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Abstract

We present an aeroacoustic shape optimization framework that relies on high-order Flux Reconstruc-

tion (FR) spatial discretization, the gradient-free Mesh Adaptive Direct Search (MADS) optimization

algorithm, and Large Eddy Simulation (LES). Our parallel implementation ensures that the runtime

of each optimization iteration remains consistent, irrespective of the number of design parameters

involved in the optimization problem, provided sufficient resources are available. This eliminates

the dependence of the runtime of gradient-free algorithms on the number of design variables. The

objective is to minimize Sound Pressure Level (SPL) at a near-field observer by computing it directly

from the flow field. We evaluate this framework across three different problems. First, an open deep

cavity is considered at a free-stream Mach number of M∞ = 0.15 and Reynolds number of Re = 1500

based on the cavity’s depth, reducing the SPL by 12.86 dB. Next, we optimized tandem cylinders at

Re = 1000 and M∞ = 0.2, achieving over 11 dB noise reduction by optimizing cylinder spacing and

diameter ratio. Lastly, a baseline NACA0012 airfoil is optimized at Re = 23000 and M∞ = 0.2. The

airfoil’s shape is optimized to generate a new 4-digit NACA airfoil at an appropriate angle of attack

to minimize the SPL while ensuring the baseline time-averaged lift coefficient is maintained and

prevent any increase in the baseline time-averaged drag coefficient. The SPL is reduced by 5.66 dB

while the mean drag coefficient is reduced by more than 7%. These results highlight the feasibility

and effectiveness of our aeroacoustic shape optimization framework.

Keywords: Aeroacoustics; Gradient-Free; Optimization; High-Order; Large Eddy Simulation.
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1 Introduction

The World Health Organization (WHO) estimates an annual loss of over a million healthy life years in Western Europe

due to noise-induced diseases [1]. The adverse impacts of noise on the environment and human health have been well

established [2, 3]. Environmental impacts include disruptions to wildlife behaviour and habitat [4], while human health

impacts can range from hearing loss and sleep disturbance to increased stress levels and cardiovascular diseases [3]. To

address these critical issues, it is imperative to reduce noise pollution, highlighting the need to develop aeroacoustic

optimization frameworks.

Aeroacoustic optimization has received significant attention in recent years due to its various applications, such

as reducing wind turbine noise for widespread deployment, minimizing aviation noise to enhance the comfort of

communities near airports, and designing quiet air taxis for urban air mobility, among others. An aeroacoustic

shape optimization framework comprises three distinct components. Initially, a flow solver is utilized to capture

aerodynamic flow characteristics. Subsequently, an acoustic solver computes noise at the observer(s) based on the

acquired aerodynamic flow data, which is omitted in the direct acoustic approach, wherein noise is directly computed

within the flow solver. The final component is the optimization algorithm, responsible for identifying candidate designs

for each optimization iteration. Various aeroacoustic optimization frameworks are constructed by employing different

methods for each of these components.

XFOIL simulations have found extensive application in aeroacoustic shape optimization for aerodynamic analysis

[5, 6, 7]. While optimization frameworks employing panel methods offer cost-effective exploration of design spaces,

panel methods may lack the precision needed for reliably obtaining optimal designs [6]. Thus, more reliable methods

should be considered to find optimal designs. An alternative to panel methods is Reynolds-Averaged Navier-Stokes

(RANS) simulations, which have previously been used for aeroacoustic shape optimization [8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. However,

due to the inherent unsteady nature of noise phenomena, the RANS approach can add unwanted dissipation of broadband

noise [13]. Consequently, scale-resolving techniques, i.e., Large Eddy Simulation (LES), Implicit LES (ILES), and

Direct Numerical Simulation (DNS) are of interest. They offer an unsteady and detailed representation of the flow

physics and resulting acoustic waves, and are appealing alternatives, albeit with added computational cost [14, 15, 16].

