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Wind gusts, being inherently stochastic, can significantly influence the safety and performance
of aircraft. This study investigates a three-dimensional uncertainty quantification (UQ) problem
to explore how uncertainties in gust and flight conditions affect the structural response of a
Lift-Plus-Cruise eVTOL aircraft wing. The analysis employs an unsteady aeroelastic model
with a one-way coupling between a panel method aerodynamic solver and a shell analysis
structural solver to predict the wing’s response under varying conditions. Additionally, this
paper presents a comparative evaluation of commonly used non-intrusive UQ methods, including
non-intrusive polynomial chaos, kriging, Monte Carlo, univariate dimension reduction, and
gradient-enhanced univariate dimension reduction. These methods are assessed based on
their effectiveness in estimating various risk measures—mean, standard deviation, and 95th
percentile—of critical structural response outputs such as maximum tip displacement and
average strain energy. The numerical results reveal significant variability in the structural
response outputs, even under relatively small ranges of uncertain inputs. This highlights
the sensitivity of the system to uncertainties in gust and flight conditions. Furthermore, the
performance of the implemented UQ methods varies significantly depending on the specific risk
measures and the quantity of interest being analyzed.

I. Introduction
The accurate prediction of gust loads is critical for aircraft design and certification, as gust-induced aeroelastic

responses can significantly impact the safety and performance of an aircraft. Gust loads arise from atmospheric
turbulence and are particularly challenging to model due to their dynamic and stochastic nature. These loads must be
carefully analyzed to ensure compliance with regulatory requirements and to maintain the safety margins necessary
for aircraft certification. Traditional deterministic approaches often fail to capture the inherent uncertainties in gust
characteristics and flight conditions. This underscores the importance of incorporating uncertainty quantification (UQ)
into aeroelastic analysis to better understand and predict the variability in structural responses [1].

UQ is a crucial tool in engineering, which enables engineers to evaluate how input uncertainties influence the system’s
outputs. Its applications span diverse fields, including weather forecasting [2, 3], machine learning [4], structural
analysis [5, 6], and aircraft design [7–9]. Common non-intrusive UQ methods include polynomial chaos, kriging,
and Monte Carlo. Kriging, also known as Gaussian process regression, constructs a surrogate response surface from
input-output data, enabling efficient model evaluations for reliability analysis [10, 11]. The polynomial chaos method
represents quantities of interest (QoIs) using orthogonal polynomials tailored to the input distributions, leveraging
smoothness in the random space for rapid convergence with either a sampling or an integration approach [12–14]. Both
kriging and polynomial chaos are effective for low- to medium-dimensional problems but face scalability challenges as
dimensionality increases, limiting their direct application in high-dimensional UQ problems. Conversely, the Monte
Carlo method uses random sampling to estimate the risk measures of the QoIs. This method is not only easy to
implement but also well-suited for high-dimensional problems due to their convergence rate being independent of input
dimensionality. Several approximation methods are also widely used to reduce computational costs without significant
loss of accuracy. These include active subspace [15], first-order Taylor expansion [16], univariate dimension reduction
(UDR) [15], and gradient-enhanced dimension reduction [17] methods. Such methods aim to strike a balance between
computational efficiency and predictive accuracy by reducing the problem dimension or creating an approximation
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function for the model, making them practical for large-scale or high-fidelity engineering problems. Each UQ method
has its strengths and limitations, with performance varying depending on the specific problem setup and characteristics.
Consequently, selecting the most appropriate method requires careful consideration of the problem’s dimensionality,
complexity, and desired accuracy.

In previous work on aircraft gust response analysis, Pettit et al. [18] conducted UQ on an aerodynamic model
with uncertain gust velocity spectra using the NIPC method. Similarly, Cook et al. [19] applied UQ to aeroelastic
analysis, accounting for structural and flight condition uncertainties, also leveraging NIPC. Xiang’s thesis [20] extended
this research by performing time-domain structural optimization of eVTOL wings under gust loads. However, UQ
problems involving unsteady aeroelastic analysis remain underexplored, particularly when considering uncertainties in
gust conditions. This work focuses on a Lift-Plus-Cruise (LPC) eVTOL aircraft design. The development of eVTOL
aircraft has gained significant attention in academia due to their potential to transform next-generation transportation
systems. Recent studies on eVTOL design have emphasized multidisciplinary design optimization [21], trajectory
optimization [22], and acoustic modeling [23]. Despite these advancements, the impact of uncertain gust and flight
conditions on eVTOL performance remains an open question.

