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The Bayesian uncertainty quantification technique has become well established in
turbulence modeling over the past few years. However, it is computationally expensive to
construct a globally accurate surrogate model for Bayesian inference in a high-dimensional
design space, which limits uncertainty quantification for complex flow configurations.
Borrowing ideas from stratified sampling and inherited sampling, an adaptive model
refinement approach is proposed in this work, which concentrates on asymptotically
improving the local accuracy of the surrogate model in the high-posterior-density region by
adaptively appending model evaluation points. To achieve this goal, a modification of
inherited Latin hypercube sampling is proposed and then integrated into the Bayesian
framework. The effectiveness and efficiency of the proposed approach are demonstrated
through a two-dimensional heat source inversion problem and its extension to a high-
dimensional design space. Compared with the prior-based method, the adaptive model
refinement approach has the ability to obtain more reliable inference results using fewer
evaluation points. Finally, the approach is applied to parametric uncertainty quantification of
the Menter shear—stress transport turbulence model for an axisymmetric transonic bump flow

and provides convincing numerical results.

Nomenclature
c = reference length of axisymmetric transonic bump flow
CDyo = positive portion of cross-diffusion term in SST turbulence model
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Oij = Kronecker delta function

& = Gaussian-form error term in stochastic model

7 = model parameters

K, ai, B, P1, P2, Owl, Ow2, 0k1, 002 =  closure coefficients in SST turbulence model

Uy L = molecular viscosity, and turbulent eddy viscosity
0, Ototal, Opost =  standard deviations of stochastic model, total error, and posterior uncertainty
) = covariance matrix of stochastic model

Tjj = specific Reynolds stress tensor

D = blend constant in SST turbulence model

x = location of heat source

Ve q = Morris—Mitchell criterion under specified ¢

0} = dissipation per unit turbulent kinetic energy

Q = vorticity magnitude

1. Introduction

IN computational fluid dynamics (CFD) simulations in aerospace engineering, Reynolds-averaged Navier—Stokes
(RANS) closure models are expected to remain an essential element into the foreseeable future [1]. However, the
intuitive and empirical nature of the closures in RANS turbulence modeling leads to potential limitations on accuracy
and to the introduction of uncertainties, consequently reducing the credibility of the prediction [2]. It has been shown
that RANS simulations do not perform particularly well in the prediction of flow configurations involving large
adverse pressure gradient, separation, reattachment, etc. [3]. Duraisamy et al. [2] classified the sources of RANS
model uncertainty into four levels: 1) information loss in the Reynolds-averaging process, 2) representation of the
Reynolds stress as a function of the mean field, 3) the choice of the specific model functions, and 4) the coefficients
of a given model. The last two levels, also called model form and parametric uncertainty respectively, are the main
objects of study by turbulence modelers. Although it neglects uncertainties in the model form and is constrained by
the baseline models, the parametric approach has the advantage of being non-intrusive and thus readily available to
CFD practitioners [4]. In this work, we focus mainly on insufficiencies in the quantification of parametric uncertainty

of RANS turbulence models.



In recent years, the development of uncertainty quantification (UQ) techniques has enabled RANS coefficients to
be interpreted in probabilistic terms [S]. Statistical inference approaches based on Bayesian techniques enable data
from experiments and direct numerical simulations (DNS) to be assimilated into the UQ of turbulence models, and
these approaches have therefore become a focus in the field of UQ over the past few years. Cheung et al. [6] first
introduced the Bayesian UQ framework to calibrate the coefficients of the Spalart—Allmaras (SA) model in an
incompressible boundary layer. After that, Edeling et al. [7], Ray et al. [8], Li et al. [9], and Zhang and Fu [10, 11]
conducted similar analyses for different turbulence models and flows. Further details of research on UQ in turbulence
models can be found in the review by Xiao and Cinnella [4]. However, most studies to date have considered simple
2D RANS cases, and studies on 3D cases have been limited, particularly for complex geometries [12].

One of the main reasons for the limited number of applications in complex configurations is the high computational
cost of CFD simulations. In the practice of aerospace engineering, it is usual that one has to run simulations for hours
on a high-performance computing cluster with hundreds of CPUs. Meanwhile, Bayesian inference typically relies on
posterior samplers, such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC). MCMC requires a large number of evaluations of
quantities of interest (Qols), which is an unaffordable burden for CFD simulations. Thus, computationally inexpensive
approximations are used as surrogate models to alleviate the computational costs [13]. However, RANS turbulence
models usually contain 5-10 coefficients. Model evaluation points based on priors are inevitably sparse in such a
design space, and so it is still a formidable task to construct a globally sufficiently accurate surrogate model. Moreover,
with the expansion in the number of evaluation points, the time expense for the construction and prediction of surrogate
models increases rapidly, and therefore the Bayesian inference becomes slower.

As MCMC typically focuses on the high-posterior-density (HPD) region, which is usually a small fraction of the
design space, some recent works have concentrated on local approximations of this region. Some researchers [14—16]
developed multi-stage MCMC simulations, using high-fidelity polynomial chaos expansions to ensure local accuracy,
while leveraging low-fidelity models to accelerate the sampling. Marzouk and colleagues [17-20] proposed MCMC
samplers with local approximation. These methods use stochastic optimization or other techniques to approximately
estimate the range of the HPD region, and construct a surrogate only within this area. Although these achievements
are satisfactory, they have rarely been used in the context of turbulence modeling.