The majority of Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) codes for simulating unsteady compressible flow, such as

OpenFOAM [17], SU2 [18, 19], and CHARLES [20], rely on Finite Volume (FV) methods with second-order spatial

accuracy. While these methods can handle complex geometries on unstructured meshes and scale to approximately one

million cores [21], they are constrained by a low FLOPS-to-bytes ratio and high indirect memory access, preventing

them from fully harnessing the computational power of modern hardware platforms [22]. As specified by CFD 2030

Vision study by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) [13], CFD techniques for LES/DNS must

adapt to a paradigm shift in High-Performance Computing (HPC) hardware. The industry-standard FV methods only

achieve 3% of the theoretical peak performance on modern hardware architectures [23]; however, the FR approach [24]

is capable of achieving over 55% [22]. In addition, the FR approach has been shown to be suitable for scale-resolving
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simulations, leveraging the behaviour of its numerical error for ILES [25], and via filtering approaches for highly

under-resolved problems [26]. Thus, FR proves computationally superior to lower-order FV techniques, with reduced

numerical dispersion and dissipation errors on a per degree of freedom basis [27, 28, 29]. In this study, our High-ORder

Unstructured Solver (HORUS) is used, which employs the FR approach for spatial discretization of the governing

equations with ILES for sub-grid scale modelling.

The emergence of adjoint-based optimization methods [30, 31], characterized by computational cost independence

from the number of design variables, has enabled the exploration of large-scale practical problems in aerodynamic

optimization [32]. While a substantial body of literature focuses on steady-state problems, the unsteady nature of

numerous aerospace problems, such as aeroacoustics, has received less attention in adjoint-based optimization due to

the considerable storage requirements for solving unsteady adjoint equations [33] and their unconditional instability

for chaotic systems [34]. A more robust alternative for aeroacoustic shape optimization using LES is the gradient-free

Mesh Adaptive Direct Search (MADS) algorithm [35, 36]. The suitability of MADS, coupled with HORUS, has been

demonstrated in the works of Karbasian and Vermeire [37] and Aubry et al. [38] for aerodynamic shape optimization,

and by Hamedi and Vermeire [39] for laminar aeroacoustic shape optimization.

In this study, we introduce an aeroacoustic shape optimization framework based on the FR approach and the gradient-

free MADS optimization algorithm for LES. Building upon our prior work [39], which assessed this framework for

two-dimensional problems at low Reynolds numbers, we extend its application to three-dimensions. To the best of

our knowledge, no other studies have integrated the gradient-free MADS optimization with a high-order LES solver.

One significant limitation of the MADS algorithm is its computational cost, which scales with the number of design

parameters, necessitating a corresponding number of CFD simulations in each optimization iteration. However, our

proposed optimization framework is implemented in parallel, enabling all CFD simulations to run concurrently during

each iteration, rendering the computational cost of this framework independent of the number of design parameters,

provided sufficient computing resources are available.

This paper is outlined as follows. The methodology is given in Section 2. Then, shape of a three-dimensional open

cavity is optimized to reduce noise in Section 3, followed by three-dimensional tandem cylinders in Section 4, and,

airfoil shape optimization for noise reduction is performed in Section 5. Finally, the conclusions and recommendations

for future work are given in Section 6.

2 Methodology

This section presents an overview of the methodology employed to solve the unsteady Navier-Stokes equations along

with the aeroacoustic shape optimization framework.
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2.1 Governing Equations

The compressible unsteady Navier-Stokes equations can be cast in the following general form

∂uuu
∂t
+∇∇∇ · FFF = 0, (1)

where t is time and uuu is a vector of conserved variables

uuu =


ρ

ρui

ρE

 , (2)

where ρ is density, ρui is a component of the momentum, ui are velocity components, and ρE is the total energy. The

inviscid and viscous Navier-Stokes fluxes are

FFF inv, j(uuu) =


ρu j

ρuiu j + δi j p

u j(ρE + p)

 , (3)

and

FFFvis, j(uuu,∇uuu) =


0

τi j

−q j − uiτi j

 , (4)

respectively, where δi j is the Kronecker delta. The pressure is determined via the ideal gas law as

p = (γ − 1)ρ
(
E −

1
2

ukuk

)
, (5)

where γ = 1.4 is the ratio of the specific heat at constant pressure, cp, to the specific heat at constant volume, cv. The

viscous stress tensor is

τi j = µ

(
∂ui

∂x j
+
∂u j

∂xi
−

2
3
∂uk

∂xk
δi j

)
, (6)

and, the heat flux is

q j = −
µ

Pr
∂

∂x j

(
E +

p
ρ
−

1
2

ukuk

)
, (7)

where µ is the dynamic viscosity and Pr = 0.71 is the Prandtl number.

