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Abstract

Dynamic mode decomposition (DMD) is a popular approach to ana-
lyzing and modeling fluid flows. In practice, datasets are almost always
corrupted to some degree by noise. The vanilla DMD is highly noise-
sensitive, which is why many algorithmic extensions for improved robust-
ness exist. We introduce a flexible optimization approach that merges
available ideas for improved accuracy and robustness. The approach si-
multaneously identifies coherent dynamics and noise in the data. In tests
on the laminar flow past a cylinder, the method displays strong noise
robustness and high levels of accuracy.

Keywords— dynamic mode decomposition, denoising, automatic dif-
ferentiation

1 Introduction

Modal decomposition techniques have become a standard for the snapshot-based
analysis and modeling of complex fluid flows. Taira et al. [9] provide a com-
parative overview of available approaches. The dynamic mode decomposition
(DMD) [7, 10] is a popular decomposition technique that combines elements of
dimensionality reduction via the proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) and
the discrete Fourier transformation (DFT). Similar to the DFT, the DMD yields
frequency-amplitude pairs that are relatively straightforward to interpret. In
contrast to the DFT, the DMD spectrum is not fixed to predefined frequency
bins, and the POD dimensionality reduction allows a selective truncation of the
spectrum. The truncation further improves interpretability and mitigates the
influence of noise.

DMD dynamics may grow or shrink over time. This additional degree of
freedom can sometimes introduce undesirable effects in the presence of noise
[3]. A number of DMD extensions exist to improve noise robustness [8]. While
each extension typically has some positive effect on accuracy and robustness,
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it is not straightforward to combine their favorable aspects due to algorithmic
differences in the optimization.

Our contribution introduces an optimization approach based on automatic
differentiation and gradient descent that enables us to merge the strengths and
core ideas of various DMD variants. In the remainder of this article, we revisit
theoretical aspects of selected DMD variants in section 2, introduce an enhanced
optimization approach to identify coherent dynamics and noise in section 2.5,
describe our numerical experiments in section 3, and present comparative results
for the flow past a cylinder in section 4. The code repository accompanying this
article [11] allows reproducing the benchmarks. The improved DMD variant is
available via an open-source library [13].

2 Theoretical background

2.1 Dimensionality reduction

A sample of the flow state at time tn = n∆t may be expressed as vector xn,
xn ∈ RM . We assume that N consecutive state vectors sampled at constant
intervals ∆t are arranged in a data matrix M = [x1,x2, . . . ,xN ]

T
, M ∈ RM×N .

In fluid dynamics, the raw state vector is often high-dimensional, i.e.,M can take
on values in the millions or billions when working with image-like experimental
or 3D simulation data. However, the temporal evolution of most entries in x is
usually highly correlated such that the main flow dynamics may be accurately
described in terms of a reduced state vector x̃n, x̃n ∈ Rr and r ≪ M . For the
DMD, the dimensionality reduction is achieved by projecting the data matrix
onto the first r POD modes. The POD modes may be computed employing a
singular value decomposition (SVD):

M ≈ UrΣrV
T
r , M̃ = UT

r M = ΣrV
T
r , (1)

where Ur ∈ RM×r, Vr ∈ RN×r, Σr ∈ Rr×r, and M̃ ∈ Rr×N . The number
of POD basis vectors should be sufficiently large to capture the main flow dy-
namics. Several approaches exist to choose suitable values for r, e.g., based on
a threshold for the explained variance or the decay of the singular values; see
references [1, 14] for a more detailed discussion. In the following, we discuss
selected DMD variants and related approaches in terms of the reduced state
vector x̃n and the corresponding data matrix M̃.

2.2 Dynamic mode decomposition

The DMD assumes a linear relationship between two consecutive states x̃n and
x̃n+1 such that:

x̃n+1 = Ãx̃n. (2)

To also handle dynamics that are not perfectly linear, the operator Ã ∈ Rr×r is
defined in a least-square sense between pairs of snapshots arranged in two data
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matrices X̃ and Ỹ:
argmin

Ã

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ỹ − ÃX̃
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
= ỸX̃†. (3)

When using all snapshots in M̃, the matrices X̃ and Ỹ consist of the first and
the last N − 1 projected snapshots, respectively.

