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A super-resolution (SR) method for the reconstruction of Navier-Stokes (NS) flows from noisy
observations is presented. In the SR method, first the observation data is averaged over a coarse
grid to reduce the noise at the expense of losing resolution and, then, a dynamic observer is em-
ployed to reconstruct the flow field by reversing back the lost information. We provide a theoretical
analysis, which indicates a chaos synchronization of the SR observer with the reference NS flow.
It is shown that, even with noisy observations, the SR observer converges toward the reference NS
flow exponentially fast, and the deviation of the observer from the reference system is bounded.
Counter-intuitively, our theoretical analysis shows that the deviation can be reduced by increasing
the lengthscale of the spatial average, i.e., making the resolution coarser. The theoretical analysis is
confirmed by numerical experiments of two-dimensional NS flows. The numerical experiments sug-
gest that there is a critical lengthscale for the spatial average, below which making the resolution
coarser improves the reconstruction.

Super-resolution (SR) refers to the problem of recon-
structing high-resolution information from low-resolution
data [1, 2]. It has been extensively studied in computer
vision [3] and image analysis [4, 5]. Recently, with the
advances in deep learning, there has been encouraging re-
sults in the applications of SR for physics problems [6–8],
including complex turbulent flows [9–11].

Considering the chaotic nature of Navier-Stokes (NS)
flows, SR reconstruction of flow field raises an interesting
question. With the absence of the small-scale informa-
tion, it is natural to assume that the chaotic dynam-
ics will make the reconstructed flow field diverge from
the ground truth, which will render the applicability
of SR on flow reconstruction limited. Chaos synchro-
nization, which refers to fascinating phenomena where
multiple chaotic systems spontaneously synchronize with
each other by exchanging information [12, 13], provides
a hint about how SR of the flow field is possible. The
pioneering studies on the chaos synchronization in tur-
bulent flows [14, 15] revealed that small-scale motions,
e.g, below about 20 Kolmogorov dissipation lengths, are
slaved to the large-scale chaotic dynamics. Recently, [16]
suggested that the chaos synchronization is an inherent
property of NS equations. For two-dimensional NS flows,
[17] mathematically proved the convergence of SR, i.e.,
synchronization of an observer system with the reference
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system through SR flow reconstruction, and proposed a
critical lengthscale required for the convergence. It is im-
portant to note that most of the previous studies [14–19]
consider the synchronization in the absence of a noise in
the data. It is not well understood if the similar chaos
synchronization will occur when the data from the refer-
ence is corrupted, which is typical in experiments [20].

In this study, we consider SR of two-dimensional NS
flows with corrupted data. We show, both theoretically
and in numerical experiments, that SR can lead to a bet-
ter reconstruction of the flow state from highly noisy
observations. Although deep-learning SR models have
shown promising results [21], we employ a dynamic min-
imax estimator [22, 23] to facilitate theoretical analysis.
This estimator is a partial differential equation (PDE)
in the form of the Luenberger observer [24]: it injects
data as an additional forcing term into the underlying
physics model, which is similar to the “nudging” in Data
Assimilation [18]. Our theoretical analysis reveals that,
while the observer may not be completely synchronized
with the reference system due to the corrupted data, the
deviation of the observer from the reference system is
bounded and, surprisingly, SR can reduce the size of the
bounding ball.

In our SR model, first the noisy observation is trans-
formed into a lower resolution data by a linear operator,
which reduces the noise, albeit at the expense of losing in-
formation. In particular, we employ a spatial averaging
over a coarser grid given by non-overlapping coverings.
Then, the Luenberger observer reverses back the lost in-
formation.

Let u(x, t) be the solution of the two-dimensional in-
compressible Navier-Stokes equations (NSE) in a rectan-
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FIG. 1. Snapshots of the x1-component of the velocity for ν = 0.0015. From the left to the right columns, the plots denote
the ground truth u1(x, t), noisy observation y1(x, t), low-resolution observation, (Cy1)(x, t), and the estimated state, z1(x, t).
The low-resolution observation and the state estimation are for c = 32, i.e., the subdomain size of h = 32δx. The noise level is
ζ = 1.6, indicating the standard deviation of the noise is 1.6 times larger than TKE. The top row shows the initial condition
and the middle row denotes the velocity at t = 8. The bottom row shows the velocity profiles at the middle of the domain, i.e.,
u1(x1, π, t). In the plots, the spatial coordinate is scaled by π.

gular domain (Ω) with periodic boundary conditions, and
y be a noisy observation of u;

y(x, t) = u(x, t) + η(x, t). (1)

Here, η is a zero-mean white noise with a variance, σ2.
Note that we do not restrict η to be Gaussian, but η is
assumed to satisfy a regularity condition (see Eq. 6 in
Supplementary Material).

Assume that Ω can be partitioned into N disjoint rect-

angles; Ω =
⋃N

j=1 Ωj . Define a sampling operator C as

(Cu)(x, t) =
N∑

j=1

(
1

|Ωj |

∫

Ωj

u(x, t) dx

)
ξj(x). (2)

Here, ξj(x) is an indicator function for Ωj , which is one
if x ∈ Ωj and zero otherwise. Then, a low-resolution
observation is generated as

Y = Cy.
In other words, C takes noisy high-resolution data, y, and
maps it to a low-resolution data, Y , which is piece-wise
constant in space.

Let z(x, t) denote the unique solution of the Luen-
berger observer [17]:

∂z

∂t
= −1

ρ
∇p− z ·∇z + ν∇2z + f + L(Y − Cz), (3)

∇ · z = 0, (4)

where f(x, t) is a known exogenous forcing, p is the
pressure and ν is the kinematic viscosity. The ob-
server’s structure has a copy of NSE and a special input
L(Y − Cz) for a positive coefficient, L > 0. This input
enforces z to agree with the low-resolution data Y .

