
Data-Driven Modeling for On-Demand Flow Prescription
in Fan-Array Wind Tunnels

Alejandro A. Stefan-Zavala1∗, Isabel Scherl2, Ioannis Mandralis1,
Steven L. Brunton3, and Morteza Gharib1

1 Graduate Aerospace Laboratories, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125, USA
2 Department of Mechanical and Civil Engineering, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125, USA
3 Department of Mechanical Engineering, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195

∗ Corresponding author. E-mail: aastefan@caltech.edu

Abstract

Fan-array wind tunnels are an emerging technology to design bespoke wind fields through grids of individually con-
trollable fans. This design is especially suited for the turbulent, dynamic, non-uniform flow conditions found close to
the ground, and has enabled applications from entomology to flight on Mars. However, due to the high dimensionality
of fan-array actuation and the complexity of unsteady fluid flow, the physics of fan arrays are not fully characterized,
making it difficult to prescribe arbitrary flow fields. Accessing the full capability of fan arrays requires resolving the
map from time-varying grids of fan speeds to three-dimensional unsteady flow fields, which remains an open problem.
This map is unfeasible to span in a single study, but it can be partitioned and studied in subsets. In this paper, we
study the special case of constant fan-speeds and time-averaged streamwise velocities with one homogeneous spanwise
axis. We produce a proof-of-concept surrogate model by fitting a regularized linear map to a dataset of fan-array
measurements. We use this model as the basis for an open-loop control scheme to design flow profiles subject to
constraints on fan speeds. In experimental validation, our model scored a mean prediction error of 1.02 m/s and our
control scheme a mean tracking error of 1.05 m/s in a fan array with velocities up to 12 m/s. We empirically conclude
that the physics relating constant fan speeds to time-averaged streamwise velocities are dominated by linear dynamics,
and present our method as a foundational step to fully resolve fan-array wind tunnel control.

1 Introduction

Fan-array wind tunnels (i.e. fan arrays, fan walls, multi-fan wind tunnels, or Real Weather Wind Tunnels) provide an
unprecedented ability to tailor fluid flows through the independent actuation of multiple fans. Compared to traditional wind
tunnels with a single impeller, fan arrays have a smaller footprint for the same test-section size, have faster ramp times, and
produce slower, more turbulent flows (Dougherty (2022)). The most salient feature of fan arrays is the independent actuation
of each fan. Partitioning the flow source into independent units allows for spatial variation at the length-scale of one fan
diameter (Dougherty (2022)). The number of achievable static flow profiles alone grows exponentially with the number of
fans. Additionally, due to their small size and mass, each fan can change speed dynamically throughout an experiment,
allowing for time-dependent flow variation.

The fan-array architecture has enabled novel wind tunnel research across a wide range of applications. Veismann et al.
(2021b) used the space efficiency of fan arrays to conduct flight tests in a chamber replicating the Martian atmosphere for
the Ingenuity Mars Helicopter. Dougherty (2022) used the independent actuation of 2,592 fans, arranged in a 3m × 3m
grid, to produce compound shear layers and “checkerboard” patterns in wind, then varied fan speeds sinusoidally to perturb
shear-layer vortex-shedding frequencies, in an effort to replicate “flight-relevant environments.” O’Connell et al. (2022) used
the same fan array, modulated sinusoidally, to produce dynamic wind conditions to develop, train and test the deep-learning
autonomous flight scheme Neural-Fly. More examples of research leveraging fan arrays range from studies on flies (Lopez
(2021)) to atmospheric turbulence (Smith et al. (2012), Ozono and Ikeda (2018) Yos et al. (2019), Veismann and Gharib
(2019) Veismann and Gharib (2020), Cui et al. (2021), Veismann et al. (2021a), Walpen et al. (2023), Wei and Dabiri (2022),
Mokhtar et al. (2023), Dabiri et al. (2023)); to autonomous flight on Earth (Olejnik et al. (2022), Renn (2023), Wang et al.
(2021)); and on Mars (Veismann (2022), Veismann et al. (2021c)).

