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Abstract Airfoil icing is a severe safety hazard in aviation and causes power
losses on wind turbines. The precise shape of the ice formation is subject to
large uncertainties, so uncertainty quantification (UQ) is needed for a reliable
prediction of its effects. In this study, we aim to establish a reliable esti-
mate of the effect of icing on airfoil performance through UQ. We use a series
of experimentally measured wind tunnel ice shapes as input data. Principal
component analysis is employed to construct a set of linearly uncorrelated
geometric modes from the data, which serves as random input to the UQ
simulation. For uncertainty propagation, non-intrusive polynomial chaos ex-
pansion (NIPC), multi-level Monte Carlo (MLMC) and multi-fidelity Monte
Carlo control variate (MFMC) methods are employed and compared. As a
baseline model, large eddy simulations (LES) are carried out using the discon-
tinuous Galerkin flow solver FLEXI. UQ simulations are carried out with the
in-house framework POUNCE (Propagation of Uncertainties). Its focus is on
a high level of automation and efficiency considerations in a high performance
computing environment. Due to the high number of samples, the simulation
tool chain of the baseline model is completely automatized, including a new
structured boundary layer grid generator for highly irregular domain shapes.
Results show that forces on the airfoil vary considerably due to the uncertain
ice shape. All three methods prove to be suited to predict mean and standard
deviation. In the Monte Carlo techniques, the choice and performance of low-
fidelity models is shown to be decisive for estimator variance reduction. The
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MFMC method performs best in this study. To our knowledge, there are no
UQ-studies of iced airfoils based on LES, let alone with advanced UQ meth-
ods such as MLMC or MFMC. The present study thus represents a leap in
accuracy and level of detail for this application.

Keywords Computational fluid dynamics · Uncertainty quantification ·
Airfoil icing · Monte Carlo · discontinuous Galerkin · High performance
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1 Introduction

Airfoil icing is a serious problem in aviation and wind energy. In aviation, the
consequences can be fatal. Recent examples are the crashes of Aero Caribbean
Flight 883 in 2010 and Sol Ĺıneas Aéreas Flight 5428 in 2011. In wind energy,
blade icing reduces the yearly energy production up to at least 17 % [2]. In
Europe, 20 % of wind turbines are built in areas where icing has to be taken
into account [35,34]. The prediction of iced airfoil performance helps to avoid
icing conditions by planning different flight envelopes and wind turbine sites,
and it helps to design anti-icing and deicing mechanisms.

Airfoil icing is typically caused by super-cooled liquid droplets which im-
pinge on the airfoil leading edge and freeze. Two basic types can be distin-
guished: Rime ice is white and opaque, with a rough surface. It is formed in
temperatures significantly below the freezing point (< −15◦C according to
[21]) by small supercooled droplets, which freeze instantly on impact on the
airfoil surface. Rime ice accretes in rather regular shapes as a layer around and
downstream of the leading edge. Its aerodynamic effects are mostly moderate,
and can include laminar-to-turbulent transition triggered by the roughness or
small separation bubbles at the end of the ice layer. Glaze ice is transparent,
with a relatively smooth surface. It is formed in temperatures close to the
freezing point. Here, the ice forms a liquid film on the airfoil surface, which
may run downstream on the surface driven by the surrounding flow before
freezing. The macroscopic shapes tend to be more irregular: Large ice horns
typically protrude from the leading edge upstream into the flow, on the pres-
sure side, suction side, or both. The aerodynamic effect is major, with large
separation bubbles behind the horns and a heavily impaired flow field. Other
types of icing include a mixed form of rime and glaze, or supercooled-large
droplet ice, which is a rare, but very impactful form of icing. Further details
on ice shapes and their effect on airfoil flow fields and airfoil performance are
given in the review by Bragg [7].

The effects of icing can be predicted numerically. The flow fields are highly
disturbed, depend strongly on the exact location of laminar-to-turbulent tran-
sition as well as flow separation behind the iced region. Reynolds-averaged
Navier-Stokes (RANS) simulations, which are used for most airfoil flow simu-
lations, perform poorly in predicting these phenomena. Instead, scale-resolving
simulation such as large eddy simulations (LES) are needed to accurately cap-
ture the formation and effect of turbulent eddies under these special circum-
stances. A review of previous numerical studies of iced airfoils is given in [32],
which includes some scale-resolving simulations, mostly detached eddy simu-
lations. The work [8] is an early example of an iced airfoil LES. These studies,
however, are deterministic and do not consider uncertainties due to varying
ice shapes.

Turbulence is a multi-scale phenomenon. Numerical methods with a high
order of accuracy are especially efficient for these types of problems. In this
study, the discontinuous Galerkin method is used, which is implemented in our
in-house open-source solver FLEXI [24]. The resolution requirements of LES
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entail the need for high performance computing resources. FLEXI achieves
excellent scaling on such massively parallel clusters.

Ice on airfoils appears in various shapes. On the one hand, this is due to
different icing conditions, such as differences in temperature, mean droplet
diameter or liquid water content in the air. Random fluctuations in droplet
density or turbulence in the flow also lead to random variations, as can be
seen, for example, in spanwise variations of the ice shape along a wing. Which
ice shape occurs on a wing is thus uncertain. In a numerical simulation, this
translates to an uncertain simulation setup. Neglecting these uncertainties
and considering one ice shape entails limited predictive capabilities. However,
uncertain parameters can be taken into account in numerical simulations and
their effect can be quantified. This is called uncertainty quantification (UQ).

In UQ, some of the input parameters are assumed to be uncertain with a
given random distribution. Since the output quantity of interest is a function of
this input, it is also random. The objective of forward UQ is to estimate prop-
erties of the random distribution of the output, such as its mean and variance.
Most methods rely on several evaluations of a standard model with different
realizations of the random input parameters. This is called non-intrusive un-
certainty quantification. A large number of non-intrusive UQ methods have
been developed, especially in recent years, but their application to complex
engineering problems is still rare, and research is still needed about their per-
formance in such practical problems.

In this paper, the effect of airfoil icing with an uncertain ice geometry is in-
vestigated using different UQ methods. The ice accretion process itself is not
modeled. Instead, a data-driven approach is taken: A set of experimentally
measured ice shapes is used as simulation input. A continuous random vector
is generated from this data set with a principal component analysis. Three
non-intrusive UQ methods are employed for uncertainty propagation, to com-
bine the advantages of each and to allow for a comparison of the methods: The
non-intrusive polynomial chaos (NIPC) method, the multilevel Monte Carlo
(MLMC) method and the multifidelity Monte Carlo (MFMC) method. Due
to the high number of samples in Monte Carlo methods, all pre-and post-
processing steps of the baseline computational setup are completely automa-
tized. This includes structured boundary layer grid generation with random
ice shapes, for which a new algorithm was developed.

There are a few previous UQ studies on iced airfoil flow, presented in [11,
10] and [33], as well as one simulating the ice accretion process under uncer-
tain conditions [17]. The idea to use principal component analysis to create a
low-dimensional parametrization of ice shapes was first presented in [10] and
the present paper builds on this study regarding this methodology. However,
there are several notable differences and novelties in the present paper com-
pared to this and other previous studies: In all cited studies, a two-dimensional
Reynolds-averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS) solver serves as a baseline model,
where much more accurate large-eddy simulations are employed in the present
work. Furthermore, in all previous studies, only the NIPC method is used,
while several UQ methods including MLMC and MFMC are compared here.
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Moreover, compared with [10], a different input data set is used and the in-
put data parametrization method prior to the principal component analysis is
different.

The main novelty of the present work is thus the combination of various
advanced methods in different the areas of numerics and UQ, their efficient
implementation in the environment of high performance computing, and the
application to the complex problem of airfoil icing. This new combination
allows insights in different areas of research: On the physical side, the effects
of airfoil icing are predicted in a holistic view. Additionally, the study includes
development and comparative investigation of the UQ methods, with respect
to their implementation in high performance systems (which is realized with
a dedicated in-house software package POUNCE [12]) and their performance
under real-world circumstances. This makes the findings of the paper not only
relevant to airfoil icing, but to prospective uses of UQ in other fluid dynamics
problems.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the baseline model,
including the governing equations and their discretization with the discontin-
uous Galerkin method, a reference to the in-house software FLEXI, an au-
tomated grid generation algorithm developed for this study, and parameter
setup of the numerical model. Section 3 covers the UQ aspect, including a
description of the input ice shape parametrization using principal component
analysis, the employed UQ methods, the chosen method parameters, and im-
plementation of the methods on an HPC system using the in-house framework
POUNCE. Results are presented and discussed in Section 4. The paper is
summarized and an outlook is provided in Section 5.
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2 Baseline computational fluid dynamics model

In this chapter, the baseline deterministic model is discussed. Section 2.1 intro-
duces the governing equations. Section 2.2 introduces the numerical methods
which are employed in the flow solver FLEXI. FLEXI serves as a deterministic
baseline code for all simulations presented in the following and is described
in Section 2.3. Section 2.4 describes the automated grid generation algorithm,
Section 2.5 considers model setup and parameters.

