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This work proposes a novel approach for non-deterministic extension of experimental data

that considers structural model inadequacy for conditions other than the calibration scenario

while simultaneously resolving any significant prior-data discrepancy with information extracted

from flight measurements. This functionality is achieved through methodical utilization of

model error emulators and Bayesian model averaging studies with available response data. The

outlined approach does not require prior flight data availability and introduces straightforward

mechanisms for their assimilation in future predictions. Application of the methodology is

demonstrated herein by extending material performance data captured at the HyMETS facility

to the MSL scenario, where the described process yields results that exhibit significantly improved

capacity for predictive uncertainty quantification studies. This work also investigates limitations

associated with straightforward uncertainty propagation procedures onto calibrated model

predictions for the flight scenario and manages computational requirements with sensitivity

analysis and surrogate modeling techniques.

I. Introduction

Thermal Protection System (TPS) architecture is a critical factor of spacecraft design in mission scenarios involving

hypersonic atmospheric entries characterized by high-heating conditions [1]. When re-usability is not one of the

defined mission requirements, materials like the Phenolic Impregnated Carbon Ablator (PICA) that exhibit internal

decomposition and surface ablation are used to construct large-scale vehicle heat shields that attenuate conveyed thermal

energy [2–4]. Anticipated surface heating rates spanning from upper to lower atmospheric layers that dictate the
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manufactured thickness of these materials are estimated through combined trajectory and aerothermal environment

investigations based on Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) studies [5–7]. The development of non-equilibrium

chemistry models for use in CFD frameworks consisting of both deterministic and probabilistic approaches leveraging

machine learning and classical techniques is, in particular, an active area of research in the hypersonics field [8–13].

Derived solutions for the flow environment surrounding the entry vehicle are then used to define necessary boundary

conditions for use with material response solvers in TPS sizing studies [14–16].

Ground facility testing strategies offer a practical alternative to otherwise prohibitively expensive high-speed flight

test studies concerning candidate TPS material performance based on CFD-predicted environments. Investigations

concerning gas-surface interaction phenomena and TPS material performance are delegated to high-enthalpy plasma

wind tunnels like the Hypersonic Materials Environmental Test System (HyMETS) that can sustain necessary heating

conditions for long test periods [17–23]. Conducted studies primarily focus on utilizing boundary layer replication

approaches like the Local Heat Transfer Simulation (LHTS) methodology, where key boundary layer parameters

corresponding to the stagnation point are roughly reproduced to achieve target heat flux values on the test sample

surface [20, 21, 24–26]. Still, these facilities often cannot replicate all high-speed flow conditions simultaneously and

are largely decoupled from the effects of radiation phenomena while limited to testing of small test articles immersed

in static environments and flow conditions instead of the time-dependent conditions encountered in non-synthetic

scenarios over the length of a trajectory. Numerical tools are subsequently calibrated with obtained data at these

facilities, and numerical output is applied beyond their respective testing envelopes to perform TPS sizing investigations

and performance predictions, as well as predictive uncertainty quantification analysis [16].

This extension of quantified uncertainty with ground facility data to flight scenarios is investigated in this effort in the

Bayesian framework concerning the material temperature response of charring ablators. The utilized Bayesian inference

approach allows for quantification of uncertainty stemming from parametric, modeling, and experimental sources

that can subsequently be propagated onto the response in the predictive inference process where non-deterministic

predictions for the quantity of interest are obtained [27–30]. A large body of existing literature, in contrast, focuses on

sampling-based propagation of a priori parametric uncertainty in combination with ad-hoc approaches for estimation

of effects of model inadequacy [14, 31–36]. The possible extent of current predictive uncertainty quantification

methodologies, excluding any ad-hoc approaches, is compared through a series of predictive inference exercises based

on applications of Bayesian inference with thermocouple data captured in the HyMETS facility and by those installed

in the heatshield of the MSL entry vehicle. The quantified degree of uncertainty for material temperature response

predictions that leverages MSL data is used as the reference solution in this work that is attempted to be reconstructed

based solely on statistical exercises utilizing ground facility data and the prior state of knowledge.

The observed deviations of HyMETS-based predictions for the total uncertainty from the reference solution are

subsequently alleviated through a coupled procedure that addresses the extension of uncertainty stemming from material
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response modeling errors and the degree of applicability of calibration scenario data given limitations of plasma wind

tunnel complexes. A methodology is herein proposed for non-deterministic prediction of material performance at

flight conditions with a novel approach that combines generic models for structural model inadequacy and model

averaging methodologies. The former utilizes statistical representation for the predicted residual that is grounded on

an augmentation of the Kennedy and O’Hagan [37] model that is outlined by Xu and Ballocchi [38, 39] in the study

of groundwater models that considers all relevant input quantities, including, but not limited to, its inputs and any

information that the model can provide. A similar approach was employed by Neufcourt et al. [40] in the examination of

two-neutron separation energies, where a model for the residual was constructed using Gaussian Process and Bayesian

Neural Network approaches with a substantial training set of known masses as a function of particle numbers and

additional methodology inputs. The extension allows for quantified degree of uncertainty due to modeling inadequacy

to be applied for scenarios no longer limited to the environments from which calibration data were extracted.

Furthermore, the model averaging aspect of the approach addresses situations where calibration with data from the

prediction scenario and those obtained experimentally can often lead to inconsistent conclusions concerning optimal-fit

parameter values. This is particularly relevant in this effort, where calibration with data obtained in plasma wind tunnel

facilities yields information at odds with that obtained with MSL data. Prior-data conflicts like these have recently

been addressed in the pediatrics field and clinical drug trials, where the mixture prior concept in conjunction with

Bayesian inference is employed [41–43]. Information extracted from adult drug trial data in corresponding references

was applied to the child population through dilution of adult population-based findings with information extracted from

a vague (flat) distribution. The mixture prior approach in the present context is explored as a limiting case of a much

broader Bayesian model averaging process [44]. These capabilities are demonstrated in alleviating disparate information

obtained with ground facility and flight data concerning material and inadequacy model inputs based on the applicability

of the calibration scenario environment to the one encountered in flight. As is demonstrated herein through an abstract

problem description, it can also be used to apply calibration data that in initial assessments may not in a straightforward

application be utilized in the calibration of model input quantities. The referenced approach is here further modified to

dilute information obtained through Bayesian updates based on experimental data with prior, unmodified information

instead of a vague distribution that is believed to precede the availability of experimental observations. This paradigm

leads to the utilization of prior information to a greater degree when experimental data are increasingly irrelevant for

target conditions. As noted in the discussion, the approach does not call for the availability of flight data and allows for

their implementation for future predictions through subsequent applications of Bayesian inference.

The remainder of this work adheres to the following structure. Details concerning the non-deterministic framework

are introduced in Section II. The ground facility and flight scenarios utilized here are described in Section III. Preliminary

sensitivity analysis and surrogate modeling studies are conducted in Section IV, and a discussion of obtained results

with the extension framework described herein is given in Section V. Conclusions and a summary of efforts undertaken
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as part of this work are given in Section VI. Applications of statistical methodologies in this work are performed with

the in-house developed Stochastic Modeling and Uncertainty Quantification (SMUQ) toolbox [30, 45–47].

II. Non-Deterministic Extension Framework
This section gives a general description of the novel extension approach for an abstract problem description. Details

of the process, when applied to plasma wind tunnel data, are given following the introduction of the methodology.

It is essential to recognize as part of this work that the commonly encountered “extrapolation” term in charring

ablator literature and prediction of flight performance based on experimentally obtained data is in contrast with the

definition typically attributed in works rooted in probability theory. The traditional usage of the word in charring

ablator literature is found in applying extracted information from experimentally obtained measurements and models

calibrated with said data to the flight scenario of interest [48]. However, works focusing on probability theory and

applications thereof consider “extrapolation” in the prediction of system response outside the envelope established by

previously observed conditions [49]. The latter definition is here considered due to this work’s focus on statistical

analysis procedures. Application of calibrated models with ground facility data thus constitutes either extension of these

data to flight conditions or an extrapolation of the conceptual model for scenarios characterized by physical phenomena

not observed in environments generated in plasma wind tunnel facilities.

A. Abstract Model Generalization

The discussion here draws from the work performed by Oliver et al. [29] in the context of validating predictions of

unobservable quantities. Quality predictions are made using reliable physical theory whose efficacy is not in question

and is believed to generically not impose significant deficiencies in predicted quantities. These physical concepts can be

written as per referenced literature as function operators yielding the following formulae

R (𝒖, 𝜏; 𝒓) = 0 (1a)

𝒚 = Y (𝒖, 𝜏; 𝒓) (1b)

where R is the operator expressing the physical theory like the partial differential operator for conservation of mass,

momentum, and energy for viscous fluid motion. Accordingly, 𝒖 ∈ R𝑁 is the state variable vector solution, and 𝒓 ∈ R𝑁
𝑟

is a set of scenario parameters. The quantity 𝜏 closes the system and allows for the solution of Equation 1a and

application of the operator Y given its inputs to determine response values and prediction for observed response 𝒚 ∈ R𝜈

considering negligible observational error. However, in most scenarios, the exact relationship of 𝜏 with 𝒖 and 𝒓 is often
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unknown and is instead approximated as follows

𝜏 ≈ 𝜏𝑚 (𝒖; 𝜽 , 𝒔) (2)

where 𝜏𝑚 is an embedded model with corresponding input parameters 𝜽 ∈ R𝑝 and scenario parameters 𝒔 ∈ R𝑁𝑠 that

need not necessarily correspond to those of the core physical theory [29].

An embedded model 𝜏𝑚 is typically an approximation of physical phenomena that is less reliable than the physical

theory utilized in the definition of the R and Y operators. The introduced structural errors in computed quantities are

also likely to be compounded by uncertainty in values of 𝜽 parameters. In their seminal work, Kennedy and O’Hagan

[37] outlined a statistical model addressing parametric and modeling sources of uncertainty concerning observable

quantities. The discussion reformulates the system in Equation 1 concerning real response values as

R (𝒖, 𝜏𝑚; 𝒓) = 0 (3a)

𝒚 = Y (𝒖, 𝜏𝑚; 𝒓) + 𝜹(𝒓,𝜶) (3b)

where nomenclature set forth by Oliver et al. [29] is utilized to express the developed concept with the 𝜹(𝒓,𝜶) ∈ R𝜈

term capturing contribution to prediction error stemming from model discrepancy. A similar expression was derived

based on these works in Venturi [47] in the context of non-equilibrium dominated hypersonic flows. Any experimental

uncertainty when addressing measured response values can also be captured through an additional term 𝝐 ∈ R𝜈 , often

estimated a priori, while the structural model error term in Equation 3b introduces an additional set of hyperparameters

𝜶 ∈ R𝑝ℎ to be determined together with inputs 𝜽 of the embedded model.

The preceding formulation can be extended similarly to Oliver et al. [29] for standard general prediction and

validation scenarios. Foremost, approximation of additional quantities 𝜏1, 𝜏2, . . . is typically required for simulation of

multi-physics phenomena for the prediction scenario. These terms are, in turn, approximated with embedded model

approximations 𝜏𝑚,1, 𝜏𝑚,2, . . ., where each embedded 𝜏𝑚, 𝑗 component introduces its own set of parameters 𝜽 to be

determined given an 𝒔 set of scenario parameters as well as its own degree of structural inadequacy to the general

composite approach. It is also possible for an experimental scenario 𝑖 to diverge from the predictive one and warrant the

use of alternative reliable R and Y physical theories for the 𝒚 observable quantity of interest. These operators, which

are more appropriate for the experiment scenario, are characterized by their state variables 𝒖 and scenario parameters 𝒓

in addition to a set of modeled quantities that necessarily include at least one of the 𝜏𝑗 terms in the utilized subset {𝜏}𝑖

of prediction environment quantities 𝜏1, 𝜏2, . . . to be relevant in the study. Still, it is likely that the alternative theory also

necessitates the inclusion of experiment-specific embedded models 𝜎𝑚 for corresponding quantities that are required for

closure of the system. These models further introduce an additional set of model parameters to be determined and
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consider an additional set of scenario parameter inputs [29]. In turn, scenario-specific model inadequacy term must

also be considered following the defined statistical model, each of which introduces hyperparameters to be determined.