2.2 Flow Solver

The in-house solver, HORUS, is utilized for solving the Navier-Stokes equations, employing the FR approach for

spatial discretization. More comprehensive details about the FR approach for multiple dimensions are provided in the

following section. The second-order accurate Nasab-Pereira-Vermeire scheme [40], which incorporates an adaptive

time-stepping method [41], is used to advance the solution in time throughout this study.
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2.2.1 Flux Reconstruction

The FR approach is used to discretize the divergence operator for general advection-diffusion equations of the form

shown in Equation 1. It is a high-order accurate numerical method first introduced by Huynh [24] in 2007, and extended

to multi-dimensions for mixed element types by Wang and Gao [42]. FR is appealing due to its accuracy, generality,

robustness, and suitability for modern hardware architectures [22]. Compared to commonly-used low-order numerical

methods, FR provides more accurate solutions using fewer degrees of freedom and at reduced computational cost [43].

The FR framework is outlined here in multiple dimensions, following Wang’s formulation [42].

In the FR approach, the computational domain, Ω, is discretized into a mesh of Ne non-overlapping elements such that

Ω =

Ne⋃
k=1

Ωk,
Ne⋂

k=1

Ωk = ∅. (8)

Each element, Ωk, contains a number of solution points based on the desired solution polynomial degree. For the sake

of simplicity, these elements are transformed from the physical space xxx to a standard reference space ξξξ, where xxx and ξξξ

are the spatial coordinates in the physical and reference spaces, respectively. The transformation of these elements is

performed via an invertible mapping function, M, such that

xxx = M (ξξξ) ⇐⇒ ξξξ = M−1 (xxx) . (9)

The Jacobian of this mapping can be found at any point from

J =
∂xxx
∂ξξξ

, (10)

which enables all element operations to be performed on the same reference element and, upon completion, mapped

back to physical space.

In this study, the solution and flux points are located at tensor products of Gauss points for hexagonal elements. The

solution is approximated at each solution point, and then, the solution polynomial within each element is interpolated

using nodal basis functions, ensuring element-wise continuity of the solution,

uuuδk(ξξξ, t) =
Np∑
i=1

uuuδk,iϕi(ξξξ), (11)

where uuuδk,i is the numerical solution at point i within element Ωk, Np is the total number of solution points within the

element Ωk, and ϕi(ξξξ) is the nodal basis function at point i. Furthermore, the flux polynomial is interpolated using nodal

basis functions

FFFδDk (ξξξ, t) =
Np∑
i=1

Fδk,iϕi(ξξξ), (12)

where Fδk,i = f
(
Uδk,i,∇Uδk,i

)
is the numerical flux value at point i within element Ωk. The constructed numerical flux

function, FFFδDk (ξξξ, t), is allowed to be discontinuous across cell interfaces, and the superscript D denotes this discontinuity.
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Thus, a common Riemann flux must be defined to replace the normal flux. In this study, a Rusanov/Lax-Friedrichs flux

is used at the interface between elements. To account for the jumps across cells, we follow Wang’s formulation [42] for

simplex elements. By defining a correction field, ϑk ∈ P
P, Equation 1 is re-written within each element and must be

satisfied at each solution point, i.e.,
duuuδk,i

dt
+

(
∇∇∇ · FFFδk

)
ξξξk,i
+ ϑk,i = 0. (13)

The correction field ensures a globally continuous flux polynomial and can be determined for each solution point, i,

within element k, by

ϑk,i =
1
|Ωk |

∑
f∈∂Ωk

∑
j

αi, f , j

[
F̃FF
]

f , j
S f , (14)

where f denotes the faces of the element Ωk, j is the index for flux points, αi, f , j are constant lifting coefficients,
[
F̃FF
]

f , j

is the difference between a common Riemann flux at point j and the value of the internal flux, and S f is the area of the

face f . The lifting coefficients are computed using a weighting function, W, and are independent of both geometry and

the solution [42]. In this study, the DG method is recovered via the FR formulation by choosing nodal basis functions as

the weighting function [42], and the Rusanov and second method of Bassi and Rebay (BR2) are used for the common

inviscid and viscous flux.

2.3 Optimization Framework

In this study, we employ the minimal bases construction of the MADS optimization technique, similar to our previous

work [39], for aeroacoustic shape optimization of the open deep cavity and tandem cylinders. However, when optimizing

NACA 4-digit airfoils, we have devised a parallel optimization framework, utilizing the maximal bases construction of

the OrthoMADS algorithm [36], to mitigate the computational cost associated with serial MADS optimization.