In this paper, we formulate a three-dimensional UQ problem that considers uncertainties in gust and flight conditions.
An unsteady aeroelastic simulation model is used to predict the structural response of the wing under varying conditions.
Specifically, the aeroelastic simulation integrates a mid-fidelity panel method aerodynamic solver with a high-fidelity
shell-based structural solver using a one-way coupling approach. The computational model is implemented on a
graph-based modeling framework, Computational System Design Language (CSDL) [24]. CSDL enables automatic
differentiation [25] and computational graph transformation [26, 27] to reduce the computational cost for UQ and
optimization. The QoIs in this UQ problem are the maximum tip displacement and average strain energy. To estimate
the three risk measures—mean, standard deviation, and 95th percentile—of the QoIs, we implement five UQ methods:
non-intrusive polynomial chaos, kriging, Monte Carlo, univariate dimension reduction, and gradient-enhanced univariate
dimension reduction.

The numerical results reveal significant variability in both QoIs—maximum tip displacement and average strain
energy—even under small variations in the uncertain gust and flight conditions. This highlights the sensitivity of the
structural response to these uncertainties and underscores the importance of incorporating UQ in gust response analysis
for aircraft design.

Among the UQ methods compared, kriging demonstrated superior performance in estimating risk measures for
maximum tip displacement, as its interpolation-based approach effectively handles highly nonlinear response surfaces.
In contrast, NIPC excelled in estimating risk measures for average strain energy, as its underlying function exhibits
smoother behaviour. In the meantime, UDR and GUDR are cheap alternative methods for estimating various risk
measures, while Monte Calro underperformed due to the low dimensionality of the UQ problem.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II presents detailed description on the aeroelastic simulation model and
the UQ problem. Section III shows the numerical results of the implemented UQ methods. Section IV summarizes the
work and offers concluding thoughts.

II. Problem set-up
In this paper, we address an uncertainty quantification problem related to the structural response of a Lift-Plus-Cruise

eVTOL aircraft wing under stochastic flight and gust conditions. The Lift-Plus-Cruise (LPC) concept is a well-established
design for eVTOL aircraft, characterized by dedicated rotors for vertical takeoff and landing, as well as fixed wings and
a rear pusher propeller for cruise flight. The Lift-Plus-Cruise concept is illustrated in Fig. 1. To investigate the structural
response of the wing under different conditions, we conduct an unsteady aeroelastic analysis using a high-fidelity
structural solver based on shell analysis, coupled with a mid-fidelity aerodynamic solver employing the panel method.

A. Unsteady aeroeleastic simulation
For the aeroelastic simulation, we consider a full-scale Lift-Plus-Cruise (LPC) eVTOL aircraft, with its geometry

depicted in Fig. 2. The simulation model is adapted from the work in [20]. This study focuses on the left wing of the
LPC aircraft, which features internal structures consisting of 9 ribs and 2 spars. These internal structural components
are illustrated in Fig. 3.

Aeroelastic simulation involves the coupled analysis of aerodynamic forces and structural dynamics to predict the
behavior of flexible aircraft structures under various conditions, such as gust excitations. In this work, the structural
solver is implemented based on Reissner-Mindlin shell theory, which accounts for transverse shear deformation and
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Fig. 1 Lift-Plus-Cruise eVTOL aircraft concept

Fig. 2 Lift-Plus-Cruise eVTOL aircraft geometry

rotary inertia. This makes it particularly suitable for analyzing lightweight, flexible wings typical of eVTOL designs. A
relatively coarse shell mesh with around 2000 cells is used for shell analysis, the shell mesh is depicted in Fig. 3. We
use the unsteady panel method, an aerodynamic analysis method based on potential flow theory, to model aerodynamics
[28–31]. The panel method computes the surface pressure field and aerodynamic forces based on the oncoming
free-stream flow and the flow perturbation due to gust. The unsteady wake effects are also captured, which ensures that
the accurate aerodynamic loads are captured from gust excitations.

To reduce the computational cost of the unsteady aeroelastic simulation, the aerodynamic and structural solvers are
connected using a one-way coupling approach. In this framework, the aerodynamic pressure profile is computed first
using an unsteady panel method. These aerodynamic loads are then passed to the structural shell analysis solver, which
calculates the structural response, including displacements, internal stresses, and strain energy. This one-way coupling
simplifies the simulation process by avoiding iterative feedback between the solvers, making it computationally efficient
while still capturing critical aeroelastic dynamics.