The breadth of successful applications of fan arrays has motivated work on their flow characterization, physics modeling,
and flow prescription in recent years. Veismann et al. (2021b) determined a fan array’s functional test-section (i.e. the
sub-volume where turbulence intensity is minimal and boundary effects are negligible) when using only a flush-mounted
honeycomb for flow conditioning. Di Luca et al. (2024a) designed multi-layered flow management devices (FMD) to improve
fan-array flow quality by reducing turbulence intensity to a level seen in traditional, single-impeller wind tunnels (from 7%
to 0.45%) at the cost of reduced momentum output. Dougherty (2022) showed that dual- and triple-stream free shear layers
generated by fan arrays follow the same self-similarity and scaling laws as traditional “splitter plate” shear layers (Brown
and Roshko (1974)). They also derived an analytical model for the free-stream velocity of an array with all fans set to the
same time-varying speed. For this special case, they found that fan inertia and fluid inertia cause the fan array free-stream

1

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

12
30

9v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
fl

u-
dy

n]
  1

6 
D

ec
 2

02
4

mailto:astefan@caltech.edu


spa
nw
ise

pla
ne

streamwise
axis

(a) (b)

Figure 1: (a) Left: a fan-array wind tunnel (i) is given static profiles of fan speeds (ii) that vary along one spanwise axis
(y). Mean profiles of streamwise velocity (iii) are measured by a sensor array (iv) along said axis (y). (b) Right: a vector
of fan speeds r multiplied by a coefficient matrix A , then added to a bias vector b , gives a predicted velocity profile vpred .

flow to act as a low-pass filter of the fan-speed control signal. Di Luca et al. (2024b) derived an analytical model for the
streamwise velocity of multi-plane, compound shear flows with augmented flow-conditioning. They found that this case is
governed by the velocity ratio between adjacent fans, consistent with Dougherty (2022), and that their model generalizes
across downstream distances when normalized by fan width. Walpen et al. (2024) used a proportional control scheme to
prescribe flow conditions enabled by feedback from a motion-tracked velocimetry system. This scheme was validated by
tracking a uniform flow target of 8 m/s with mean absolute errors between 0.2 and 1 m/s. Note how, across published works,
fan width and total fan-array width appear as length-scales of fan-array flows.

The aforementioned studies are highlights of an actively growing body of work, each incrementally resolving fan-array
physics and control. However, due to the large fan-array state space and the complexity of unsteady flow physics, designing
arbitrary flows of the full available dimensionality remains an open challenge and, thus, the full capability of fan-array wind
tunnels has not been achieved. To achieve this “full capability” means to prescribe both temporally and spatially varying
flow fields. These flow fields can vary spatially along both spanwise axes of the fan array, at a resolution of one fan width.
They can also vary temporally as fast as each fan can accelerate.

Tailoring flows in a fan array comes down to finding the right fan speeds, which can be done using a surrogate model. A
surrogate model predicts the behavior of the fan array (given fan speeds, what flow is produced), and can be used to answer
the inverse question: given a target flow, what fan speeds produce it. We call this process inverse design. An inverse-design
scheme, once validated, can be used entirely without sensor feedback, freeing the fan-array test-section; or it can be used
within a feedback loop to converge in less time with fewer sensors of lower resolution. A surrogate model that spans the full
space of achievable temporally and spatially varying flows is infeasible to resolve in a single study, but it can be partitioned
and systematically modeled in stages.

In this work, we focus on the subset of time-averaged streamwise velocity profiles produced by steady fan speeds. We
couple one axis of our fan array such that all rows of fans have the same speed and only one spanwise axis is non-homogenous
(our flow profiles are “one-dimensional”). See Figure 1 (a). For this special case, we produce a surrogate model and an
open-loop scheme to prescribe a desired flow.

We find that a regularized linear map is an effective surrogate model for this “one-dimensional, static” fan-array case.
This linear map is encoded as a coefficient matrix and a bias vector, shown in Figure 1 (b). The resulting model coefficients
match intuition: each velocity reading is primarily affected by the fan-row directly upstream of it, secondarily affected by
adjacent fan-rows, and insensitive to distant fan-rows. Fitting models on profiles measured further away from the source
appears to capture the effect of viscous diffusion and turbulent mixing, visible as a “smearing” of model coefficients (shown
in Figure 5).