The optimization framework starts with a baseline design. Initially, HORUS is used to simulate the baseline design, and

the objective function is evaluated. Subsequently, the MADS algorithm identifies candidate designs for optimization

iterations, and these designs are simulated using HORUS, followed by objective function evaluation. This process

continues until convergence criteria are satisfied. The MADS algorithm used in this study is explained in details in the

following section and Algorithm 1.

2.3.1 Mesh Adaptive Direct Search

The MADS algorithm falls between the Generalized Pattern Search (GPS) [44] and the Coope and Price frame-based

methods [45]. Unlike GPS, MADS allows for more flexible exploration of the design space during the optimization

process, which makes it a more effective solution for both unconstrained and linearly constrained optimization [35]. A

major advantage of MADS over GPS is the flexible local exploration, known as poll directions, rather than a fixed set of

directions. Two parameters are defined in the context of the MADS optimization: the mesh size parameter, ∆m, and the

poll size parameter, ∆p. The mesh size parameter determines the granularity and resolution of the mesh of the design
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space on which the optimization algorithm operates. A higher resolution leads to a more precise search while a lower

resolution allows for a wider search and a higher chance of finding the global optimal solution. The poll size determines

the size of the neighbourhood around the incumbent point where new trial points are chosen. The number of trial points

in each optimization iteration can be either n + 1, known as minimal positive basis, or 2n, known as maximal positive

basis [35], where n is the number of design variables.

In the gradient-free MADS optimization procedure, there are two sequential steps in each design iteration, the

search step, and the poll step. The optimization procedure begins with the search step and the initial design point,

XXX0 = [X1
0,X2

0, ...,Xn
0], where the subscript is the optimization iteration and the superscript denotes each design parameter.

A finite number of trial points are defined, and infeasible ones are discarded. Infeasible trial points are points within

the design space that do not satisfy the constraints of the optimization problem. The trial points are generated based

on the current mesh and the direction vectors, d j ∈ D (for j = 1, 2, ..., n), whereD is the design space. D must be a

positive spanning set [46], and each direction, d j, must be the product of some fixed non-singular generating matrix by

an integer vector [35]. In the OrthoMADS algorithm, the polling directions are orthogonal to each other and the mesh

at iteration k is defined as [35]

Mk =
⋃
X∈Sk

{
X + ∆m

kDz : z ∈ NnD
}

, (15)

where Sk is the set of trial points that the objective function is evaluated at, in iteration k. The meshMk is constructed

from a finite set of nD directions,D ⊂ Rn, scaled by a mesh size parameter ∆m
k ∈ R+. The objective function is evaluated

at these trial points. The current iteration stops after the objective function at all trial points is computed. Then, the next

iteration starts with a new incumbent solutionXXXk+1 ∈ Ω with objective function of F (XXXk+1) < F (XXXk), and a mesh size

parameter ∆m
k+1 ≥ ∆

m
k . The maximum value of the mesh size parameter, at any iteration, is set to one, ∆m

max = 1. Note

that the design space of each design variable is scaled to one, and a mesh size parameter of one can cover the entire

design space.

On the other hand, if the search step fails in finding a new optimum, the poll step is invoked before terminating the

current optimization iteration. In the poll step, the mesh size parameter is reduced to define a new set of trial points

closer to the incumbent design variables. The key difference between GPS and MADS is the new poll size parameter,

∆
p
k ∈ R+, that controls the magnitude of the distance between trial points generated by the poll step to the incumbent

point. This new set of trial points defined in the poll step is called a frame. The MADS frame at iteration k is defined to

be [35]

Pk =
{
Xk + ∆

m
k d : d ∈ Dk

}
⊂ Mk, (16)
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whereDk is a positive spanning set. In each iteration, the mesh and poll size parameters are defined. The mesh size

parameter of the new iteration is defined as [35]

∆m
k+1 =


1
4∆

m
k if the poll step fails to find an improved design point,

4∆m
k if an improved design point is found, and if ∆m

k ≤
1
4 ,

∆m
k otherwise.