In contrast to previous works, the adaptive model refinement (AMR) approach in this article aims at improving

the local accuracy of the surrogate model (model refinement) by adaptively appending model evaluation points to the



HPD region. The entire design space is preserved, and evaluation points are inherited. To achieve this goal, an
inherited optimal Latin hypercube sampling (LHS) is developed, and it is then integrated into the Bayesian UQ
framework. Through repeated iterations of model refinements and inferences, the results asymptotically approximate
the “true” posterior distribution, which is inferred from the fisll model (directly solving the governing equations) rather
than the surrogate. The iterations also provide a criterion for the reliability of inference results by the convergence of
the posterior probability distribution. Furthermore, only the sampling strategy of evaluation points is modified, and
thus the proposed approach can easily be combined with various forms of posterior sampling algorithms (e.g., the
Metropolis-Hastings algorithms [21], slice sampling [22], and the no-U-turn sampler (NUTS) [23]), surrogate models
(e.g., polynomial [8], Kriging [24], and neural networks [25]), and other advanced techniques (e.g., support vector
machine classifiers [8] and the dimension reduction method [10]). This feature facilitates the practical use of the
proposed approach.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II, the Bayesian UQ framework is briefly introduced,
and the AMR approach for the framework is proposed. In Section III, the characteristics of the approach are
demonstrated through a 2D heat source inversion problem and its high-dimensional extension. In Section IV, the
proposed approach is applied to an axisymmetric transonic bump flow, which illustrates its feasibility for the Bayesian
parametric inference of the Menter shear—stress transport (SST) turbulence model. Finally, conclusions are drawn in

Section V.

I1. Adaptive Model Refinement Approach for Bayesian Framework

In this section, the Bayesian UQ framework is briefly described, and the theoretical outline and workflow of the

AMR approach are introduced.

A. Bayesian Uncertainty Quantification Framework
The framework of Bayesian UQ is briefly described, following previous works [6, 7]. In the Bayesian framework,
uncertainties, both aleatoric and epistemic, are represented through probability. Considering existing data, the

uncertainty can be quantified by the posterior probability distribution via Bayes’ rule:
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where @ represents the model parameters and d is a vector containing Ny scalar experimental observations. The prior
p(0) contains the prior knowledge about the parameters, and p(d|@) is the likelihood function. When the prior
information is insufficient, a uniform distribution is usually considered as an acceptable prior, and so inferences are
dominated to a great extent by the current data as the sample size increases [21]. Calculation of the likelihood function
requires computational output and experimental data, which are combined by the stochastic model. Considering the
characteristics of the Qols in the test cases and the purpose of this work, namely, to verify the capability of the AMR
approach, an independent and identically distributed (i.i.d) Gaussian-form error term ¢; is used to model the

measurement error and model error at the i-th observation of Qols d;. The error term ¢; is defined as
g|o~N(0,0%), 1<i<N, 2)
Then, d; is assumed as a combination of deterministic y; and error term &;:
dlo,0=y,0)+e, 1<i<N, (3)
where the deterministic result y; is calculated by computer simulation for certain model parameters 6. The standard

deviation o is considered as an additional parameter to be inferred. The likelihood can be written as

pd|o,0)=
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where |2] is the determinant of .

After the stochastic model has been constructed, the posterior distribution p(6|d) can be obtained using MCMC
sampling. The method is suitable for the estimation of high-dimensional probability distribution that cannot be
expressed in analytic forms. In this work, advanced algorithms for MCMC sampling (Slice [22] and NUTS [23]) are
employed to enhance the efficiency of inference. For each inference, a total of 4x10* effective posterior samples (i.e.,

samples in the burn-in period are excluded) are generated from two chains in parallel. The convergence of MCMC

sampling is checked via the Gelman—Rubin statistic ® within and between the chains, which is suggested to be

R<l.1 according to [26]. The posterior probability density is then obtained via kernel density estimation (KDE).
The effectiveness of Bayesian inference results is commonly examined by a posterior predictive check. The

checking process can be carried out by propagating the posterior uncertainty of input parameters through computer

simulation to obtain the posterior predictive distribution of the Qols. The posterior probability density function (PDF)

of the Qols is expressed as
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where d represents the posterior prediction of the Qols. The integrals in Eq. (5) can be approximated using an MCMC
sampler. The above algorithms are implemented via PyMC3 [27, 28].

The MCMC sampling is usually a computationally-intensive process. To construct a sufficiently accurate surrogate
model for Bayesian inference in an efficient way, the AMR approach is proposed here. The theoretical outline and

workflow of this proposed approach will be introduced in the rest of this section.

B. Sampling Strategy

Before the construction of the surrogate model, a sampling strategy that combines stratified sampling and inherited
sampling is developed to generate limited model evaluation points during a sequential process. The following
characteristics are considered: 1) the space-filling characteristic in high-dimensional design space; 2) the aggregation
of samples in the HPD region; 3) the exploitation of existing samples.

1. Latin hypercube sampling

LHS is a probability-based stratified sampling strategy that stratifies the design space on the basis of marginal
cumulative distribution functions (CDFs). In this work, it is appropriate to stratify marginally for the following reasons:
1) the distribution of turbulent coefficients is normal to a certain degree, and the correlation is limited (see, e.g., Refs.
[6-11]); 2) the HPD region is required to be covered by model evaluation points rather than accurately captured.

The original random LHS [29] is based on the idea that only one sample in each row and each column is contained
in a Latin square. In the LHS of a multivariate distribution, each variable is divided into strata of equal marginal
probability N'!, where N is the sample size. In this way, the HPD regions are more densely divided. Then, a random
sample is taken at each stratum. Samples from each variable are paired randomly to form a Latin square. A simple
example of LHS for two variables with normal distribution from [30] is exhibited in Fig. 1 for illustration.