2.1 The compressible Navier-Stokes equations

The compressible Navier-Stokes equations are the governing equations for the
description of the flow of a viscous, compressible, Newtonian fluid. They are
conservation laws of mass, momentum and energy. In conservation form, they
read

∂tu+∇x · (G(u)−H(u,∇xu)) = 0 in D × R+, (1)

where u = u(x, t) : D × R+ → U ⊂ Rnvar denotes the vector of conserved
quantities and ∂t represents the partial derivative with respect to time, ∇x is
the gradient operator in physical space D ⊂ R3 assuming a three-dimensional
problem. G and H describe the convective and viscous flux tensors, respec-
tively, which are summarized for brevity as F (u,∇xu) := G(u)+H(u,∇xu).
The deterministic conserved quantities are

u = (ρ,m1,m2,m3, ρe)
T = (ρ, ρv1, ρv2, ρv3, ρe)

T , (2)

where ρ is the mass density, mi and vi are the momentum and velocity in
i-direction, respectively, and e is the stagnation energy. The ith column of the
convective and viscous fluxes is given by

Gi =


ρvi

ρv1vi + δ1ip
ρv2vi + δ2ip
ρv3vi + δ3ip
ρevi + pvi

 and Hi =


0
τ1i
τ2i
τ3i

τijvj −Qi

 , i = 1, 2, 3. (3)

Here, δij is the Kronecker delta and p = p(u) is the pressure given by the ideal
gas equation

p = ρRT = (γ − 1)ρ

(
e− 1

2
v · v

)
(4)

with temperature T . Furthermore, τij denote the entries of the viscous stress
tensor

τ = µ

(
∇xv + (∇xv)

T − 2

3
(∇x · v)I

)
, (5)

and Qi are the components of the heat flux vector Q = −λ∇xT . The fluid-
dependent variables used above are the specific gas constant R, the adiabatic
coefficient γ, the dynamic viscosity µ and the heat conductivity λ. They are all
assumed to be constant in space and time. The adiabatic coefficient is chosen
as γ = 1.4 throughout this work.
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2.2 The discontinuous Galerkin spectral element method

A suitable numerical scheme is to be chosen for discretization of the governing
equations in space and time. Methods with a high order of accuracy promise
crucial efficiency gains for multiscale problems, such as the scale-resolving sim-
ulations of turbulent flows carried out in this work. Discontinuous Galerkin
(DG) methods are a prominent class of high-order methods. In this work, the
discontinuous Galerkin spectral element method (DGSEM) in combination
with explicit Runge-Kutta time-stepping is used for the space-time discretiza-
tion of the Navier-Stokes equations and other conservation laws. This section
only provides a short summary of the method, further details can be found for
example in [24,23,19,3].

The physical domain D is partitioned into nel ∈ N disjoint curved hexa-
hedral elements. The basic idea of DG is to discretize each of these elements
with the Galerkin method and to allow for discontinuities between the ele-
ments. The numerical fluxes between the grid elements are determined by use
of Riemann solvers. In the DGSEM, the solution on each element is approxi-
mated by a tensor product of polynomials, which are expressed in a Lagrange
basis.

For reducing computational complexity, all elements are transformed from
physical space onto the reference element E(η) = [−1, 1]3, such that for each
element the governing equations become

∂tJu+∇η · FFF(u,∇xu) = 0, (6)

where J is the Jacobian determinant of the mapping x(η) and FFF is the so-
called contravariant flux [23]. Multiplication with a test function ϕ and inte-
gration over the reference element E yields

∂t

∫
E

Juϕdη +

∫
E

∇η · FFF(u,∇xu)ϕdη = 0. (7)

This corresponds to a projection onto the space spanned by the test functions.
Integration by parts leads to the weak form of (1):

∂t

∫
E

Juϕdη +

∮
∂E

(FFF · n)∗ϕdη −
∫
E

FFF(u,∇xu) ·∇ηϕdη = 0, (8)

where n is the outward pointing unit normal vector of the reference element
surface. At element interfaces, discontinuities are allowed, such that the flux FFF
is not uniquely defined. Riemann solvers are used to approximate the convec-
tive flux and the arithmetic mean of element traces is employed for the viscous
flux. This approximation is indicated by the superscript ∗. Components of the
solution vector are approximated on each three-dimensional element by a ten-
sor product of one-dimensional polynomials of order N ∈ N. Lagrange polyno-
mials are employed as both basis and test functions. A collocation approach
following [23] using the (N + 1)3 Gauss-Legendre or Legendre-Gauss-Lobatto
quadrature points is used for interpolation and integration.
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In (1), the gradient of the solution∇xu is needed as an input to the viscous
terms of the flux function. In the context of a DG discretization, this gradient
is obtained with a procedure called lifting as described in [3]. To this end, (1)
is re-written into an extended system of first-order equations, which are solved
sequentially in each time step with the DGSEM method.

To advance the solution in time, a high-order explicit Runge-Kutta time
integration scheme of Carpenter&Kennedy [9] is used, which is implemented
in a low storage version. The time step size is constrained by a Courant-
Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) type condition.

In order to improve the robustness of the method, a split form variant of the
DGSEM presented in [13] is used. It exploits the summation-by-parts property
of the DGSEM volume integral operator on Legendre-Gauss-Lobatto nodes
and introduces a two-point flux function in the volume integral to achieve
properties like the preservation of entropy or kinetic energy. In this work, the
kinetic-energy-preserving two-point flux from Pirozzoli [30] is used.

2.3 Baseline flow solver: FLEXI

The methods described above are implemented in the in-house flow solver
FLEXI, which is open source1 and described in detail in [24]. It can handle
unstructured hexahedral grids and is optimized for efficient massively parallel
runs, with perfect scaling up to 500.000 cores. It has been successfully applied
to various real-world engineering problems, such as cavity aeroacoustics [25]
or turbine flow [22]. For further details, refer to [24]. The adapted version used
in this work is also open source2.

2.4 Automated grid generation

Structured grids are preferred for boundary layer treatment in LES and are
thus used here as well. The DGSEM requires curved hexahedral elements.
Elements must not be bent or distored too strongly, as that leads to large
non-linear terms in the polynomial geometry mapping, which entails excessive
geometric aliasing errors. In the MFMC simulations in this work, thousands of
samples are calculated. A grid has to be generated for each sample. Manual grid
generation is thus impractical. The grid generation has to be fully automated
and highly robust.

The algorithm for the structured boundary layer grid generation devel-
oped for this study is described briefly in Appendix A and open source3. It
is based on Laplace smoothing amended with additional terms to ensure grid
quality constraints. A previous approach based on radial basis functions did

1 www.flexi-project.org
2 https://github.com/flexi-framework/flexi-extensions/tree/pounce_ice/
3 https://github.com/flexi-framework/flexi-extensions/blob/pounce_ice/tools/

generate_ice_shapes_and_mesh/make_mesh.py
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(a) Leading edge ice shape samples

(b) Hybrid C-grid layout

Fig. 1 Iced airfoil grid setup

not yield satisfactory results, as the method does not adapt to locally altered
wall normals, which results in invalid grids for the investigated heavily iced
geometries.

For use with the flow solver FLEXI, polynomial curved DG elements are
needed. The algorithm in Appendix A is first carried out on a node-by-node
basis, i.e. without regard for DG elements. Subsequently, patches of four by
four nodes are grouped together and serve as geometric interpolation points
of a curved DG element with a geometric polynomial degree of three. The
leading-edge regions of four grids created with the present algorithm are shown
in Figure 1 (a).