The eigendecomposition of the linear operator, Ã = Φ̃Λ̃Φ̃−1 with Φ̃, Λ̃ ∈
Cr×r, makes the dynamics interpretable and also yields an efficient reduced-
order model that enables predictions at any future time tn given an initial
condition x̃1:

x̃n ≈ Φ̃Λ̃n−1b̃, (4)

with b̃ = Φ̃−1x̃1. Employing relation (4) for all N time instances allows recov-
ering the projected data matrix:

M̃ ≈ Φ̃D̃bṼλ, (5)

where D̃b = diag(b̃) and Ṽλ =
[
λ̃0, λ̃1, . . . , λ̃N−1

]T
. Based on the approxi-

mately reconstructed data matrix (5), the normalized reconstruction error in
the reduced space may be defined as:

Erec =
||M̃− Φ̃D̃bṼλ||F

||M̃||F
. (6)

For completeness it remains to be noted that the so-called projected DMDmodes
[10] and the full data matrix may be reconstructed asΦ ≈ UrΦ̃ andM ≈ UrM̃,
respectively.

2.3 Forward-backward consistency

It is well-known that noise-corrupted snapshots bias the identified operator to-
wards decaying dynamics [3]. When predicting backward in time, i.e., x̃n =
Ã−1x̃n+1, the trend is inverted. While spuriously decaying dynamics impact
the prediction accuracy, they do not jeopardize the numerical stability since the
influence of affected modes vanishes over time. The same statement does not
hold for spuriously growing dynamics, which can lead to catastrophic prediction
errors and numerical overflow. This potential inconsistency between forward
and backward predictions provides an additional constraint for the operator
definition:

argmin
Ã

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ỹ − ÃX̃
∣∣∣∣∣∣
F
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣X̃− Ã−1Ỹ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
F
. (7)

Due to the operator’s inverse, the optimization problem (7) becomes nonlinear
and non-convex. However, introducing the auxiliary operator B̃ = Ã−1 makes
the optimization amenable to the alternating direction method of multipliers [2]:

argmin
Ã,B̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ỹ − ÃX̃
∣∣∣∣∣∣
F
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣X̃− B̃Ỹ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

s.t. ÃB̃ = Ĩ, B̃Ã = Ĩ. (8)

This approach to ensuring forward-backward consistency results in the consis-
tent DMD (CDMD).
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2.4 Error amplification and optimal mode amplitudes

Since the data-fitted linear operator is only an approximation, it is insightful to
analyze how errors in the corresponding eigendecomposition affect the prediction
of future states. According to relation (4), the prediction error is proportional
to errors in the eigenvectors Φ̃ and mode amplitudes b̃, while discrepancies in
the eigenvalues λ̃ are amplified exponentially over time. Including the error
amplification in the operator definition provides another powerful constraint.
In the optimized DMD (ODMD) [1], this idea is incorporated using relation (5)
as follows:

argmin
λ̃,Φ̃b

∣∣∣∣∣∣M̃− Φ̃bṼλ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F
, (9)

where Φ̃b = Φ̃D̃b are rescaled eigenvectors. Askham and Kutz employ variable
projection [1] to obtain the optimized eigenvectors and eigenvalues. The mode
amplitudes are recovered by scaling the eigenvectors ϕ̃b,i to unit length, i.e.,

b̃i =
∣∣∣ϕ̃b,i

∣∣∣ and ϕ̃i = ϕ̃b,i/b̃i.

While posing definition (9) in terms of the scaled eigenvectors is necessary
to employ variable projection, there are more subtle consequences of this choice.
Since b̃ is a result of the optimization, the initial condition is learned implicitly
as well since Φ̃b̃ = x̃1. In the presence of noise, the implicitly learned initial
condition significantly improves the reconstruction accuracy and robustness of
the ODMD. The learned initial condition might be interpreted as an enhanced
or denoised version of the original snapshot.