Let the estimation error be e = u−z. Our theoretical
analysis shows that there exists a convergence zone, Υ,
such that the evolution equation of e becomes

d∥e∥2L2

dt
= −γ1 − γ2∥e∥2L2 , (5)

when ∥e∥L2 > Υ. Here, ∥ ·∥L2 is an L2 norm, and γ1 > 0
and γ2 > 0 are problem-dependent constants. In other
words, once ∥e∥L2 becomes larger than Υ, e decays expo-
nentially fast towards Υ. Hence, Υ essentially provides
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FIG. 2. Fig. A and B show the temporal evolution of the error for a range of c for ν = 0.006 and 0.003, respectively. The noise
magnitude is ζ = 1.6 and L is set to 5. Fig. C shows the temporal changes of the error in terms of L for ν = 0.0015, c = 32
and ζ = 1.6.

an upper bound of the estimation error. Furthermore,
if we assume that the noisy high-resolution data is ob-
tained on a uniform grid with the grid resolution of δx,
the upper bound of the estimation error is

Υ =
√

2|Ω|1/2 σ

δc
. (6)

Here, δ is a problem dependent constant and c is a com-
pression ratio, i.e., ratio between the size of Ωj and δx;

c = |Ωj |1/2/δx. Our theoretical analysis indicates that,
counter-intuitively, the estimation error can be reduced
by increasing the compression ratio, i.e., further reducing
the resolution. The proof and derivation of the behavior
of Υ are given in Supplementary Material.

To confirm our theoretical results, we performed a
set of numerical simulations of two-dimensional turbu-
lent flows. The kinematic viscosity of the simulations is
changed from ν = 0.0015 to 0.0075. Let the variance of
the observation noise be

σ2 = ζ2 × TKE, (7)

in which TKE denotes the turbulent kinetic energy

TKE =
1

2|Ω| ∥u∥
2
L2 . (8)

For each ν, ζ is changed from 0.1 to 1.6 and the size
of Ωj is varied by changing c = 1 to 64. Here, c = 1
corresponds to estimating u directly from a noisy high-
resolution observation, and c > 1 indicates SR.

In the numerical experiments, the Navier-Stokes equa-
tions are solved in a two-dimensional rectangular domain,
Ω = (0, 2π) × (0, 2π) with the computational grid of size
512× 512, which makes the grid resolution δx = 2π/512.
The observations are generated by a pseudo-spectral
method [25]. After computing u, noisy observations, y,
are generated by adding a Gaussian noise. The state esti-
mation is performed by solving the Luenberger observer,
(3–4), using a second-order Finite Element method. Note
that we use different solvers for the data generation, a
highly accurate spectral method, and for the state esti-
mation, a low-order finite element method, to mimic a

realistic setting. The source code to reproduce the nu-
merical experiments is publicly available [26].

Fig. 1 displays snapshots of the x1-component of the
velocity (u1) for ν = 0.003. The noisy observations,
shown in the second column, are generated by adding
Gaussian white noise of which σ = 1.6TKE. Comparing
u1(x, t) and y1(x, t), in particular in the bottom rows, it
is shown that σ is on the same order of magnitude with
u1, which makes it challenging to identify u1.

Our SR model aims to reconstruct u (the first column
of Fig. 1) given y (the second column of Fig. 1). In
this example, the low resolution data, Y , is made by
|Ωi| = (32δx)×(32δx). In other words, y of size 512×512,
is downscaled to 16 × 16 using the observation operator
(C). The noise-filtering effect of C is clearly visible by
comparing the second and third columns of Fig. 1. At
the same time, comparing the first and third columns,
Y looks very different from u as small-scale eddies are
averaged out.

The fourth column of the first row of Fig. 1 shows
the initial condition of the Luenberger observer. The
initial condition is generated by a linear interpolation of
Y (x, 0). Then, at every time step, y(x, t) are converted
to Y (x, t), which are used to the observer (3). Note
that the observer system starts with an initial condition,
which is far apart from that of the reference system, and
at each time step only noisy low-resolution information
is supplied to the observer. Yet, as shown in the middle
and bottom rows of Fig. 1, the reconstructed velocity
field, z1(x, t), is well synchronized with the ground truth
(u1(x, t)).

From the definitions of Υ and the noise magnitude in
(7–8), we can define a relative error, r(t), which scales as

r(t) =
∥e(x, t)∥L2

∥u(x, t)∥L2

(9)

Then, the theoretical analysis predicts r(t) ≤ ζ
δc .

To investigate the dynamics of e, we first show the
temporal changes of r(t) in Fig. 2. In Fig. 2 A, r(t) for
ν = 0.006, ζ = 1.6, and L = 5 are shown. Here, c = 1
indicates using the noisy high-resolution data directly to
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FIG. 3. Changes of the relative error with respect to c for ν = 0.009 (A), 0.003 (B), and 0.0015 (C). c is related to the
subdomain for the spatial averaging |Ωi| = (cδx)

2. L is fixed (L = 10). The dashed line indicates ∼ c−0.5.

compute z(x, t). It is shown that, for c ≤ 16, indeed
r(t) exhibits an exponential decay. For c = 32, the expo-
nential decay of r(t) is observed after an initial transient
behavior for t < 3. On the other hand, when the size of
Ωi becomes too large, e.g., c = 64, the state estimation
diverges from the ground truth. Note that when u and
z are totally uncorrelated, r(t) ≃ 2. Hence, the result
implies that, even for c = 64, z still follows u, but Y
does not have enough information to closely reconstruct
small-scale eddies of u. Consistent with the theory, it is
also observed that r(t) monotonically decreases with the
increase in the size of Ωi for c ≤ 32.

Fig. 2 B shows r(t) for a lower viscosity, ν = 0.003.
It is observed that r(t) still shows a relaxation dynam-
ics toward Υ. As ν becomes smaller, or as the Reynolds
number increases, small-scale eddies become more ener-
getic, which makes it more challenging to reconstruct u.
Unlike Fig. 2 A, r(t) shows a monotonic decrease only up
to c = 16. For c = 32, r(t) converges much more slowly.
Then, r(t) loses such convergence for c > 32.

Now, we investigate the effects of L on the estimation
error. For this we fix ν = 0.0015, ζ = 1.6, and c = 32, and
plot estimation error for different values of L in Fig. 2 C.
It is shown that initially increasing L makes r(t) converge
faster. But, for L ≥ 10, the initial decrease of r(t), for t <
5, essentially collapses onto one curve. It is also shown
that when L > 10 r(t) becomes an increasing function of
L. This result indicates that there is an optimal range of
L to reach the minimum r(t).