A structured wake grid is added to the boundary layer C-grid. The grid
generation procedure is implemented in Python. A circular, unstructured far-
field grid with non-curved elements is generated in Gmsh [15]. Both grids
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are transferred to an adapted version of the in-house open source4 high-order
grid generator HOPR [20], which merges the two parts, extrudes the two-
dimensional grid in spanwise direction and writes a FLEXI-readable grid file.
The result is shown in Figure 1 (b).

2.5 Baseline model setup and parameters

The setup of the main simulation is designed to minimize the computational
cost per sample, while still ensuring a high-quality LES. This allows to inves-
tigate UQ methods within a moderate computational budget.

Simulations are carried out with a chord Reynolds number of Rec = 500, 000
and a Mach number of Ma∞ = 0.4, which roughly matches the conditions at
the wing tip of a small wind turbine in strong winds. The angle of attack is
AoA = 3◦. Simulations are run up to tend = 10c/v∞. Time averaging of airfoil
forces is started at t = 5c/v∞, when a quasi-steady state is reached. This yields
an averaging time span of 5c/v∞, during which time averages have converged
sufficiently. For the DG method, a polynomial degree of N = 5 is used. The
three-dimensional grid has a spanwise width of 0.05c. 12 elements are used in
spanwise direction. The radius of the far-field grid is 10c. The near-wall resolu-
tion in wall units ensures ∆x+ < 40, ∆y+ < 4.5 and ∆z+ < 17 in most regions
of the airfoil. In streamwise and spanwise direction, the resolution is finer than
typical requirements from the literature [29,14]. In wall-normal direction, the
resolution exceeds recommended values of ∆y+ < 1. It was found in previ-
ous applications that the polynomial solution approximation of the DGSEM
entails that LES with a somewhat coarser resolution in wall-normal direction
can maintain a high accuracy. However, wall-normal velocity gradients are
very high around sharp ice horns, such that peak values up to ∆x+ ≈ 85,
∆y+ ≈ 12 and ∆z+ ≈ 52 occur in these very small and confined regions,
which may nonetheless impair solution accuracy to some extent.

Periodic boundary conditions are used in spanwise direction. The circular
far-field boundary is divided into inflow- and outflow-semicircles based on the
inflow direction. A constant Dirichlet boundary condition is used at the inflow.
Characteristic outflow boundary conditions are used at the outflow. Sponge
layers are used near the outflow boundaries to stabilize the outflow and reduce
reflections. An adiabatic wall boundary condition is used at the iced airfoil with
no thermodynamic distinction between iced and uniced regions.

An implicit no-model LES is carried out here, where the dissipation of
the numerical scheme acts as a sub-grid-scale model. This approach has been
validated and yields good results with the DGSEM [5].

Three quantities of interest (QoIs) are considered: The time-averaged lift
coefficient cl = Fl/(c dz pdyn), where Fl is the airfoil lift force, c is the airfoil
chord length, dz is the spanwise width of the simulated airfoil segment and
pdyn = 1/2 ρ∞v2∞ is the free-stream dynamic pressure; the time-averaged drag
coefficient cd = Fl/(c dz pdyn), where Fd is the drag force; and the distribution

4 https://github.com/hopr-framework/hopr
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of the time-averaged and spanwise-averaged local pressure coefficient Cp =
(p− p∞)/pdyn along the streamwise coordinate.
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3 Uncertainty quantification (UQ)

In numerical simulations, one or several quantities of interest (QoI) such as
airfoil lift and drag are computed by a model evaluation. Normally, input pa-
rameters to the model are certain with a fixed value. In UQ, they are assumed
to be random. More precisely, in this work it is assumed that the uncertain
parameters can be expressed as a real-valued vector of J independent random
variables ξ = (ξ1, ..., ξJ) with image Γ = Γ1 × . . . × ΓJ ⊂ RJ defined on a
probability space (Ω,F ,P) and joint probability density function (pdf) ϱΓ(ξ).
In this work, only uniformly distributed variables ξ ∼ U(a, b) with lower and
upper bounds a and b are used, but the described methods are not specific to
these.

Omitting the certain input parameters, the QoI can be expressed as a
function of the random input q(ξ). It is also random. The goal of UQ is to
obtain information about the distribution of the QoI, such as its mean E[q]
and variance Var[q]. The QoI can be real-valued, but also a vector or random
field.

In this work, exclusively non-intrusive UQ methods are used. Their idea is
to evaluate a standard model several times using different fixed values ξm ∈
Γ, m = 1, . . . ,M as input.

The present study involves two steps: In the first step, a real-valued ran-
dom vector representing the occurring ice shapes is obtained from a principal
component analysis performed on an experimental data set. This random vec-
tor is then used as input to the second step, the UQ CFD simulations, which
estimate the stochastic properties of the output quantities of interest (namely
the forces on the airfoil) from this random input vector. This methodology
was introduced by DeGennaro et al. [10].

The rest of this Section first gives details on the data-integrated genera-
tion of the random vector. Subsequently, the used non-intrusive UQ methods
are presented, namely NIPC method, followed by the two Monte Carlo meth-
ods MLMC and MFMC. Used UQ method parameters, the in-house code
POUNCE implementing all methods, and the used HPC resources are dis-
cussed at the end.

3.1 Random input vector generation via principal component analysis (PCA)

A set of experimentally measured ice shapes forms the basis of this study. An
ideal data set would be quantitatively representative of the ice shapes occurring
at an airfoil and of the frequency of their occurrence for typical aircraft flight
envelopes or at wind turbine blades at a specific site. As an approximation
to this, a set of 36 ice shapes from experiments in the NASA Icing Research
Tunnel (IRT) at Glenn Research Center [1] was used as simulation input. As
the experiment, this study is based on the NASA/Langley NLF-0414F laminar
flow airfoil [36].
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Principal component analysis (PCA)5 is used here to obtain a set of in-
dependent continuous random variables based on the (discrete) input data of
experimental ice shapes. The implemented parametrization and PCA process
is depicted in Figure 2 and open source6.

As a starting points, four specimens from the input data set are shown in
Figure 2 (a). A PCA generates a decomposition of a set of ns input specimens
(here the parametrized ice shapes), which are characterized by vectors of nF

features, which are denoted as as ∈ RnF , s = 1, ..., ns. This means that the
input ice shapes must be parametrized, i.e. each shape must be converted
into such a vector as. The ith entry of each vector has to describe the same
physical feature (here the same region of the ice shape) among specimens,
which is why a set of points describing each shape outline are not a suitable
choice. Therefore, instead a Cartesian grid is defined covering the iced region
and a signed-distance function to the ice outline is evaluated at each grid
point, and the values at all grid points are sorted into one vector as for each
specimen. More precisely, this signed distance function is chosen as din =
arctan(3min(d+/dmax, 1)), where d+ is the distance to the nearest ice shape
outline. The function is kept constant above a distance of dmax = 0.05 c and
an arctangent scaling of the distance is used to reduce the influence of grid
points further away from the ice shape outline. The resulting parametrized
shapes are visualized in Figure 2 (b). We remark that in [10], only a binary
parametrization din = S with S = 1 inside the iced airfoil and S = −1 outside
is used for parametrization. In the present work, this approach led to very
irregular and unphysical shapes and was therefore discarded.

The decomposition represents this discretized input data set in a coor-
dinate system in which the input data is linearly uncorrelated. These basis
vectors are later used as random input parameters to the simulation. First,
the sample mean ā = 1/ns

∑ns

i=1 ai is subtracted from the vectors a′
s = as−ā.

The centered vectors a′
s are assembled into a feature matrix A ∈ RnF×ns . The

matrix is decomposed using a singular value decomposition (SVD), i.e. a fac-
torization A = UΣV T is calculated, where U ∈ RnF×nF and V ∈ Rns×ns

are unitary matrices and Σ ∈ RnF×ns is a rectangular diagonal matrix. The
columns uj of U are then the principal components (i.e. the orthogonal basis
vectors with unit length) and the singular values sj on the diagonal of Σ are
the sample standard deviations in the direction of each principal component,
sorted in descending order. The results of the SVD are shown in Figure 2 (c).
The first plot shows the mean ā. The other plots show the first three principal
components scaled with their according singular values sjuj . Following the
POD terminology, they are also called modes in the following.

The weighting of each of these scaled modes finally serves as a random
input parameter to the simulation ξj , which means that the shape is defined

5 In [10], the term proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) is used instead of PCA for the
same task. POD describes model order reduction of a deterministic physical model. PCA is
the statistical term. The underlying algorithms are identical.