2.5 Combining multiple constraints and noise identifica-
tion

In the following, we introduce a definition of the linear operator that combines
and extends the powerful constraints and concepts introduced in the previous
sections. First, we assume that the observed snapshot x̃n is a noisy version of
the true state x̂n:

x̃n = x̂n + ñn, M̃ = M̂+ Ñ, (10)

where Ñ ∈ Rr×N is a matrix holding the noise vectors ñn. This idea has
been employed previously in the context of sparse identification of nonlinear
dynamics (SINDy) [5]. In analogy to expression (4), predictions of future or
past noise-free states at time tn+h = (n+ h)∆t may be computed as:

ˆ̄xn+h = Φ̃Λ̃n+h−1Φ̃−1x̂n, (11)

where x̂n = x̃n − ñn. Note that equation (11) works for positive and negative
values of h. The eigenvalue matrix raised to a negative power denotes the
inverse of the matrix exponential. Also note that we use the notation x̂n and
ˆ̄xn to distinguish between noise-free states obtained from equation (10) and
(11), respectively. Based on equation (11), we define the forward and backward
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loss, Lf and Lb, as:

Lf =

N−H∑
n=1

H∑
h=1

∣∣x̃n+h − ˆ̄xn+h

∣∣ , Lb =

N∑
n=H+1

H∑
h=1

∣∣x̃n−h − ˆ̄xn−h

∣∣ , (12)

where the prediction horizonH is a user-defined parameter in the range 1 ≤ H ≤
N − 1. The final minimization problem in terms of eigenvectors, eigenvalues,
and noise reads:

argmin
λ̃,Φ̃,Ñ

(Lf + Lb) . (13)

We chose to formulate the loss in terms of the difference x̃n − ˆ̄xn rather than
x̂n − ˆ̄xn, which is in contrast to the SINDy approach [5]. Employing the differ-
ence x̂n− ˆ̄xn can lead to unwanted solutions for high noise levels, i.e., x̃n = ñn,
if the magnitude of the noise vectors is not penalized; refer to reference [5] for
a detailed discussion. Our numerical experiments showed that the difference
x̃n − ˆ̄xn regularizes the optimization while leading to a comparable reconstruc-
tion accuracy. The noise correction enters the loss function only via the initial
condition. However, if H < N/2, the loss contains all noise vectors since all
snapshots are used at least once as the initial condition. For H = N − 1, the
forward loss is equivalent to the ODMD formulation (9). We want to stress that
learning the noise is essential to recovering the ODMD’s high reconstruction ac-
curacy for low noise levels. For H = 1, the loss function is similar to the CDMD
with additional noise identification. An additional discussion of the prediction
horizon follows in section 4.

The minimization problem (13) is highly nonlinear and non-convex. How-
ever, thanks to the powerful toolchains developed by the deep learning com-
munity, the minimization can be performed with reasonable effort. We employ
automatic differentiation, the ADAM gradient descent algorithm, and a plateau-
based learning rate scheduler. A detailed description of all implementation de-
tails would exceed the scope of the article. Please refer to the publicly available
source code for more details [11, 13].

The optimization approach has several benefits we would like to mention
briefly. First, the loss (12) may be evaluated on subsets of the available initial
conditions. Splitting the available data can be useful for efficient batch updates
as well as early stopping [12]. The latter technique avoids an over-adjustment of
the free DMD parameters (Φ̃ and Λ̃) to the noise in the data. Finally, we note
that multiple datasets may be merged in the optimization, which would not be
possible with the original ODMD.

3 Numerical experiments

We perform numerical tests on the incompressible 2D flow past a cylinder at
Re = dUmax/ν = 100 (d - cylinder diameter, Umax - inlet speed at y = 2d,
ν - kinematic viscosity). Figure 1 shows a sketch of the domain. A parabolic
velocity profile is applied at the inlet, while the velocity gradient at the outlet
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is set to zero. The velocity at all other boundaries is set to zero. The pressure
at the outlet is fixed, and at all other boundaries, the pressure gradient is
set to zero. The finite volume mesh consists of approximately 4 × 104 control
volumes. The developed flow exhibits periodic vortex shedding at the cylinder.
We analyze N = 526 snapshots of the plane-normal vorticity field comprising
two complete cycles of vortex shedding.
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Figure 1: Simulation domain of the flow past a cylinder; based on [6].