Fig. 3 shows the changes in the convergence zone in
terms of c. The experimental convergence zone is com-
puted by a time-average of r(t) after period t0 when r(t)
becomes stationary:

E(c) =
1

2

∫ t0+2

t0

r(t)dt. (10)

As predicted in the theoretical analysis, in general, E(c)
is a decreasing function of c, clearly indicating that our
SR algorithm indeed improves the reconstruction bet-
ter. However, it is observed that E(c) behaves roughly
∼ c−0.5, while the theoretical results in (6) predict a
faster decay, ∼ c−1. As shown in Fig. 2, there is an

optimal value of L, which is a function of c, ζ, and ν. It
is possible that E(c) exhibits a faster decay with respect
to c, if the optimal L is used, instead of fixing L = 10.
However, in practice, it is challenging to find the optimal
L for each set of simulation parameters.

In Fig. 3 B and C, it is shown that for ν ≤ 0.003,
E(c) decreases with respect to c at first and then starts
to increase. It is interesting to observe in Fig. 3 C that
E(c) starts to increase first from the smaller noise, e.g.,
ζ = 0.1, and E(c) of larger ζ eventually collapse onto
E(c) of ζ = 0.1 as c increases. The increase of c in-
dicates lowering the resolution of Y .In the continuous
data assimilation of turbulent flows with noiseless data
[15, 16], it was found that the critical length below which
turbulent eddies can be reconstructed is approximately
20 Kolmogorov lengthscale. Similarly, this result sug-
gests the existence of a critical lengthscale required for
the chaos synchronization. Mathematically, increasing
c over a threshold makes the SR method violate the ob-
server’s convergence condition (see Theorem 1 in Supple-
mentary Material). Physically, the results indicate that,
as the lengthscale of the averaging becomes larger, eddies
bigger than a critical lengthscale are filtered out, which
makes the observer deviates from the reference system.
Or, by reducing the viscosity (increasing the Reynolds
number), the size of the smallest eddies becomes smaller,
which requires the legthscale of the averaging reduced for
the chaos synchronization.

In Fig. 3, we also show E(c) of the noiseless observa-
tion, i.e., ζ = 0, as the noiseless case provides the lower
bound for E(c). For ζ = 0, not surprisingly, E(c) has an
opposite trend: E(c) is an increasing function of c. Note
that, even for c = 1, the reconstruction error is finite (see
Fig. 3 A), while the theory for the noiseless observation
[17] predicts convergence to u up to numerical precision.
The discrepancy is attributed to the use of different nu-
merical methods for generating data Y and solving the
observer: Y is generated by a highly accurate spectral
solver, while the Luenberger observer is computed by a
second-order finite element solver. We also note that the
slower decay of the convergence rate, ∼ c−0.5, contrary
to the theoretical prediction of ∼ c−1, may be in part
due to the numerical errors of the low-order numerical
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ν 0.0015 0.003 0.0045 0.006 0.0075 0.009
linear 0.478 0.536 0.669 0.738 0.788 0.863
cubic 0.477 0.554 0.696 0.782 0.819 0.912
c = 1 0.088 0.072 0.066 0.055 0.052 0.045
c = 32 0.018 0.013 0.012 0.010 0.010 0.009

TABLE I. Comparison of the estimation errors for the noise
level ζ = 1.6; linear and cubic indicate linear and cubic in-
terpolations, respectively. c = 1 and c = 32 are from the
Luenberger observers with L = 10.

solver. It is also observed that E(c) of the noiseless case
eventually grows as c becomes larger. This confirms that
when the size of Ωj becomes too large compared to the
small-scale eddies, the detectability is lost.

Table I lists E(c) for a range of parameters together
with E(c) computed from linear and cubic interpolations
for the low-resolution data (c = 32). Note that c = 1
corresponds to a Newtonian relaxation. It is shown that
our method makes a much better estimation of u(x, t)
compared to those interpolation methods. In particular,
E(c) of our method with c = 32 is less than 5% of the
linear or cubic interpolation. It is also shown that E(c)
for c = 32 is less than 20% of the Newtonian relaxation
(c = 1), i.e., without the de-noising encoder.

In summary, we presented a SR algorithm, which first
reduces the noise by applying a linear filtering operator
to the data, e.g., averaging high-resolution fluid velocity
vector fields over a coarse grid, at the expense of losing
small-scale features. Then, this low-resolution but less
noisy data is fed into the observer which “reverses back”
the lost information and reconstructs the ground truth.
It is shown that, counter-intuitively, the proposed SR
approach makes a better estimation than directly using
the high-resolution data.

In this study, one of the first theoretical results on the
chaos synchronization in NS flows on corrupted observa-
tions is presented. Our theoretical analysis demonstrates
that, unlike the noise-free cases [15, 17], the observer
converges into a L2(Ω)-ball containing the ground truth.
The radius of the L2(Ω)-ball, Υ, provides an upper bound
of the estimation error, i.e., a worst-case estimation er-
ror. Υ is globally and exponentially attractive; estima-
tion error ∥u − z∥L2 decays exponentially fast in time
until ∥u − z∥L2 = Υ and it stays under Υ from there

on. It is also found theoretically that Υ is a decreas-
ing function of the length scale of the spatial average,
h = cδx. In other words, the deviation of the observer
from the ground truth decreases, as the resolution of the
input data is further lowered until a critical lengthscale
is reached. The critical lengthscale is related with the
viscosity, i.e., the Reynolds number, and the coupling
strength, L.

Our numerical experiments indeed demonstrate that
the time evolution of ∥e∥L2 exhibits an exponential decay
towards Υ, and Υ is, in general, a decreasing function
of c. We note, however, that the predicted decrease of
∼ c−1 of ∥e∥L2 was not observed. Instead, a slower decay
of ∼ c−0.5 is observed in the numerical experiments. This
may be due to the use of different solvers. While the data
is generated by using a spectral solver, the Luenberger
observer is solved by using a second-order finite element
solver, which introduces additional errors, not considered
in the theoretical analysis.

The present SR model can be thought of as a data
assimilation method, which is used to estimate the flow
state from observations [18, 20]. While many of the data
assimilation models require an observer to observe “spec-
trally filtered” velocity field [15, 16, 27], our SR model
only requires a spatial averaging, which dramatically re-
duces the computational complexity and makes it easier
to apply for real measurement data. It is worthwhile to
note that, as the SR method relies only on “local” in-
formation, it can be used for the flow estimation in a
subdomain. Moreover, we would like to emphasize that
our theoretical analysis can be extended to another lin-
ear operator C that satisfies the detectability condition
(Eq. (9) in Supplementary Material), not just for the
spatial-average operator considered in this study. Gen-
eralization of the proposed SR method for a wider range
of data assimilation problems, such as three-dimensional
and/or inhomogeneous NS flows, reconstruction in a sub-
domain, and different types of denoising operators, is a
subject of future research.
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NSE-observer, https://github.com/IBM/nse-observer
(2023).