We apply this model as the basis of a linear program to find the best fan speeds for desired velocity profiles via inverse
design. The linear program can be constrained on both fan speeds and predicted velocity profile. These constraints are
critical in practice, where noise restrictions, power limitations, and fan-unit failure can impose new requirements on the
state-space in which a model was trained. We experimentally validate both out-of-sample prediction and open-loop tracking
performance using inputs and targets produced after fitting.

This paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we describe our fan array (2.1.1), sensors (2.1.2), mathematics (2.2),
and datasets (2.3); in Section 3 we present the model coefficients (3.1), prediction performance (3.2), and tracking perfor-
mance (3.3) obtained in validation experiments; Section 4 contains concluding remarks and considerations for future research
towards complete fan-array modeling and control.
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Figure 2: Experimental setup. (a) Front view of 10×10 fan array, showing the alignment of each sensor in orange circles along
the middle of the array. (b) Fan-array side view, with example velocity profiles at each of the four downstream distances
measured. The sensor array is traversed along the x axis. (c) average RPM versus duty-cycle for all fans.

2 Methods

2.1 Experimental Design

2.1.1 Fan Array Wind Tunnel

The model and control method presented in this paper are built entirely on experimentally collected fan array data. There
are three signals in a fan array flow experiment: (1) the control signal to each fan, (2) the speed (rotational rate) of each
fan and (3) the flow measured at some downstream location. Fan control signals are encoded as Pulse-Width Modulation
(PWM) duty-cycle, which ranges from 0 or 0% (lowest fan speed) to 1 or 100% (highest fan speed). Fan speed is measured
in revolutions per minute (RPM). Flow is measured in its streamwise component (x), is averaged in time, and is normalized
by a reference velocity Vmax = 11 m/s.

We use a 10 × 10-fan array, composed of 100 DELTA PFC1212DE-F00 120mm × 120mm fan units. This array spans a
square 1.22m× 1.22m (spanwise) enclosed open-loop test section that extends 1.93m downstream. See Figure 2 (a)-(b). For
this fan unit, the mapping from duty cycle to RPM is linear from 20% duty cycle (nominally 1, 550 RPM) to 100% duty
cycle (nominally 5, 500 RPM). For duty cycles below 20% these fans remain at their RPM floor of 1, 550 RPM. We use one
flush-mounted 6.35mm diameter, 38.1mm thick “honeycomb” for flow conditioning. We normalize coordinates in the test
section by the width of the fan array, L = 1.2m. This is the same fan-array wind tunnel as used by Cossé et al. (2014), Sader
et al. (2016) and Fan et al. (2019).

To control our fan array, we partition it into five 2 × 10 “modules,” each spanning two rows of the full 10 × 10 grid.
Each module has one NUCLEO F429ZI microcontroller, which directly controls and monitors each of its 20 fans. All five
microcontrollers are coordinated by a desktop computer over a Local Area Network. Our fan-array control software is
available open-source (Stefan-Zavala (2023)).

2.1.2 Sensor Array

We use an array of 17 Sensirion SDP31 digital differential pressure sensors arranged along the spanwise axis (y) and centered
in the middle of our fan array. The 17 sensors are aligned with the centers and edges of fans. (Figure 2 (a)-(b)). The
sensor array is traversed along the streamwise axis (x), such that profiles are measured at different downstream distances
within the z = 0 plane. The pressure sensors are placed in a 3D-printed housing and used as pitot-tube anemometers to
measure streamwise velocity. All sensors are queried serially through the I2C serial protocol using an Adafruit TCA9548A
multiplexer. A Teensy 4.0 microcontroller queries the full sensor array at 9.2 Hz. For a given fan-speed profile, data was
collected for 7 seconds then averaged in time. Sensor readings are averaged in time and, at x/L = 1, have standard deviations
ranging from 0.06 m/s to 1.8 m/s, with an average standard deviation of 0.31 m/s. Our data collection and processing scripts
are implemented using Jupyter Notebook 7.0 (Kluyver et al. (2016)) and the Python 3.11.3 kernel, as well as numpy version
1.26.4 (Harris et al. (2020)), pandas version 2.2.1 (McKinney (2010)), and Matplotlib version 3.8.4.
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(a) Surrogate Model

from sklearn.linear_model \

import Lasso

# R.shape == (N_fans ,N_data)

# V.shape == (N_sensors ,N_data)

LS = Lasso(alpha=0.01)

