–1.3 0.55 0.569 0.568 20 0.997 0.048 3.2 0.057

Cylinder, surface 128 taps per field 13–19 2.10 2.146 2.131 5 0.929 0.163 1.0×102 0.594

20 0.997 0.048 7.7×103 0.763

Kolmogorov 655 0.40 0.58 0.580 0.530 160 0.832 0.513 3.7 0.607

JHTDB, Ux and Uz 19,531 per channel < 0.05 0.19 0.216 0.179 80 0.955a) 0.648 11.9 0.953

100-fold sensor count sweep, the error of SiT-point falls
16-fold, versus the next best 5.1-fold of FNO. While the
two are 0.09 apart at 1%, they differ by a factor of 3.1
at 10%. The flattest curves belong to models that pass
the sensors through a summary of fixed size or resolu-
tion: Senseiver’s 64 latent vectors, Latent FM’s 8×8-cell
latent averages and MLP-RBF’s fixed-width kernel av-
erage. The steeper curves keep a per-location record of
the readings in ambient space rather than latent space
(posterior guidance at the sensor points, nearest-sensor
token fill and a full-resolution sensor raster). Backbones
and training also changing between these models, so the
exact mechanism cannot be isolated.

C. Representation, cross-channel transfer and fine-scale
content

Methods represent the field either in a compressed la-
tent space, as in latent diffusion,20 or directly as field
values on a grid or at query points, as in pixel-space
diffusion84 and function-space generative models.27,28

This choice of latent or ambient representation influences
how much information passes from measured to unmea-
sured channels, and which scales a sample can carry.
On the cylinder, the low-dimensional shedding state ties
pressure to the measured velocities closely because all
channels carry similar structure, as in extended POD,18

so every method that models cross-channel structure re-
covers the never-observed pressure. Isotropic turbulence,
in contrast, is observed only in Ux and Uz, at 1% sensing.
No method recovers either unobserved channel well: the
best errors, 0.710 on Uy and 0.643 on p (Latent FM, Ta-
ble VI), are an order of magnitude above the unobserved
cylinder pressure error. Kinematics alone leaves most of
both channels undetermined on these subdomains. Given
the true Ux and Uz everywhere, continuity fixes Uy only
up to its average along y, which holds 78% of the norm
of Uy, so the best estimate from continuity scores 0.79.
Given the true velocity everywhere but no boundary pres-
sure, the pressure Poisson equation gives 0.78 on p (SM,

Sec. S4).
Latent FM beats both bounds from 1% sensing, so part

of its information comes from learned statistics rather
than kinematics. It is the only method of Table VI
below 0.9 on both unobserved channels. Its advantage
comes from its representation. A decoder trained to
reproduce complete four-channel fields can carry infor-
mation from measured to unmeasured channels, whereas
Senseiver’s latent array, which encodes only the sensors
and no global field context, shows no such advantage. La-
tent FM achieves lower errors on the unobserved channels
than the kinematics-only reconstruction, despite using
much sparser observations. The improvement suggests
that learned cross-channel statistics may provide infor-
mation beyond what is obtained from the kinematic con-
straints alone. This behavior is consistent with a latent
decoder trained to represent complete multichannel flow
fields, which may exploit correlations between measured
and unmeasured variables. This gain sits at the largest
scales. Over the test half, Latent FM’s p correlates with
the truth at a median 0.88 for k ≤ 7, against 0.46 for
FNO3D, 0.43 for SiT-point and at most 0.38 for FNO3D-
FM and Senseiver. On the frame of Fig. 4 its correlation
at k = 8–31 is 0.20 on p and 0.03 on Uy. Thus Latent FM
exhibits advantages under severe under-determination.
The representation also limits which scales a sample

can infer from the sensors (Fig. 6). On the observed
channels at k = 8–31, the median band correlation of La-
tent FM with the DNS over the test half is 0.04, against
0.65 for SiT-point and 0.63 for IDW. Latent FM receives
the sensors as averages over 83-point latent cells, so at
1% sensing each cell holds about five sensors; the av-
eraging removes structure that the sensors resolve be-
tween the cell scale (k ≈ 8) and the sensor spacing
(k ≈ 13). Nevertheless, Latent FM keeps 0.49 of the
DNS energy in this band, but the structure is randomly
generated. On Kolmogorov flow, where the latent cells
are finer than the sensor spacing, the band correlation
of Latent FM at k = 16–31 is 0.11. In the dissipation
band (k = 32–50) Latent FM keeps 0.06 of the DNS en-
ergy, and FNO3D-FM and FNO3D, whose Fourier layers
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stop above wavenumber eight, 0.01 each, so the cutoff
is specific neither to autoencoders nor to the objective.
SiT-point’s speckle puts 12 times the DNS energy in this
band. No method’s dissipation-band content correlates
with the truth (at most 0.02), because these wavelengths
are shorter than the sensor spacing and the learned prior
fixes at best their statistics. On Kolmogorov flow the
latent-FM stage 1 autoencoder alone keeps 0.95–0.99 of
the small-scale energy, yet its stage 2 generated sam-
ples keep 0.30, so the loss arises in conditional genera-
tion rather than compression. For the JHTDB cases, the
40-fold-compressed autoencoder alone keeps 0.98 of the
inertial-band energy of the true test-half fields, at a band
correlation of 0.99, and reconstructs the four channels to
relative L2 errors of 0.031, 0.037, 0.033 and 0.025, so
the decorrelation of the samples in this band does not
arise in compression. In the dissipation band it keeps
0.17 of the energy (0.13–0.21 over the test half), against
0.06 for the samples. Compression therefore caps this
band, similar to the deficit reported by Rafiq and Nair,85