[27] E. Olson and E. S. Titi, Determining modes for contin-
uous data assimilation in 2D turbulence, J. Stat. Phys.
113, 799 (2003).



Reducing data resolution for better super-resolution:

Reconstructing turbulent flows from noisy observation

Supplementary Material

Kyongmin Yeo∗

IBM T.J. Watson Research Center, NY, USA

Ma lgorzata J. Zimoń

IBM Research - Europe, UK †

Mykhaylo Zayats and Sergiy Zhuk

IBM Research - Europe, Ireland

(Dated: November 11, 2024)

1

ar
X

iv
:2

41
1.

05
24

0v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
fl

u-
dy

n]
  7

 N
ov

 2
02

4



PROBLEM SETUP

In this section, we reiterate the problem setup briefly described in the letter to provide a

robust mathematical description of the problem.

Navier-Stokes equations. We consider data in the form of noisy measurements of

two-dimensional turbulent fluid velocity vector fields. Let the ground truth velocity, u(x, t)

be the unique solution of the Navier-Stokes equations (NSE) in two spatial dimensions:

∂u

∂t
= −1

ρ
∇p− u ·∇u+ ν∇2u+ f , (1)

∇ · u = 0, (2)

where u(x, t) is the velocity field, f(x, t) is a known exogenous forcing, p is the pressure and

ν is the kinematic viscosity. The variables (u,f , p) are defined on (x, t) ∈ Ω×(0, T ], in which

Ω is a rectangular domain, Ω = (−ℓ1/2, ℓ1/2) × (−ℓ2/2, ℓ2/2), T is the final time and the

initial velocity u(x, 0) = u0 is unknown. To simplify the presentation, we assume periodic

boundary conditions: ui(ℓ1/2, x2, t) = ui(−ℓ1/2, x2, t), ui(x1, ℓ2/2, t) = ui(x1,−ℓ2/2, t) for

i = 1, 2.

For incompressible fluids, the density of the fluid, ρ is a constant and p is not the thermo-

dynamic pressure, but a Lagrange multiplier to make u satisfy the mass conservation law,

given by (2). The Reynolds number of the flow is defined as

Re =
UL
ν

,

in which U and L denote the characteristic velocity and length scales, respectively. The

Reynolds number denotes the relative importance between the inertial acceleration and

the viscous dissipation. For a small Re, the viscous dissipation becomes dominant, which

effectively suppresses small-scale perturbations, resulting in laminar flows. On the other

hand, for Re ≫ 1, the flow becomes turbulent, which is characterized, e.g., by the presence

of small-scale vortices.

Low-dimensional projection. Assume that Ω is partitioned into N disjoint rectangles:

Ω =
N⋃

j=1

Ωj, Ωj = (aj, aj + hj
1) × (bj, bj + hj

2) ⊂ Ω . (3)

∗ Author to whom all correspondence should be addressed: kyeo@us.ibm.com
† M.J.Z contributed equally to this work with K.Y.; Also at Department of Mathematics, University of

Manchester, UK
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Let |Ωj| = hj
1h

j
2 (the area of Ωj), and define an indicator function for Ωj, ξj(x) = 1 if x ∈ Ωj

and ξj(x) = 0 otherwise. This partition defines the sampling operator C which relates u to

a low-resolution data Y by averaging u over Ωj:

Y = C(u+ η), (4)

(Cu)(x, t) =
N∑

j=1

(
1

|Ωj|

∫

Ωj

u(x, t) dx

)
ξj(x). (5)

η is a white noise, which models the observation noise. It is assumed that η is bounded:

N∑

j=1

Rk,j(t)

(
1

|Ωj|

∫

Ωj

ηk(x, t)dx

)2

≤ 1, (6)

for t ∈ (0, T ), Rk,j(t) > R > 0, and k = 1, 2. The weights Rk,j determine the amount of

noise in each Ωj: the larger Rk,j, the smaller (on average) the noise in Ωj.

Luenberger observer. Let z(x, t) denote the unique solution of the Luenberger ob-

server [1]:

∂z

∂t
= −1

ρ
∇p− z ·∇z + ν∇2z + f + L(Y − Cz), (7)

∇ · z = 0. (8)

It was demonstrated in [1] that, when the data is noise-free, i.e, η = 0, then z converges

to the ground truth u over time in the norm of Sobolev space H1(Ω) independently of the

initial velocity u(x, 0). This is true provided that the data generation process is detectable:

namely the area of the largest Ωj, h2 = maxj(max{hj
1, h

j
2})2 verifies a certain inequality

depending on L and ν, and at the same time it satisfies

∃ h > 0, CΩ > 0 : ∥u− Cu∥2L2 ≤ h2CΩ∥∇u∥2L2 , (9)

which is always the case for C defined by (5), thanks to the Poincaré inequality. More

generally, the data generation process is detectable for a broad class of linear operators C
verifying (9), not just for averaging operators like (5) [1].

PROOF OF CONVERGENCE OF THE OBSERVER

In this section, we show that in the case of noisy data, the observer converges into a ball

containing the ground truth and provides an upper bound for its radius. Next, we offer an

intuitive explanation of how increasing the size of rectangles Ωj reduces this upper bound.
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A. Preliminary

Let Rn denote Euclidean space of dimension n with inner product u · v =
∑n

i=1 uivi, Rn
+

– non-negative orthant of Rn, R1
+ = R+, and for k, ℓ⃗ ∈ Rn set k

ℓ⃗
= (k1

ℓ1
. . . kn

ℓn
)⊤. Let L (H)

denote the space of all closed linear operators C acting in a Hilbert space H with domain

D(C) ⊂ H. The following functional spaces are standard in NSE’s theory ( [2, p.45-p.48]):

• L2
p(Ω) – space of Ω-periodic functions u : Ω ⊂ R2 → R with period Ω = (− ℓ1

2
, ℓ1

2
) ×

(− ℓ2
2
, ℓ2

2
) for some ℓ1,2 > 0 and inner product (w, v) =

∫
Ω
wvdx1dx2

• L2
p(Ω)2 – space of Ω-periodic vector-functions u = [ u1u2 ] with inner product (u,ϕ) =