On the basis of random LHS, optimal LHS (OLHS) has been developed in which some features (e.g., distances
[31]) are taken as optimization objectives to further improve the distribution characteristics of sampling. This idea is

incorporated into the inherited optimal LHS method described below.
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Fig. 1 Example of LHS for two variables with normal distribution [30]
2. Inherited optimal-LHS

In this work, inherited optimal LHS (IOLHS) is proposed for sequential sampling in the AMR approach, which
means that the AMR approach begins with fewer evaluation points and adds points sequentially during the iteration
process. Inherited LHS, which was first proposed by Wang [32], uses LHS to maintain the space-filling characteristic

in design space. An outline of Wang’s inherited LHS is given in Algorithm 1. The computational complexity of the

algorithm is O(MK).

Algorithm 1 Inherited random LHS
Require: K-dimensional design space Q; inherited sample set with L evaluation points X' = {xf,---,xi}
1: fori=1,...,Kdo
2 Repartition the i-th dimension of Q into a set of strata s;
3 Divide s; into two mutually exclusive subsets: strata s;” containing the elements in X', and 5" = s; \ s;’
4: end do
5: Calculate the maximum cardinality of s," fori=1, ..., K
M = max {Card(s])}

6: fori=1,...,Kdo

7: Draw M — Card(s;") strata from s;” randomly and add to s,

8: end do

9: Construct a subspace Q° of Q with §;” in each dimension
10: Draw M samples XT in the cell center of Q" using LHS
11: Randomly perturb the samples in XT within their cells separately, and replace to 2 as newly added samples
XA ={x]A,---,xf;}
12: Combine X* and X' as XN

XN= (XA X1}
13: return XN
Let us take a 2D uniform design space as an example. The original sample set X! contains five samples, which are

obtained from random-LHS (Fig. 2a). The design space Q is divided into 5X5 equiprobability cells. To append



samples, Q is repartitioned into 8x8 equiprobability cells (Fig. 2b). The new strata that contain X! are shaded. When
two inherited samples fall into the same stratum of variable x;, the cardinalities of the unshaded strata in x; and x; are
different, and LHS cannot be employed. Therefore, a shaded stratum is drawn to form a 4x4 subspace Q, together
with the unshaded strata. XT is sampled from Q" (Fig. 2c). After that, X' is perturbed and then appended to the

corresponding cells in Q (blue arrows). The ultimate sample set X" is shown in Fig. 2d.
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Fig. 2 Diagram of inherited random LHS: a) Original samples X'; b) Repartitioning of the design space for
appending; ¢) Sampling of X" in subspace Q" using LHS; d) Samples after appending

The sampling strategy in Wang’s work is only the simplest random-LHS. To further improve the uniformity of
space filling and avoid the potential ill-conditioned problem of ordinary Kriging (which will be discussed in Section
I1.C), our strategy attempts to optimize X* to increase the distances between X* and XV by randomly changing the
paring of LHS samples in Q" (in line 10 of Algorithm 1) within finite steps. The Morris-Mitchell criterion ¥, from
[31] is used as an indicator of distance: the larger the distance, the smaller is ¥,. ¥, is defined as

g
p, = (Z L,;J (6)
joi
where L; is the Euclidean distance between the i-th sample in X* and the j-th sample in XN. L; can be expressed as

L, =[x -x7], ()

Another problem is the choice of the specific g in Eq. (6). ¢ is a positive integer. For large enough ¢, even a very
small L;; can have a significant impact on ¥,, which is beneficial for achieving the aims of IOLHS. However, a large
q also leads to a lower success rate and thus increases the difficulty of optimization. Following the suggestion in [31],
several searches are performed atg =1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50, and 100, among which the result with minimum ¥, is selected
as the best design of X*.

IOLHS is employed in the same example of inherited random LHS (see Fig. 3). It can clearly be seen that the

optimization prevents the samples from gathering. The proposed IOLHS has been employed in a recent study [33].
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Fig. 3 Comparison between samples from: a) inherited random LHS; b) inherited optimal LHS

When the design space is partitioned based on the marginal CDFs, the division in regions with low probability are
sparse. It is probable that the inherited samples are contained, and no sample will be added in such intervals. For that
reason, the AMR approach focuses on refining the region whose posterior probability density is higher than the prior.
In addition, for coefficients whose marginal posterior distribution is flat, IOLHS has the same behavior as random
sampling. Therefore, the target of the AMR approach, which is referred to as the important region in this paper, is
defined as the range of sensitive parameters with obvious probability peaks where the marginal posterior probability
density is significantly higher than the prior. For a single parameter, multiple intervals may satisfy this definition. In
that case, the important region only includes the intervals with probability peaks that are significantly superior to the
prior distribution and other peaks.

Although the common-used definition of the HPD region [34] is different from that of the important region here,
their coverages are basically consistent. Therefore, the term “HPD region,” which expresses the statistical significance
of this region, is still used in this paper, unless it is necessary to particularly emphasize properties related to the

definition of the important region.

C. Relaxation Factor

The sample addition process is sensitive to disturbances of the posterior distribution due to dense stratification of
high-dimensional design space. Thus, too many evaluation points may be added to the temporary HPD region. Besides,
evaluation points within a small distance may lead to an ill-conditioned problem in ordinary Kriging [35]. To
overcome this problem, a relaxation factor a is introduced to smooth the posterior distribution for stratified sampling.
When considering the relaxation factor a, the stratified distribution is defined as

FSS = (1 - a)FPPD + anriUr (8)



where Fss, Fppp, and F,.r are the CDFs of the stratified distribution, the posterior and the prior, respectively. When
the prior distribution is assumed to be uniform, the first derivative of the CDF of the stratified distribution is
proportional to that of the posterior distribution. With increasing a, the stratified distribution becomes flat, and the
number and aggregation of newly added samples are reduced. Furthermore, tuning of the relaxation factor will not

affect the location of the important region and the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate of the posterior.

D. Surrogate Model
In this work, the ordinary Kriging model is used as the surrogate model. Further details of the Kriging model can
be found in [24] and [36].