(17)

These rules ensure ∆m
k is always a power of 4 and never exceeds 1. The poll size parameter is also defined as [35]

∆
p
k+1 =


n
√
∆m

k if the minimal positive basis construction is used,√
∆m

k if the maximal positive basis construction is used.
(18)

The search and poll steps are depicted in Figure 1 for a scaled design space with two design variables. In this example,

the maximal positive basis construction results in four trial points per iteration. The current incumbent design point is

XXXk and the trial points, p1
k , p2

k , p3
k , and p4

k are chosen in the specified frame defined via the poll size parameter. The

objective function is computed at these trial points, and we assume the p3
k trial point is the new incumbent design

point. Then, the search is successful and the mesh size parameter is quadrupled. However, on the other hand, if a new

incumbent design point is not found, the search step is unsuccessful, and the poll step is invoked, as depicted in Figure

1b. In the poll step, the mesh size parameter is reduced by a factor of four to define a new set of trial points closer to the

incumbent design. Then, the objective function is evaluated at these trial points. Finally, the optimization problem is

terminated when the stopping criteria are met.

In this study, the optimization process stops when the mesh size parameter falls below 10−6, and the changes in design

parameter values between two consecutive iterations are less than one percent. These criteria indicate the algorithm

has successfully converged to an optimal design. The algorithm for the proposed aeroacoustic shape optimization

framework is presented in Algorithm 1. Notably, the for loop in line 18 is the most computationally intensive part

of the algorithm where a total of n CFD simulations are conducted. Typically, each CFD simulation runs in parallel,

and trial designs are executed sequentially. However, in the proposed parallel implementation of the algorithm, all

trial designs run concurrently, reducing the runtime of n CFD simulations to that of a single CFD simulation, provided

ample computer resources are available.

3 Deep Cavity

Flow over an open deep cavity is a classical problem in fluid mechanics and aeroacoustics, and has been the subject of

extensive research due to its relevance for a range of engineering applications. The flow over a cavity is characterized

by a complex interplay between the boundary layer, the recirculation zone inside the cavity, and the external flow.

The occurrence of self-sustained oscillations of velocity and pressure can induce acoustic noise or strong vibrations.

The presence of the cavity can lead to a variety of aerodynamic and aeroacoustic phenomena, such as flow separation,
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Xkp1
k

p2
k

p3
k

p4
k

∆m
k = 1

16 , ∆p
k = 1

4

Xk+1

p1
k+1 p2

k+1

p3
k+1 p4

k+1

X0

X1

0 1

1

X0

X1

0 1

1

∆m
k+1 = 1

4 , ∆p
k+1 = 1

2

(a) Successful search step.

Xk

p1
k p2

k

p3
k p4

k

∆m
k = 1

4 , ∆p
k = 1

2

Xk+1
p1

k+1
p2

k+1

p3
k+1

p4
k+1

∆m
k+1 = 1

16 , ∆p
k+1 = 1

4

X0

X1

0 1

1

X0

X1

0 1

1

(b) Poll step as a result of unsuccessful search step.

Figure 1. Search and poll steps of the OrthoMADS optimization techniques for iteration k.
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Algorithm 1: The aeroacoustic shape optimization framework.
1 k = 0;
2 MADS Iteration, iter = 0;
3 Run Baseline Design;
4 Evaluate F0;
5 Define Incumbent I0 = F0;
6 Define ∆m

0 ;
7 while True do
8 if ∆m

k > ∆
m
0 then

9 ∆m
k = ∆

m
0 ;

10 end
11 if minimal positive basis construction then
12 ∆

p
k = n

√
∆m

k ;
13 end
14 if maximal positive basis construction then
15 ∆

p
k =

√
∆m

k ;
16 end
17 Identify Trial Designs, ppp1

k , ..., pppn
k ;

18 for i = 1, ..., n do
19 Run HORUS for pppi

k;
20 Evaluate F i

k ;
21 end
22 if min

{
F 1

k , ...,F n
k

}
< Iiter then

23 ∆m
k+1 = 4∆m

k ;
24 iter+=1;
25 Iiter = min

{
F 1

k , ...,F n
k

}
;

26 else
27 ∆m

k+1 =
1
4∆

m
k ;

28 end
29 k+=1;

30 if ∆m
k < 10−6 and

∣∣∣∣XXXk−XXXk−1

XXXk−1

∣∣∣∣ < 0.01 then
31 break;
32 end
33 end

unsteady vortex shedding, and acoustic resonance. Understanding the aerodynamic and aeroacoustic characteristics of

flow over a cavity is crucial for optimizing the design and performance of many engineering systems.