6 https://github.com/flexi-framework/flexi-extensions/blob/pounce_ice/tools/

generate_ice_shapes_and_mesh/get_pca_modes.py
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(a) Input data set outlines

(b) Input data set shape parametrization din

(c) PCA mean ā and modes sjuj , j = 1, ..., 3

(d) Parametrized random samples dout

(e) Random sample outlines dout = 0

−1 0 1

Fig. 2 Ice shape parametrization and dimensionality reduction workflow. Only the first
four samples or modes are shown for each step.

by setting dout(ξ) = ā +
∑J

j=1 ξjsjuj and determining the random ice shape
outline from the contour at dout = 0. Four random samples of the function
dout are shown in Figure 2 (d) and the according shape outlines in Figure 2
(e). Due to the scaling of the modes with the singular values, the modes sjuj
have unit sample variance in the original data set.

PCA generally does not provide any information on the probability dis-
tribution of the principal components apart from their mean and variance,
so assumptions have to be made. Usually, a normal distribution is used. In
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this work, a uniform distribution is chosen instead, as the boundedness of the
signed distance function serving as input to the PCA motivates the choice of
a bounded distribution. Apart from this assumption on the random distribu-
tion, there are further potential sources of error: In PCA, the resulting random
variables are linearly uncorrelated in the input data set, but not necessarily
independent, i.e. non-linear dependencies can still exist. Moreover, the limited
size of the input data set size of 36 specimens can lead to inaccurate estimates.

These errors can lead to some unphysical phenomena in the sample ice
shapes: The generated outlines sometimes lie inside the original airfoil, as can
be seen in Figure 2 (e). In rare cases, islands of ice can form in the air which
are not connected to the rest of the ice or the airfoil. As a remedy, the outline is
replaced by the airfoil contour wherever it lies inside the airfoil. Unconnected
islands of ice are simply omitted. Moreover, the distribution of each random
variable is set to ξj ∼ U(−0.75, 0.75). This distribution only has a standard
deviation of approximately 0.43, which is less than the normalized standard
deviation of 1.0 in the input data set, such that only a subset of cases near the
input data average is considered. This excludes most of the unphysical shapes
which are generated due to the linearity of the PCA.

While these adjustments impose limitations on the quantitative represen-
tation of the input data in the generated random vector, the data-driven ap-
proach is still a big improvement over purely heuristic assumptions on the
random input found in many UQ studies.

PCA is a dimensionality reduction technique. The first n principal compo-
nents form the basis in Rn which optimally explains the variance of the input
data set. To reduce the stochastic dimensionality of the problem, optionally
only the first few random variables can therefore be considered, while the rest
is omitted. This reduction will be exploited later for stochastic dimensionality
reduction in NIPC.

3.2 Non-intrusive UQ methods

The three non-intrusive UQ methods used in this study to propagate the
uncertainty through the CFD model are presented in the following.

3.2.1 Non-intrusive polynomial chaos (NIPC)

In non-intrusive polynomial chaos, the quantity of interest is expanded into
an infinite polynomial series

q(ξ) =
∑
κ∈K

q̂κΨκ(ξ) (9)

with K = NJ
0 , the polynomial coefficients q̂κ ∈ R and the basis functions

Ψκ(ξ), which are products of univariate polynomials

Ψκ(ξ) =

J∏
j=1

Ψκj (ξj). (10)
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with the multi-index κ = (κ1, ..., κJ)
T ∈ NJ

0 . As a univariate basis, we choose
basis vectors from the Askey scheme, which are orthonormal with respect to
the probability distribution of the random input vector, such that

⟨Ψκ,Ψι⟩ =
J∏

j=1

δκj ,ιj = δκ,ι, (11)

with the Kronecker delta δκ,ι and the inner product defined as

⟨g(ξ), h(ξ)⟩ :=
∫
ξ∈Γ

g(ξ)h(ξ)ϱΓ(ξ) dξ. (12)

Here, we truncate the series with an isotropic tensor product ansatz

K :=
{
κ ∈ NJ

0

∣∣∣ κj ≤ N stoch, j = 1, ..., J
}
. (13)

We retrieve the polynomial coefficients q̂κ from a Galerkin projection in the
stochastic space

q̂κ = ⟨q,Ψκ⟩. (14)

To evaluate the stochastic integral in (14), we use a tensor product of Gaussian
quadrature rules

q̂κ = ⟨q,Ψκ⟩ ≈
nβ

J∑
β=1

q(ξβ)Ψκ(ξβ)ωβ (15)

with the quadrature weights ωβ and the multi-index set

β ∈ B := {β = (β1, . . . , βJ)
⊤ ∈ NJ | βj ≤ nβ , j = 1, . . . , J}. (16)

using nβ = N stoch+1 quadrature points in each dimension. Mean and variance
are then approximated as

E(q) ≈ q̂0 and Var(q) ≈
∑

κ∈K\(0,...,0)T
q̂2κ, (17)

following their definition and the orthonormality of the basis.
NIPC is efficient for smooth QoIs where the interpolation is a good ap-

proximation, and for few uncertain variables, as the required cost grows expo-
nentially with the number of stochastic dimensions.
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3.2.2 Monte Carlo (MC)

In Monte Carlo methods, random samples are drawn from the random in-
put vector and the computational model is evaluated for each sample point.
Mean E[q] and variance Var[q] of the QoI are then gained from the unbiased
estimators

E[q] ≈ EM [q] =
1

M

M∑
m=1

qm (18)

and

Var[q] ≈ VarM [q] =
1

M − 1

M∑
m=1

(qm − EM [q])
2
. (19)

The mean squared error (MSE) of the MC mean estimator is

E2 := E [(EM [q]− E[q])2] =
1

M
Var[q]. (20)

MC convergence is very robust and independent of the number of uncertain
parameters. However, the estimator error shows only half-order convergence,
such that many evaluations of the baseline model are needed for accurate
results. This motivates using error reduction techniques.

3.2.3 Multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC)

In the MLMC method developed by Heinrich [18] and Giles [16], few sample
simulations with a high numerical accuracy and many with computationally
cheaper, less accurate models are combined to achieve both overall high nu-
merical and stochastic accuracy at moderate cost. In addition to the baseline
model, a series of models with coarser numerical resolutions and an otherwise
identical setup are defined, which results in the set of models {q l(ξ)}l=1,...,L,
where the resolution increases with l. In this work, we achieve this change in
resolution not by a change of the grid spacing, but a change of the polynomial
degree N , which is introduced as multi-order Monte Carlo in [26].

To derive the estimator, the finest resolved (baseline) model qL is expressed
as the telescopic sum

qL = q1 +

L∑
l=2

q l − q l−1 =

L∑
l=1

∆q l (21)

with the differences between resolution levels ∆q l := q l−q l−1 and the auxiliary
q0 := 0. For the expectation E[q], linearity yields

E[q] ≈ E[qL] =
L∑

l=1

E[∆q l]. (22)
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The expectations E[∆q l] are now replaced by Monte Carlo estimators with
different numbers of samples M l to obtain the MLMC estimator

E[q] ≈ E[qL] ≈ EMLMC[q
L] =

L∑
l=1

EM l [∆q l] =

L∑
l=1

1

M l

M l∑
ml=1

(
q l
ml − q l−1

ml

)
(23)

with the samples q l
ml = q l(ξml). Each level difference

(
q l
ml − q l−1

ml

)
builds on

computations of the same sample with different resolution models. However,
the index ml indicates that samples are drawn independently for each level dif-
ference mean estimator, i.e. the difference between Levels 1 and 2 is estimated
with different realizations of the random vector than the difference between
Levels 2 and 3.

Apart from the mean, the variance of the QoI q is also of interest. Here,
the estimator

Var[q] ≈ Var[q] ≈ VarMLMC[q
L] =

L∑
l=1

(
VarM l [q l]−VarM l [q l−1]

)
(24)

is used, with the variance estimator VarM [·] defined in (19). It is an unbiased
estimator of Var[q]. It was presented in [6], where error bounds are discussed.

The MLMC estimator error is

E2
MLMC =

L∑
l=1

1

M l Var[∆q l] (25)

The MLMC error compared with the error of the standard MC method with
a given computational budget depends on the convergence of the numerical
method, which determines the variance of the level differences Var[∆q l], and on
the computational cost of a sample evaluation on each level, which determines
the affordable number of evaluations M l.