For n model evaluation points in m-dimensional design space
X =[x, cr ©)
with corresponding responses
y= [y(l) ooy P ]T = [y(x(l) ),...,y(x(”))]T eR" (10)

the prediction of y for any given x is given by

P(x)= B, +F (R (y=B,F) (11)
where
F =[l,..,1]" eR"

k =(R (i)’ ) R™"
( (x x ))i’j € .
r = (R(x("),x))‘ eR”
T -l T 7t
p,=(F'R'FY'F'R 'y
The operator R(-,") is the spatial correlation function. The constant fy and vector Vi.g in Eqs. (11) and (12) can be

calculated from the model evaluation points.

E. Workflow
The workflow of the AMR approach can be summarized as follows.
In the beginning, OLHS is used to obtain a prior-based sample set whose size is smaller than some given value

(e.g., 10 times the dimension of the design space [37]). Then, an initial surrogate model is constructed, and Bayesian



inference is implemented. After the inference results have been obtained, the design space is repartitioned according
to the marginal posterior probability distribution, and new evaluation points are appended using Algorithm 1. The
above procedure is executed iteratively to refine the surrogate model in the current HPD region until a given
convergence criterion is met. Because the accuracy of the surrogate in the low-probability-density region cannot be
guaranteed, this will inevitably lead to disturbance of the posterior probability distribution during AMR. However,
this disturbance should not have significant impacts on the MAP estimate and the location of the important region if
the inference is convincing. Therefore, if the location of the important region and the MAP estimate remain stable, the
inference results of the AMR approach can be regarded as converged. The convergence criterion can also serve as a
criterion for the reliability of the inference results. The criterion avoids subjectivity in the selection of the error index
and threshold for error analysis, which will be discussed in the context of posterior predictive check in Section II1.A.2.
The workflow of the AMR approach is summarized as a flow chart in Fig. 4.

_ | Stratified sampling

using IOLHS
Densifying | Surrogate model
sampling strata construction / refinement
Tuning relaxation | | Bayesian
factor a inference
Converged?

(MAP estimate &
important region

Posterior

Fig. 4 Workflow of the AMR approach

In the next sections, the characteristics of the AMR approach will be demonstrated and verified through numerical

examples, and the approach will then be applied to UQ of turbulence coefficients.
II1. Application in Numerical Examples

In this section, the characteristics of the AMR approach are investigated using two numerical examples: a spatially

2D heat source inversion problem from [16, 17, 38] and its extension to high-dimensional design space. In the first



example, the inference is conducted in a 2D parameter space, which is beneficial for visualizing the workflow of the
AMR approach. In the second example, the effectiveness and efficiency of the proposed approach are further validated.

The calculations are performed using a Linux virtual machine on an Intel-i5 laptop computer.

A. Example I: 2D Heat Source Inversion Problem
1. Problem Definition

The following dimensionless diffusion equation on a spatial domain S = [0, 1]x[0, 1] with adiabatic boundaries is

considered:
ou )
—=Vu+G[1-H(@-T)]
ot
Vu-n=0 on 08 (13)
u(x,0)=0
G=—2 s (14)
= exp| —
R

The source term G in Eq. (14) is a point source with strength s and width ¢, located at y = (mo, m1) and active on
the time interval 7€[0, T1. In this example, we define s=0.5, (=0.1, and 7=0.05, and leave the location y as an unknown
parameter to be inferred. The prior distribution of y is assumed to be uniform in the spatial domain. The partial
differential equation is solved using the finite difference method (FDM). The spatial field is discretized in a uniform
grid with #=0.025, where the diffusion term is discretized in second-order centered differences. Time integration is
performed by an explicit, third-order Runge—Kutta scheme with A==1x107*. The Qols are obtained from a uniform
3x3 sensor grid at two successive times /=0.05 and /=0.15. A continuous mapping between y and a total of 18 Qols
can be constructed using the full model (directly solving the equations using the FDM) or surrogate models.

In this example, we set the exact value of the source location to be (0.25, 0.75). The u fields at the two moments

are shown in Fig. 5. The experimental data are generated by adding independent measurement noise &, ~ N(0,0.02%)

to the deterministic simulation result.
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Fig. 5 Scalar field # in Example I, for y = (0.25, 0.75)

b) =0.15

2. Inference Results

In this example, the impact of the surrogate model on the Bayesian inference is first investigated. For this purpose,
inference results from prior-based surrogate models are compared with those from the FDM. To construct surrogate
models of different accuracies, two prior-based training sets with respective sample sizes N=5 and 20 are uniformly
generated in design space by OLHS, where N=20 satisfies the recommendation in [37] and N=5 is seriously under-
sized. Figure 6 shows a comparison among the marginal posterior distributions of parameters. Because of the random
noise, the peak position of the true posterior distribution (FDM) deviates from the exact value of the source location.
The MAP estimate of the standard deviation ¢ in the stochastic model is approximately 0.02 (the standard deviation
of the measurement noise), indicating that Bayesian inference has the ability to effectively estimate Gaussian-form
uncertainty. The figure shows a huge discrepancy between the results from the lower-accuracy surrogate model (N=5)
and FDM, and thus the result from this surrogate is unconvincing; moreover, the inference is better but is still biased

when the recommended sample size is used in the construction of the higher-accuracy surrogate (N=20). Thus, it can

be seen that the accuracy of the surrogate model is crucial to the validity of UQ results.
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Fig. 6 True posterior distribution, compared with that from prior-based surrogate models for Example I