LS.fit(R.T, V.T)

A = LS.coef_

b = LS.intercept_

# use: v_hat = A@r + b

#

# r.shape == (N_fans ,)

# v.shape == (N_sensors ,)

(b) Inverse Design

from scipy.optimize \

import least_squares

# v_star.shape ==( N_sensors ,)

f = lambda r: (A@r+b)-v_star

# lb , ub are min ,max fan dc

lb = np.zeros((N_fans ,))

ub = np.ones((N_fans ,))

r0 = np.random.rand(N_fans)

result = least_squares(f,r0,

bounds=(lb, ub),

loss=’soft_l1 ’)

r_hat = result.x

Figure 3: Implementation of mathematical methods in Python 3. (a) Regression of surrogate model given input dataset R
and output dataset V. (b) Inverse-design application of the surrogate model to estimate the best input r̂ for a desired profile
vtarget.

2.1.3 Functional Test-Section: Fan Array Boundary Effects

There are three key boundary effects for the test-section of a fan array: close to the array, far from the array, and at
the spanwise edges of the array. These effects are studied in detail by Veismann et al. (2021b) and Dougherty (2022).
When close to the fans (small x/L), the effect of fan geometry (such as the size of a fan’s hub and the boundary between
each fan) is observable in the flow profile. With increasing distance from the fans (increasing x/L), artifacts from fan
geometry are dampened by viscous diffusion and turbulent mixing. Diffusion and mixing, however, also dampen variations
due to nonuniform fan speeds, the essential feature of fan arrays. Measuring too close to the fan array introduces artifacts,
measuring too far negates individual-fan control. For the fan array used in this paper, we found x/L = 1 to be a good
downstream distance based on this trade-off.

At the spanwise edges of the fan array (|y/L| and |z/L| close to 1/2), a boundary layer will form with the test-section
enclosure (or a free-shear layer in the case of an open test-section). Veismann et al. (2021b) recommends y/L, z/L ∈ [−0.4, 0.4].
The span of our sensor array in this paper matches this recommendation.

2.2 Mathematical Methods

2.2.1 Surrogate Model

Let r = [r1, r2, ... rNfans
] be a fan-speed profile. The component rj is the duty cycle of the jth actuator, and is a real-valued

scalar ranging from 0 (lowest fan speed) to 1 (maximum fan speed). Since we couple each row of fans in our 10 × 10 array
to the same duty cycle, we have Nfans = 10 actuators and rj is the jth row of fans (Figure 2 (a)). We say r is an input into
the fan array.

Let v = [v1, v2, ... vNsensors
] be a velocity profile at a fixed downstream distance. The component vi is the nondimen-

sionalized, time-averaged, streamwise velocity reading of the ith sensor in an array of Nsensors sensors, and is a real-valued
positive scalar. In this paper, we have Nsensors = 17 sensors along the nonhomogeneous spanwise axis y (Figure 2 (b)). We
say v is an output of the fan array. A fan-array surrogate model predicts the output v produced by a given input .

Let N be the number of all experimentally collected profiles at a given downstream distance, each consisting of an input-
output pair (r,v). Let R ∈ Rn×N be the matrix of N horizontally stacked input vectors and v ∈ Vm×N be the matrix of N
horizontally stacked output vectors,

R =

 | | | |
r1 r2 r3 ... rN
| | | |

 V =

 | | | |
v1 v2 v3 ... vN

| | | |

 .

Our surrogate model consists of an m×n coefficient matrix A and an m-dimensional bias vector b . Given an input , an
estimate vpred of the true output v is given by

vpred = Ar+ b.