Extensive research has been conducted on two-dimensional cavity flows, leading to favorable agreement between

experimental data and numerical two-dimensional simulations. While three-dimensionality is observed in cavity flow

experiments, it underscores the significance of conducting three-dimensional cavity flow simulations [47, 48]. Lawson

[49] reviewed the experimental and numerical studies of open cavities. Furthermore, the radiated noise from cavity is

studied via LES by several researchers [50, 51, 52, 53]. The geometry of a three-dimensional cavity is usually given in

terms of length-to-depth, L/D, and width-to-depth, W/D, ratios, as depicted in Figure 2. In this section, flow over an

open cavity is validated and then the noise at a near-field observer is minimized via the proposed gradient-free shape

optimization framework.
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D
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W
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y

z

Figure 2. The geometry of the three-dimensional open deep cavity.

X

Y

Z

Figure 3. The mesh of the three-dimensional open deep cavity.

3.1 Validation

In this section, we extend our previous work [39] by extruding it in the z-direction. The grid convergence study is

performed using the time-averaged drag coefficient, and sound pressure level measured at an observer located 7.16D

above the cavity’s center.

3.1.1 Computational Details

To be consistent with [39], the open cavity with a length-to-depth ratio of L/D = 4 is extruded in the z-direction

with a width-to-depth ratio of W/D = 3. The Reynolds number, based on the depth of the cavity, is ReD = 1500,

and the Mach number is 0.15. To ensure wake mode oscillations, the inlet boundary is placed 5D upstream of the

cavity inlet, resulting in a boundary layer thickness of δ/D ≈ 0.2 at the entrance of the cavity. The outflow boundary

is placed 60D downstream of the cavity’s trailing edge wall, with the last 50D acting as a buffer region to eliminate

acoustic wave reflections. The computational domain extends to 15D in the y-direction with the last 5D as a buffer

region. The grid stretching ratio is 1.05 and 1.075 for the resolved and buffer regions, respectively, with a minimum

element size of 0.2D inside the cavity. A total of 14, 652 hexagonal elements are used. The geometry and mesh of the

three-dimensional cavity are shown in Figures 2 and 3, respectively. The periodic boundary condition is used in the

spanwise direction, no-slip boundary conditions are applied at the walls, and Riemann invariant boundary conditions

are applied at the inlet and outlet of the computational domain. The simulation is run for 100tc, where tc = D/U∞,

to allow initial transients to disappear and then run for another 400tc to average the statistical quantities. To ensure

uncorrelated turbulent fluctuations at a separation of half the domain size, the correlation coefficient of the x-component

of the velocity perturbation along with that of the pressure perturbation are computed along the spanwise direction and

depicted in Figure 4. The results of the grid independence study are given in the next section.
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Figure 4. The correlation coefficient in the spanwise direction for the three-dimensional open deep cavity.

Table 1. A summary of grid independence study of the open deep cavity.
Simulation CD SPL
P2 0.1314 112.12
P3 0.1098 113.13
P4 0.1115 113.34

3.1.2 Results and Discussion

The grid independence study is performed by increasing the solution polynomial degree, which increases the resolution

of the simulation. The time-averaged drag coefficient and the sound pressure level at an observer located 7.16D

above the center of the cavity are computed using solution polynomial degrees of P2, P3, and P4 to show the grid

independency.

The drag coefficient is defined as

CD =
Fx

1
2ρ∞U2

∞DW
, (19)

where Fx is the force in the x-direction computed on the three cavity walls, ρ∞ is the free-stream density, and U∞ is the

free-stream velocity. The time-averaged drag coefficient along with the SPL at the observer, for different simulations,

are given in Table 1. 30 observer points along the span of the cavity are used. The time-averaged pressure and

root-mean-squared of the pressure perturbation are computed for each observer point and then spatially averaged to find

the SPL at the observer location. These results show that the P3 simulation provides sufficient resolution for this study.
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Figure 5. The design variable, hT E , for the open deep cavity.
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Figure 6. The baseline, in black, and optimum, in red, designs of the open cavity.

3.2 Optimization

In this section, the noise at the observer point located at xxxobs/D = [2, 7.16] is minimized by changing the height of

the cavity trailing edge wall, hT E , depicted in Figure 5. Thus, XXX = hT E is the design variable andXXX0 = 0, while the

objective function is F = p′rms. Upper and lower bounds of −1 and 4, respectively, are chosen for the design variable,

hT E .