These generalizations force the system in Equation 3 to be rewritten as

R𝑖
(
𝒖𝑖 , {𝜏𝑚}𝑖 , {𝜎𝑚}𝑖; 𝒓𝑖

)
= 0 (4a)

𝒚𝑖 = Y𝑖
(
𝒖, {𝜏𝑚}𝑖 , {𝜎𝑚}𝑖; 𝒓𝑖

)
+ 𝜹𝒚𝑖 (𝒓𝑖 ,𝜶𝑖) (4b)

where impacts of varied experimental scenarios, relevant theory operators, and multiple component systems are

acknowledged. The general specification of the state variable quantity solution of the system 𝒖 may require definition of

additional operators, in general, to translate state vector solutions to appropriate input quantities of embedded models

[29].

It is important to note that the above formulation does not prohibit the use of embedded uncertainty models 𝜖𝑚 and

𝛿𝑚 for embedded models 𝜏𝑚 and 𝜎𝑚 detailed in the discussion by Oliver et al. [29] for use with unobservable quantities

with observable response data. Indeed, if embedded uncertainty models are sufficient to capture modeling inadequacy,

then the importance of the discrete model uncertainty term 𝜹 should diminish, and eventually, its contribution deemed

negligible. As specified by the authors, the formulation of these error models is highly model-dependent but can take

the form of intrusive additive models or black-box approaches, e.g., uncertainty in input parameter distributions for

embedded model 𝜏𝑚 is exaggerated to overcompensate for model inadequacy. Interested readers are directed to the

referenced work for further discussion on validating predictions for observable and unobservable quantities.

B. Model Discrepancy Emulator

Proper quantification of uncertainty in numerically obtained predictions requires suitable treatment of model

inadequacy in addition to parametric uncertainty and variability. In their seminal work, Kennedy and O’Hagan [37]

approached the calibration and prediction uncertainty analysis problem through a Bayesian calibration framework that

allowed for quantification of uncertainty due to modeling inadequacy. The generalized situation was formulated in

the system expressed by Equation 4. However, the corresponding definition of the statistical model stipulates that the

model inadequacy term is specific to the scenario and only applied to a particular system defined by physical theory and

embedded models.

The preceding formulation for the model residual was extended by Xu and Valocchi [38, 39] to include additional

inputs. The relationship between model output and observables in the corresponding references was rewritten, following

here the notation set forth by Oliver et al. [29], as

𝒚𝑖 = Y𝑖
(
𝒖, {𝜏𝑚}𝑖 , {𝜎𝑚}𝑖; 𝒓𝑖

)
+ 𝜹 (𝜷, 𝝓) (5)
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where restrictions on the inputs of the model inadequacy term are relaxed, and dependence on hyperparameters 𝝓 ∈ R𝑝ℎ′

and general inputs 𝜷 is established. The inputs of the model inadequacy term can include the physical model output of

the operator Y and other relevant knowledge in contrast to the Kennedy and O’Hagan [37] formulation. Given the scope

of possible information to be passed under this paradigm to the model inadequacy term, it is then possible to write a

general model emulator term 𝜹 (𝜷, 𝝓) ∈ R𝜈 that considers the physics models being utilized, embedded models, the

response quantity, and the scenario parameters [38, 39]. While the challenge of specifying such a model is not to be

understated, the difficulty is significantly diminished once the task is simplified to consideration of identical operators R

and Y between scenarios being analyzed where only scenario parameters are possibly allowed to vary.

The formulation of the general inadequacy model based on the preceding arguments can consist of physical and

statistical formulations, where inclusion of physical theory in the inadequacy term can yield better, more consistent

extrapolative performance. Alternatively, the inadequacy model can be dominated by statistical reasoning and can take

on the form of Gaussian processes (GP), among others. This approach was taken by Nefcourt et al. [40], where both

GP and Bayesian Neural Network (BNN) approaches were utilized in the extrapolation of model predictions beyond

various training sets in the context of two-neutron separation energies. A statistical model is utilized similarly in this

work to model the discrepancy term and generalize its use among various available material response frameworks.

However, caution must be exercised when utilizing these statistical formulations in predictive exercises, especially with

low-quantity data sets. The performance of statistical emulators like Gaussian processes is well known to deteriorate

rapidly at significant departures from the data set and should ideally be reserved for interpolative predictions. Thus,

when using these approaches, it should ideally be shown that predictions are largely interpolative. Obtained flight data

can be used to further extend the envelope of the training set, even if somewhat sparse in between.

C. Calibration of Model Quantities

Embedded prediction models and the model discrepancy term introduce parameters 𝜽 and 𝝓 that must be specified.

Departing from the preceding nomenclature, consider a forward model mapping operator 𝑓 (𝜽 , X) to 𝝊 ∈ R𝜈 for which

specification of model inputs and combined independent time and space coordinates X is made to obtain predictions for

the response of the system. The observed response of this system 𝒚 is a realization of a random vector variable 𝒀 with

multiple sets able to be combined into an overall set Y of observations. Likewise, departing from the deterministic point

of view, inputs of the material response model and the model inadequacy term can also be recognized as corresponding

realizations of 𝚯 and 𝚽 random vector variables, while the model inadequacy contribution can be considered to be

a realization of a statistical random process. Given a formulation for the relation between model output and actual

response in Equation 5, where all sources of uncertainty are now given probabilistic descriptions, the Bayesian inference

algorithm provides a suitable framework for a non-deterministic calibration procedure. The solution of the posed

statistical inverse problem can subsequently be utilized to solve statistical forward problems that account for total
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quantified uncertainty [27, 37, 49].

Bayesian inference analysis uses Bayes’ theorem to update the initial state of information given newly obtained

evidence and, through the process, perform model inversion for the unknown parameters given observed data. The

terms in the following expression form the basis of the procedure in the present context

P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚) = L(𝜽 , 𝝓; 𝒚)P(𝜽 , 𝝓)
P(𝒚) , (6)

where the prior P(𝜽 , 𝝓) is a joint distribution for inputs under calibration and a statement of current beliefs concerning

their respective values. In contrast, the likelihood function L(𝜽 , 𝝓; 𝒚), also expressed in terms of the likelihood

P(𝒚 |𝜽 , 𝝓), updates the current state of knowledge given new evidence and encodes prior assumptions concerning

model response and data error. The present work’s likelihood formulation corresponds to the sum of the generalized

model inadequacy emulator term and the experimental contribution to the error. The marginal likelihood term P(𝒚)

in Equation 6 normalizes the expression for the posterior P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚) to form a proper joint multivariate distribution

over uncertain parameters that reflects the updated state of knowledge given new evidence. The obtained posterior

distribution is typically utilized as a part of an additional predictive inference step that yields probability

P( 𝒚̃ |𝒚) =
∫

L(𝜽 , 𝝓; 𝒚̃)P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚)𝑑 (𝜽 , 𝝓) (7)

corresponding to the probability of new observations 𝒚̃ conditioned on the evidence used in the Bayesian inference

procedure. The predictive probability distribution P( 𝒚̃ |𝒚) can further be used to make posterior predictive checks to

validate the calibration procedure results and the calibrated model’s predictive capabilities [50]. While as discussed by

Sivia and Skilling [51] the above formulations are further conditioned on I corresponding to available background

information, the contribution of this term is not made explicit here for brevity and to reduce the complexity of utilized

notation throughout the document.

Caution though must be exercised when interpreting the results of the Bayesian inference methodology, and of

calibration procedures in general. Kennedy and O’Hagan [37] noted that the joint posterior distribution of model

quantities obtained through the non-deterministic model inversion process yields the best-fitting values for calibration

data. However, these calibrated values are highly dependent on the assumed error structure and do not necessarily

correspond to these parameters’ actual physical values due to the structural inadequacy of embedded models. These

behaviors can lead to a situation where given identical models but different calibration data, the Bayesian inference

procedure can yield posterior distributions for the parameters that are not congruent when considering data observed

between experiments individually.
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D. Model Averaging For Prediction

Several data sets may be available to determine uncertain model inputs, including captured data from prediction

scenarios. A Bayesian inversion procedure can be carried out with these data sets individually to arrive at 𝑛𝑒 posterior

distributions for the uncertain parameters. In addition to the parameter prior before any Bayesian updates that comprises

the model Mup, each obtained posterior distribution can then be used to define the prior distribution for a new prediction

scenario and subsequently a competing candidate model M𝑖 . The corresponding quantity 𝑝
(
M 𝑗 |𝒚

)
for a particular

model M 𝑗 can be obtained by rearranging the Bayesian inference formulation concerning the candidate model

P(M 𝑗 |𝒚) =
P(𝒚 |M 𝑗 )P(M 𝑗 )∑𝑛𝑒

𝑖=1 P(𝒚 |M𝑖) + P(𝒚 |Mup)
=

P(𝒚 |M 𝑗 )P(M 𝑗 )
P(𝒚) (8)

where 𝑝
(
M 𝑗

)
specifies the prior probability for model M 𝑗 considering the complete set M of total 𝑛M = 𝑛𝑒 + 1 of

candidate models. The dependence of the posterior based on the model M 𝑗 can likewise be made evident by rewriting

Equation 6 as

P
(
𝜽 ,𝜶 |𝒚,M 𝑗

)
=

P
(
𝒚 |𝜽 ,𝜶,M 𝑗

)
P

(
𝜽 ,𝜶 |M 𝑗

)
P

(
𝒚 |M 𝑗

) (9)

where the likelihood in Equation 8 can be seen to correspond to the evidence term in the inference of model inputs.

Given these formulations, model selection in the Bayesian framework is performed with the Bayes factor

𝐵𝐹𝑗𝑘 =
P(𝒚 |M 𝑗 )
P(𝒚 |M𝑘)

=
P(M 𝑗 |𝒚)
P(M𝑘 |𝒚)

P(M𝑘)
P(M 𝑗 )

(10)

that indicates the relative probability of observed data considering the two models, M 𝑗 and M𝑘 , involved in the

comparison. The expression is further simplified if the same prior probability is assigned to each model and reduces to

be equivalent to the posterior odds. However, selecting a single model leads to utilizing updates based on data from a

single experiment and overconfidence in a single model, and it is expected that no single model can explain all trends of

model residual in comparison to actual responses.

Bayesian Model Averaging (BMA) provides an alternative to model selection whereby all candidate models are

taken into account based on their respective weights, whether their priors or data-updated values. As noted by Hoeting

et al. [44], averaging all candidate models also provides better average predictive capabilities. A similar approach has

been recently used in application of clinical drug trial data obtained with adult sampling population in the pediatrics

field by prescribing a two-component prior mixture to address the degree of prior data’s applicability to the target

underage population [41–43, 52, 53]. Though in referenced literature, vague priors were used to dilute the impact of

the informative component, unlike in the current effort. The approach in the present context consists of conducting a

weighted summation of parameter posteriors obtained with individual experimental data along with the prior distribution
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preceding the Bayesian inference update. This, in turn, yields a BMA prior for the prediction scenario

P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |Yexp,M) =
𝑛𝑒∑︁
𝑖=1

P(M𝑖)P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚𝑖 ,M𝑖) + P(Mup)P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |Mup) (11)

with weights equated to the prior probability of each model and Yexp corresponding to the set of all experimentally

captured data. Dependence on the total model collection M explicitly distinguishes the resulting distribution from

the posterior obtained through a single Bayesian inference application with all experimental data simultaneously. A

fundamental property of this formulation is in the inclusion of the prior before Bayesian updates for the model parameters

as an additional model. While a wealth of data can be obtained through many experiments, these data can show little

relevance to the prediction scenario based on scenario parameter differences. The overall prior for the prediction

scenario in such cases should significantly be influenced by prior knowledge encoded by the researchers rather than rely

on non-compatible data or impose a false state of no information. The degree of compatibility of experimental data and

the information extracted from them is indicated by the value of 1 − P(Mup) or equivalently by the sum of P(M𝑖)

weights over experimentally determined Bayesian models. Predictions with the prior formulation and the general model

inadequacy emulator can be applied to the prediction scenario by obtaining the respective prior predictive distribution

P( 𝒚̃ |Yexp,M) =
∫

P( 𝒚̃ |𝜽 , 𝝓)P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |Yexp,M)𝑑 (𝜽 , 𝝓) (12)

for the response quantity. A Bayesian inference procedure can again be carried out once captured prediction scenario

data are available to obtain the posterior distribution with respect to the BMA prior and obtain updated weights of each

model. The posterior is again a weighted sum of posteriors under each considered model as follows

P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚,Yexp,M) =
𝑛𝑒∑︁
𝑖=1

P(M𝑖 |𝒚)P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚, 𝒚𝑖 ,M𝑖) + P(Mup |𝒚)P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚,Mup) (13)

where P(M𝑖 |𝒚) are updated model probabilities, weights enabling computation of the posterior predictive distribution

P( 𝒚̃ |𝒚,Yexp,M) =
∫

P( 𝒚̃ |𝜽 , 𝝓)P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚,Yexp,M)𝑑 (𝜽 , 𝝓) (14)

for the scenario. Expanding the formulations for the prior and the posterior reveals that both prior and posterior

predictive distributions are also weighted sums of respective distributions under each model. Additional flight data can

refine the model discrepancy term emulator and inform the model probabilities or become included in the BMA prior

for other scenarios.