We produce our surrogate model (A,b) from our data matrices R and v using regularized linear regression. This means
we find the A and b that best map R to v such that AR+b ≈ v. This is the same as minimizing the l2 norm ||AR+b−v||2.
To regularize, we penalize the l1 norm (the sum of coefficient magnitudes) of A and b . The explicit form of our regression is

4



Figure 4: Types of inputs used in data collection. (a) Uniform: all fans to the same duty cycle. (b) Single Row: one
fan-row at nonzero duty-cycle, all other fans at zero duty-cycle. (c) Complement: one fan-row at zero duty-cycle, all
others at nonzero duty-cycle. (d) Free Shear: top half and bottom half of the fan array at different duty cycles. (e) Haar:
Concatenated Haar wavelets at different resolutions, and their mirror profiles. (f) Random: each fan-row at a random
duty-cycle, sampled from a uniform distribution.

A,b = argmin
A,b

1

2Ndata
||AR+ b−V||22 + α(||A||1 + ||b||1).

For our final model, we chose a regularization parameter α = 0.01. Our implementation in code is given in Figure 3 (a).
It is built on Scikit-learn 1.5.1 (Pedregosa et al. (2011)).

Linear regression regularized by the l1 norm is known as LASSO regression. Regularizing on the l1 norm promotes model
sparsity, which is a proxy for simplicity. The effect of regularization on our model is discussed in Section 3.1.

2.2.2 Inverse Design

Given a desired flow profile vtarget , we use our surrogate model (A,b) to find the input r̂ that produces the closest profile
to vtarget:

r̂ = min
r

||Ar+ b− vtarget||2

subject to

lk ≤ rk ≤ uk

where lk and uk are lower and upper bounds on the duty-cycle of each fan. Use them to encode limitations on fan speed,
such as saturation (lk = 0, uk = 1) or ‘dead’ fans (lk = uk = 0). Our implementation in code is given in Figure 3 (b). It is
built on SciPy 1.12.0 (Virtanen et al. (2020)).

2.3 Data Description

To fit our models, we start with a set Rtrain of 169 inputs. For each input, we measure the output profile at four downstream
distances: x/L = 1/8, x/L = 1/4, x/L = 1/2 and x/L = 1, using the setup described in Section 2.1. For each downstream
distance, we compile a set Vtrain of 169 measured outputs corresponding to Rtrain. For each pair (Rtrain,Vtrain) we fit a
surrogate model (A, )

¯
as described in Section 2.2.1.

The inputs that form set Rtrain fall within six “types” of profiles, described in Figure 4. These profile types were chosen
for their relevance in previous fan-array experiments (Uniform and Free-Shear), their potential use as basis for the fan-array
input space (Single-Row and Complement), and for broad coverage of the input space (Haar and Random). The 169 profiles
of the training set break down into types as follows: 11 Uniform, 60 Single-Row, 40 Complement, 10 Free Shear, 8 Haar, and
40 Random. The resulting models are shown and described in Section 3.1.

To validate our model predictions, we use a set Rtest of 63 inputs. Test inputs are of the same profile types as training
inputs, but with different parameters and duty-cycles. At each modeled downstream distance a set of predicted profiles V̂test

is compared against a set of measured profiles Vtest. Prediction performance is described in Section 3.2
We validate the tracking performance of our inverse-design scheme using a set of 34 target output profiles (not inputs).

Tracking performance is described in Section 3.3

5



Figure 5: Resulting model coefficient matrices (A) and bias vectors (b). As x/L increases, model coefficients appear to
“diffuse.” To the right, highlighted, x/L = 1 is the preferred distance for the fan array modeled in this study.