An SVD analysis of the mean-subtracted snapshots shows that the first six
POD modes explain more than 99% of the temporal variance [11]. Figure 2
shows every second POD mode ui and the corresponding left-singular vector
vi. The odd POD modes and coefficients are qualitatively similar and omitted
for brevity. The left-singular vectors are depicted as temporal signals since they
correspond to the normalized POD coefficients. Figure 2 also shows the relative
variance σ2

rel explained by each mode-coefficient pair.
Since the leading vortex shedding mode together with the first two harmon-

ics explain nearly all of the variance, we set r = 6 such that M̃ ∈ R6×526.
To benchmark and compare different DMD flavors regarding their robustness
to noise, we add noise sampled from a normal distribution to the mode coeffi-
cients. The normal distribution has zero mean and a standard deviation scaled
in proportion to the temporal standard deviation of each mode coefficient such
that the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is constant across all coefficients. For the
coefficient x̃i the noise level l is defined as:

l = std(ñi)/std(x̃i)× 100%. (14)

We quantify the noise identified by our DMD variant as:

Enoise =
||Ñtrue − Ñ||F

||Ñtrue||F
, (15)

where Ñtrue and Ñ denote the prescribed and learned noise matrices, respec-
tively.
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Figure 2: Dominant POD modes and normalized time coefficients; the contours
are scaled to the range [−1, 1] (magenta to green).

Figure 3 shows the even time coefficients subjected to the noise levels in-
vestigated in the next section. Note that we could have also added the noise
before the dimensionality reduction. However, the SNR of the coefficients would
be harder to quantify since the POD subspace projection removes some of the
noise.

Figure 3: Time coefficients subjected to varying levels of noise; the dashed line
indicates the ground truth; t̃ = tUmax/d.

4 Results

All numerical experiments are repeated for 20 different noise samples. We re-
port results obtained with single-precision floating point numbers. Switching to
double precision did not show any noticeable difference.
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Figure 4: Influence of the prediction horizon H on the noise (15) and coefficient
(6) reconstruction errors; the markers in each violin plot indicate the median
error over 20 trials (varying noise samples).

Figure 4 shows the influence of the prediction horizon on the identified noise
and the reconstruction error. Increasing H improves the accuracy. Beyond
H = 32, the accuracy remains relatively stable for all noise levels. The relative
improvement is more pronounced when the SNR is small. Notably, more than
80% of the randomly generated white noise is identified correctly if H ≥ 16.

Figure 4 compares the DMD variants discussed in section 2. We use the
ODMD implementation available in PyDMD [4]. All other variants are available
in flowTorch [13]. The enhanced DMD variant introduced in this article is
denoted OCDMD.

The vanilla DMD’s reconstruction error is close to 100%, since the noise cor-
ruption leads to quickly decaying dynamics. The forward-backward consistency
(CDMD) improves the results significantly for l ≤ 20%. The reconstruction
error is again close to 100% for the highest noise level. The median error of
ODMD and OCDMD is similar for the high and middle SNR. At the lowest
SNR, the ODMD’s accuracy breaks down, and the spread of the results grows
considerably. The OCDMD’s prediction error increases with the noise level as
well, but at a much lower rate. Even at the lowest SNR, the reconstruction
error remains below 10%. Moreover, the spread in the results is fairly small
compared to CDMD and ODMD and remains nearly constant across the inves-
tigated noise levels. A drawback of our approach is the increased computational
cost. However, considering the present data, the optimization finishes within
less than a minute, and our current focus is on improving the robustness rather
than the computational efficiency.

5 Conclusion

We introduced a flexible and robust approach to identifying linear dynamics and
noise in flow data. The approach combines several ideas from existing DMD
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Figure 5: Comparison of the reconstruction error (6) achieved by different DMD
variants over 20 trials; the horizontal bar in each violin plot indicates the median
reconstruction error.

variants and relies on automatic differentiation and gradient descent to solve
the resulting optimization problem. The results presented for the flow past a
cylinder are promising in terms of accuracy and robustness. Additional tests on
more challenging datasets, e.g., flows with resolved turbulence or experimental
data, are required to assess the proposed method more comprehensively, and we
aim to present such tests in future research. Algorithmically, the approach can
be extended in various directions, e.g., to consider control inputs, parametric
variations, or probabilistic modeling [4].
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