B. Gust modeling
Gust modeling is a crucial aspect of aeroelastic analysis, especially for assessing the response of flexible aircraft

structures to atmospheric disturbances. In this study, we employ a discrete gust model to simplify the atmospheric
turbulence into a well-defined velocity profile. Specifically, we use a one-minus-cosine gust profile which features
a smooth, sinusoidal-like variation in vertical velocity. This approach is widely used in aeroelastic simulations as it
balances accuracy and feasibility when integrated with finite element models and aeroelastic solvers. For the dynamic
scenario considered, the eVTOL wing is subjected to a vertical one-minus-cosine gust while maintaining steady
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(a) Internal structures of the LPC aircraft wing

(b) Shell mesh used for structural analysis

Fig. 3 LPC aircraft wing structure and the shell mesh used for structural analysis

horizontal flight with a freestream velocity of 𝑉∞. The vertical gust velocity, 𝑉𝑔 (𝑡), is defined as:

𝑉𝑔 (𝑡) =
{

1
2𝑉𝑝

(
1 − cos

(
2𝜋 (𝑡−𝑇0 )𝑉∞

𝑙𝑔

))
𝑇0 < 𝑡 < 𝑇0 + 𝑙𝑔/𝑉∞,

0 otherwise,
(1)

where:
• 𝑙𝑔: gust length,
• 𝑉𝑝: peak gust velocity,
• 𝑇0: time of gust onset.

This profile induces a transient aerodynamic loading that drives the structural response of the wing. Fig. 4 illustrates
the gust velocity profile along with numerical results from the aeroelastic simulation, where the time step is set to
Δ𝑡 = 0.01 s. From the numerical results, we observe that the maximum tip displacement occurs shortly after the gust
velocity reaches its peak. This behavior is expected, as the wing tip continues its upward motion due to its nonzero
velocity at the moment of peak gust velocity. The upward movement persists until the tip velocity reduces to zero.
Furthermore, the oscillation amplitude of the tip displacement remains constant because the elastic model does not
incorporate damping effects. This highlights the importance of considering damping in future analyses for more realistic
predictions of structural behavior.

C. Uncertainty quantification problem
In this study, we formulate a 3-dimensional UQ problem to analyze the impact of uncertain input parameters on the

aeroelastic response of a LPC eVTOL aircraft wing under gust excitations. We identified three key uncertain inputs, as
summarized in Table 1: flight velocity (𝑉∞), gust length (𝑙𝑔), and gust peak velocity (𝑉𝑝). Each input is modeled as an
independent random variable with a uniform probability distribution to reflect variability in operating and environmental
conditions. The ranges of these distributions are chosen based on typical operational scenarios for eVTOL aircraft and
typical gust conditions.

Table 1 Uncertain inputs and their distributions

Uncertain Inputs Distributions
Flight velocity 𝑉∞ (𝑚/𝑠) U(40, 60)

Gust length 𝑙𝑔 (𝑚) U(4, 8)
Gust peak velocity 𝑉𝑝 (𝑚/𝑠) U(5, 15)
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Fig. 5 Probability density distributions of the QoIs (maximum tip displacement and average strain energy)

The uncertain flight velocity (𝑉∞) reflects variability in the operating speeds of an eVTOL aircraft. The gust length
(𝑙𝑔) represents the spatial extent of the gust disturbance, which may vary depending on atmospheric conditions. The
gust peak velocity (𝑉𝑝) accounts for the intensity of the gust and is critical for assessing structural loads during transient
events.

The UQ problem aims to propagate these uncertainties through the aeroelastic simulation model to quantify their
effects on key output QoIs. The QoIs considered in this study include maximum tip displacement and the average strain
energy, which are critical indicators of structural performance under gust loads. Risk measures such as mean, standard
deviation, and the 95th percentile are computed for each QoI to provide a comprehensive assessment of the system’s
response variability.

III. Numerical Results

Table 2 Ground truth UQ results

Quantity of interests mean standard deviation 95th percentile
Maximum displacement (m) 0.0843 0.0179 0.111

Average strain energy (J) 208 60.9 313

In this study, we implemented five uncertainty quantification (UQ) methods to evaluate their performance on the
formulated UQ problem. The methods implemented are as follows:
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• Non-Intrusive Polynomial Chaos (NIPC): A non-adaptive regression-based NIPC method is implemented using
Chaospy [32].

• Kriging: a non-adaptive kriging method is implemented using the surrogate modelling toolbox [33].
• Monte Carlo: a brute force non-adaptive Monte Carlo method is implemented.
• Univariate dimension reduction (UDR): the UDR method is implemented following [34]; the 95% quantile is

estimated using a constructed polynomial chaos surrogate of the UDR approximation function.
• Gradient-enhanced univariate dimension reduction: the GUDR method is implemented following [17]; the

95% quantile is estimated using a constructed polynomial chaos surrogate of the GUDR approximation function.
The gradients are computed through automatic differentiation in CSDL [24].

In this study, we applied five UQ methods to compute three risk measures—mean, standard deviation, and 95th
percentile—of two QoIs: maximum tip displacement and average strain energy. The ground truth results were estimated
using the kriging method with 500 sample points, providing a highly accurate benchmark for comparison. The ground
truth UQ results are summarized in Table 2, and the probability density functions (PDFs) of the QoIs are plotted in Fig. 5.
The results indicate that both QoIs exhibit significant variability, even though the ranges of the uncertain inputs are
relatively small. Additionally, the PDFs in Fig. 5 reveal that the distribution of average strain energy has a pronounced
right tail, making the estimation of its 95th percentile more challenging compared to maximum tip displacement, which
exhibits a left-tailed distribution.