3 Results

3.1 Surrogate Model

The surrogate model (A,b) (Section 2.2.1) was fit to map between training dataset pairs (R,v) at the four measured locations
x/L ∈ {1/8, 1/4, 1/2, 1} (Section 2.3). The resulting model coefficients and biases are shown in Figure 5. According to the
model coefficients, each sensor reading (row of A) is primarily affected by the speed of fans (columns of A) directly upstream,
secondarily affected by adjacent fans, and insensitive to all other fans. This is encoded by the tri-diagonal-like structure of
A. Comparing model coefficients as x/L increases shows effects that may be attributed to turbulent mixing and viscous
diffusion as flow structures advect downstream. That is, the influence of each fan mixes with that of neighboring fans: As
x/L increases, model coefficients become less sparse, smaller in magnitude, and more similar. The influence of fan geometry
is evident when the coefficients for sensors aligned with fan hubs are different from those aligned with fan edges. This is the
case for all measured x/L less than 1. where coefficients at fan hubs (near 0.6 for x/L = 1/8) are up to three times larger
than coefficients for fan edges (near 0.2 for x/L = 1/8). At x/L = 1, the coefficients at fan hubs and fan edges are most
similar, ranging from 0.1 to 0.25. Therefore, at x/L = 1 the effect of fan geometry is small, while custom velocity profiles are
still achievable. It is from this trade-off between velocity profile smoothness and controllability that x/L = 1 is the preferred
downstream distance for this fan array (Section 2.1.3). Bias vectors b (Section 2.2.1) capture the fixed nonzero fan RPM for
duty cycles at or below 0.3 specific to this fan array (Section 2.1.1, Figure 2 (c)), which results in a fixed velocity “floor” of
0.3Vmax or 0.34 m/s at x/L = 1.

The further away we measure from the source, the more linear the map between fan and velocity profiles appears to be,
and therefore the better our models fit. Similarly, the average R2 value across all 17 output variables is lowest at x/L = 1/8
with R2 = 0.74, highest at x/L = 1/2 with R2 = 0.81, and is R2 = 0.79 at x/L = 1. These R2 values suggest most of the
variation in sensor readings is explained by the linear fits, and moreso with increasing x/L.

3.2 Output Prediction

Out-of-sample (not seen in training) performance was tested with predictions for 63 brand new fan array inputs versus their
measured “true” velocity profiles at each x/L. We quantify prediction error as mean absolute error (MAE) between measured
and predicted profiles. For a single input r, prediction vpred = Ar + b and true measurement vtrue, the prediction error of
this one sample is the average absolute value of the component-wise difference between vtrue − vpred:

MAE(vtrue,vpred) =
1

Nsensors

Nsensors∑
k

|vk − v̂k|
vtrue = [v1, v2, ...vk, ...vNsensors ]

T

vpred = [v̂1, v̂2, ...v̂k, ...v̂Nsensors
]T

(1)

The prediction error for an entire dataset is the average of all sample-wise MAEs. Since our profiles are normalized by
Vmax = 11 m/s, this MAE is in nondimensional velocity as a fraction of Vmax. Multiplying by Vmax gives the dimensional
MAE’s reported in this section.

At the preferred downstream distance x/L = 1, testing MAE is 0.093 verror/Vmax or 1.02 m/s and training MAE is
0.057 verror/Vmax or 0.63 m/s. This performance is consistent across downstream distances: The additional distances x/L ∈
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e)
(f)

Figure 6: Top. Example profiles from test-set at x/L = 1, showing input profile, model prediction and true measurement.
Bottom. Left: Example test-set profiles at all modeled downstream distances. Right: Kernel-Density plots showing the
distribution of component-wise (signed) prediction errors (v − v̂) for both train and test set. Sample-wise mean absolute
percent error (MAPE) EP is shown above each sample.

{1/2, 1/4, 1/8} have dimensional testing MAE’s of 1.04 m/s, 1.06 m/s and 1.16 m/s, respectively, and dimensional training
MAE’s of 0.61 m/s, 0.72 m/s and 0.86 m/s, respectively. This gives an average out-of-sample (test-set) prediction error of
1.07 m/s across all measured x/L.

We additionally compute mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), which normalizes the component-wise error by the
absolute value of the vtrue component:

MAPE(vtrue,vpred) =
1

Nsensors

Nsensors∑
k

|vk − v̂k|
max(|vk|, ϵ)

vtrue = [v1, v2, ...vk, ...vNsensors ]
T

vpred = [v̂1, v̂2, ...v̂k, ...v̂Nsensors
]T

(2)

ϵ is an arbitrary, small constant used to prevent division by zero. At the preferred downstream distance x/L = 1, training
and testing MAPE’s are 0.132 (13%) and 0.173 (17.3%), respectively. The additional distances, x/L ∈ {1/8, 1/4, 1/2}
have training MAPE’s of 0.158, 0.146, 0.126, and testing MAPE’s of 0.186, 0.176, 0.164, respectively. The MAPE’s of
individual samples are shown in Figure 6. MAE and MAPE are calculated using the Scikit-learn 1.5.1 implementations
mean absolute error and mean absolute percentage error, respectively (Pedregosa et al. (2011)).