While the model set M by design requires the presence of the non-updated prior, the remaining models under

consideration can be adjusted [44]. One possibility is to include Bayesian models based on calibration with data
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from multiple experiments under similar conditions. Calibration with multiple experiment data simultaneously in a

single analysis though can suffer from effects where small residuals for any particular scenario dominate the trends

set forth by the likelihood term and reduce the effectiveness of model averaging in comparison. One can otherwise

entirely neglect all experiments other than the one most similar to the prediction scenario, albeit this would somewhat

hinder the robustness aspect of the BMA result and limit information gained corresponding to embedded models.

Alternatively, a prior selection can be made for the members of setM by considering those most robust when applied

to other experiments. This process can be carried out by computing appropriate Bayes factors and retaining models

that consistently perform well in comparison. Prior model probabilities can likewise be determined with those results

or purely based on a priori knowledge. Different approaches to pruning the model setM can be found in Hoeting et

al. [44] whose discussion addresses computational complexity of the procedure when the number of models under

consideration is not negligible.

E. Application to a Charring Ablator Scenario

The framework described herein is applied to the problem of extension of material performance data captured in

plasma wind tunnel facilities to flight conditions. In particular, captured thermocouple temperature profiles for an

experiment scenario at the HyMETS facility at multiple locations within the material are utilized to calibrate embedded

material model parameters and the model inadequacy term hyperparameters. The calibration results are then applied in

the non-deterministic prediction of the MSL heat shield temperature response for thermocouple locations within the

MISP-4 plug. A brief description of the physical theory and associated closure embedded models implemented as part

of NASA’s Porous material Analysis Toolbox based on OpenFOAM (PATO) [54] platform that is used to simulate the

response of the charring ablator in this work is given in the appendix.

Formulation of the likelihood in Equation 6 is open-ended and implements a priori assumptions concerning model

output relationship with observed data. A multiplicative form for the model error is prescribed in the present effort,

motivated by the increased complexity of the material response problem and the relevance of embedded models and their

inadequacy at elevated temperatures. It is expected at low temperatures that the primary mode of heat transfer is through

conduction in the solid medium, but pyrolysis and gas transport phenomena, as well as simplifying assumptions within

the model, become more relevant with rising heat loads; hence contribution due to model inadequacy is assumed to scale

with material temperature. Likewise, the manufacturer stated thermocouple accuracies also often specify multiplicative

error bounds past temperatures commonly encountered during plasma wind tunnel tests and even relatively mild-speed

hypersonic entries. The multiplicative error assumption, utilizing the ideas of Kennedy and O’Hagan [37] concerning

model inadequacy, is formulated as an additive log-error

𝒚∗ = 𝑓 ∗ (𝜽 , X) + 𝜹 (𝜷, 𝝓) + 𝝐 (15)
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where in the preceding deterministic statement natural log transformations of system observations and model output

realizations are considered [10, 30, 55]. Both model inadequacy and observational error terms are here assumed to be

distributed according to zero-mean Gaussian formulations defined by white-noise kernels and corresponding 𝜎𝜹 and 𝜎𝝐

uncertain hyperparameters. However, the two are not separable in this form, and the contribution due to experimental

factors is expected to be negligible compared to the inadequacy of the model. The sum of the contribution of the two

sources of uncertainty are thus combined into a single term governed by a single hyperparameter 𝜎L to ameliorate these

concerns. It is important to also consider that material response at various depths is subject to differing degrees of

modeling complexity. Sections of the material near the heated surface are more likely to be affected by inadequacy of

the assumptions concerning surface balance equations and decomposition phenomena than sections of the charring

ablator near the bond line. It is prudent for these reasons to consider model inadequacy at different depths by prescribing

separate hyperparameters 𝜎L,TC𝑖 per each simulated thermocouple of the total 𝑛TC thermocouple profiles included in

the inference procedure.

These assumptions, in sum, lead to the following compact formulation of the likelihood in statistical inference

exercises

L(𝜽; 𝒚,M) =
𝑛TC∏
𝑖=1

[
(2𝜋𝜎2

L)
−0.5𝜈 × exp(−0.5(𝒚∗ − 𝑓 ∗ (𝜽 , X))T𝜎−1

L (𝒚∗ − 𝑓 ∗ (𝜽 , X)))
]

TC𝑖
(16)

where the TC subscript denotes the thermocouple specific operation. A similar formulation based on logarithmic values

of the response and data were also utilized by Miki et al. [8, 56] and Panesi et al. [9] in the realm of shock tube

experiments. The values of 𝜎L,TC𝑖 parameters of the likelihood are treated as additional uncertain inputs, the calibration

of which enables quantification of uncertainty due to modeling and experimental sources. The complete likelihood

function for both MSL and HyMETS calibration exercises is formed by taking a product of likelihood partitions defined

per each simulated thermocouple profile in a single code evaluation. The preceding likelihood definition is based on the

scenario-specific statistical model due to the scenario and thermocouple location-specific definition of 𝜎L parameters,

and, therefore, calibrated distributions for these parameters cannot be reused in a straightforward manner for different

experimental or flight scenarios.

The model inadequacy emulator approach is employed in this work to amend this limitation and allow for extension

of quantified uncertainty due to shortcomings of the numerical model for flight scenarios. Existing literature has shown

that Gaussian processes provide a suitably versatile framework for statistical treatments of the error model that is in line

with the objectives of Bayesian calibration methodology [37, 38, 40, 57]. However, unlike past referenced efforts where

large sets of data are often available to train the Gaussian process, the current effort is limited to considering a single

ground facility test case. The Gaussian process formulation is consequently limited to a zero-mean process using a

white noise kernel

Σ𝑖 𝑗 = 𝜎2
em𝛿𝑖 𝑗 (17)
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considering a multiplicative error assumption. A single 𝜎em parameter is introduced into the calibration exercise, in place

of multiple depth-specific hyperparameters, such that 𝜎em = 𝜎L,𝑇𝐶𝑖 when considering multiple thermocouple profiles.

The simplicity of the utilized formulation for the statistical model minimizes overfitting effects during the calibration

process. The contribution due to experimental uncertainty commonly prescribed to follow the Gaussian model N(0, 𝜎𝜖 )

is again assumed to be negligible compared to the magnitude of 𝜎em for simplicity in constructing the general likelihood.

Calibration of the stochastic process is also limited to the simultaneous tuning of kernel hyperparameters with material

property inputs during the inference procedure, as was done by Miki et al. [56] in the context of Nitrogen ionization

reaction rates. The statistical model can be extended in the future to consider additional quantities like environmental

conditions, estimated degree of char, and temporal correlation in solution error structure, among others, once more

testing campaign data are made available.

The general BMA prior formulation in Equation 11 is further given a description specific to the current effort. Given

that a single experiment is considered here, the BMA prior can be expressed as

P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |𝒚HyMETS,M) = 𝑤P(𝜽 , 𝝓|𝒚HyMETS,MHyMETS) + (1 − 𝑤)P(𝜽 , 𝝓 |Mup) (18)

where the value of 𝑤 is prior probability P(MHyMETS) of the model corresponding to the posterior obtained through

calibration with HyMETS data. Alternatively, the parameter 𝑤 can be interpreted as the degree of relevance of data

captured at the HyMETS facility to the MSL scenario. The choice of 𝑤 in this work is determined by minimizing

divergence between predictive inference results given HyMETS facility and MSL flight data using previously outlined

Gaussian process formulation for the model inadequacy term. Namely, the use of both Jeffreys divergence statistic and

ubiquitous KL divergence is explored, where the former is computed by summing both asymmetric variants of the latter.

Because the statistical and physical models in both scenarios are identical, and given the formulation of the general

model inadequacy term, the procedure aims to isolate the effects of the differences in the achieved ground facility and

flight conditions on the applicability of captured experimentally determined material performance data. Values of 𝑤

close to unity indicate the identical state of updated information with ground facility data as flight data. In contrast,

values close to zero indicate that the experiment is irrelevant given the Bayesian model, and predictions should be based

on prior knowledge alone.

Target posterior distribution of the Bayesian inference exercise is challenging to obtain in practice following a

brute force approach and is typically approximated through Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling strategies.

While variational inference approaches provide alternatives for determining the posterior for problems characterized

by high-dimensional inputs, they are outside the scope of the present discussion and come with drawbacks [58]. The

posterior in this work is sampled using the Delayed Rejection Adaptive Method (DRAM) MCMC algorithm [59] using

20 independent chains consisting of 500000 samples, with the first 300000 samples per chain discarded as part of
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Fig. 1 Baby-sprite captured digitized HyMETS data along with extracted values (a) and solution with nominal
parameter values at t=22 s [17].

the burn-in process. The remaining samples are further filtered by considering every 20th state as part of the “clean”

chain to reduce the effects of autocorrelation between individual chain states. Following the outlined post-processing

procedure of obtained Markov chains, each application of the Bayesian inference methodology in this work yields a

200000 “clean” sample aggregate from the posterior distribution collected from 20 independent Markov chains.

III. Ground Facility and Flight Scenarios

A. HyMETS Arc-jet

The arc-jet facility scenario in the present effort corresponds to the HyMETS facility test case reviewed in Diaz et al.

[17] for a PICA sample immersed in a Mars-like high-enthalpy flow. Initially constructed in 1968 at NASA Langley

Research Center, the HyMETS complex is equipped with a segmented-constrictor-dc-electric-arc-heater supplied by a

400 kW power source that generates a high-voltage electric arc to heat test gas mixture flows. The super-heated gases

are subsequently accelerated through a Mach 5 convergent-divergent nozzle and then exhausted into a low-pressure

cylindrical test chamber to generate non-equilibrium, high-speed flows that simulate conditions encountered in flight

during an atmospheric entry maneuver. The material test sample is mounted on one of the four available pneumatic

arms that brings it downstream of the nozzle exit once the target environment is established. The downstream gas

mixture flow is decelerated and cooled before being pumped out of the complex after leaving the test chamber [18]. The

facility can conduct experiments with both Earth and Mars-like test gas mixtures, albeit additional Argon is injected into

the flow to prevent damage to the electrodes of the arc heater.

The ground facility scenario under study was performed as part of the PICA-N test campaign conducted in March
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Table 1 Thermocouple Locations in MSL and HyMETS Scenarios [15, 17, 61].

Scenario Thermocouple Distance From Substructure (mm)

HyMETS

TC-1 22.02
TC-2 17.53
TC-3 12.13
TC-4 7.224

MSL MISP-4

TC-1 29.28
TC-2 26.36
TC-3 20.43
TC-4 13.81

2019 at the HyMETS facility. Both NuSIL-coated and non-coated PICA material samples were subjected to various

heating conditions at the complex alongside numerous data acquisition approaches [60]. The scenario studied herein

consisted of a baby-SPRITE geometry uncoated PICA material sample subjected to a heated Mars-like gas mixture

with a target heat flux of 126 W/cm2 and 5.3 kPA stagnation pressure for a 31 s heating duration. The test specimen

design included four thermocouples embedded at various material depths along the axis of symmetry installed at depths

indicated in the first half of Table 1. The raw captured temperature profiles of the material are plotted in Figure 1, along

with the axisymmetric solution for sample temperature at time t=22s. Further information on the utilized computational

grid can be found in Diaz et al. [17].