(u1, ϕ1) + (u2, ϕ2) and norm ∥u∥2L2 = ∥u1∥2L2 + ∥u1∥2L2

• H1
p (Ω) = {u ∈ L2

p(Ω) : ∥∇u∥R2 ∈ L2
p(Ω)},

H1
p (Ω)2 = {u = [ u1u2 ] ∈ L2

p(Ω)2 : u1,2 ∈ H1
p (Ω)} with norm ∥u∥2H1 = ∥u∥2L2 + ∥∇u∥2L2

where ∥∇u∥2L2 =
∫
Ω
∥∇u∥2R2dx1dx2, and ∥∇u∥2R2 = ∥∇u1∥2R2 + ∥∇u2∥2R2

• H = {v ∈ [L2
p(Ω)]2 : ∇ · v = 0} – space of divergence-free vector-functions v, H̊ =

{v ∈ H :
∫
Ω
vdx = 0} – subspace of H of v with zero mean components

• V = {v ∈ [H1
p (Ω)]2 : ∇ · v = 0} and V̊ = {v ∈ V :

∫
Ω
vdx = 0}

• L2(0, T,H) – space of H-valued functions t 7→ u(t) ∈ H with finite norm ∥u∥2L2(0,T,H) =
∫ T

0
∥u(t)∥2Hdt for T ∈ (0,+∞), e.g. L2(0, T, H̊) – space of v(x1, x2, t) such that

∫ T

0

∫
Ω
∥v(x1, x2, t)∥2R2dx1dx2 < +∞ and v(·, t) has zero divergence and zero mean

for almost all t ∈ (0, T )

• L∞(0, T,H) – space of H-valued functions t 7→ u(t) ∈ H such that ∥u(t)∥H ≤ C < +∞
for some C > 0 and almost all t ∈ (0, T ), T ∈ (0,+∞) with finite norm ∥u∥2L∞ =

∥u∥2L∞(0,T,H) = minC{C > 0 : ∥u(t)∥H ≤ C}

1. Bounds for L∞-norms of periodic vector-functions

The following lemma from [1] is used below to prove the convergence theorem given below.
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Lemma .1. If u ∈ H2
p (Ω)2 and[3]

∫
Ω
udx1dx2 = 0 then for any γ > 0 it holds:

∥u∥L∞ ≤
log

1
2

(
1 + 4π2γ2

ℓ1ℓ2

)
∥u∥H1

√
2π

+
∥ℓ⃗∥R2∥∆u∥L2

γ
√

32π3
. (10)

For γ = ∥u∥−
1
2

H1 ∥∆u∥
1
2

L2, (10) gives 2D Agmon’s inequality [2, p.100]:

∥u∥L∞ ≤
(√

2π

ℓ1ℓ2
+

∥ℓ⃗∥R2√
32π3

)
∥u∥

1
2

H1∥∆u∥
1
2

L2 . (11)

For γ = ∥u∥−1
H1∥∆u∥L2, (10) gives 2D Brezis inequality:

∥u∥L∞ ≤


 ∥ℓ⃗∥R2√

32π3
+

log
1
2 (1 +

4π2∥∆u∥2
L2

ℓ1ℓ2∥u∥2
H1

)
√

2π


 ∥u∥H1 . (12)

B. Navier-Stokes equation: weak formulation and well-posedness in 2D

Let us transform (1) into Leray’s weak formulation: to this end we eliminate pressure p

by multiplying (1) by a test function ϕ ∈ V̊ , and integrate by parts in Ω to obtain Leray’s

weak formulation of NSE in 2D:

d

dt
(u,ϕ) + b(u,u,ϕ) + ν((u,ϕ)) = (f ,ϕ), ∀ϕ ∈ V̊ (13)

with initial condition (u(0),ϕ) = (u0,ϕ). Here

b(u,w,ϕ) = (u · ∇w1, ϕ1) + (u · ∇w2, ϕ2), ((u,ϕ)) = (∇u1,∇ϕ1) + (∇u2,∇ϕ2).

In what follows we will be using some properties of the trilinear form b and Stokes operator

u 7→ Au = −Pl∆u, a self-adjoint positive operator with compact inverse, which coincides

with ∆u for periodic BC (see [2, p.52]): for u ∈ D(A) and ϕ ∈ V̊

(Au,ϕ) = ((u,ϕ)), (Au,u) = ((u,u)) ≥ λ1(u,u), (14)

(Au, Au) = (A(A
1
2 )u, (A

1
2 )u) ≥ λ1(Au,u), (15)

λ1 = 4π2/max{ℓ1, ℓ2}2, (16)

b(u,v,ϕ) = −b(u,ϕ,v), (17)

b(u,v,v) = 0, b(v,v, Av) = 0. (18)
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Next Lemma collects results from [2, p.58, Th.7.4, p.99, f.(A.42), p.102, f.(A.66)-(A.67)]

on existence, uniqueness, regularity and input-to-state stability of NSE’s weak (strong)

solution u, and bounds for Au. Classical smoothness of u requires further constraining of

f , u0 [2, p.59].

Lemma .2. Let u0 ∈ H̊ and f ∈ L2(0, T̄ , H̊). Then, on [0, T̄ ] there exist the unique

weak solution u ∈ C(0, T̄ , H̊) of NSE (13), and the components of u = [u1 u2] verify:

ui, (ui)x1,x2 ∈ L2(Ω × (0, T̄ )). If u0 ∈ V̊ then the weak solution coincides with the strong

solution of (13), and

dui

dt
, (ui)x1 , (ui)x2 , (ui)x1x2 ∈ L2(Ω × (0, T̄ )),

i.e., u ∈ C(0, T̄ , V̊) ∩ L2(0, T̄ ,D(A)). If in addition f ∈ L∞(R+, H̊) then ( ∥f∥L∞ =

∥f∥L∞(R+,H̊) for short):

∥u(·, t)∥2L2 ≤ ∥f∥2L∞

(νλ1)2
+ e(−λ1ν)(t−s)∥u(·, s)∥2L2 (19)

∥∇u(·, t)∥2L2 ≤ ∥f∥2L∞

ν2λ1

+ e(−λ1ν)(t−s)∥∇u(·, s)∥2L2 (20)

1

T̄

∫ T̄+t

t

∥Au∥2L2ds ≤ θt,T̄ :=
2∥f∥2L∞

T̄ ν3λ1

+
1

T̄

∫ T̄+t

t

∥f(s)∥2L2

ν2
ds +

2e(−λ1ν)t∥∇u0∥2L2

T̄ ν
(21)