Kernel-density plots of signed, component-wise error distributions (vtrue− vpred) at x/L = 1, shown in Figure 6 (f), show
a bias towards positive error or undershooting (vpred < vtrue), stronger in testing than in training. This pattern is observable
in all samples shown in Figure 6 (a)-(e), where most errors (red shade) consist of measured profiles (green crosses) being
larger (to the right) of predicted profiles (blue diamonds). We attribute most error to nonlinear fluid dynamic effects, which
a linear map of unmodified input features cannot capture.

3.3 Inverse Design

Tracking performance of the inverse-design open-loop control algorithm described in Section 2.2.2 was tested at the preferred
downstream distance x/L = 1 using a set of 34 target velocity profiles not present in testing or training datasets.

We quantify tracking error the same way as prediction error in Section 3.2, as mean absolute error between a target
velocity profile vtarget and the measured velocity profile vmeasured that results from executing the fan array input r produced
by the inverse-design algorithm to track vtarget , the tracking error of a single sample is given by MAE(vtarget,vmeasured) in
1. The tracking error of the entire inverse-design test-dataset is the average of all sample-wise tracking errors. The x/L = 1
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(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

Figure 7: Example profiles from inverse-design validation at x/L = 1, showing resulting control input (yellow), target flow
(green) and true measurement (blue). Rightmost: Kernel-Density plot of the distribution of (signed) component-wise
tracking error (vtarget − v), along with prediction error for inverse-design inputs, and prediction test-error from Figure 6.
Sample-wise mean absolute percent error (MAPE) EP is shown above each sample.

inverse-design test-set has a normalized MAE of 0.095 verror/Vmax and a MAPE of 0.215. This gives an average dimensional
tracking error of 1.05 m/s for x/L = 1. Test-set prediction MAE for x/L = 1 is 1.02 m/s (Section 3.2). MAE suggests
the inverse-design open-loop control algorithm is as effective at tracking target profiles as the underlying linear model is
at predicting profiles, if slightly worse at lower velocities, as suggested by higher MAPE. This consistency in performance
between tracking and prediction is visible in Figure 7 (e).

Comparing the distribution of signed tracking errors in Figure 7 (e) shows complementary biases: prediction error is
biased towards underestimating outputs and tracking error is, in turn, biased towards overshooting targets. The profiles in
Figure 7 (a)-(d) show this overshooting, where measured profiles (blue diamonds) are most often of larger magnitude (to
the right) of target profiles (green crosses). Additionally, as is the case with prediction error, the dominant source of error
appears to be nonlinear fluid-dynamic effects, most evident in Figure 7 (c)-(d).

4 Conclusion

The key feature of fan arrays is the independent control of multiple flow sources. Space efficiency, rapid speed-modulation
and characteristic turbulence are also distinguishing, useful features worthy of study. However, independent control of each
impeller is the feature that sets fan arrays apart as a potential field of study of their own: the field of replicating arbitrary
fluid-flows by finding suitable fan speeds. This fine control is also the feature with the most complexity and unanswered
questions. At its full richness, using a fan array means prescribing a three-component, unsteady turbulent velocity field in a
three-dimensional volume, as a function of time-varying grids.

In this work, we modeled the steady-state, streamwise velocity profiles of an array of coupled rows of fans, as a function
of fan duty-cycle. In search of the simplest model that works, we used l1-regularized linear regression to encode steady-state
fan array physics as a sparse coefficient matrix and a bias vector. The parsimony of our design resulted in a model that is
not only simple and effective, but also interpretable. The matrix coefficients show an intuitive relation between sensors and
actuators. Comparing the model fit at different downstream distances shows the effect of viscous diffusion and turbulent
mixing (Figure 5). We successfully applied and validated this model, both to predict the output of out-of-sample fan-array
inputs and to find desired velocity profiles subject to constraints on fan speeds. Though restricted to a special case, our
model covers a large and vastly applicable range of fluid flows. Steady-state streamwise velocity profiles that vary along one
axis are a large swath of classical fluid dynamics. We can now prescribe shear layers without splitter plates and Couette flows
without moving walls, and we can change shear ratios and forcing velocities without modifying the test section. We can even
prescribe some unsteadiness. For example, although the profile of a shear layer is steady, the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability
at its core has rich turbulent dynamics which are a function of the steady-state profile (Dougherty (2022)). Finally, the
open-loop nature of our inverse-design scheme allows for flow prescription without a sensor array occupying the test section,
where one typically places the object of study in an experiment.