The number of samples on every level which yields the lowest error can
be obtained from an optimization problem with a computational budget as
a constraint (alternatively, computational cost can be minimized in a similar
fashion for a given MSE). Again, driving factors are the convergence of the
computational method and sample evaluation costs.

Those quantities are normally unknown a priori, but can be estimated from
some pilot samples. This two-iteration approach (computeO(10) pilot samples,
estimate optimal sample numbers, compute rest of the samples) is state of the
art [31]. However, it is desirable to base the sample number estimates on the
highest possible number of samples to avoid sub-optimal sample distributions
among levels. To this end, a method presented in [4] is used to update these
estimates in a three or four iteration approach. A larger number of iterations
creates scheduling drawbacks, as it is advantageous to group large numbers of
samples into batches without intermittent post-processing.

For field-valued QoIs, the integration approach presented in [27] is used.
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3.2.4 Multifidelity Monte Carlo (MFMC)

In MFMC, in addition to the baseline (high fidelity, or short HF) model
qHF := q1, a series of low fidelity (LF) models q2, ..., qL is defined which are
less computationally expensive. These LF models can be arbitrary as long as
their QoI is correlated with that of the HF model. So in addition to coarse
grid resolutions found in MLMC, simpler physical models, lower dimensional
models or surrogate models are possible.

Here, an approach based on control variates (CV) presented in [28] is used.
CV is a variance reduction technique where a correlated variable (here the
output of a low fidelity model, the control variate) with a known mean is used
to reduce the MC estimator error. To this end, the difference between the same
MC estimator and the known mean of the CV is added to the original MC
estimator. The mean of low fidelity models is unknown, but it can be estimated
more accurately than that of the HF model, since the model evaluation is less
costly. Several low fidelity models with increasingly lower cost can be used
jointly as a sum of control variates. This yields the MFMC estimator

EMFMC[q
1] = EM1 [q1] +

L∑
l=2

αl
(

EM l [q l] − EM l−1 [q l]
)

=
1

M1

M1∑
m=1

q1(ξm) +

L∑
l=2

αl
(

1

M l

M l∑
m=1

q l(ξm)− 1

M l−1

M l−1∑
m=1

q l(ξm)

)
,

(26)
where αl ∈ R are the CV coefficients. Note that the models are ordered by the
number of sample evaluations M l < M l−1 for all l. Furthermore, in contrast to
MLMC, the samples used for the estimator EM l [·] are always a subset of the
samples used for the estimator EM l−1 [·]. An optimization problem is solved
in [28] minimizing the estimator error for a given computational budget to
find the optimal sample numbers M l, the optimal CV coefficients αl, but also
the optimal choice of low fidelity models: A set of models is proposed to an
algorithm which finds the subset of models promising the highest efficiency
and discards the other models. For the proof, algorithms and formulae for
M l and αl, the reader is referred to [28]. The mean squared estimator error
resulting from the minimization problem is given by

E2
MFMC =

Var[q1]W1

B

(
L∑

l=1

√
W l

W1

(
(R1,l)2 − (R1,l+1)2

))2

, (27)

with the computational budget B, the computational cost for a model eval-
uation W l, and the Pearson correlation coefficient between the high fidelity
model and model l

R1,l =
E[(q1 − E[q1])(q l − E[q l])]√

Var[q1]Var[q l]
. (28)
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In (27), only the optimal subset of low fidelity models is considered. The factor
in front of the sum equals the variance of the ordinary Monte Carlo estimator
using only the high-fidelity model and the same computational budget and the
squared sum equals the variance reduction.

As in MLMC, model cost, variances and correlation coefficients are un-
known a priori, but have to be estimated from some pilot samples.

The MFMC publication [28] suggests not to use the samples used for these
estimates for the eventual MFMC estimator, but to use independently drawn
new samples instead. This is necessary to ensure unbiasedness of the estima-
tor, but incurs significant additional cost. In practical applications, mostly no
difference in accuracy is observed when re-using pilot samples for the even-
tual estimator. In this work, pilot samples for the estimation of model cost,
variances and correlation coefficients are therefore re-used for the MFMC es-
timator to achieve a higher efficiency. Moreover, the estimates for the optimal
coefficients αl are updated after computing all samples, such that they are
based on a larger sample size, which promises accuracy gains.

MFMC optimal sample number estimates are based on the correlation
estimates of each low fidelity model to the highest fidelity model (in contrast
to comparing two different low-resolution models in MLMC), so the sample
size is constrained to the number of samples with the high fidelity model,
which is usually in a similar range O(10) as the number of pilot samples. The
expected gain of a multi-iteration approach as described and referenced above
for MLMC is therefore low. Only two iterations are therefore used, as proposed
in [28].

3.2.5 UQ method parameters

For the NIPC simulation, only the first two PCA modes are considered. A
stochastic polynomial degree of N stoch = 4 is used with a tensor-product
quadrature with 5 × 5 = 25 points resulting in a total of 25 large-eddy simu-
lations.

For the MLMC and MFMC simulations, all 35 uncertain modes are con-
sidered, since Monte Carlo convergence is not dimension dependent, such that
more modes promise higher accuracy at a similar cost. A computational bud-
get of one million CPUh is prescribed for both simulations. 10 pilot samples
are used for each model and level. The sample number and choice of models is
optimized with respect to the pressure coefficient Cp as a QoI. This leads to
sub-optimal choices for the other QoIs. For MLMC, coarse levels are realized by
varying the DG polynomial degree to N = 1 and N = 3, all on the same grid.
For MFMC, low-fidelity models are also realized by varying the DG polynomial
degree to N = 3 and N = 1 on the same grid. Additionally, two-dimensional
simulations are used as low-fidelity models with N = 5, N = 3 and N = 1
and an otherwise identical setup. Note that an implicit LES closure is used,
such that the flow in the two-dimensional simulations stays laminar. This may
impair accuracy of these low-fidelity models, but if the models are correlated
to the high-fidelity model with respect to the effect of the ice shape, they can
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still increase the overall efficiency due to their low cost. For the MLMC sim-
ulation, four iterations are used, as described in Section 3.2.3. In the MFMC
simulation, the pilot samples are reused and the coefficients αl are updated
after the second iteration as suggested in Section 3.2.4.

3.3 Implementation

3.3.1 UQ management framework: POUNCE

The above methods are implemented in the in-house UQ management frame-
work POUNCE, which is open source7 and published in [12]. Its purpose is
to draw, pre-process, run, post-process and evaluate samples. In MLMC and
MFMC methods, it runs in several iterations, as sample numbers are deter-
mined adaptively. It follows a novel scheduling strategy for fully automated
and efficient runs on HPC clusters. All samples of one model and one iteration
are grouped to a sample batch with common file I/O and one scheduler job
per batch. For this, interaction with the cluster scheduler is also automated.
The source code is written in Python and modular, such that new function-
ality (new UQ methods, new clusters and new baseline solvers) can be added
easily. Further details can be found in [12] and in the code documentation in
the above repository.

3.3.2 Sample simulations

UQ simulations were run on the high-performance computing cluster ‘Hawk’ at
the High-Performance Computing Center Stuttgart (HLRS) using POUNCE.
Sample simulations were carried out with a FLEXI version adapted for use in
combination with the UQ framework POUNCE.

The Python framework as well as pre- and post-processing were run on
one node with up to 128 cores. The main simulation sample batches were run
on up to 512 nodes (65,536 cores) in each of the three methods. The uniced
simulation took approximately 20,000 CPUh. The overall computational cost
for the NIPC simulation was 544,000 CPUh. This is 22,000 CPUh per sam-
ple, slightly more than in the uniced case, due to a smaller time step on the
distorted grid. In the Monte Carlo methods, iced sample simulation with the
finest resolution N = 5 took on average 40,000 CPUh. Again, the increased
computational cost is due to a smaller timestep following a distorted grid. The
effect is much stronger here than in NIPC. The first two PCA modes used in
NIPC have a rather low spatial frequency and thus do not cause sharp curves
in the airfoil outline, such that the near-wall distortion is less severe and the
time step is closer to the uniced case.