Now, the AMR approach starts with the smaller training set N=5. The model refinement procedure in the first
iteration step is illustrated in Fig. 7. A contour map of the joint posterior distribution is shown by the blue curves in
Fig. 7a, which is obtained based on uniform stratification (green grids in Fig. 7a) and prior-based evaluation points
(black dot markers). According to the marginal posterior CDFs (Fig. 7b and c), each dimension of the physical design
space is repartitioned into five equiprobability strata (black grids in Fig. 7a), which form a probabilistic design space
(Fig. 7d). Then, the inherited points are mapped into the probabilistic design space, and IOLHS is employed to increase
the sample size. The newly added sample points (red triangle markers) are retransformed to the physical design space
(Fig. 7a) by the inverse CDFs and are used to refine the surrogate model for the next iteration step. Finally, as can be
seen from Fig. 7a, the model evaluation points adaptively gather in the current HPD region. After rebuilding the

surrogate model, the local accuracy in this region is enhanced.
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Fig. 7 Diagram of the model refinement procedure in the first iteration step

Following the above procedure, four iteration steps are executed until the posterior distribution converges and no
samples can be added. For the purpose of confirming the convergence of the inference results, we increase the number
of strata to further refine the surrogate model for the fifth step. Table 1 summarizes the total sample size, strata number
and R of MCMC sampling in each iteration step (/fer). Figure 8 presents the locations of model evaluation points in
part of the design space near the true HPD region. Notice that none of the samples in the original training sets actually
falls in the HPD region. By contrast, with the AMR approach, the newly added evaluation points move toward the
true HPD region and fall into this region after /ter 3. Figure 9 shows the inference results in each iteration step. As

can be seen, with refinement of the surrogate model, the current posterior distribution gradually approximates the true



distribution, and it converges after lter 4. The result of Iter 4 shows good consistency with the true posterior

distribution.

Fig. 8 Locations of model evaluation points, together with the true joint PDF of parameters (mo, m1)

Table 1 Summary of iteration information for Example I

Iteration step Total sample Strata ~
Iter size N number R
0 (N=5) 5 5 1.02
1 8 5 1.04
2 10 5 1.02
3 12 5 1.01
4 14 5 1.01
5 16 10 1.01
1.0 i 1 1 1 1
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Fig. 9 True posterior distribution, compared with that in each iteration step of the AMR approach for
Example 1

Finally, a posterior predictive check is executed. The surrogate errors and the discrepancies of the posterior
predictive distribution between inferences using surrogates and true results are analyzed, concentrating on the Qols at
the exact source location (0.25, 0.75). The discrepancies are estimated by the Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence [39].
The surrogate errors are estimated through the mean square error (MSE) of posterior samples, which is defined as

1 1

MSE:N_dypz/il(yi(a/)_si(a/')) (15)

where 6, represents the j-th posterior samples, S; the prediction of the surrogate for the i-th observation, and y; the
output from the FDM. N, is the size of the posterior samples, and Ny is the number of Qols. Using the MSE as the
error index is appropriate here: because the values of some sensors at +=0.05 are very close to zero, employing the
relative error would lead to numerical difficulties. However, for error analysis via the absolute error, the selection of
the error threshold is case-dependent. These problems exist in all examples in this article, and this provides the
motivation for the reliability criterion in the AMR approach. To obtain the MSE and the KL divergence, 5000 posterior

samples are generated from each inference, respectively, using an MCMC sampler. The results are shown in Fig. 10,



which uses the sample size of evaluation points N as the abscissa. At the beginning of the iteration, the effect of model
refinement is not obvious, since the location of the newly added point is not coincident with the true HPD region. As
the iteration progresses, the surrogate errors and the KL divergence are greatly reduced, and thus the reliability of the
inference is greatly improved. After the iteration has converged, the MSE curve continues to decline, but the KL
divergence begins to oscillate slightly within an order of magnitude. The results also show that the surrogate error of
the AMR approach is lower than that of prior-based OLHS with N=20 (horizontal line) after Iter 3, which illustrates

the ability to obtain more reliable inference results with fewer evaluation points than the prior-based method.
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Fig. 10 Results of posterior predictive check for Example I
B. Example II: Extension Example
1. Problem Definition
To investigate its capability and efficiency in high-dimensional design space, the AMR approach is applied to an
extension of Example I in which nine parameters are to be inferred. With the governing equations being given by Eq.
(13), the source term G in this example is composed of a point source as in Eq. (14) together with sources in

trigonometric function form in dimensions x; and x;:

__S% _|)(—x|2
G =2 eXp[ 2 ]

G, =s,sin[ 270, (x, + ) | (16)

G, = sysin[ 270, (x, +9,) ]
G=G +G,+G,



The exact values and prior ranges of the parameters to be inferred in Eq. (16) are given in Table 2. To improve the
spatial resolution for the source, the number of sensors is increased to 4x4. Only observations at #=0.05 are used for
calibration. Other settings and the numerical scheme remain the same as in Example I.

Table 2 Exact values and prior ranges of parameters in Example 11

Parameter Exact value Lower Upper
boundary boundary
s1 0.8 0.0 1.0
mo 0.25 0.0 1.0
mi 0.75 0.0 1.0
) 5.0 0.0 6.0
1 1.2 0.6 1.6
o1 0.2 0.1 0.9
53 4.0 0.0 6.0
2 14 0.6 1.6
2 0.3 0.1 0.9

2. Inference Results

In this example, four prior-based training sets with respective sample sizes N=50, 100, 200, and 800 are used to
construct surrogates with different accuracies, in which N=100 satisfies the recommendation [37]. The related
information is summarized in Table 3. Because the HPD region is very narrow (as shown in Fig. 11), to prevent the
AMR method from appending too many samples and to avoid ill-conditioned Kriging, large relaxation factors « are
required during the whole iteration process. In this section, a is automatically adjusted to append about ten evaluation
points according to the authors’ experience.