One avenue for future work in this area is to better resolve the model under the present assumptions. In this work, our
model was fit from fan duty-cycles to flow velocities. Though there is a linear relation between fan duty-cycle and RPM
(Figure 2-(c)), fitting a map from RPM to flow velocity captures the underlying physics more directly than from duty-cycle
to flow velocity. Duty-cycle is the control signal into a fan, while RPM is the actual rotational speed of the fan. Fans of the
same model have slight variations in RPM for the same duty cycle. A fan that is blocked, damaged or worn out will also have
its RPM response affected. A map from RPM to flow velocity will hold true even as fan units deteriorate, are perturbed,
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or are replaced. Though only one spanwise direction was resolved, we hypothesize that our exact method (Section 2.2.1),
can be applied to a setting with both spanwise axes actuated (i.e. fan-rows decoupled and the full fan-array is controllable).
Our inverse-design scheme is effective without feedback. However, this model can also be used as the basis for closed-loop
control. A feedback control scheme would compensate for unmodeled dynamics, a dominant source of error in Sections 3.2
and 3.3. Looking at the coefficient matrices in Section 3.1 suggests an underlying smooth kernel, which is superimposed
at the time of prediction. The alternating magnitudes of coefficients with fan hubs and fan edges resembles superimposing
Gaussian profiles centered at each fan. Finding this kernel may enable a resolution-invariant, self-similar representation of
the fan array, where prediction is done by convolving this kernel with a curve of fan speeds. As shown in Section 3.1, our
linear fit captured most of the underlying pattern in our training data, with an R2 value around 0.8 across all datasets. The
remaining unmodeled dynamics can be captured by adding nonlinear input features. The added model complexity can be
kept minimal with regularization that promotes sparsity, such as the present l1 regularization, or with a more sophisticated
method that enables a large library of candidate nonlinearities (Brunton et al. (2016)).

Another direction for continued research is to relax simplifying assumptions and model new regimes of fan-array dynamics.
One such extension is time-resolved fan-array flows. Modeling flows from inputs that both vary in time (e.g. varying fan-
speeds in sine waves as done by Ozono and Ikeda (2018) and Dougherty (2022)) and are resolved along a spanwise axis,
would enable the prescription of arbitrary unsteady flow profiles. A similar approach can be used for frequency content.
The modes of a flow can be added as input features and modeled as a function of fan speeds, which makes flow power
spectrum prescribable. Controlling power spectrum would allow for power-spectra matching of flows measured in nature, and
for tailored studies of frequency response in experiments. Another two dimensions to model are the spanwise components of
the velocity field. In fan arrays where all fan outlets point in the same direction, flow will be dominated by its streamwise
component. Still, there exist applications in which spanwise velocities are critical, such as spanwise gusts that perturb
autonomous fliers from the side or from below.

As shown in Figure 5, there is a clear pattern of diffusion and smearing in model coefficients with increasing distance
downstream. If this diffusion effect is modeled, one can obtain coefficients for all locations in the test section despite having
only measured at a few streamwise locations. Finally, a large enough body of work would allow for the map from fan
specifications and array configuration to the surrogate model that would be obtained from such a design. Predicting what
surrogate model will be obtained by a fan-array enables the highest abstraction of inverse-design: given the flows you wish
to make, what fan array should you build and how should you control it. This would attain the most general and resolved
level of fan-array modeling and control. With this capability, any gust, breeze, plume or tide, from anywhere on Earth or
Mars, can be replicated, faithfully, in lab, as can all the phenomena of Nature and engineering that fly, swim, float or exist
therein.
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