B. MSL Flight

The MSL craft successfully executed a hypersonic entry in March 2021 through the Martian atmosphere. The vehicle

design utilized a 4.5 m diameter heat shield to protect the Curiosity rover payload during the entry maneuver, where

speeds of up to 5.9 km/s were achieved. The vehicle heat shield was constructed of 113 individual tiles manufactured

out of PICA material of uniform 31.75 mm thickness with a silicone elastomer bonding agent used to fill the remaining

intermediate gaps [14, 15, 61, 62]. The TPS structure was designed to protect the vehicle’s integrity from heating rates

and total loads of up to 226 W/cm2 and 6400 J/cm2 throughout the entire maneuver [62].

Instrumentation collection included in the MSL heat shield design implemented the extensive Mars Science

Laboratory Entry, Descent, and Landing Instrumentation (MEDLI) suite that captured critical temperature and pressure

measurements during the hypersonic entry. The MEDLI Integrated Sensor Plug (MISP) system sensor array included

24 type-K thermocouples distributed between seven individual PICA plug assemblies installed at various points of

interest. Measured response by foremost TCs was sensitive to changes in surface heating conditions, whereas deeper

TCs were aimed at capturing the in-depth response of the charring ablator [62]. The current discussion focuses on

the measured material thermal response by MISP-4 assembly TCs located in the stagnation region of the forebody.
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Fig. 2 MISP locations on the MSL heat shield (a) and captured MISP-4 TC profiles (b) along with extracted
values [61].

Measured depths of each TC installation are given in the latter half of Table 1, along with captured material temperature

profiles in Figure 2 and the location of each MISP assembly on the heat shield. Material response reconstruction at the

MISP-4 location in the MSL scenario is reduced to a 1-D problem based on the findings in Rostkowski et al. [63] that

investigated sensitivity of the response between different configurations of the MSL numerical scenario. In contrast, the

HyMETS facility scenario is simulated using a 2-D axisymmetric setup due to the non-negligible influence of 3-D

phenomena on material response along the stagnation line.

IV. Sensitivity Analysis and Surrogate Modeling

A. Morris Method

Sensitivity analysis is carried out with respect to defined uncertain parameters and material response framework

prior to the application of planned calibration and uncertainty quantification treatments. In the employment of the

sensitivity treatments, variation in model output quantities is apportioned qualitatively or quantitatively to varied inputs

[49, 64]. Obtained insights into how the model depends on supplied information can then be used to prune the set of

uncertain parameters, which then decreases the computational complexity of planned statistical procedures and their

computational cost. In the present context of charring ablators under high heating conditions, the model under study

approximates numerous non-linear and interacting phenomena requiring sensitivity analysis methodologies that do not

impose restrictive, simplifying assumptions concerning model complexity.

Non-influential parameters are identified here through the application of the Morris screening procedure. The

methodology provides qualitative sensitivity information at a relatively low computational expense while being
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sufficiently versatile for use with models characterized by non-monotonic and discontinuous complexity [63, 65, 66].

Consider a forward model operator 𝑓 (𝜽) that yields scalar realizations 𝜐 ∈ R1 of the random variable Υ that is obtained

when large number of realizations of Θ are fed through the model. If it is also assumed that values of 𝜽 fall on a

𝑑-level discretized hypercube [0, 1] 𝑝
𝑑

with equal spacing, and components of the random variable vector follow uniform

distributions, an Elementary Effect (𝐸𝐸) with respect to individual component 𝜃𝑖 is defined as

𝐸𝐸𝑖 =
𝑓 (𝜃1, 𝜃2, . . . , 𝜃𝑖 + Δ, . . . , 𝜃𝑘) − 𝑓 (𝜃1, 𝜃2, . . . , 𝜃𝑖 , . . . , 𝜃𝑘)

Δ
(19)

considering a corresponding perturbation Δ in its value. Value of the perturbation component is furthermore obtained

with

Δ =
𝑐

𝑑 − 1
(20)

where 𝑑 is again related to the discretization of the unit hypercube spacing such that 𝜃𝑖 + Δ rests on the discretized grid

and integer 𝑐 controls the number of level jumps for the value of the perturbation.

The Morris procedure is based on analyzing elementary effects distributions obtained by a sampling of individual

elementary effects. Morris statistics 𝜇𝑖 and 𝜎𝑖 are subsequently based on mean and standard deviation given 𝑟 number

of 𝐸𝐸𝑖 samples. The magnitude of the value of 𝜇𝑖 implies the importance of linear trends due to variation of the input

𝜃𝑖 , while the value of 𝜎𝑖 signifies the importance of non-linear and higher-order effects over output quantities, including

interaction effects with other varied inputs. However, the importance of each statistic, and by extension of the input

being varied, can only be ascertained by simultaneous analysis of the whole ensemble of obtained Morris statistic

values. A graphical approach is typically taken in the post-processing stage, where points (𝜇𝑖 , 𝜎𝑖) for each input 𝜃𝑖 are

plotted on a plane spanned by 𝜇 and 𝜎 axes. The relative distance of plotted points from the origin is then used to

determine the importance of each input where non-influential parameters are clustered about the origin. Moreover, the

methodology can be utilized with general non-uniformly distributed inputs through perturbation of values in the joint

quantile space. Campolongo et al.[67] noted that analysis based on values of 𝜇 of obtained 𝐸𝐸 distributions could

lead to Type II classification errors due to cancellation effects and is argued by the authors that the analysis should

instead focus on the 𝜇∗ statistic values based on the distribution of the absolute values of sampled elementary effects.

Results corresponding to the analysis of |𝐸𝐸𝑖 | can be further interpreted to signify the relative importance of linear and

non-linear trends based on the location of the point (𝜇∗
𝑖
, 𝜎𝑖) away from the 𝜇∗ = 𝜎 line on the Morris plot.

The sampling of elementary effects in this work is performed using the trajectory approach detailed by Morris in

his seminal work [65]. While other approaches have been utilized in existing literature, the trajectory approach, in

conjunction with small perturbation steps, can be applied in cases where correlation in inputs is known to exist a priori

following an unknown correlation structure. The use of small perturbation steps in combination with numerous samples
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Fig. 3 Morris method aggregate results for HyMETS (a) and MSL MISP-4 (b) scenarios.

also aids in reducing the likelihood of Type I and Type II classification errors in the pruning of non-influential parameters.

The sensitivity analysis procedure in this work is based on 500 trajectories for the MSL scenario and 100 trajectories for

the HyMETS case with perturbation magnitudes Δ = 0.01 on the discretized unit hypercube corresponding to the joint

quantile space, where the initial coordinates of each trajectory are populated with the Latin Hypercube Sampling (LHS)

space-filling design.

Applying the Morris screening methodology leads to results shown in Figure 3 and the identification of different

subsets of influential parameters between the two considered scenarios. The discussion in this work is necessarily

condensed to the analysis of maximum sampled values 𝜇∗max and 𝜎max instead of the complete set of 433 Morris plots

corresponding to each discretized point in space and time of the field response; conclusions were verified against the

complete set of results to ensure their validity. It is observed that thermal energy transfer phenomena are significant in

both scenarios, and variation of thermal conductivity parameters imposes mostly non-linear trends in predicted material

temperature. However, uncertainty in the k3,𝑡 ,𝑣 tuning input’s value can be ignored and the input set to its nominal

value. Sampled 𝜇∗ and 𝜎 for material decomposition Arrhenius pre-exponential parameters are also less significant,

and variation in the values of these parameters in unison with others imparts negligible variance in model output in

the ground facility case. Though the classification of material decomposition parameters and the k3,𝑡 ,𝑐 input for the

MSL scenario is ambiguous based on Figure 3(b) alone and is instead based on values of 𝜇∗max and 𝜎max determined

independently per each thermocouple location. A subset of corresponding Morris plots is shown in Figure 4 for TC1

and TC4 locations in the MISP-4 assembly, where significant trends for the sensitivity of the solution with material

depth are observed. Solution near the bondline, for instance, is primarily affected only due to the variation of the k0,𝑡 ,𝑣
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Fig. 4 Morris method results for MSL MISP-4 scenario with focus on TC1 (a) and TC4 (b) locations.

input. Near the surface, on the other hand, computed material temperature values are also sensitive to variation of k0,𝑡 ,𝑐

and k3,𝑡 ,𝑐 inputs and the Arrhenius pre-exponential parameters corresponding to 𝑗 = 1, 2 sub-phase decomposition

reactions of the matrix component. The differences in identified subsets of influential inputs per scenario are resolved

by including their union in subsequent statistical treatments and are identified in Table B.1 as those being included

in calibration exercises. Moreover, while a parameter may be less influential, any departure from prior uncertainty

PDFs can significantly alter forward propagation results in a scenario where respective parameter uncertainty is not

dismissible.

B. Polynomial Chaos

The statistical approach employed in this work imposes large computational requirements that are alleviated through

the generalized Polynomial Chaos (gPC) surrogate modeling technique. In applying the methodology, a scalar model

response is projected onto a space spanned by an appropriately chosen orthogonal polynomial basis based on the work

of Wiener [68]. The spectral representation of the non-deterministic, scalar response in the seminal work took the form

of the infinite sum

Υ =

∞∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑎𝜼𝑖Ψ𝜼𝑖 (𝚯) , 𝑎𝜼𝑖 =
〈
𝑓 (𝚯),Ψ𝜼𝑖 (𝚯)

〉
𝑤

∥Ψ𝜼𝑖 (𝚯)∥2
𝑤

(21)

consisting of multivariate, orthogonal polynomials Ψ𝜼𝑖 (𝚯) : R𝑝 → R1, basis coefficients 𝑎𝜼𝑖 ∈ R1, and multi-indices

𝜼𝑖 ∈ R𝑝 of form 𝜼𝑖 = [𝜂1, 𝜂2, . . . , 𝜂𝑝]𝑖 that are equal in dimension to the random vector input of the model [69]. In

practice, the infinite sum in Equation 21 is truncated a priori, and the basis is chosen according to the Wiener-Askey

scheme for non-normally distributed model inputs [70]. The integration involved in the formula for coefficient values
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Fig. 5 Process diagram for evaluating validity of the straightforward propagation procedure of results obtained
with HyMETS data to the MSL scenario.

can be carried out by applying quadrature schemes in conjunction with Smolyak sparse grids that impart relatively lower

computational costs than brute force integration. An alternative procedure for computing gPC basis coefficients consists

of minimization of mean-square approximation error through regression simulation approaches.

The gPC surrogate modeling methodology is applied with MSL and HyMETS scenarios concerning the identified

pruned set of influential inputs. The model’s time and space-dependent responses are approximated through the

frozen-time gPC approach, where a metamodel is obtained at 1 s intervals of the response domain. The polynomial

chaos series is truncated following a hyperbolic scheme, and corresponding basis coefficients are obtained using a

sparse, adaptive procedure based on the Least Angle Regression (LAR) solver application given 10000 LHS-based

input realizations and evaluations of the model for the MSl scenario and 1000 samples for the HyMETS case due to

computational constraints [71]. The truncation order of the series is incrementally increased until a variance normalized

cross-validation target of 0.001 is achieved while taking steps to prevent overfitting phenomena; the obtained models

often perform well beyond this threshold.