Table 3 Summary of iteration information in Example IT

Type Inference case Tota} sample Offline time " 2
size N (s)
N=50 50 14378 - 1.02
Prior-based N=100 100 26,944 - 1.02
rorbase N=200 200 62,764 - 1.00
N=800 800 300,298 - 1.01
Jrer 0 (N=50) 50 14378 - 1.02
lter 1 60 18,304 0.7 1.04
lter2 68 19,800 0.5 1.02
lter 3 77 18,401 0.5 1.00
lter 4 89 23,177 0.7 1.01
AMR lter 5 98 28,110 0.7 1.01
lter 6 109 32,744 0.7 1.02
lter 7 118 32,404 0.7 1.05
lter 8 127 42,053 0.5 1.02
lter 9 137 55571 0.5 1.01

The results are presented in Fig. 11. The MAP estimates (crosses) and the important regions (error bars) of prior-
based inferences (red dashed lines) and iterations during the AMR approach (blue solid lines) are given, compared
with the true MAP estimates (horizontal dashed lines) and important regions (gray shading). The MAP estimates from

the AMR approach are connected to show the trends. Note for some inferences that the important regions are wide



(e.g., s1 in Iter 2), and the posterior distributions are flat. The definition of the important regions is then not strictly
satisfied. For illustration, the condition is weakened to allow intervals whose probabilities are higher than the prior. It
can be seen from the true results that all parameters have obvious preferences, and the HPD region occupies only a
small part of the design space. Therefore, most of the prior-based evaluation points fall outside the HPD region, and
even the largest sample set (N=800) cannot provide reliable inference results. By contrast, the AMR approach uses
much fewer evaluation points to obtain results that almost completely coincide with the true results. In this example,
the AMR approach converges at Iter 9 (N=137). The MAP estimates and important regions vary within 0.5% of the
prior ranges in the subsequent iterations and so are not shown. Furthermore, the results basically remain unchanged
in lter 5 and Iter 6 at a position near the true results. However, an oscillation occurs at /ter 7, and then the results jump

to the true results. This may indicate that the AMR method has a certain ability to jump out of the local optima.
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Fig. 11 MAP estimates (crosses) and important regions (error bars) of prior-based inferences (red dashed
lines) and iterations during the AMR approach (blue solid lines), compared with the true MAP estimates
(horizontal dashed lines) and important region (gray shading)

Next, the posterior predictive check is performed. In this example, we focus on examining the predictive posterior
distributions of the Qols at (0.4, 0.8), where the surrogate error is the largest. For each inference, 5000 posterior
samples are exploited. Figure 12a shows the MSE curve in logarithmic coordinates. It can be seen that the surrogate
error of the AMR approach decreases much more rapidly. Violin plots of the posterior predictive distributions are

presented in Fig. 12b. The top and bottom ends of the violins represent the maximum and minimum values of Qols of



posterior samples. The red violins indicate that the posterior predictive distribution from the AMR approach coincides
with the true result, whereas the distributions from prior-based inferences are much wider and their medians are biased.

The true posterior distributions are not always accessible owing to computation costs, and so a feasible alternative
is proposed here based on the following consideration: provided that specific posterior samples are propagated through
the full model and the corresponding surrogate, the probability distributions of their predictions should be similar.
Posterior predictive distributions obtained by surrogate models and FDM using the same posterior samples as input
are also presented in Fig. 12b (blue and red violins). Compared with prior-based inferences, the consistency of the
medians and distributions from the AMR approach is significantly better. This demonstrates the practicability of the

proposed approach.
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Fig. 12 Results of posterior predictive check in Example 11

Finally, we discuss the efficiency of the proposed approach. The offline time costs (which include the time
expenses in sampling, constructing surrogates, and MCMC sampling) are given in Table 3. A total of 284,942s is
spent during the AMR approach, which is comparable to that for N=800, but the reliability of AMR is much better. In
addition, the calculation of 663 evaluation samples is saved. Thus, the effectiveness and efficiency of the AMR
approach has been demonstrated. Nevertheless, the time cost of multiple inferences must be taken into consideration.
It cannot be known a priori how many iterations are needed for convergence. Therefore, it is suggested that
practitioners weigh the cost between calculating evaluation points and multiple inferences before employing the AMR
approach without a rigorous strategy. As far as UQ of turbulence models is concerned, the cost of inference is

significantly lower than that of CFD, and thus the approach is appropriate.



IV. Application to the SST Turbulence Model

In this section, the AMR approach is introduced into the parametric inference of the SST turbulence model for a

transonic flow configuration.

A. Menter Shear—Stress Transport Turbulence Model
The Menter shear—stress transport (SST) turbulence model [40] is a two-equation model that combines the
advantage of the Wilcox k- model in the near-wall region and the robustness of the k- model in regions far from the

wall. The SST model is formulated as follows:

ot ox ;

o(pu k )
2Apk) XD p g pok+ 2| s 0, 2 a7
52‘ ﬁxl. axj ax_/'
o(pu.
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where F is defined by
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F, = tanh {min [max[ k500w J 490,k H (19)
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The production term P; is approximated by
B=up 1)

The turbulent shear stress is modeled by the Boussinesq approximation:

20u 2
‘L".j =U, [2S’J _ga_x:éUJ_gpka‘U (22)
The eddy viscosity u is defined by
. k
R (23)
w QF,

where F is given by



F, =tanh [max[i 200u ﬂ (24)

0.090d, " pd*w

The constants {f, o, 0w, y} are calculated by
quFlvdjl—i_(l_Fl‘)@Q (dj:ﬁaawao-kzy) (25)
where @; and @, represent coefficients from the Wilcox k-w model and the transformed k-¢ model, respectively. y is

calculated by

Vsl :ﬂl /ﬁ —0,K /\/ﬂ_ (26)
po= Byl B = 1B

A total of nine closure coefficients and their nominal values are given in Table 4. The prior distributions of the
constants are specified as uniform distributions within about 1+40% of the nominal value. Specifically, narrower prior

ranges are used for x and a; to reduce unphysical solutions in some parameter combinations.