and conditional generation removes about two thirds of
the remainder. Bulk metrics miss these losses: Latent
FM leads the aggregate L2 of Table VI, and compres-
sion studies report preserved bulk statistics and accuracy
at 64- and 1000-fold compression.7,86 Representation co-
varies with backbone, conditioning and training budget,
and between regimes also with Reynolds number, dimen-
sion and geometry, so these mechanisms are consistent
with the results but are not controlled effects.

D. Computational advantages reverse with resolution and
query regime

Training takes 6.7–27.4 GPU-hours for every learned
3D method except the early-stopped Set-DeepONet++
(1.0), but per-field inference time spans nearly four orders
of magnitude, from 0.019 s for Latent FM to about 150 s
for SiT-point (Table VII). Latent FM samples a compact
latent state and decodes it once, whereas the slow meth-
ods repeat many network passes through long guided
chains (S3GM, CoNFiLD) or sequential query chunks
(SiT-point). All measurements are conducted with iden-
tical GPUs so relative trends can be assessed. The scal-
ability study uses synthetic inputs: each model recon-
structs random fields on cubic lattices from 643 to 10243,
with the sensor count fixed at the 1% budget of the 1253

cube, and peak memory and wall time of one full-field
reconstruction and one training step are recorded. Mem-
ory and time depend on tensor shapes, not on values, so
untrained weights suffice for the grid models, which must
be rebuilt at each resolution.

For memory scalability, architectural differences be-
come relevant. Grid-native models compute on every
point of the discretized field, so in 3D their memory grows
with the cube of the resolution (Fig. 7, batch size 1). The
convolutional autoencoder of latent FM needs 0.25GB to
encode and decode a 1253 field but runs out of memory
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at 7683. In training, voxel diffusion (Gen4Turb) memory
exceeds H100 limits (80 GB) at 3203 and the Latent FM
autoencoder at 6403. Point-query models decouple work-
ing memory from the output resolution: they train on a
fixed subset of query points and evaluate a full field in
fixed-size chunks. The peak memory of Senseiver stays
constant from 643 to 10243 (1.2GB for a full-field recon-
struction and 22.4GB in training). Its run time, however,
grows with the number of queried points, from 0.125 s at
1253 to 67 s at 10243. The two families therefore cross
in memory and feasibility, not in run time. The autoen-
coder uses less memory than Senseiver below about 2303

in reconstruction, and wherever it fits its encode–decode
is about 20 times faster (6ms against 0.125 s at 1253).
Beyond the walls the full grid no longer fits on one GPU,
while the point model still runs at 10243, and point mod-
els also gain when only part of the field is needed.

No architecture is efficient in general: latent models
pay for the latent dimension and the decoded grid, grid-
native models for the number of grid points, point models
for the number of queried points, and iterative samplers
for the number of network evaluations. The cheapest
method depends on the target resolution, the number
of reconstructions and the fraction of each field that is
queried.

VI. DISCUSSION AND MODEL SELECTION

No single method performs best across all three recon-
struction regimes. Method selection should begin with
architectural compatibility constraints (Sec. VIA), in-
cluding sensor geometry, query locations, output resolu-
tion, and memory requirements. Among the admissible
methods, the preferred approach depends on the informa-
tion available from the sensors, the desired reconstruction
quantities, and the computational budget (Sec. VIB).

A. Hard architectural constraints

Several of the tested methods contain hard limitations
that prevent their use before even assessing their accu-
racy. Latent FM, S3GM, Gen4Turb and the grid FNO
need a Cartesian grid and thus are not tested on the
body-fitted cylinder mesh (Table II). Set and point-cloud
models (Senseiver, SiT-point, MLP-RBF) accept any
number of sensors at arbitrary coordinates. Rasterizing
models (Latent FM, FNO, Gen4Turb) move sensors to
grid nodes, and posterior-sampling models (S3GM, CoN-
FiLD) accept any differentiable observation operator at
a cost of seconds to minutes per field. Full-grid decoders
(Latent FM, S3GM, Gen4Turb, and FNO) return the
full field at a fixed resolution, whereas point-query mod-
els (Set-DeepONet, CoNFiLD, Senseiver, MLP-RBF,
and SiT-point) evaluate arbitrary coordinates, such as
probes, another mesh or a body surface. Operator-based
methods can make the solution resolution-invariant, in