V. Discussion

A. Forward Propagation of Ground Facility Results

The objective of the formulated non-deterministic extension framework is methodological quantification of

uncertainty due to modeling and parametric sources for flight predictions based on quantified uncertainty and calibrated
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results with ground facility data. However, it is first worthwhile to explore the effects of straightforward propagation

of statistical inference exercise results obtained with plasma wind tunnel material performance data for the flight

scenario. A comparison can then be made with the quantified degree of uncertainty when the same exercise is performed

with measurements captured in flight. The process flow of this exercise is illustrated in Figure 5, where Bayesian

inference is carried out for both HyMETS and MSL scenarios independently with an identical prior P(𝜽) for the model

input parameters. Predictive inference and subsequent posterior predictive checks in the data comparison stage of the

process are performed to assess the quality of calibration results and the capacity of the model to capture material

performance trends. The MSL scenario statistical forward propagation problem results using the posterior obtained

from the application of Bayesian inference for the HyMETS scenario would match predictive inference results from the

MSL scenario calibration procedure if ground facility test campaigns yielded duplicate evidence as data captured in

flight. The magnitude of differences between the two non-deterministic solutions of the forward problem following this

logic can be used to assess the efficacy of current ground testing procedures based on graphical comparisons of obtained

PDFs and the KL divergence 𝐷KL (𝑝 | |𝑞) value computation.

Yet as previously ascertained, forward propagation of quantified uncertainty in the HyMETS calibration exercise

through the MSL scenario is not intuitive in the present context. The quantified degree of uncertainty apportioned to

modeling errors is specific to the calibration scenario, and no general formulation for the estimation of uncertainty due

to inadequacy of the model has been formulated in literature for charring ablators. While predictive inference exercises

are straightforward in the HyMETS facility case, calibrated posterior distributions for the 𝜎L parameters assigned

per thermocouple location are scenario specific and depend on location within the material and scenario conditions.

The application of Bayesian inference results obtained with the ground facility scenario is thus limited to forward

propagation of the quantified parametric uncertainty associated with model inputs obtained through marginalization

of the posterior over the likelihood parameters. The non-deterministic solution of the limited uncertainty forward

propagation problem P∗ ( 𝒚̃ |𝒚HyMETS) is made distinct in the process flow diagram to highlight this difference. Often

approaches like the addition of noise to response values based on experience are utilized to account for the missing

contribution to uncertainty due to model inadequacy, but these ad-hoc approaches are undesirable in the present work

due to their limited use and subjectivity.

Application of the Bayesian inference procedure with MSL or HyMETS data yields improved predictive model

capabilities considering their respective scenarios, albeit with a non-negligible degree of uncertainty. A subset of the

results for the HyMETS scenario is shown in Figure 6 for TC2 and TC3 locations in the Baby-sprite geometry sample.

The Maximum a Posteriori (MAP) prediction can be seen to more closely align with facility data than model output

with nominal input values, and the majority of data points are also captured within the plotted 95% prediction intervals.

Nonetheless, despite these improvements, MAP temperature predictions still exhibit some deviations from the captured

response. The calibrated material response framework predicts significantly faster cooling of the material once removed
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(a) (b)

Fig. 6 Predictive posteriors for HyMETS scenario material temperature at probed TC2 (a) and TC3 (b)
locations.

(a) (b)

Fig. 7 Predictive posteriors for MSL scenario material temperature at probed TC2 (a) and TC3 (b) locations.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 8 Comparison of propagated HyMETS results with MSL-based target distribution (a) along with variance
decomposition of the response (b) with respect to the prior at t=85s for the TC1 location.

from the high-speed, high-enthalpy flow jet combined with broad 99.7% prediction intervals apportioned primarily to

model inadequacy. Similar findings are derived from the MSL data-based statistical inference exercise with a subset

of corresponding predictive inference results in Figure 7 for TC2 and TC3 thermocouple locations in the MISP-4

assembly. General improvements in MAP predictions are again observed, and the 95 % prediction intervals again

adequately capture flight data. However, the MAP solution underestimates peak material temperatures, and calibrated

non-deterministic response prediction is associated with non-negligible 99.7% uncertainty bounds.

Forward propagation of the statistical inference solution given HyMETS facility data through the MSL scenario, more

importantly, yields results at odds with predictive inference output obtained with data captured in flight. Discrepancies

between solutions of the two forward propagation exercises stem from limited applicability of the ground facility-based

result described in the preceding discussion and disparities between the two material property posterior distributions

despite identical likelihood structures. A sample of obtained results showing encountered general trends is shown in

Figure 8 for the solution at time t=85s for the TC1 location of the MISP-4 assembly. Compared to predictive inference

results given MSL data, the forward propagated HyMETS based result significantly underestimates total uncertainty

in response values. Predicted uncertainty also fails to capture measured thermocouple values adequately, whereas

those values fall well within reasonable bounds of the MSL-based non-deterministic prediction. This solution feature

is again shown in Figure 9 for all four thermocouple locations at a different point in the domain where the degree of

discrepancy varies with material depth. Parametric uncertainty alone can be seen to not be sufficient in estimating

prediction intervals when applied to flight conditions beyond the testing envelope of ground facilities, and a general

model for modeling inadequacy must be employed.
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(c) (d)

Fig. 9 Comparison of propagated HyMETS results with MSL-based target distribution at t=75s for TC1-TC4
(a-d) locations.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 10 Comparison of predictive inference done with emulator term calibrated with HyMETS and MSL data
in comparison to the target MSL predictive inference result for TC1 (a) and TC3 (b) locations at time t=70s in
the MISP-4 assembly.

B. Application of the Novel Prediction Framework

Straightforward propagation of plasma wind tunnel statistical inference results at flight conditions, withholding

ad-hoc approaches, is inadequate in estimating uncertainty in material response predictions. The propagated uncertainty

estimate based on Bayesian inference results given HyMETS data is limited to considering only the parametric

uncertainty, and other differences are also present in posterior distributions of material model parameters. The following

discussion is dedicated to applying a model error emulator approach to extend modeling uncertainty beyond the ground

testing envelope as well as to resolve the disagreement between obtained posteriors by a posterior-prior mixing strategy

with subsequent coarse optimization of involved hyperparameters of the approach.

Error Emulator

Before utilizing the model inadequacy emulator approach, it is imperative to ensure that the model is interpolative

and does not attempt to extrapolate beyond material behaviors observed in the ground facility. To this end, the material

sample in the ground facility can be observed to reach at least the temperature simulated and captured in the MSL flight

case such that the phenomena present in flight inside the material are adequately represented in the ground facility.

This conclusion is made more apparent in Figure 11, where the simulated temperature response of the material using

default TACOT property values and at incremental depths starting from the surface is plotted against the simulated

response for the PICA sample in the plasma wind tunnel in the same manner. To further aid in this comparison, the

temperature profiles for the various depths are shifted to start at the origin after surpassing 290 K, where influence

modeling assumptions can be said to become more influential, albeit negligibly at this point. These profiles are shown
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(a) (b)

Fig. 11 Comparison of simulated material temperature for MSL and HyMETS scenarios (a) and captured data
(b) considering normalized time.

on a normalized time axis obtained by normalizing the duration of time at which the surface of the material surpasses

the temperature threshold. The same procedure is performed when comparing the captured thermocouple profiles

between flight and ground facility experiments. It is immediately evident that the temperature of the material during the

MSL entry maneuver does not exceed that recorded or simulated in the ground facility. The response of the material in

flight thus does not encompass phenomena that were not reproduced in the HyMETS facility case. Because the model

inadequacy emulator is concerned with the material temperature response in this work, the statistical model is here

believed to be interpolative based on the preceding observations and is not expected to attempt to extrapolate beyond the

trends simulated and observed in the HyMETS test case utilized in this work. The interpolative domain of the model, if

additional aspects are considered in further augmentations of the model, also significantly increases once flight data is

formally introduced into the prediction process of other flight scenarios.

The emulator model, together with material model parameters, is subsequently here calibrated with the likelihood

relationship characterized by the white noise kernel given HyMETS ground facility and MSL flight performance data

in separate exercises. A subset of respective forward propagation and predictive inference results is shown in Figure

10 for TC1 and TC3 locations within the MISP-4, assembly where a significant improvement in the estimation of

uncertainty is observed using ground facility-based predictions. Unlike corresponding results of the limited forward

propagation exercise in Figure 9, data are consistently captured by obtained non-deterministic output based on the

HyMETS calibration procedure results combined with the emulator approach. Arguments for the interpolative nature

of the statistical model are further supported when comparing the posterior distributions for the 𝜎em between the two
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Fig. 12 Comparison of posteriors for 𝜎em for the inadequacy model based on inference with HyMETS and MSL
data separately.

calibrations that as seen in Figure 12 are in relatively close agreement. The HyMETS based posterior distribution

encompasses the one obtained with MSL data, and the most probable values are also in proximity to each other.

A series of steps until this point were taken to improve the predictive uncertainty quantification capabilities based

on material response data obtained within plasma wind tunnels. It was recognized that most literature concerning

charring ablators and the design process for spacecraft involves deterministic methodologies with which material

response tools and databases are updated. These are then used to make deterministic predictions concerning material

performance in flight. Deterministic predictions and data are typically compared in the validation of the performance of

the computational model and, at most, prior uncertainty concerning aerothermal and material response aspects is forward

propagated onto the problem. The obtained uncertainty bounds are then utilized to make sizing decisions. In this work,

Bayesian inference has thus far been employed to update the prior state of knowledge concerning various aspects of

the problem with ground facility data, which are then forward propagated onto the prediction scenario. Although the

quantified degree of uncertainty due to modeling inadequacy can not be propagated in the naive approach, the conducted

procedure already extends beyond state-of-the-art approaches in the field. The procedure employed in this section

further elaborates on the limitations of the naive approach by employing an inadequacy term model, which is shown to

be interpolative given available data, that vastly improves upon the predictive uncertainty quantification capabilities of

the naive forward propagation procedure. These improved results are achieved with a relatively simple statistical model

for model inadequacy that allows for the utilization of the same likelihood formulation between scenarios.

Still, sampled marginal posterior distributions for material model inputs show non-negligible differences. It is

also observed that obtained posterior predictive distributions for model inputs using the emulator approximation for
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Fig. 13 Effects of varying value of w parameter for MISP-4 TC2 (a) and TC3 (b) at t=80s on the predictive
posterior.

the model error, respectively trained with MSL and HyMETS data, are not identical despite the same statistical and

material response models. The HyMETS based prediction for the MSL scenario underestimates solution uncertainty in

comparison, and the means of the distributions also somewhat diverge with greater material depths. The emulator-based

prediction trained with MSL data also tends to overestimate uncertainty for deeper material depths due to the prescribed

homoscedastic behavior imposed by a lack of training data. Ground facility and flight data in the present work update

the prior state of knowledge to a different extent despite utilizing the same priors and discrepancy modeling approaches

in the emulator-based formulation.

Model Averaging for Mixture Priors

Ground facility and flight data conflict in informing material and emulator model inputs is resolved by applying the

prior-posterior mixture approach detailed in Section II. Variation of the 𝑤 parameter of the mixture prior significantly

impacts the predictive distribution compounded by complex behaviors of the response prediction. Effects of various

values of 𝑤 are shown in Figure 13, where the predictive prior based on the mixture approach described in the present

work is plotted at a single point in time corresponding to TC2 and TC3 locations within the MISP-4 assembly. Predictive

responses are also compared to the posterior predictive distribution corresponding to the Bayesian inference exercise

associated with the model inadequacy emulator addition and MSL flight data. A higher kurtosis measure generally

characterizes distributions that rely more heavily on prior knowledge. It is also seen that the value of 𝑤 affects both the

tail behavior and the location of the mean of the distribution, with more stark behaviors expected when calibration

exercises result in more significant deviations of the posterior from the prior.
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(c) (d)

Fig. 14 Jeffreys divergence contours as a function of time and mixing parameter 𝑤 value.
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Table 2 Total Integrated Divergence Values for Increments of 𝑤.

w 𝐷KL (PMixture | |PMSL) 𝐷KL (PMSL | |PMixture) 𝐷J (PMSL, PMixture)

0.0 425.3 64.32 489.6
0.1 298.1 55.82 353.9
0.2 203.4 48.37 251.8
0.3 138.9 41.88 180.8
0.4 99.67 36.33 136.0
0.5 74.80 31.72 106.5
0.6 54.84 28.08 82.92
0.7 39.14 25.56 64.70
0.8 28.18 24.47 52.65
0.9 24.79 26.11 50.90
1.0 29.07 34.17 63.23

Nevertheless, the value of 𝑤 that minimizes the difference between the predictive distribution associated with the

mixture approach and calibration with MSL data of the emulator methodology is not immediately evident. Analysis of

computed Jeffreys divergence also reveals non-trivial trends across the domain of material temperature response as a

function of the mixture relevance parameter. The divergence measure was computed in increments of Δ𝑤 = 0.1 in the

[0, 1] range, and corresponding contour images are shown Figure 14 of the results. It is seen that Jeffreys divergence

behavior as a function of time contains complex features but attains the highest values for the predicted response of

deeper thermocouples, and the transition between regions of small and large divergence values is generally observed

to be somewhat gradual. Plots like those in Figure 14 can be used in future efforts to identify component submodels

that impose significant ground facility and flight data discrepancies in calibration exercises. The symmetric Jeffreys

divergence balances the underestimation and overestimation of the spread. On the other hand, optimization based on the

backward KL divergence value designates the predictive distribution obtained with the mixture prior as the reference

distribution and yields conservative results that penalize heavy-tailed behavior to a lesser extent. Both of these options

for determining relative entropy between two distributions are utilized in the procedure to explore best options for the

value of the mixture hyperparameter.