For the MLMC simulations, M = (379, 57, 15)T samples were computed
on the three levels. Details are given in Section 4.3. The computational bud-
get was kept with minor deviations due to slightly sub-optimal machine use

7 https://github.com/JakobBD/pounce
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and inaccuracies in mean sample cost estimation. For MFMC, the optimal
set of models was determined to be the high-fidelity model along with the
three two-dimensional models, while the two three-dimensional low-fidelity
models were discarded after the pilot sample computation. A total of M =
(23, 10, 10, 174, 587, 3676)T samples were computed with each model. Details
are again given in Section 4.4. The computational cost for the pilot samples
of the discarded models is not counted towards the computational budget.
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4 Results

UQ simulation results are presented in the following. In Section 4.1, mean
and standard deviation of the pressure coefficient curves are discussed. Mean,
standard deviation and estimated error are compared across methods for each
QoI in Section 4.2. In Sections 4.3 and 4.4, MLMC and MFMC methods are
evaluated in more detail by discussing method parameters which resulted from
the optimization procedures inherent in the methods. Lastly, in Section 4.5,
the fluid dynamics underlying the results are interpreted in more depth by
assessing flow fields of sample simulations and NIPC response surfaces of the
lift and drag coefficients.

4.1 Pressure coefficient curves

Figure 3 shows mean (top) and standard deviation (bottom) of the pressure
coefficient Cp over the streamwise coordinate. The standard deviation of the
MFMC simulation is shown in the mean plot as a gray shaded area. The
standard deviation of the pressure side is flipped below the plot axis for a
better distinction of the curves.

The mean curves show notable differences to the uniced case. Non-zero
values are present even for x < 0, as the ice extends forward from the airfoil
leading edge. The iced regions near the leading edge are governed by irregular-
ities and peaks on both suction side and pressure side. On the pressure side,
the uncertain position of the stagnation point appears as a reduced amplitude
of the according peak. The mean suction peak has almost the same height
as that of the uniced case, as the effects of lift-reducing flow separation and
locally high velocities cancel out in the mean. The curves of the uniced air-
foil, after a region of relatively constant pressure near the center of the airfoil,
exhibit a bump followed by increasing pressure on both sides (the ordinate
is inverted in Cp-plots), which is caused by laminar separation bubbles with
laminar-to-turbulent transition. The iced mean curves show similar patterns.
However, the pressure level is on average higher on the suction side due to
separated flow caused by ice horns on the suction side in some cases. The
increasing pressure sets in earlier compared with the uniced cases. The likely
reason are disturbances in the flow due to the leading edge ice, which leads to
earlier transition and thus altered or removed separation bubbles.

Agreement between the Monte Carlo methods is excellent for the mean.
The NIPC method shows very similar results in the forward half of the air-
foil, but the adverse pressure gradient in the aft region is located further
towards the trailing edge (especially on the pressure side), which indicates a
later laminar-to-turbulent transition. This effect is also likely due to the more
regular ice shapes and the less disturbed flow as a consequence of it.

The standard deviation is largest near the leading edge, and larger on
the suction side than on the pressure side. Agreement between the methods
is good. The NIPC method shows a slightly lower standard deviation in the
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Fig. 3 Mean and standard deviation of pressure coefficient Cp. The gray shading is the
standard deviation of the MFMC simulation. The standard deviation axis of the pressure
side in the bottom plot is flipped downwards.

front region, which is also an effect of the missing high-frequency modes. Un-
certainties in the position of the adverse pressure gradient lead to a small peak
of standard deviation on the suction side at x/c ≈ 0.75, which is largest for
the NIPC method.
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4.2 Scalar mean, standard deviation and error values

Table 1 lists the estimated mean, standard deviation (StD) and root mean
squared error (RMSE) for the three investigated QoIs and the three investi-
gated methods along with the uniced case. Error estimates are available as
EMLMC from (25) for MLMC and as the square root of (27) for MFMC. Apart
from that, the estimated variance relative to an ordinary Monte Carlo simu-
lation with the same budget is given (rel. MSE). The error estimates for the
pressure coefficient Cp are integrated values. For mean and standard deviation,
refer to Figure 3.

(a) Lift coefficient cl

Mean StD RMSE Rel. MSE
Uniced 0.7783 – – –
NIPC 0.6997 0.0862 – –
MLMC 0.6795 0.0784 1.14× 10−2 0.520
MFMC 0.6571 0.0822 9.47× 10−3 0.362

(b) Drag coefficient cd

Mean StD RMSE Rel. MSE
Uniced 0.0178 – – –
NIPC 0.0229 0.0082 – –
MLMC 0.0249 0.0140 1.10× 10−3 0.390
MFMC 0.0278 0.0116 5.01× 10−4 0.081

(c) Pressure coefficient Cp

RMSE Rel. MSE
MLMC 2.09× 10−2 0.503
MFMC 1.46× 10−2 0.245

Table 1 Summary of results and error estimates for icing QoIs

The mean of the lift coefficient is reduced substantially compared with the
uniced case. The increase in drag is even more severe. Standard deviations
are large for the lift, and for the drag (note that spans between minimum
and maximum encountered values are much wider than those given by the
standard deviation).

Agreement between the methods in the mean is reasonable. The NIPC
method predicts the highest lift and the lowest drag, while the MFMC method
predicts the lowest lift and the highest drag. The MLMC method predicts
intermediate values in both cases. The lower predicted icing effect of the NIPC
method is expected. It is due to the fact that only the first two geometric modes
were considered, which leads to a smoother ice shape and a less disturbed flow.
The differences between the MLMC and the MFMC methods are owed to
sampling errors. The difference is large compared with the estimated sampling
standard errors. However, recall that the simulation is optimized for a minimal
error of the pressure coefficient Cp. The number of samples in both Monte
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Carlo simulations and the choice of the models in MFMC are thus sub-optimal
with respect to the other two QoIs. The presented error estimates for cl and cd,
however, express the error that could be achieved with a simulation optimized
with resepct to these QoIs. This yields a lower value than the actual stochastic
mean of the error.

Agreement in the standard deviation between the Monte Carlo methods
is good. The NIPC method predicts the highest standard deviation in the lift
and by far the lowest in the drag. This behavior can again be attributed to
the reduced number of considered geometric modes for NIPC: More regular
ice shapes are associated with the first two modes. Therefore, there are very
few high-drag cases in NIPC, and some even have rather high lift, as opposed
to Monte Carlo, where drag is very high in some cases, while lift is almost
always reduced. This is further elaborated in the discussion of NIPC response
surfaces (Figure 7).

The relative MSE indicates the fraction of the needed computational bud-
get in comparison with a standard Monte Carlo method with the same ac-
curacy. This is the reciprocal value of both the variance reduction and the
speed-up, which are identical here. It is important to note that these values
are only estimated. The values range between 0.39 and 0.52 for MLMC and be-
tween 0.08 and 0.36 for MFMC. This corresponds to a speed-up of about 2-2.5
for MLMC and 3-12 for MFMC. MFMC outperforms MLMC for all quantities
of interest. The difference is largest for the drag coefficient.

In general, the relative MSE of MLMC and MFMC is determined by the
low-fidelity models. If they yield results which are almost identical to the high-
fidelity model, but at a much lower computational cost, this leads to a great
variance reduction. In the present case, the low and high-fidelity models show
considerably different results, which impairs the performance. Further work
towards more accurate low-fidelity models such as RANS models could improve
speed-up. The better performance of the MFMC method can be attributed to
the additional two-dimensional low-fidelity models and to the possibility of a
weighting via the coefficients αl.

4.3 MLMC method-specific quantities

Optimal parameters and related method-specific results of the two Monte
Carlo methods are presented in the following, starting with the MLMCmethod.
Figure 4 shows the estimated level difference variances Var[∆q l], the estimated
optimal samples numbers M l

opt and the estimated optimal work shares of the
three MLMC levels for the three QoIs. The values are taken after the third
iteration, such that the values of M l

opt for Cp reflect the actually computed
number of samples. The sorting of the levels is inverted compared with the
notation in Section 3.2.3 to ensure comparability to the corresponding Fig-
ure 5 for MFMC. The level difference variances are normalized with the level
variance on the first level.
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(a) cl (not used) (b) cd (not used) (c) Cp (used)
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Fig. 4 Optimal MLMC parameters for different QoIs

Level difference variances which decline with increasing resolution (mean-
ing that the baseline model converges) are a condition for MLMC to be use-
ful. This can be confirmed for all three quantities of interest. The decline
is strongest for cd and similar for the two other QoIs, which is in line with
the results from Table 1, where the speed-up of MLMC was predicted to be
largest for cd as a QoI, as the drag is easiest to predict even with a coarse grid
resolution.