Table 4 Nominal values and prior ranges of SST coefficients

. Nominal Lower Upper
Coefficient value boundary bouI;lIZlary

K 0.41 0.3 0.5
ai 0.31 0.25 0.45
B 0.09 0.05 0.14
b 0.075 0.05 0.11
Ool 0.5 0.3 0.7
Okl 0.85 0.5 1.2
p2 0.0828 0.05 0.12
Ow2 0.856 0.6 1.2
oK 1.0 0.6 1.5

B. Flow Configuration and Computational Details

In this example, an axisymmetric transonic bump (ATB) flow from the NASA turbulence modeling resource
(TMR) [41] is used as the flow configuration. The flow contains a shock discontinuity and separation, which are
challenges for the surrogate model and the turbulence model, respectively. The geometry and computational domain
are shown in Fig. 13. Only a sector is simulated, and periodic rotated boundary conditions are used on both
circumferential sides of the computational domain. The Mach number Ma» and Reynolds number Rex of the
freestream are 0.875 and 2x10°, respectively. The experimental data on surface pressure for calibration are also

provided in the TMR.
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Fig. 13 Geometry, computational domain and, mesh for ATB flow [41]

As a compromise between accuracy and cost of CFD simulation in the process of Bayesian inference, a 2x721x321
grid from the TMR with minimum grid spacing in the wall-normal direction y*<1 is used. In this work, the NASA
CFL3D solver [42] is used, along with the settings given by the TMR. Figure 14 shows the surface pressure from
experimental data and CFD simulation with nominal SST model coefficients, which is consistent with the results given

by the TMR. The surface pressure p is non-dimensionalized into pressure coefficients C,, defined as

_p-p,

27
0.5p,v> @7

P

where pw, px, and v« are the pressure, density, and velocity magnitude of the freestream, respectively.

Figure 15 shows the Mach number contours of the periodic side. A bow shock wave appears behind the top of the
bump, which causes a very large increase in the surface pressure near z/c=0.65. The combination of shock and trailing-
edge adverse gradient causes flow separation. The flow subsequently reattaches downstream of the bump. The nominal
SST model successfully predicts the position of the pressure peak, but overestimates the pressure in the separated

region.
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Fig. 14 Comparison of CFD simulation results of Fig. 15 Mach number contours of the periodic side

surface pressure with experimental data

C. Prior Analysis

Before Bayesian inference is performed, a brief prior analysis is made to investigate the characteristics of C, on
prior-based evaluation points and the sensitivity of surface pressure to SST model coefficients. Because the
dimensionality of the design space in this section is the same as that in Section III.B, prior-based surrogate models are
also generated using OLHS with training sets of sizes N=50, 100, and 200 (N=800 is excluded to reduce computational
expense). The largest training set is used to ensure the accuracy of the prior analysis. The global sensitivity analysis
is conducted via code modules in UQ toolkits from Sandia National Laboratories [43, 44], which uses the total Sobol
index [45] as the representation of parameter sensitivity.

The C, distributions from 200 prior samples are shown in Fig. 16. As can be seen, the curves are consistent with
each other in the attached flow regions. The position of the pressure peak and the surface pressure in the separated
region are greatly influenced by the coefficients. As the peak moves backward, the pressure curve bulges between
z/c=0.8 and 1.3. The correlation of the pressure distribution indicates that it might be difficult to guarantee the
prediction accuracy of shock wave and separation zone at the same time by just perturbing the coefficients without
changing the functional form of the SST turbulence model. The curves intersect near z/c=0.8, and so the uncertainty
here may be relatively small. Furthermore, the Sobol indices of the coefficients for C, in the corresponding locations
are presented as a stacked column chart in Fig. 16. Only the first three coefficients with the largest Sobol indices are
shown individually. The chart indicates that the total Sobol indices are dominated by that of x and ay, i.e., only x and

a, are sensitive whereas the others are not. In this case, the notion of the important region according to the definition



in Section II.B makes sense only for x and ai. Therefore, we only present and discuss the results of these two

coefficients in the subsequent study, although all nine coefficients are involved in the inference.
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Fig. 16 Pressure distributions and Sobol indices from 200 prior samples

D. Inference Results

In this case, Bayesian inferences of SST coefficients using prior-based surrogates and the AMR approach are
employed. The posterior distributions from three prior-based surrogate models are shown in Fig. 17. The results for x
(Fig. 17a) indicate that the HPD region of « is located on the left side of the nominal value. The results from N=100
and 200 agree on the probability peak of x at 0.326, and the result from N=200 shows another peak at 0.355. By
contrast, the results for a; (Fig. 17b) exhibit large discrepancies. Except that the posterior distribution for N=200 shows
a peak at 0.350, other prior-based results have no obvious preference for the value. Therefore, model refinement is

needed to verify the effectiveness of the inference results.
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Fig. 17 Comparison of posterior distributions from prior-based surrogate models and the AMR approach in
ATB flow



For this problem, the AMR approach is employed on the original training set N=50. The related information is
summarized in Table 5. The relaxation factor is also automatically adjusted to append about ten evaluation points in
each iteration step. In Fig. 18, the original model evaluation points (/fer 0, blue triangle markers) and all appended
points (red dot markers) during iterations are plotted on the x—a; plane along with the joint PDF contour at the last
iteration step. It can be seen that the original points are evenly distributed in design space, whereas the additional

points are densely distributed in and around the HPD region.