Total divergence values for the field material temperature response are obtained by summing integrated values across

the response domain of each thermocouple and are reported in Table 2. Predictive distributions PMSL and PMixture in the

table correspond to predictive inference results with the MSL emulator approach and HyMETS data-based mixture

formulation for the MSL scenario. In addition to Jeffrey’s divergence, both asymmetric options for KL divergence

values following the same integration and summation schemes are included, where Jeffreys divergence measure balances

the effects of both 𝐷KL options. Consequently, the value of 𝑤 = 0.9 is seen to provide an overall best matching

non-deterministic prediction based on the tabulated values compared to the MSL data-based emulator result. The
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Fig. 15 Comparison of 99% prediction intervals corresponding to the predictive inference result with scenario
specific likelihood, MSL emulator trained with MSL data, unmodified HyMETS data based emulator distribution
forward propagated for the MSL scenario, and the prior predictive distribution given the mixture approach with
w=0.9 for TC1-TC4 locations (a-d) within the MISP-4 assembly.

31



mixture parameter value of 𝑤 = 0.8 alternatively yields the optimal conservative prediction and neither purely prior nor

HyMETS calibration-based posterior options constitute the best choice. Mild obtained values of the optimal mixture

input are partly due to the considerable reduction in variance in the posterior compared to the prior when model input

quantities are calibrated with HyMETS calibration data. This behavior necessitates some degree of prior knowledge

influence to attenuate effects of the ground facility and flight data discrepancies in calibration procedure outcomes as

obtained prediction intervals are otherwise inadequate in estimating those derived with captured MSL data.

Optimal mixture results based on Jeffrey’s divergence values are shown in Figure 15, where 99% prediction intervals

are plotted for all considered thermocouple location responses. These intervals are also compared to ones obtained

previously from the posterior predictive distributions of Bayesian inferences exercises conducted with MSL data, using

scenario-specific likelihood and the emulator approach, and those obtained from the forward propagated emulator-based

solution trained with HyMETS data. It is immediately evident that the bounds obtained with the emulator approach and

HyMETS data are insufficient in estimating uncertainty quantified with MSL data, where they are underestimated to

a significant degree. The corresponding bounds also do not adequately encapsulate captured flight data nor the 99%

bounds obtained from the posterior predictive distribution associated with the Bayesian inference exercise conducted

with the scenario-specific likelihood formulation. The performance of the emulator approach trained with HyMETS

data improves upon previous results obtained by propagating solely parametric uncertainty quantified with ground

facility data, but alone it is not sufficient in the present context for scenarios outside the testing envelope of ground

facilities. The mixture approach furthermore yields bounds that not only capture the prediction intervals obtained when

the inadequacy emulator model is calibrated with MSL data but also comes close to capturing the intervals obtained

with the scenario specific likelihood characterized by model inadequacy that is allowed to vary between thermocouple

locations. The more conservative option of 𝑤 = 0.8 can be seen in Figure 16 to close the remaining gap between the

two sets of prediction intervals for the foremost thermocouples.

However, it is imperative to consider the effects of the tail regions of the distributions under comparison on obtained

Jeffrey’s and KL divergence values and consequently on the obtained optimal value of 𝑤 in the present context. One

likely scenario consists of the effects of the logarithmic term in the computation of the divergence in regions of the

domain where the reference distribution is near-zero. At the same time, the value of the PDF of the other counterpart

can decrease slowly and is non-negligible in those parts of the domain concerning the integrand but still small overall.

The behavior in the distribution’s tails in such a case would become dominant in the a priori determination of the

mixing hyperparameter. These effects are especially relevant when kernel density estimators are utilized to approximate

both distributions and effects of “bumps” in the tails, as some samples can reside far away from the mean and median

distribution measures and can cause significant fluctuations in the value of the involved integrand. Under these

circumstances, it may be worthwhile to consider computing divergence values of truncated distributions falling inside

the union of 95% PI of the two distributions. The two distributions would need to be rescaled to account for the
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Fig. 16 Comparison of 99% prediction intervals corresponding to the predictive inference result with scenario
specific likelihood, MSL emulator trained with MSL data, unmodified HyMETS data based emulator distribution
forward propagated for the MSL scenario, and the prior predictive distribution given the mixture approach with
w=0.8 for TC1 (a) and TC2 (b) locations within the MISP-4 assembly.

truncation. This process was carried out following the same divergence computation procedure where an optimal value

of 𝑤 = 0.7 was determined using both Jeffrey’s divergence and conservative KL divergence values. Corresponding 95%

PI of the non-truncated distributions for all simulated thermocouple responses are shown in Figure 17, where the same

intervals obtained with the emulator approach calibrated with MSL data are consistently captured. Prediction intervals

originating from scenario-specific likelihood calibration are also predominantly captured and only underestimated

slightly for the simulated TC1 response near the peak temperature.

The mixture approach with the optimal 𝑤 determined using Jeffrey’s divergence values in sum significantly

outperforms the emulator approach alone. The optimal mixture yields 99% and 95% prediction bounds that consistently

encapsulate the same level bounds associated with the emulator solution trained with MSL data and flight data across all

thermocouple locations studied in this work. The mixture also captures 99% and 95% prediction intervals obtained from

the scenario-specific inference procedure’s posterior predictive solution while slightly underestimating the upper bound

ranges for parts of the response domain for shallower thermocouple locations. However, as shown in Figure 16, using the

more conservative results obtained with 𝐷KL (PMSL | |PMixture) yields prediction intervals that capture the MSL-specific

bounds completely without significant overcompensation. The mixture approach improves upon predictive capabilities

based on these results in estimating uncertainty in flight predictions. The application of additional uncertainty in this

methodology is constrained by both the information encoded in the prior and models implemented as part of the material

response framework. The determined value of 𝑤 then sets the degree to which to balance information extracted from the

ground facility scenario and the knowledge expressed through the prior.
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Fig. 17 Comparison of 95% prediction intervals corresponding to the predictive inference result with scenario
specific likelihood, MSL emulator trained with MSL data, unmodified HyMETS data based emulator distribution
forward propagated for the MSL scenario, and the prior predictive distribution given the mixture approach with
w=0.7 for TC1-TC4 locations (a-d) within the MISP-4 assembly.
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VI. Conclusions
A non-deterministic framework was presented in this work for use in the extension of the uncertainty of predictions

made with ground facility data calibrated material response tools to flight conditions outside the testing envelope. The

solution accounts for modeling and parametric sources of error and ground facility data discrepancy with performance

measurements captured in flight. The introduced approach also trivializes the material model under study as a black-box

process, increasing its generality to even non-related scientific fields where adequate estimation of uncertainty associated

with prediction results is vital.

The undertaken development process included methodical sensitivity analysis and surrogate modeling studies before

investigating the shortcomings of a straight-forward propagation of non-deterministic calibration results followed by

the emulator and mixture-based solutions. In the forward propagation exercise of Bayesian inference results, only the

parametric uncertainty could be propagated to the flight scenario where uncertainty in the non-deterministic response

was inadequate. Predicted uncertainty bounds also failed to consistently capture flight measurements, resulting from the

absence of contribution to total quantified uncertainty due to model inadequacy. This shortcoming was subsequently

amended by a data-driven emulator approach, albeit a basic one, where the model inadequacy term was approximated

by an emulator whose inputs included model output and additional tuning parameters. Removal of scenario-specific

constraints for the emulator’s inputs allowed for extension of model uncertainty contribution to environments other than

those associated with calibration data. Non-deterministic material temperature predictions based on this addition to

model output alone are better able to capture measured thermocouple data and uncertainty quantified through Bayesian

inference exercises with flight data.

However, calibration of the emulator model with flight data revealed a non-negligible discrepancy in extracted

information from ground facility measurements, which was later amended by applying the mixture approach detailed

in this work. Based on a single applicability hyperparameter, the model averaging strategy mixes informative and

non-informative components based on the relevance of ground facility data to flight conditions to construct a prior for

the flight scenario. Flight measurements in this work were used solely to select an appropriate value of the weighting

factor to show how proper selection of the parameter yields more reliable predictions for uncertainty quantification that

take into account ground facility limitations. The value of this factor can alternatively be obtained by elicitation of

field experts and applied to more disparate conditions between ground and flight scenarios in the present context like

different gas mixtures, material coating presence, and others.

The present discussion utilized a single set of ground facility and flight measurements due to the limited availability

of PICA performance data and aerothermal solutions for testing campaign environments inside plasma wind tunnel

complexes. These limitations were accounted for by deliberate elementary formulation of the model inadequacy

emulator term. Additional material performance data obtained using simulated environments inside ground complexes

can be utilized to increase emulator term complexity to account for heteroscedastic phenomena and degree of char,
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among others. Moreover, additional flight data corresponding to distinctive scenarios can be utilized to study the optimal

values for the mixing hyperparameter. The basic survey approach for the superior value of the mixture hyperparameter

conducted in this work can also be further elaborated upon to yield increased performance of the epitomized framework.
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Appendix

A. Material Response

Solution of Governing Equations

The material response of the MSL heat shield and the PICA sample in the HyMETS facility are simulated using

NASA’s PATO platform. The numerical procedure of the toolbox consists of the solution of conservation equations

for both solid and gas phases of the material. The decomposition of the material is further modeled using the

phenomenological approach established by Goldstein [72] that poses the advancement of pyrolysis reactions, and hence

progression of the material from virgin state to char, using Arrhenius expressions concerning multiple decomposing

sub-phases of the material. Details behind the derivation of the volume-averaged expressions and other embedded

models can be found in Meurisee et al. [15] and Lachaud et al. [54, 73, 74], as well as the specifics of the implementation

of the analysis code. Dissemination of material models and properties of the PICA material is restricted. Instead, the

efforts here are performed with the Theoretical Ablative Composite for Open Testing (TACOT) material database that

provides a suitable analog for the restricted material [75].

As per the discussion posed in referenced literature, the recession of the material is simulated by solving surface mass

and energy balance equations in combination with the B’ table approach. The methodology requires the specification of

the gas mixture composition generated through the pyrolysis process as well as the composition of the environment

mixture. Corresponding mass fractions are listed in Table A.1, where equilibrium properties of the HyMETS and MSL

gas mixtures are modeled using the Johnston-Brandis’ 10-species plus Argon model utilized by Diaz et al. [17]. In turn,

the mass fractions of the generated pyrolysis gas mixture are obtained assuming constant stoichiometric coefficients and
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Table A.1 Elemental Mass Fractions Configurations Per Respective Gas Mixture.

Gas
Element

C H O N Ar

Mars 0.2640 0 0.7039 0.01742 0.01472
HyMETS Mars-like 0.2419 0 0.6444 0.06637 0.04733
Pyrolysis 0.5315 0.1285 0.3400 0 0

50% of decomposing phenolic resin mass and all of H and O are converted to gas.

Boundary Conditions

The material response simulations for the MSL heat shield and HyMETS sample require the availability of several

time-dependent quantities at the boundary. The boundary conditions for the former are those utilized by Meurisse et al.