The estimated optimal sample numbers are rather similar especially for cl
and Cp, with more samples on the first level (N1) for cd and fewer on the third
level. This translates to a rather similar optimal share of computational cost
for the three QoIs. The finest level needs about half of the computational cost
and the coarsest level needs the smallest share.

4.4 MFMC method-specific quantities

Figure 5 shows estimates for optimal MFMC parameters for the three QoIs.
The first row shows the Pearson correlation coefficient R̃1,l between high and
low-fidelity models. It has values above 0.75 except for the two-dimensional
model with N = 1, which has a low correlation with the high-fidelity model.
Surprisingly, the two-dimensional model with N = 5 shows similar or even
superior correlation values compared with the three-dimensional low-fidelity
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(a) cl (not used) (b) cd (not used) (c) Cp (used)
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Fig. 5 Optimal MFMC parameters for different QoIs; Labels of the form N1 3D refer to
the DG polynomial degree N = 1 and the physical dimensionality.

models despite the absence of turbulence in two-dimensional simulations. Cor-
relations are lower than the ones found in the literature (cf. [28,31]). Possible
reasons include the complexity and high sensitivity of the investigated prob-
lem, the relatively low grid resolutions, the residual randomness from turbulent
fluctuations, and the design and choice of low-fidelity models.

The second row shows the optimal sample numbers estimated for each
QoI. In MFMC, an optimal subset of models is selected, while the other low-
fidelity models are discarded. The two three-dimensional low-fidelity models
are discarded for all QoIs. An optimal configuration for the prediction of the
lift coefficient cl further excludes the two-dimensional model with N = 1,
while for the drag coefficient cd, excluding the two-dimensional model with
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N = 3 yields optimal results. Recall that the selection of low-fidelity models
and number of samples is optimized with respect to the pressure coefficient
Cp. This means that only the choice of models and sample numbers for Cp are
actually used. So all two-dimensional low-fidelity models were included in the
MFMC simulation. Several thousand samples with the lowest fidelity model
are optimal for cd and Cp, which is more than in the MLMC method. The two-
dimensional models, which were not included in MLMC, are much cheaper to
evaluate than the three-dimensional models, so that a higher sample number
can be computed.

The coefficients αl are shown in the third row. They are rather similar
at values around 0.8 for the QoIs cl and Cp, but significantly lower for cd.
The coefficients are scaled by the ratio of variances between the high and
low fidelity model. Drag is overestimated in the low-fidelity models due to
numerical viscosity, which leads to a higher variance and thus lower αl. This
possibility to account for systematic differences in QoI variance is an advantage
of MFMC over MLMC.

As shown in the last row of the figure, the bulk of the computational budget
is used for high-fidelity samples. This is also due to the much lower per-sample
cost of the two-dimensional low-fidelity models.

4.5 Sample flow fields and response surfaces

Ice shapes and instantaneous flow fields of the uniced airfoil and four iced
Monte Carlo samples are shown in Figure 6. The ice shapes are colored black.
The Monte Carlo samples are the same as those shown in Figures 1 (a) and
2 (e), where the ice shapes can be seen in more detail. Isosurfaces of the Q-
criterion colored by velocity magnitude visualize instantaneous boundary layer
snapshots. Time-averaged streamlines indicate separation regions.

The flow around the uniced airfoil stays laminar until about 75 % chord
length, where transition occurs on the suction side. Transition on the pressure
side is slightly further downstream. Laminar separation bubbles with turbulent
re-attachment are present on both sides. The one on the suction side is very
small. The one on the pressure side is much larger.

The Monte Carlo sample flow fields demonstrate the large influence of the
ice geometry. In the first sample, the ice triggers transition at the leading
edge on the suction side, in the second sample on the pressure side, and in
the last two samples on both sides. The state of the turbulent boundary lay-
ers shows large variations. A rather regular and thin boundary layer can be
seen in the first two samples, while the second two show a highly disturbed
flow with large vortices, indicated by large fluctuations in the thickness of the
boundary layer visualization. Note that the thickness of the region where the
Q-criterion exceeds certain values is only an approximate indicator for the tur-
bulent boundary layer thickness. Regions of separated flow are present behind
the ice horns. They are largest on the suction side of the third sample and on
both sides of the fourth sample. The disturbed flow on the suction side leads



30 Jakob Dürrwächter et al.

(a) Uniced

(b) Iced Monte Carlo samples

0.5 1 1.5

|v|

Fig. 6 Uniced airfoil flow field (top) compared with four iced Monte Carlo samples (bot-
tom); Ice shapes are colored black, instantaneous Q-criterion isosurfaces are colored by
velocity magnitude, streamlines of time averaged airfoil are gray.

to separation bubbles in the aft half of the airfoil. They are largest in the last
two samples, but still considerable in the first one. The laminar separation
bubble on the pressure side is diminished in the first sample and absent due
to the leading-edge transition in the last three.

The same visualization of the ice shapes and instantaneous flow fields is
shown for the leading edge region of nine NIPC quadrature point simulations
in Figure 7 (a). In each stochastic dimension (each of which corresponds to
one uncertain parameter, i.e. one geometric mode), five quadrature points were



UQ for iced airfoil performance 31

(a) Shapes and boundary layers
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Fig. 7 NIPC field solutions and response surfaces. Flow fields are visualized as in Figure 6.
The white dots in the response surfaces indicate NIPC quadrature points. The squares
indicate the simulations shown on the top, with the same alignment along ξ1 and ξ2.

used. The figure shows the first, the third and the fifth in each dimension. The
first parameter ξ1 is increased from left to right, the second one ξ2 is increased
from bottom to top.

The NIPC method approximates the response of the QoI to the uncertain
input as a polynomial. The polynomial response surface is shown for cl in
Figure 7 (b) and for cd in Figure 7 (c). The color represents the local value
of cl and cd. The white dots in the response surface indicate the positions of
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the quadrature points (i.e. the simulations). The squares indicate the subset
of samples shown in Figure 7 (a).

The amount of icing is mainly governed by the first mode, where the ice
volume increases with increasing ξ1. The three samples on the left show almost
no ice accretion. The second mode determines whether the icing is located more
towards the pressure side (low ξ2) or on the suction side (high ξ2). Due to the
missing high-frequency principal component modes, the ice shapes are rounder
than the ones of the four Monte Carlo samples shown in the previous figure.
Only two samples (the top center and the top right) show a large vertical
extension of the ice horns, which is expected to have the largest aerodynamic
effect.

Leading-edge transition to turbulent flow occurs in most of the samples.
Separated flow behind the ice (indicated by yellow regions) can be seen in
many. The size of the separation regions and turbulent boundary layer thick-
ness, especially on the suction side, are expected to be an indicator of the
aerodynamic impact of the ice.

The response surfaces for cl and cd confirm this hypothesis. The lift coef-
ficient is largest for the samples on the left (with almost no separation) and
lowest for the top right samples with large separation regions on the suction
side. In the drag response surface, a large aerodynamic impact causes an in-
crease in cd.

The highest lift among the NIPC sample simulations even slightly exceeds
that on the uniced airfoil (cl ≈ 0.82 versus cl ≈ 0.78 on the uniced airfoil).
The lowest drag among the NIPC samples is slightly lower than that on the
uniced airfoil (cd ≈ 0.016 versus cd ≈ 0.018). This suggests that the tripped
boundary layer has a positive effect on aerodynamic performance due to the
reduced or removed separation bubbles. The airfoil is primarily designed for
higher Reynolds numbers of approximately 107. The design objectives include
the use with lower Reynolds numbers, but the use of boundary layer trips is
specifically recommended for this case in the airfoil specification [36]. A small
positive effect of light icing is therefore plausible.

The ratio of maximal to minimal lift in the response surface is approxi-
mately 1.6, while the ratio of the maximal to minimal drag is approximately
3.3. The large ranges of lift and drag emphasize once more the strong uncertain
effect of the investigated icing on aerodynamic performance.
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5 Conclusion

The aerodynamic effects of uncertain iced airfoil shapes were investigated using
a high-order computational fluid dynamics model and different uncertainty
quantification methods in a data-integrated approach.