Table 5 Summary of iteration information in ATB flow

Iteration step Total sample ~
Iter size N ¢ R

0 (N=50) 50 - 1.04

1 59 0.7 1.02

2 66 0.7 1.01

3 74 0.7 1.02

4 81 0.5 1.04

5 89 0.5 1.02

6 96 0.3 1.02

7 103 0.1 1.01

A Original samples O Appended samples

0.25

0.30 0.35 0.40
K

0.45 0.50

Fig. 18 Locations of model evaluation points, together with the joint PDF obtained by the AMR approach in
ATB flow

The posterior distributions of x and a; at each iteration step are presented in Fig. 19. As can be seen in Fig. 19a,
the MAP estimate of « jumps between 0.30 and 0.35 during the first four steps. Then, the MAP estimate converges to
0.326, and the important region remains stable. But the curves still fluctuate because of the disturbance in the low-
probability-density region. Figure 17b shows that the MAP estimate of a; gradually approaches 0.352 and then

oscillates around this position. An HPD region at high a; can be inferred from /Izer 3 to Iter 5, but it is corrected by



the following iteration process. The marginal PDFs of x and a; are given in Fig. 19¢ and d, which show the
convergence of the posterior distribution inside the important region and the inconsistency outside this region. A
comparison between the ultimate result of the AMR approach and that of prior-based surrogate models is shown in
Fig. 17. It can be seen that the probability peak of x at 0.326 is confirmed by the AMR approach as a more credible
inference result, with the other peak being abandoned. Furthermore, the HPD region of the AMR approach generally

agrees with that for N=200, which can be seen as validation.
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Fig. 19 Posterior distributions in each iteration step of the AMR approach in ATB flow

The posterior predictive check follows the procedure in Section III.B. In this case, 500 posterior samples are drawn
from each inference. Figure 20a presents the surrogate error in each inference process, which shows a downward trend
with increased number of model evaluation points. The error reduction of the AMR approach is much faster than that
of the prior-based method (horizontal line), which indicates higher efficiency. Figure 20b presents violin plots and
posterior medians of C, at two representative positions z/c=0.625 (the location of the shock wave) and z/c=1.025 (the
maximum variance in the separated zone). The predictions in the separated zone show good consistency, whereas the
surrogate error at the location of the shock wave is much higher. Compared with the results of the surrogate model,

the predictive distributions obtained by CFD simulation show obvious skew and large variance. In the result for N=50,



the predictive HPD region of CFD is much wider than that of the surrogate model, and the probability peak is indistinct.
By contrast, the other two results provide accurate predictions of the MAP estimates and median values. It is noted
that the improvement in this application is quite limited compared with that in Section III. One possible reason is that
the parametric dimension in this case is much lower regarding the sensitivity of turbulence model coefficients, for
which 200 prior-based evaluation points can almost meet the accuracy requirements. Determining the exact reason

will require further study.
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Fig. 20 Results of model posterior predictive check in ATB flow

Finally, the posterior means M with estimated errors calculated by CFD simulation are shown in Fig. 21. The total
uncertainty of C, consists of posterior uncertainty induced by disturbance of the SST coefficients plus other errors
(which are quantified by the Gaussian error term with standard deviation ¢ in the stochastic model). The relationship
is

ol = ‘7;051 +0° (28)
Ranges of 1.65 times the standard deviation of the total error gy and posterior uncertainty opos are taken to represent
the 90% credible interval. The posterior mean M provides a better prediction than the nominal SST in the separated
zone, but its performance is poorer at the shock wave. It can be seen as a compromise between the errors in these two
regions. Moreover, the results show that the posterior uncertainties at the shock wave and in the separated zone are
relatively high, which is consistent with the prior analysis. However, the credible interval of posterior uncertainty
cannot cover the experimental data, and thus the errors from other sources (e.g., experimental measurement and the

functional form of the SST model) should be further considered.
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Fig. 21 Posterior means and estimate errors for ATB flow, together with experimental data and the result of
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V.Conclusion

In this work, an adaptive model refinement (AMR) approach has been proposed to accelerate the Bayesian
uncertainty quantification of turbulence model coefficients. The AMR approach has the ability to efficiently enhance
the effectiveness of Bayesian inference, and provide a criterion for the reliability of inference results. The main idea
is to improve the local accuracy of the surrogate model in the current HPD region by adaptively appending model
evaluation points using IOLHS and thereby asymptotically approximate the true posterior distribution during
iterations. To control the number of newly added evaluation points and to avoid ill-conditioned Kriging, a relaxation
factor is introduced into the workflow. The reliability of the inference results can be judged from the convergence of
the MAP estimates and the important regions. The approach also has the ability to jump out of local optima. These
characteristics have been demonstrated in a 2D heat source inversion problem and its extension to a high-dimensional
design space.

The AMR approach to turbulence models has been applied to an ATB flow involving shock discontinuity and
separation, which pose challenges for the surrogate and turbulence models, respectively. The inference result shows
that the surface pressure is most sensitive to x and a;, whose MAPs are 0.326 and 0.352, respectively. The posterior
mean gives a better prediction than the nominal SST model in the separated zone, but its performance is poorer at the
discontinuity, which can be seen as a compromise. The 90% credible interval considering posterior uncertainty and
model error overlaps with the experimental data. However, the experimental data cannot be covered only by perturbing
the coefticients of the SST model, which indicates the necessity for further analysis of uncertainties arising from other

sources.



Although the effectiveness and efficiency of the proposed approach are convincing, the time cost of multiple
inferences is considerable. Therefore, the cost of calculating evaluation points and multiple inferences should be
weighed carefully before employing the AMR approach. The current study has also found that the stratified sampling
is over-sensitive to disturbances of the posterior probability distribution due to dense stratification in the high-
dimensional design space. Therefore, a practical way to further improve robustness and efficiency might be to couple
the AMR approach with a dimension-reduction method. Further work will also involve more applications to

computationally intensive complex flows in aerospace engineering.
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