[15] and those obtained by Borner et al. [5] for earlier trajectory segments. The exact procedures with which these

numerical results were obtained can be found in referenced literature and are limited to 100s following vehicle entry into

the planetary atmosphere past the defined interface. Boundary conditions for the HyMETS simulations were originally

obtained by Diaz et al. [17] and detail the distribution of boundary condition quantities over the shape of the PICA

material sample plug.

Grid Generation

Simulation of the material temperature of the MSL heat shield is limited to the MISP-4 thermocouple assembly.

Moreover, the simulations are performed on translating 1-D meshes obtained with the blockMesh utility made available

by OpenFOAM consisting of 100 cells, with the cell expansion parameter value set to 𝑟 = 0.1 to emphasize the accuracy

of the solution near the surface [76]. This resolution was found to be adequate in previous work by the authors, where

additional formulations for determining individual cell widths can also be found [63]. In contrast, the HyMETS scenario

is simulated on a 2-D axisymmetric mesh detailed in Diaz et al. [17] due to the prevalence of multidimensional

phenomena in the response of the small material sample. The computational mesh is comprised of 80000 cells with

a maximum grid spacing of 10−5 m near the walls. In both cases, the recession of the material is simulated with a

translating computational grid whose translation velocity is obtained as part of the B’ table approach.

B. Uncertain Parameters

The various embedded models implemented as part of the PATO toolbox introduced numerous parameters that can

be included in an inversion process. A subset of selected model inputs is shown in Table B.1 and includes parameters

of the material decomposition model and those related to the effective transport of thermal energy in the material.

In particular, the material’s thermal conductivity scales with material temperature and is influenced by both solid
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Table B.1 Uncertain Inputs and Their Distributions.

Input Units Symbol Distribution Nominal Value Calibrated

Log Pre-exponential (2,1) s−1 log A2,1 U[6.908, 11.51] 9.393 !

Log Pre-exponential (2,2) s−1 log A2,2 U[16.12, 23.02] 20.03 !

Log Pre-exponential (2,3) s−1 log A2,3 U[16.12, 23.02] 20.03
Virgin Conductivity W m−1 K−1 k0,𝑡 ,𝑣 N[0.2294, 0.03825] 0.2294 !

k3,𝑡 ,𝑣 N[1.694e-11, 2.823e-12] 1.694e-11
Char Conductivity W m−1 K−1 k0,𝑡 ,𝑐 N[0.2569, 0.04283] 0.2569 !

k3,𝑡 ,𝑐 N[4.510e-11, 7.515e-12] 4.510e-11 !

conduction and radiative effects. The relationship of the parameter with temperature is modeled by the following

polynomial expression

k(T) = k0 + k3T3 (B.1)

consisting of k0 and k3 inputs. The nominal values of these parameters are obtained by fitting the expression with

standard values included in the TACOT description. The bounds of included uncertain model inputs were chosen to

guarantee a significant variance in the sampled output. It is essential to acknowledge that this work focuses on the

development of the extension procedure, which can then be applied in conjunction with restricted PICA models and

property inputs for which uncertainty bounds are better known in contrast to the synthetic TACOT material. The MAP

values of the TACOT model’s parameters in this work are not intended for reliable predictions of real scenarios or to be

used as part of TPS sizing studies.

38



References
[1] J. D. Anderson, Hypersonic and High-Temperature Gas Dynamics, Second Edition. Reston, VA: AIAA, 2006. doi: 10.2514/

4.861956.

[2] A. J. Amar et al., “Modeling of one-dimensional ablation with porous flow using finite control volume procedure,” 2006.

[3] H. K. Tran, C. E. Johnson, D. J. Rasky, F. C. Hui, M.-T. Hsu, T. Chen, Y. Chen, D. Paragas, and L. Kobayashi, “Phenolic

impregnated carbon ablators (pica) as thermal protection systems for discovery missions,” 1997.

[4] H. Weng, “Multidimensional modeling of pyrolysis gas transport inside orthotropic charring ablators,” Ph.D. dissertation,

University of Kentucky, Lexington, KY, Dec. 2014.

[5] A. Borner, J. B. Meurisse, and N. N. Mansour, “Full-scale msl heatshield material response using dsmc and cfd to compute

the aerothermal environments,” 2018.

[6] M. J. Wright, T. White, and N. Mangini, “Data parallel line relaxation (dplr) code user manual: Acadia-version 4.01. 1,” 2009.

[7] G. LeBeau and F. Lumpkin III, “Application highlights of the dsmc analysis code (dac) software for simulating rarefied flows,”

Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, vol. 191, no. 6, pp. 595–609, 2001, Minisymposium on Methods

for Flow Simulation and Modeling, issn: 0045-7825. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0045-7825(01)00304-8.

[8] K. Miki, M. Panesi, E. Prudencio, and S. Prudhomme, “Estimation of the nitrogen ionization reaction rate using electric

arc shock tube data and bayesian model analysis,” Physics of Plasmas, vol. 19, pp. 023 507–023 507, Feb. 2012. doi:

10.1063/1.3684598.

[9] M. Panesi, K. Miki, S. Prudhomme, and A. Brandis, “On the assessment of a bayesian validation methodology for data

reduction models relevant to shock tube experiments,” Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, vol. s

213–216, pp. 383–398, Mar. 2012. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2011.11.001.

[10] S. Venturi, R. Jaffe, and M. Panesi, “Bayesian machine learning approach to the quantification of uncertainties on ab initio

potential energy surfaces,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry A, vol. 124, pp. 5129–5146, May 2020. doi: 10.1021/acs.

jpca.0c02395.

[11] S. Venturi, M. P. Sharma, B. Lopez, and M. Panesi, “Data-inspired and physics-driven model reduction for dissociation:

Application to the o2 + o system,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry A, vol. 124, no. 41, pp. 8359–8372, 2020. doi:

10.1021/acs.jpca.0c04516.

[12] M. P. Sharma, A. Munaf’o, and M. Panesi, “Characterization of non-equilibrium hypersonic flows using maximum entropy

linear model,” in AIP Conference Proceedings, AIP Publishing LLC, vol. 2132, 2019, p. 100 009.

[13] M. P. Sharma, Y. Liu, and M. Panesi, “Coarse-grained modeling of thermochemical nonequilibrium using the multigroup

maximum entropy quadratic formulation,” Physical Review E, vol. 101, no. 1, p. 013 307, 2020.

[14] M. J. Wright, R. A. Beck, K. T. Edquist, D. Driver, S. A. Sepka, E. M. Slimko, and W. H. Willcockson, “Sizing and margins

assessment of mars science laboratory aeroshell thermal protection system,” Journal of Spacecraft and Rockets, vol. 51, no. 4,

pp. 1125–1138, 2014.

39

https://doi.org/10.2514/4.861956
https://doi.org/10.2514/4.861956
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0045-7825(01)00304-8
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3684598
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2011.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpca.0c02395
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpca.0c02395
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpca.0c04516


[15] J. B. Meurisse, J. Lachaud, F. Panerai, C. Tang, and N. N. Mansour, “Multidimensional material response simulations of a

full-scale tiled ablative heatshield,” Aerospace Science and Technology, vol. 76, pp. 497–511, 2018, issn: 1270-9638. doi:

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2018.01.013.

[16] R. A. S. Beck, D. M. Driver, M. J. Wright, H. H. Hwang, K. T. Edquist, and S. A. Sepka, “Development of the mars science

laboratory heatshield thermal protection system,” Journal of Spacecraft and Rockets, vol. 51, no. 4, pp. 1139–1150, 2014. doi:

10.2514/1.A32635.

[17] P. V. Diaz, J. B. Meurisse, A. M. Brandis, B. K. Bessire, M. Barnhardt, and S. Yoon, “High-fidelity simulations of hymets

arc-jet flows for pica-n modeling,” in AIAA Scitech 2021 Forum. 2021. doi: 10.2514/6.2021-1629.

[18] S. Splinter, K. Bey, J. Gragg, and A. Brewer, “Comparative measurements of earth and martian entry environments in the

nasa langley hymets facility,” in 49th AIAA Aerospace Sciences Meeting including the New Horizons Forum and Aerospace

Exposition. doi: 10.2514/6.2011-1014.

[19] O. Chazot and F. Panerai, “High-enthalpy facilities and plasma wind tunnels for aerothermodynamics ground testing,” in Feb.

2015, pp. 471–521, isbn: 978-1-62410-328-5. doi: 10.2514/5.9781624103292.0471.0522.

[20] P. F. Barbante and O. Chazot, “Flight extrapolation of plasma wind tunnel stagnation region flowfield,” Journal of Thermophysics

and Heat Transfer, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 493–499, 2006. doi: 10.2514/1.17185.

[21] P. Barbante, “Heat flux duplication between ground facility and hypersonic flight,” Journal of Thermophysics and Heat

Transfer, vol. 23, pp. 684–692, Dec. 2009. doi: 10.2514/1.35808.

[22] A. del Val, O. Le Maître, T. Magin, O. Chazot, and P. Congedo, “A surrogate-based optimal likelihood function for the

bayesian calibration of catalytic recombination in atmospheric entry protection materials,” Applied Mathematical Modelling,

vol. 101, Aug. 2021. doi: 10.1016/j.apm.2021.07.019.

[23] A. del Val, D. Luís, and O. Chazot, “Experimental methodology for the accurate stochastic calibration of catalytic

recombination affecting reusable spacecraft tps,” Chemical Physics, vol. 559, p. 111 528, 2022, issn: 0301-0104. doi:

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemphys.2022.111528.

[24] A. Kolesnikov, “Conditions of simulation of stagnation point heat transfer from a high-enthalpy flow,” Fluid dynamics, vol. 28,

no. 1, pp. 131–137, 1993.

[25] A. Turchi, J. J. Matesanz Saiz, T. E. Magin, and O. Chazot, “Duplication of hypersonic stagnation-region aerothermochemistry

and gas-surface interaction in high-enthalpy ground testing,” Experiments in Fluids, vol. 62, no. 11, pp. 1–16, 2021.

[26] A. Viladegut, J.-E. Durand, F. Pinna, and O. Chazot, “Hypersonic boundary-layer duplication methodology downstream of the

stagnation point,” Journal of Spacecraft and Rockets, vol. 55, no. 6, pp. 1393–1400, 2018. doi: 10.2514/1.A33978.

[27] A. Tarantola, Inverse Problem Theory and Methods for Model Parameter Estimation. Philadelphia, PA: SIAM, 2005. doi:

10.1137/1.9780898717921.

[28] D. S. Sivia and J. Skilling, Data Analysis: A Bayesian Tutorial. Chichester, West Sussex, England: Oxford University Press,

2006, ISBN:978-0198568322.

40

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2018.01.013
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.A32635
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2021-1629
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2011-1014
https://doi.org/10.2514/5.9781624103292.0471.0522
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.17185
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.35808
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apm.2021.07.019
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemphys.2022.111528
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.A33978
https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9780898717921


[29] T. A. Oliver, G. Terejanu, C. S. Simmons, and R. D. Moser, “Validating predictions of unobserved quantities,” Computer

Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, vol. 283, pp. 1310–1335, 2015. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2014.08.023.

[30] P. Rostkowski, S. Venturi, M. Panesi, A. Omidy, H. Weng, and A. Martin, “Calibration and uncertainty quantification of vista

ablator material database using bayesian inference,” Journal of Thermophysics and Heat Transfer, vol. 33, no. 2, pp. 356–369,

2019. doi: 10.2514/1.T5396.

[31] M. Mahzari, R. D. Braun, T. R. White, and D. Bose, “Inverse estimation of the mars science laboratory entry aeroheating and

heatshield response,” Journal of Spacecraft and Rockets, vol. 52, no. 4, pp. 1203–1216, 2015.

[32] M. J. Wright, J. H. Grinstead, and D. Bose, “A risk-based approach for aerothermal/tps analysis and testing,” NATIONAL

AERONAUTICS and SPACE ADMINISTRATION MOFFETT FIELD CA AMES RESEARCH . . ., Tech. Rep., 2007.

[33] M. Mahzari, I. Cozmuta, I. Clark, and R. Braun, “An inverse parameter estimation methodology for the analysis of aeroheating

and thermal protection system experimental data,” in 42nd AIAA Thermophysics Conference. doi: 10.2514/6.2011-4027.