The convergence plots of each UQ method of interest, for maximum tip displacement and average strain energy, are
presented in Fig. 6 and 7, respectively. From the results, it is evident that all of the implemented UQ methods performed
reasonably well on this problem, achieving relative errors below 1𝑒 − 2 in most cases. However, the performance of the
methods varied depending on the specific risk measure and QoI being analyzed.

The Monte Carlo method consistently underperformed compared to the other methods due to the low dimensionality
of the UQ problem, which involves only three uncertain inputs. The other UQ methods demonstrated varying degrees
of effectiveness depending on the characteristics of the QoIs. Specifically, kriging outperformed NIPC in estimating
the risk measures for maximum tip displacement, while NIPC excelled in estimating those for average strain energy.
This difference is attributed to the underlying nature of the specific outputs. The function to compute the maximum tip
displacement involves a max operation that introduces high nonlinearity, favouring interpolation-based methods like
kriging. In contrast, the NIPC method is favored for the average strain energy as it exhibits smoother behavior, making it
easier to approximate with polynomials.

The characteristics of the QoIs also influenced the performance of UDR and GUDR, which rely on quadrature-based
approaches for estimating risk measures. As a result, the UDR and GUDR methods behaved better than kriging in
estimating the risk of measures of the average strain energy but were outperformed in estimating the risk measures of
the maximum tip displacement. Comparing UDR with GUDR, we see similar results estimating the mean using these
two methods, with UDR being computationally less expensive. This is consistent with the theory in [17]. However,
the accuracy of UDR decreases when estimating higher-order risk measures such as standard deviation and 95th
percentile. The accuracy of these higher-order metrics is improved by using GUDR because the univariate gradient
information is incorporated. By utilizing the automatic differentiation capabilities of CSDL, the gradients used for
GUDR were efficiently computed; as a result, this made GUDR highly effective in estimating the standard deviation and
95th percentile values of the average strain energy. When comparing risk measures, mean values were consistently
estimated with the highest accuracy across all methods, while the 95th percentile proved to be the most challenging to
estimate accurately. This highlights the importance of employing adaptive UQ methods like importance sampling when
estimating reliability measures. Additionally, when estimating the 95th percentile, the performance of all UQ methods
on maximum tip displacement is better than average strain energy. This is because the right-trailed PDF of average
strain energy (shown in Fig. 5) makes the 95th percentile harder to estimate.

Overall, for low-dimensional UQ problems, kriging and NIPC are effective choices, while UDR and GUDR serve as
low-cost alternatives. For functions with strong nonlinearity or discontinuities, interpolation-based methods like kriging
are more effective. Conversely, for functions that can be efficiently approximated with polynomials, NIPC is preferable.
UDR provides reasonably accurate results with minimal computational cost, while GUDR enhances accuracy for higher
statistical moments and reliability measures when efficient gradient computation is available.

IV. Conclusion
In this paper, we present a comprehensive uncertainty analysis for the gust response of the wing of a Lift-Plus-Cruise

eVTOL aircraft to investigate the impact of uncertainties in gust and flight conditions on structural performance. A
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time-dependent aeroelastic simulation framework was utilized, integrating a vortex lattice method aerodynamic solver
with a shell-based structural solver with one-way coupling. The QoIs—maximum tip displacement and average strain
energy—were analyzed to compute three risk measures: mean, standard deviation, and 95th percentile.

Five UQ methods were implemented and compared: non-intrusive polynomial chaos, kriging, Monte Carlo,
univariate dimension reduction (UDR), and gradient-enhanced univariate dimension reduction (GUDR). Numerical
results show significant variability of both QoIs under small variations of the uncertain gust and flight conditions.
Comparing the UQ methods, kriging demonstrated superior performance for estimating risk measures of maximum tip
displacement due to its ability to handle highly nonlinear response surfaces. In contrast, NIPC excelled in estimating risk
measures for average strain energy, benefiting from the smoothness of the underlying function. UDR provided accurate
and computationally efficient estimates for mean values but showed reduced accuracy for standard deviation and 95th
percentile. GUDR improved upon UDR by incorporating gradient information, excelling in estimating higher-order
moments and reliability measures when gradient evaluations can be efficiently performed.

This study highlights the importance of incorporating UQ analysis into aircraft design, particularly for gust response
analysis, and also provides insights on how to choose the best UQ method based on the problem dimensionality,
characteristics of the QoIs, and the desired accuracy for specific risk measures.
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