C. Convergence Theorem

Recall definitions of Y , C and the partition of the domain Ω from (3). We first provide

a formulation of Convergence Theorem using the weak form of the NSE and observer:

Theorem (Observer convergence). Let u solve NSE with f = g + d:

d

dt
(u,ϕ) + b(u,u,ϕ) + ν((u,ϕ)) = (g + d,ϕ), u(0) ∈ V̊

and z solve observer

d

dt
(z,ϕ) + b(z, z,ϕ) + ν((z,ϕ)) = (F ,ϕ), z(0) = 0

with

F = g + LY − LCz = g + LCe+ LCψ .
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Take α, δ ∈ (0, 1) and define Σh,R = 2h2 maxk maxj R
−1
k,j

Cu(t, T1,Γ) := 2
∥ℓ∥2R2

32π2Γ2
+ 2 log

(
1 +

4π2θt,T1Γ
2

ℓ1ℓ2

)
×
(

(1 + λ1)∥f∥2L∞

(νλ1)2
+ e(−λ1ν)t∥u0∥2H1

p(Ω)

)
,

θt,T̄ = 2
∥f∥2L∞

T̄ ν3λ1

+
1

T̄

∫ T̄+t

t

∥f(s)∥2L2

ν2
ds +

2e(−λ1ν)t∥∇u0∥2L2

T̄ ν
,

in which u0 = u(x, 0). Then, there exist h > 0 and L > 0 (e.g. (??)) such that z converges

exponentially fast (in time) into a vicinity of u, namely, there exists time t⋆ > 0 such that

∀t > t⋆ : ∥u(·, t) − z(·, t)∥L2(Ω) ≤
Σ

1
2
h,R

δ
(22)

and for t < t⋆, the estimation error ∥u(·, t⋆)−z(·, t⋆)∥L2(Ω) decays exponentially fast towards

Σ
1
2
h,R. Within the zone in (22), the error may behave non-monotonically, but it will never

exceed Σ
1
2
h,R: in other words, zone (22) is globally exponentially attracting.

Proof Note that for h2 = maxj(max{hj
x1
, hj

x2
})2 and CΩ = (4π2)−1 by Poincaré inequal-

ity (14) we get:

∥e− Ce∥2L2 ≤ F (h,CΩ)∥∇e∥2L2 , F (h,CΩ) = h2CΩ (23)

For simplicity, assume that h = hj
x1

= hj
x2

so that h2 =
∫
Ωj

dx. Subtracting the observer

equation from NSE one finds that the dynamics of the error V = (e, e), e = u − z is

governed by
d

dt
(e, e) + ν((e, e)) = (f − F , e) + b(e, e,u). (24)

Let us transform (24): for any Λ1,2 > 0 and q2 = 2∥f − g∥2L2 = 2∥d∥2L2

(f − F , e) ≤(d+ L(e− Ce), e) − L(e, e) − L(Cψ, e)

+ Λ1(F (h,CΩ)∥∇e∥2L2 − ∥e− Ce∥2L2) + Λ2(q
2(t) − ∥d∥2L2), (25)
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where e = (e1, e2)
⊤. Note that:

(Cψ, e) =
N∑

j=1

(
1

h2

∫

Ωj

η1dx

∫

Ωj

e1dx+
1

h2

∫

Ωj

η2dx

∫

Ωj

e2dx

)

≤
N∑

j=1

√
R1,j

h2

∫

Ωj

η1dx
1√
R1,j

∫

Ωj

e1dx+

√
R2,j

h2

∫

Ωj

η2dx
1√
R2,j

∫

Ωj

e2dx

≤
2∑

k=1




N∑

j=1

Rk,j

h4

(∫

Ωj

ηkdx

)2



1
2



N∑

j=1

1

Rk,j

(∫

Ωj

ekdx

)2



1
2

≤
2∑

k=1




N∑

j=1

Rk,j

h4

(∫

Ωj

ηkdx

)2



1
2 ( N∑

j=1

h2

Rk,j

∫

Ωj

e2kdx

) 1
2

≤
√

2h

(
2∑

k=1

N∑

j=1

1

Rk,j

∥ek∥2L2(Ωj)

) 1
2

≤
√

2h

(
N∑

j=1

(R−1
1,j∥e1∥2L2(Ωj)

+ R−1
2,j∥e2∥2L2(Ωj)

)

) 1
2

≤
√

2hmax
k

max
j

R
− 1

2
k,j ∥e∥L2

≤ Σ
1
2∥e∥L2 , Σh,R = 2h2 max

k
max

j
R−1

k,j .

where to go from 2nd to 3rd line we used Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, and Jensen inequality(∫
Ωj

ekdx
)2

≤ h2
∫
Ωj

e2kdx was used to go from 3rd to 4th. As a result, we get:

−L(e, e) − L(Cψ, e) ≤ −L(e, e) + LΣ
1
2
h,R∥e∥L2(Ω).

Hence, for a δ < 1 and δ∥e∥L2(Ω) > Σ
1
2
h,R we get:

LΣ
1
2∥e∥L2(Ω) < Lδ∥e∥2L2(Ω)

and so

−L(e, e) − L(Cψ, e) ≤ −L(1 − δ)∥e∥2L2(Ω), provided δ∥e∥L2(Ω) > Σ
1
2
h,R.

Therefore, whenever the error e is such that δ∥e∥L2(Ω) > Σ
1
2
h,R =

√
2hmaxk maxj R

−1/2
k,j we

have

(f − F , e) ≤(d+ L(e− Ce), e) − L(1 − δ)∥e∥2L2(Ω) (26)

+ Λ1(F (h,CΩ)∥∇e∥2L2 − ∥e− Ce∥2L2) + Λ2(q
2(t) − ∥d∥2L2).
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Recall definition of b: we have for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1

−αν((e, e)) + b(e, e,u) =
2∑

k=1

∫

Ω

(−να(∇ek · ∇ek) + (e · ∇ek)ukd)x

= −∥√να∇e1 −
√
f1u1e∥2L2(Ω) − ∥√να∇e2 −

√
f2u2e∥2L2(Ω)

+ f1∥u1e∥2L2(Ω) + f2∥u2e∥2L2(Ω), provided 2
√

f1να = 1 = 2
√
f2να

≤ 1

4αν

∫

Ω

∥u(x, t)∥2R2(e(x, t) · e(x, t))dx

≤
∥u(t)∥2L∞(Ω)

4αν
∥e(t)∥2L2(Ω).