[34] M. Rivier, J. Lachaud, and P. Congedo, “Ablative thermal protection system under uncertainties including pyrolysis

gas composition,” Aerospace Science and Technology, vol. 84, pp. 1059–1069, 2019, issn: 1270-9638. doi: https:

//doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2018.11.048.

[35] S. Copeland, M. Mahzari, I. Cozmuta, and J. Alonso, “A statistics-based material property analysis to support ablation

simulation uq efforts,” in 3rd AIAA/ASME/ASCE/AHS/ASC Structures, Structural Dynamics and Materials Conference,

Honolulu, HI: AIAA 2012-1763, 2012. doi: 10.2514/6.2012-1763.

[36] A. Turchi, P. M. Congedo, and T. E. Magin, “Thermochemical ablation modeling forward uncertainty analysis—part i:

Numerical methods and effect of model parameters,” International Journal of Thermal Sciences, vol. 118, pp. 497–509, 2017.

doi: 10.1016/j.ijthermalsci.2017.04.004.

[37] M. C. Kennedy and A. O’Hagan, “Bayesian calibration of computer models,” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B

(Statistical Methodology), vol. 63, no. 3, pp. 425–464, 2001. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00294.

[38] T. Xu and A. J. Valocchi, “A bayesian approach to improved calibration and prediction of groundwater models with structural

error,” Water Resources Research, vol. 51, no. 11, pp. 9290–9311, 2015. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/2015WR017912.

[39] T. Xu, A. J. Valocchi, M. Ye, and F. Liang, “Quantifying model structural error: Efficient bayesian calibration of a regional

groundwater flow model using surrogates and a data-driven error model,” Water Resources Research, vol. 53, no. 5, pp. 4084–

4105, 2017.

[40] L. Neufcourt, Y. Cao, W. Nazarewicz, and F. Viens, “Bayesian approach to model-based extrapolation of nuclear observables,”

Physical Review C, vol. 98, no. 3, Sep. 2018, issn: 2469-9993. doi: 10.1103/physrevc.98.034318. [Online]. Available:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.98.034318.

[41] H. Schmidli, S. Gsteiger, S. Roychoudhury, A. O’Hagan, D. Spiegelhalter, and B. Neuenschwander, “Robust meta-analytic-

predictive priors in clinical trials with historical control information,” Biometrics, vol. 70, no. 4, pp. 1023–1032, 2014. doi:

https://doi.org/10.1111/biom.12242.

41

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2014.08.023
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.T5396
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2011-4027
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2018.11.048
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2018.11.048
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2012-1763
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijthermalsci.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00294
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/2015WR017912
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevc.98.034318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.98.034318
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/biom.12242


[42] I. Wadsworth, L. Hampson, and T. Jaki, “Extrapolation of efficacy and other data to support the development of new

medicines for children: A systematic review of methods,” Statistical Methods in Medical Research, vol. 27, Mar. 2016. doi:

10.1177/0962280216631359.

[43] M. Gamalo-Siebers et al., “Statistical modeling for bayesian extrapolation of adult clinical trial information in pediatric drug

evaluation: Extrapolation in pediatric drug evaluation through bayesian methods,” Pharmaceutical Statistics, vol. 16, Apr.

2017. doi: 10.1002/pst.1807.

[44] J. A. Hoeting, D. Madigan, A. E. Raftery, and C. T. Volinsky, “Bayesian model averaging: A tutorial (with comments by m.

clyde, david draper and ei george, and a rejoinder by the authors,” Statistical science, vol. 14, no. 4, pp. 382–417, 1999.

[45] P. Rostkowski, M. Panesi, J. B. Meurisse, J. M. Thornton, and R. C. Smith, “Effects of problem complexity reduction on

parameter sensitivity and classification in charring ablator scenarios,” Aerospace Science and Technology, p. 107 522, 2022,

issn: 1270-9638. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2022.107522.

[46] P. Rostkowski, “Uncertainty quantification of vista charring ablator material database using bayesian inference,” 2017.

[47] S. Venturi, “Physics-based stochastic framework for the quantification of uncertainty in non-equilibrium hypersonic flows,”

2016, http://hdl.handle.net/10589/118101.

[48] D. Bose, K. Skokova, M. Wright, and J. Reuther, “Ground-to-flight traceability analysis of arcjet testing for the crew

exploration vehicle,” in 41st AIAA Thermophysics Conference. doi: 10.2514/6.2009-3845. [Online]. Available: https:

//arc.aiaa.org/doi/abs/10.2514/6.2009-3845.

[49] R. C. Smith, Uncertainty quantification : theory, implementation, and applications (Computational science & engineering

series), eng. Philadelphia: SIAM, 2014, isbn: 9781611973211.

[50] A. Gelman, J. B. Carlin, H. S. Stern, and D. B. Rubin, Bayesian data analysis. Chapman and Hall/CRC, 1995.

[51] D. S. Sivia and J. Skilling, Data Analysis: A Bayesian Tutorial. Chichester, West Sussex, England: Oxford University Press,

2006, ISBN:978-0198568322.

[52] G. Nikolaidis, B. Woods, S. Palmer, and M. Soares, “Classifying information-sharing methods,” BMC Medical Research

Methodology, vol. 21, May 2021. doi: 10.1186/s12874-021-01292-z.

[53] C. Röver, S. Wandel, and T. Friede, “Model averaging for robust extrapolation in evidence synthesis,” Statistics in Medicine,

vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 674–694, 2019. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.7991.

[54] J. Lachaud, J. Scoggins, T. Magin, M. Meyer, and N. Mansour, “A generic local thermal equilibrium model for porous

reactive materials submitted to high temperatures,” International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer, vol. 108, pp. 1406–1417,

2017, issn: 0017-9310. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheatmasstransfer.2016.11.067. [Online]. Available:

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0017931016312480.

[55] Y. Tian, G. J. Huffman, R. F. Adler, L. Tang, M. Sapiano, V. Maggioni, and H. Wu, “Modeling errors in daily precipitation

measurements: Additive or multiplicative?” Geophysical Research Letters, vol. 40, no. 10, pp. 2060–2065, 2013. doi:

https://doi.org/10.1002/grl.50320.

42

https://doi.org/10.1177/0962280216631359
https://doi.org/10.1002/pst.1807
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2022.107522
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2009-3845
https://arc.aiaa.org/doi/abs/10.2514/6.2009-3845
https://arc.aiaa.org/doi/abs/10.2514/6.2009-3845
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-021-01292-z
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.7991
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheatmasstransfer.2016.11.067
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0017931016312480
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/grl.50320


[56] K. Miki, M. Panesi, E. Prudencio, and S. Prudhomme, “Probabilistic models and uncertainty quantification for the ionization

reaction rate of atomic nitrogen,” in 49th AIAA Aerospace Sciences Meeting including the New Horizons Forum and Aerospace

Exposition. doi: 10.2514/6.2011-624.

[57] C. K. Williams and C. E. Rasmussen, Gaussian processes for machine learning. MIT press Cambridge, MA, 2006, vol. 2.

[58] D. M. Blei, A. Kucukelbir, and J. D. McAuliffe, “Variational inference: A review for statisticians,” Journal of the American

Statistical Association, vol. 112, no. 518, pp. 859–877, Apr. 2017, issn: 1537-274X. doi: 10.1080/01621459.2017.1285773.

[59] H. Haario, M. Laine, and A. Mira, “Dram: Efficient adaptive mcmc,” Statistics and Computing, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 339–354,

2006. doi: 10.1007/s11222-006-9438-0.

[60] B. K. Bessire, F. Panerai, J. B. E. Meurisse, and N. N. Mansour, “Analysis of the pica-nusil hymets arc-jet campaign,” in 11th

Ablation Workshop, 2019.

[61] T. R. White, M. Mahzari, D. Bose, and J. A. Santos, “Post-flight analysis of mars science laboratory’s entry aerothermal

environment and thermal protection system response,” in 44th AIAA Thermophysics Conference. doi: 10.2514/6.2013-2779.

[62] D. Bose, T. White, M. Mahzari, and K. Edquist, “Reconstruction of aerothermal environment and heat shield response of mars

science laboratory,” Journal of Spacecraft and Rockets, vol. 51, no. 4, pp. 1174–1184, 2014. doi: 10.2514/1.A32783.

[63] P. Rostkowski, M. Panesi, J. B. Meurisse, J. M. Thornton, and R. C. Smith, “Effects of problem complexity reduction on

parameter sensitivity and classification in charring ablator scenarios,” Aerospace Science and Technology, p. 107 522, 2022,

issn: 1270-9638. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2022.107522.

[64] A. Saltelli, K. Chan, and E. M. Scott, Sensitivity Analysis. Wiley, 2000, ISBN:978-0-471-99892-1.

[65] M. D. Morris, “Factorial sampling plans for preliminary computational experiments,” Technometrics, vol. 33, no. 2, pp. 161–

174, 1991.

[66] F. Campolongo, A. Saltelli, and J. Cariboni, “From screening to quantitative sensitivity analysis. a unified approach,” Computer

Physics Communications, vol. 182, no. 4, pp. 978–988, 2011, issn: 0010-4655. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.

2010.12.039. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0010465510005321.

[67] F. Campolongo, J. Cariboni, and A. Saltelli, “An effective screening design for sensitivity analysis of large models,”

Environmental modelling & software, vol. 22, no. 10, pp. 1509–1518, 2007.

[68] N. Wiener, “The homogeneous chaos,” American Journal of Mathematics, vol. 60, no. 4, pp. 897–936, 1938, issn: 00029327,

10806377. doi: 10.2307/2371268.

[69] B. Sudret, “Global sensitivity analysis using polynomial chaos expansions,” Reliability Engineering System Safety, vol. 93,

no. 7, pp. 964–979, 2008. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2007.04.002.

[70] D. Xiu and G. Karniadakis, “The wiener–askey polynomial chaos for stochastic differential equations,” SIAM Journal on

Scientific Computing, vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 619–644, 2002. doi: 10.1137/S1064827501387826.

[71] G. Blatman, “Adaptive sparse polynomial chaos expansions for uncertainty propagation and sensitivity analysis,” Ph.D.

dissertation, Université Blaise Pascal, Clermont-Ferrand, France, 2009.

43

https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2011-624
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2017.1285773
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-006-9438-0
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2013-2779
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.A32783
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ast.2022.107522
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2010.12.039
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2010.12.039
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0010465510005321
https://doi.org/10.2307/2371268
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2007.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1137/S1064827501387826


[72] H. Goldstein, “Kinetics of nylon and phenolic pyrolysis,” LOCKHEED MISSILES and SPACE CO INC SUNNYVALE CA,

Tech. Rep., 1965.

[73] J. Lachaud and N. N. Mansour, “Porous-material analysis toolbox based on openfoam and applications,” Journal of

Thermophysics and Heat Transfer, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 191–202, 2014.

[74] J. Lachaud, T. van Eekelen, J. B. Scoggins, T. E. Magin, and N. N. Mansour, “Detailed chemical equilibrium model

for porous ablative materials,” International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer, vol. 90, pp. 1034–1045, 2015, issn:

0017-9310. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheatmasstransfer.2015.05.106. [Online]. Available: http:

//www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0017931015006006.

[75] T. van Eekelen, A. Martin, J. Lachaud, and D. Bianchi, “Ablation test case series# 3,” 2014.

[76] C. J. Greenshields, “Openfoam user guide version 8,” The OpenFOAM Foundation, 2020.

44

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheatmasstransfer.2015.05.106
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0017931015006006
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0017931015006006

	Introduction
	Non-Deterministic Extension Framework
	Abstract Model Generalization
	Model Discrepancy Emulator
	Calibration of Model Quantities
	Model Averaging For Prediction
	Application to a Charring Ablator Scenario

	Ground Facility and Flight Scenarios
	HyMETS Arc-jet
	MSL Flight

	Sensitivity Analysis and Surrogate Modeling
	Morris Method
	Polynomial Chaos

	Discussion
	Forward Propagation of Ground Facility Results
	Application of the Novel Prediction Framework

	Conclusions
	Material Response
	Uncertain Parameters