As a baseline CFD model, a discretization of the compressible Navier-
Stokes equations based on the discontinuous Galerkin spectral element method
was used. Three UQ methods were compared: The non-intrusive polynomial
chaos (NIPC) method, the multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) method, and the
multifidelity Monte Carlo (MFMC) method.

In a data-driven approach, the uncertain input parameters were generated
from a set of ice shapes measured in wind tunnel experiments. To this end,
a parametrization based on a signed-distance function was introduced and a
principal component analysis was performed on the parametrized data. As
high sample numbers in Monte Carlo methods require the complete automa-
tion of the baseline simulation tool chain, an automated structured boundary
layer grid generator was developed to account for the varying computational
domains. A wall-resolved LES setup was presented for the non-intrusive sam-
ple simulations. Simulations with the three considered non-intrusive methods
were compared. Lift coefficient, drag coefficient and pressure coefficient were
chosen as quantities of interest (QoIs). Lower polynomial degrees of the DG
method on the same grid were used as lower fidelity models for MLMC and
MFMC. In MFMC, laminar two-dimensional models were additionally used.
For the NIPC simulation, only two uncertain geometric modes were used as in-
put, as the cost of NIPC simulations increases exponentially with the number
of uncertain parameters.

Results showed a substantial influence of the icing on the lift, which was
on average decreased, and an even larger effect on the drag, which was on av-
erage increased. The icing triggered in many cases leading-edge transition on
the pressure side, suction side, or both. Some ice shapes included leading-edge
horns, behind which separation bubbles formed. The changes in the boundary
layer due to the icing also altered the flow in the aft region of the airfoil, some-
times causing large turbulent separation bubbles. In some cases, lift-increasing
and drag-reducing effects of the ice were observed, where the ice acted as a
boundary layer trip and prevented laminar separation. Agreement of the meth-
ods in the pressure coefficient, which was the optimized QoI for MLMC and
MFMC, was very good. Agreement in the lift and drag coefficients, which the
Monte Carlo methods’ parameters were not optimized for, was satisfactory.
The NIPC method predicted a higher mean lift and lower mean drag, which
was owed to the reduced number of uncertain modes, which resulted in more
rounded ice shapes and a less disturbed flow. The speed-up (equivalent to
variance reduction) compared with standard Monte Carlo ranged from 2-2.5
for MLMC and from 3-12 for MFMC, depending on the QoI. The superior
performance of MFMC in comparison with MLMC was likely due to the ad-
ditional two-dimensional models and the additional weighting coefficients in
MFMC. The speed-up is determined by the accuracy and per-sample cost of
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the low-fidelity models. As the QoIs of the considered problem are very sensi-
tive to the model setup, all of the presented low-fidelity models in this study
showed substantially different results compared with the high-fidelity model,
such that a near-perfect correlation with the high-fidelity model as presented
in other works in the literature was not achieved. Response surfaces of the
NIPC method were shown for the lift and drag coefficients. They revealed
the non-linear dependency of lift and drag on the investigated two geometric
modes. They also allowed further insight into the aerodynamic impact of spe-
cific ice shapes, such as the positive effect of certain forms of light icing on lift
or drag.

Future work can focus on different aspects: The setup of the baseline CFD
model can be further refined. This includes a finer near-wall resolution (re-
quiring a greater computational budget) and validation with experiments.
Grid convergence entails that a finer resolution improves correlation between
high-fidelity and low-fidelity models, so that the cost of the UQ simulation
only increases under-proportionally with the cost of a high-fidelity sample.
For both considered applications, a longer averaging time period for the quan-
tities of interest can further reduce the impact of pseudo-random turbulent
fluctuations.

To improve the stochastic accuracy, more accurate and/or cheaper low-
fidelity models can be employed for MFMC. This includes, for example, RANS
simulations or simulations with a panel method. Surrogate models, where a
response surface is constructed based on evaluations of another model, have
a large potential in this regard. The existing NIPC interpolation can be used,
for example, as such a surrogate model with no significant additional compu-
tational cost, if it is assumed to be constant in the omitted stochastic dimen-
sions. Different surrogate models, for instance based on Kriging, might yield
even better results. More generally, the employed MLMC and MFMC are just
two variance reduction techniques. Other approaches such as the multilevel-
multifidelity Monte Carlo method can be tested. Latin hypercube sampling is
an entirely different, but nonetheless promising approach, possibly in combi-
nation with the other variance reduction techniques. In NIPC, more uncertain
parameters can be considered when using a nested sparse grid and/or a lower,
potentially anisotropic stochastic polynomial degree, which can be adaptively
increased. This may, but does not necessarily improve the computational effi-
ciency.

For the prediction of the impact of airfoil icing, the set of uncertain input
parameters has potential for further improvement by basing it on a larger ex-
perimental data set and using non-linear dimensionality reduction techniques
instead of PCA. Alternatively, the ice shapes can be gained from computa-
tional modeling of the accretion process under uncertain external conditions
such as temperature and droplet size.

Beyond airfoil icing, UQ studies of different applications can be carried
out efficiently and with comparatively little additional effort, as the necessary
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software framework is now in place and the strengths and weaknesses of the
methods are known.
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A Structured two-dimensional boundary layer grid generation
algorithm

An algorithm is qualitatively described which is used for the generation of structured, two-
dimensional C-grids for iced airfoils in Section 2.4. As a first step, a structured grid of the
uniced airfoil is generated. The wall-parallel spacing is finer near the leading edge and near
the trailing edge than at the rest of the airfoil. A normal extrusion is used in wall-normal
direction with an exponential stretching, which ensures a finer spacing near the wall. The
grid points of the outer grid layers are re-distributed along the wall-parallel coordinate to
achieve a finer wall-parallel spacing around the leading edge also in the outer layers, where
the sharp radius would otherwise lead to very large elements.

Next, the surface of the iced airfoil is prepared. The random ice geometry and the clean
airfoil are intersected and the outermost contour of both is used. The wall-parallel spacing on
the surface is finer in regions where the ice shape is convex and sparser where it is concave.
A slight surface smoothing is applied. The effects are shown and discussed in Section 2.4.

An non-smoothed volume grid for the iced airfoil is defined. This grid contains negative
elements and is only auxiliary. For its generation, the displacement vector between the iced
and the uniced surface grid points is calculated. This offset is then multiplied with a linear
wall-normal blending factor which is one at the surface and zero at the outermost grid layer.
The result is added to the uniced grid to yield the auxiliary iced grid.

In order to achieve a valid grid, smoothing is applied to the grid. The smoothing algo-
rithm is discussed below. It oscillates and crashes on low-quality grids, which are far from the
equilibrium of the smoothing algorithm. An iterative algorithm is therefore used: Starting
with the uniced grid, the displacement towards the iced auxiliary grid is divided into small
steps. After each step, smoothing is applied. This ensures a high-quality grid close to the
smoothing equilibrium throughout the whole transition from uniced to iced outline. After
this displacement phase, the smoothing runs until it converges towards a steady state.

The smoothing is now discussed. It is based on Laplace smoothing, where the position
of each grid point is replaced with the average position of its four direct neighbors. In wall-
normal direction, a weighting of the inner and outer neighbors preserves the grid stretching.
Laplace smoothing yields high-quality grids in many regions, but fails in others. For example,
along sharp convex curves of the ice shapes, negative cells can occur.

The Laplace smoothing is therefore extended by several terms, which ensure different
aspects of grid quality:

– Grid points are moved away from very small elements to ensure a minimum element
size. In wall-normal direction, this movement is always directed outwards.

– Grid points are moved to reduce distortions, i.e. to avoid large deviations from 90◦

angles.
– Grid points are moved if the size ratio of two neighboring elements is very large.

For each of the criteria, a factor for the magnitude of displacement is calculated, which
depends on how severely the respective grid quality constraint is violated. The magnitude
of each term is zero if the respective grid quality metric is good.

The Laplace smoothing and the three criteria above each create a displacement vector
for each grid point. These displacement vectors are summed. In unproblematic regions, only
the Laplace smoothing term is non-zero. If the resulting vector is too large, it is trimmed to
avoid oscillations.

The first grid layer next to the wall is not treated with the smoothing algorithm. Instead,
wall-normal extrusion with a prescribed layer thickness is enforced here.

Results of the algorithm are shown in Figure 1 (a) in Section 2.4.
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