Finally, we find:

d

dt
(e, e) = −αν((e, e)) + b(e, e,u) − (1 − α)ν((e, e)) + (f − F , e) (27)

≤ −((1 − α)ν − Λ1F (h,CΩ))((e, e)) +
∥u(t)∥2L∞(Ω)

4αν
∥e(t)∥2L2(Ω) (28)

+ L((e− Ce), e) − Λ1∥e− Ce∥2L2 + Λ2(q
2(t) − ∥d∥2L2) + (d, e) − f3∥e∥2L2 (29)

+ (−L(1 − δ) + f3)∥e∥2L2(Ω) (30)

= −∥
√
λ1

√
(1 − α)ν − Λ1F (h,CΩ)e− Λ

1
2
1 (e− Ce)∥2L2 − ∥Λ

1
2
2 d− f

1
2
3 e∥2L2 (31)

+ (−L(1 − δ) +
∥u(t)∥2L∞(Ω)

4αν
+ f3)∥e∥2L2(Ω) + Λ2q

2(t), (32)

provided

2
√
λ1

√
(1 − α)ν − Λ1F (h,CΩ)Λ

1
2
1 = L, 2Λ

1
2
2 f

1
2
3 = 1,

or equivalently

0 = −4λ1(1 − α)νΛ1 + 4λ1F (h,CΩ)Λ2
1 + L2, (1 − α)ν − Λ1F (h,CΩ) ≥ 0, f3 =

1

4Λ2

,

or

Λ±
1 =

4λ1(1 − α)ν ±
√

16λ2
1(1 − α)2ν2 − 16λ1F (h,CΩ)L2

8λ1F (h,CΩ)

=
(1 − α)ν ±

√
(1 − α)2ν2 − F (h,CΩ)L2λ−1

1

2F (h,CΩ)
.

Note that

Λ+
1 =

(1 − α)ν

2F (h,CΩ)
+

√
(1 − α)2ν2 − F (h,CΩ)L2λ−1

1

2F (h,CΩ)
≤ (1 − α)ν

F (h,CΩ)
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with equality attained at L2 = 0 so that (1 − α)ν − Λ1F (h,CΩ) ≥ 0 holds true. Of course,

Λ+
1 makes sense only if

(1 − α)2ν2 − F (h,CΩ)L2λ−1
1 ≥ 0 ⇔ hL ≤ 2π

max{ℓ1, ℓ2}
(1 − α)ν2π.

Hence,
d

dt
(e, e) ≤ (−L(1 − δ) +

∥u(t)∥2L∞(Ω)

4αν
+ f3)∥e∥2L2(Ω) + Λ2q

2(t),

provided

hL ≤ 4π2(1 − α)ν

max{ℓ1, ℓ2}
.

Consider the case of known input: f3 = Λ2 = 0. Then

d

dt
(e, e) ≤ (

∥u(t)∥2L∞(Ω)

4αν
− L(1 − δ))∥e∥2L2(Ω).

And (e, e) decays provided

1

T1

∫ T1+t

t

∥u(s)∥2L∞(Ω)

4αν
ds < L(1 − δ).

Let us also note that by Lemma .1:

∥u(t)∥L∞(Ω) ≤ log
1
2

(
1 +

4π2∥Au∥2L2Γ2

ℓ1ℓ2

)
∥u∥H1 +

∥ℓ∥R2√
32π2Γ

for any Γ > 0, so that

1

T1

∫ t+T1

t

∥u(τ)∥2L∞(Ω)dτ

≤ 2
1

T1

∫ t+T1

t

log

(
1 +

4π2∥Au(τ)∥2L2Γ2

ℓ1ℓ2

)
∥u(τ)∥2H1dτ + 2

∥ℓ∥2R2

32π2Γ2
.

It follows from Lemma .2 that

∥u(t)∥2H1 ≤ ∥f∥2L∞

(νλ1)2
+ e(−λ1ν)t∥u0∥2L2 +

∥f∥2L∞

ν2λ1

+ e(−λ1ν)t∥∇u0∥2L2

=
(1 + λ1)∥f∥2L∞

(νλ1)2
+ e(−λ1ν)t∥u0∥2H1

p(Ω).

Hence,
1

T1

∫ t+T1

t

∥u(τ)∥2L∞(Ω)dτ ≤ Cu(t, T1,Γ).

Here,

Cu(t, T1,Γ) =2 log

(
1 +

4π2θt,T1Γ
2

ℓ1ℓ2

)(
(1 + λ1)∥f∥2L∞

(νλ1)2
+ e(−λ1ν)t∥u0∥2H1

p(Ω)

)

+ 2
∥ℓ∥2R2

32π2Γ2
,
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provided

θt,T̄ = 2
∥f∥2L∞

T̄ ν3λ1

+
1

T̄

∫ T̄+t

t

∥f(s)∥2L2

ν2
ds +

2e(−λ1ν)t∥∇u0∥2L2

T̄ ν
.

Finally, we can determine L and h from the following inequalities

hL ≤ 4π2(1 − α)ν

max{ℓ1, ℓ2}
,

minΓ>0Cu(t, T1,Γ)

4αν
< L(1 − δ).

This completes the proof.

D. Scaling behavior of the convergence zone

The observer convergence theorem provides an upper bound of the estimation error,

Σ
1
2
h,R/δ. We use “convergence zone” (Υ) to refer to the upper bound. Here, we show that

for a certain class of noise processes, η, increasing the size of Ωj improves the upper bound

of the convergence zone.