principle. Full-grid models also hit measured memory
walls between 3203 and 7683 on one GPU, while point-
query models still run at 10243 (Sec. VD).
The last filter is whether a deterministic estimate is

enough or if generative modeling should be used. A
deterministic squared-error regressor estimates the con-
ditional mean, which suffices when the readings deter-
mine the field and costs less than sampling. When sev-
eral fields fit the readings, the mean averages them.
For a bimodal posterior it can fall between the modes,
likewise small-scale features seen in turbulence will
be smoothed over.73,87 Applications that need realistic
members, spread or tail probabilities need a probabilis-
tic generative formulation.75

B. Soft regime-dependent model-selection guidelines

Among the remaining methods, four questions may be
used to guide the choice.

1. Will classical methods suffice? The structure-
function estimate and the POD diagnostics need
only training frames and the sensor layout
(Sec. VB, Table VIII). If the predicted nearest-
neighbor error meets the accuracy requirement,
IDW is sufficient. If a few POD modes hold the
variance and HΦr is well conditioned, gappy POD
is hard to beat, and LSE more so: they reach
0.057 and 0.043 from volume sensors of the cylin-
der, against 0.59 and 0.34 (0.26 for ridge gappy
POD) from 128 surface taps of the same flow.

2. How dense is the sensing? Over the Kolmogorov
sweep, models that keep a per-location record of the
readings improve 5- to 16-fold (FNO, SiT-point)
and S3GM 21-fold between 1% and 10% sensing,
although its sampler diverges below 1%. Models
that pass the sensors through a fixed-size summary
(Senseiver, Latent FM, MLP-RBF) improve 2.5- to
3.6-fold and fall behind IDW at 10% sensing.

3. Must unobserved channels or fine scales be in-
ferred? The two needs favor different representa-
tions. A latent decoder trained on complete multi-
channel fields carries large-scale information to un-
measured channels, but latent cells coarser than the
sensor spacing discard scales that the sensors re-
solve (Sec. VC). No method infers scales finer than
the sensor spacing; a generative prior at best re-
stores their energy.

4. How many outputs are queried? Single-pass la-
tent decoders are fastest for repeated full-field re-
construction at moderate resolution. Point-query
models are preferable when only part of the field
is needed, and iterative samplers pay per network
evaluation in any representation (Sec. VD).
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C. Limitations

Limitations exist in the present work that simultane-
ously are opportunity for later investigations. All three
regimes are simulations of canonical flows on two Carte-
sian grids and one body-fitted O-grid, and the suite con-
tains no experimental data, so neither measurement re-
alism nor geometric generality can be claimed here. Sen-
sor noise is synthetic and tested on one 2D regime (SM,
Sec. S2), and the surface study uses one body. Ev-
ery learned method trains per regime and reconstructs
single snapshots, whereas variational assimilation of ob-
servation histories has recovered all scales of channel
turbulence.10

VII. CONCLUSION

FlowReconBench evaluates state of the art sparse-
sensing data-driven techniques under a common protocol.
Three regimes are tested, from 2D laminar to 3D turbu-
lent flow, ten learned methods and five classical base-
lines, including leakage-controlled splits, proper proba-
bilistic scores, member-level physics metrics, and prac-
tical computational cost. While no method leads in ev-
ery regime, trends are revealed between methods that
guide method selection. Classical baselines are hard to
beat when the sensors are dense relative to the field’s
decorrelation length or observe a compressible POD ba-
sis, and simple diagnostics predict both cases. Mean-
field error alone misranks generative methods, most raw
ensembles are under-dispersed at error-selected sampler
settings, and a scalar recalibration transfers only when
the miscalibration is stationary. On the 3D subdomains,
kinematics leaves most of the unobserved channels unde-
termined, and representation choices trade cross-channel
coupling, fine-scale content and scaling. The datasets,
splits, sensor draws and evaluation code will be released
for extension.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

See the supplementary material for the seed-repeat
statistics (Sec. S1), the sensor-noise and occlusion
tests (Sec. S2), the Gen4Turb channel asymmetry and
the kinematic bounds on the unobserved 3D channels
(Sec. S4), the leakage test on training-trajectory frames
(Sec. S6), the comparison of LSE with gappy POD and
the conditional recalibration (Sec. S7), the parameter-
count-matched CoNFiLD runs, the per-Reynolds-number
cylinder errors (Table S2), further CoNFiLD, SiT-point
and S3GM tests on the 3D cube (Table S3), optimizer
steps and time per step of the 3D methods (Table S4),
the CRPS-optimal sampler settings (Table S5), and the
3D sensor-density sweep (Fig. S1).
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