For a better demonstration, let us simplify the problem setup. The high-resolution data

is available at a equi-distance mesh with the grid size of δx. The size of the subdomain, Ωj,

is set to satisfy h = h1 = h2, and ℓ1/h = n1 and ℓ2/h = n2 for n1, n2 ∈ N. Furthermore,

we set h = cδx for c ∈ N, so the length of the side of Ωj is evenly divisible by δx. Let

M ad N , respectively, denote the total number of grid points, M = |Ω|/δ2x = m1m2, and

the total number of the sub-domains, N = |Ω|/|Ωj|, which implies N = M/c2. We call

c the compression ratio, as it defines the ratio between the high-resolution and the low-

resolution data. In order to avoid formal complications of rigorously introducing generalized

random vector fields with bounded second moments, we consider a class N of noise processes

η = (η1, η2)
⊤ of the following form: if η ∈ N then there exists δx and a uniform partition

of Ωj by squares Ωjlm of area δ2x such that for k = 1, 2:

ηk =
N∑

j=1

c∑

l,m=1

η
(k)
jlm

ξ(Ωjlm , ·), E[η
(k)
jlm

η
(k)
jl′m′ ] = σ2δll′δmm′ ,

i.e., each component of the vector-valued noise η is a linear combination of indicators

ξ(Ωjlm , ·) with independent random coefficients η
(k)
jlm

. Here δll′ is Kronecker delta and σ > 0

is the variance.

Corollary 1. Let the assumptions of the observer convergence theorem hold, and suppose

in addition that η ∈ N and that R1,j = R2,j ≡ R, ∀j ∈ {1, · · · , N}. Then the upper bound
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of the expected estimation error can be written as

Eη
1

|Ω|1/2∥u(·, t) − z(·, t)∥L2(Ω) ≤
√

2

δ

σ

c
. (33)

We provide a demonstration of this corollary for the convenience of the reader. Recall the

definition of Rk,j from the assumption (6) and denote the upper-bound of the convergence

zone (22) by

Υ = δ−1Σ
1
2
h,R, Σh,R = 2h2 max

k
max

j
R−1

k,j . (34)

For every η ∈ N we get:

E

[
1

h2

∫

Ωj

ηkdx⃗

]2
= E

[
δ2x
h2

c∑

l,m=1

η
(k)
jlm

]2
=

σ2

c2
,

where we used that |Ωj| = h2 = c2δ2x. By assumption Rk,j = R, for ∀k ∈ {1, 2} and ∀j ∈
{1, · · · , N}. Hence, (6) yields:

N
σ2

c2
R = M

σ2

c4
R ≤ 1, (35)

which indicates the choice of R for which every η ∈ N verifies (6) on average:

Rmax =
c2

Nσ2
=

c4

Mσ2
. (36)

Then, the expected upper bound for the zone of convergence becomes,

Υ =
√

2hM1/2σ(δc2)−1 =
√

2|Ω|1/2σ(δc)−1. (37)

Finally, (33) follows from (22). Hence, the expected estimation error is inversely proportional

to the compression ratio, c, and proportional to the variance of the noise provided η ∈ N .

Note that (33) is independent of δx and, thus, it holds for any noise η ∈ N .

NUMERICAL SETUP

Here, we describe the numerical setup of the experiments. To mimic a realistic setting, the

observations are generated with a different solver than what is used for the implementation

of the Luenberger observer.

12



Computational framework

We obtain the ground-truth velocity, u(x, t), that is later corrupted with noise and pro-

jected onto a lower resolution grid, using the pseudo-spectral method available through JAX-

CFD [4]. We, therefore, use a vorticity formulation, which avoids the need to separately

enforce the incompressibility condition ∇ · v = 0. We split the linear and nonlinear terms of

the equation into implicit and explicit terms, respectively, and used a Crank-Nicolson time

stepping scheme with fourth-order Runge-Kutta, as described in [4]. The solver is imple-

mented in JAX [5] which supports reverse-mode automatic differentiation. The Kolmogorov

flow simulated with JAX-CFD is also reported in [6], but the authors use finite volume

method (FVM) on a staggered grid instead.

To estimate the ground truth, z(x, t), we use a Navier-Stokes solver Oasis (Optimized

And StrIpped Solver) [7] written in the Python interface to FEniCS [8]. FEniCS is a popular

open-source computing platform for solving partial differential equations (PDEs) with the

finite element method (FEM). The transient solver uses the fractional step algorithm [9] for

the discretization of the Navier-Stokes equations. In the experiments, we use an optimized

implementation of a backwards differencing solver with a pressure correction scheme in

rotational form [10], referred to as BDFPC FAST in Oasis. The linear systems are solved

using Krylov methods with a DOLFIN/FEniCS wrapper of PETSc [11]. Both velocity and

pressure are computed using continuous Galerkin with quadratic Lagrange elements.

Experiment configurations

The divergence-free initial velocity fields are generated with appropriate spectral filtering.

The conditions are sampled from the log-normal distribution with the maximum amplitude

of the initial velocity field set to 2 and the peak wavenumber 16. The sinusoidal Kolmogorov

forcing is applied with a mode 10 and amplitude 1.0;

fi(x, t) = sin(10x2) for i = 1, 2.

In other words, f is constant in the x1-direction and varies in the x2-direction.

The time-step is set to δt = 0.001 and the data is generated until time t = 15. As

described in the theoretical section of the article, we introduce c, the compression ratio,

which is defined as c =
√

M/N , where M and N , respectively, denote the total number of

13



grid points and the total number of the non-overlapping subdomains that the high-resolution

grid is divided into. The computational domain of 2π× 2π is represented by M = 512× 512

grid cells for high-resolution and, through average pooling over subdomains, converted to

lower-resolution of N = 512/c× 512/c grid cells The setting of experiments is summarized

for a range of viscosities, ν, different compression ratios, c, and noise levels ζ in the Table I.

The variance of the observation noise is defined as σ2 = ζ2 × TKE, in which TKE denotes

the turbulent kinetic energy. All the simulation files needed to reproduce the experiments

are available in [12]. The code for data generation with JAX-CFD is based on the script

made available in Google Colab [13]

Settings

viscosity, ν 0.0015, 0.003, 0.0045, 0.006, 0.0075, 0.009

noise level, ζ 0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.6

compression, c 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64

number of subdomains,
√
N 512, 256, 128, 64, 32, 16, 8

TABLE I. Parameters for numerical experiments.

Reconstruction errors

The estimation errors, e = u − z, for different values of the compression ratio (c) are

shown in Fig. 1. It is shown that, for smaller c, e(x, t) almost looks like white noise,

indicating the observation noise strongly corrupts the reconstruction. As c becomes larger,

in general, the magnitude of e is also attenuated. The maximum deviation, i.e., l∞ norm of

e1, decreases from 14.5 for c = 1 to 4.9 for c = 16. For c = 32, the error is larger than that

of c = 16. This is because, as shown in Fig. 2 B, for c = 32, the convergence of the observer

becomes very slow; the observer achieves a stationary error after t = 10.
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