3.2.1 Results and Discussion

The optimization procedure converged after 19 MADS iterations with a total of 36 objective function evaluations.

The optimal design parameter is identified as hT E = −0.875, resulting in an SPL of 100.27 dB, signifying a 12.86 dB

reduction in noise. The baseline and optimum designs are depicted in Figure 6. Moreover, Figure 7 illustrates the

explored design parameter space and the convergence of the objective function.

The Q-criterion contours coloured by velocity magnitude and the pressure perturbation of both the baseline and optimum

designs are shown in Figures 8 and 9, respectively. Comparing these figures, turbulent structures over the cavity are

reduced significantly in the optimum design, and the shear layer expands over the cavity, resulting in much lower noise

emission. Furthermore, the Power Spectral Density (PSD) of the sound pressure level is plotted against the Strouhal

number for both the baseline and optimum designs in Figure 10, which follows the Welch’s method of periodiograms

[54] and involves dividing the time period into 6 windows with a 50% overlap. This figure illustrates the SPL reduction

across all frequency ranges.
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(b) The objective function convergence with the new incumbent designs highlighted in red.

Figure 7. The design space and objective function convergence for the three-dimensional open deep cavity.
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(a) Q-criterion contours coloured by velocity magnitude.

(b) Pressure perturbation.

Figure 8. The Q-criterion contours and pressure perturbation for the baseline design of the open deep cavity.

4 Tandem Cylinders

The flow around two tandem cylinders consists of multiple flow features including flow separation, reattachment,

recirculation, and quasi-periodic vortex shedding, amongst others. The physics of such flows is highly dependent on the

diameter ratio of the cylinders, the spacing between them, and the Reynolds number. The diameter ratio of the cylinders

is defined as r = Dd/Du, where Dd and Du are the downstream and upstream diameter of the cylinders, respectively.

The spacing of the cylinders, s, is defined as the distance between the rear of the upstream cylinder to the front of the

downstream cylinder. These definitions are depicted in Figure 11.

The three-dimensional wake development of a single cylinder was studied by Williamson [55]. Additionally, Papaioan-

nou et al. [56] investigated the three-dimensionality effects of flow over two tandem cylinders, varying Reynolds number

and the spacing distance between the cylinders. They found that as Reynolds number increased, two-dimensional results
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(a) Q-criterion contours coloured by velocity magnitude.

(b) Pressure perturbation.

Figure 9. The Q-criterion contours and pressure perturbation for the optimum design of the open deep cavity.

diverged from three-dimensional ones, especially beyond a critical Reynolds number where wake three-dimensionality

initiated. The Reynolds number of our study, based on the upstream cylinder’s diameter, is ReD = 1000 since the wake

will develop considerable three-dimensionality and this Reynolds number is associated with the early turbulent regime

[56].

4.1 Validation

In this section, the simulation of flow over two tandem cylinders is validated using reference DNS data [56], along with

grid independence study of the time-averaged lift and drag coefficients and SPL at a near-field observer located 2D

above the upstream cylinder. Then, the optimization is performed similar to our previous work [39], where sound at
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Figure 10. The sound spectra for the open deep cavity.
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Figure 11. The geometry of two cylinders in a tandem configuration.
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Figure 12. The mesh of the two cylinders in a tandem configuration.

the near-field observer is minimized. The design variables are the ratio of the cylinders’ diameters, r, and the distance

between the two, s.

4.1.1 Computational Details

The cylinders are located at a distance of s/D = 1 with a ratio of r = 1 and have a spanwise length of L/D = 10,

following previous studies [56]. The Reynolds number, based on the upstream cylinder’s diameter, is ReD = 1000,

corresponding to the early turbulent regimes [56], and the Mach number is 0.2. The boundary layer region extends to

0.5D around the cylinders, with the inlet boundary placed 5D away from the upstream cylinder and the outlet boundary

55D away from the downstream cylinder. The computational domain is extended to 10D in the y-direction. The

stretching ratio for the first 5D and 1D elements in the x and y-directions, respectively, is 1.05, and that of the remaining

elements is 1.075. The smallest element size in the domain is 0.1D, which is in the boundary layer region. A total

number of 31, 780 hexagonal elements are used. The mesh of the tandem cylinders is shown in Figure 12. Periodic

boundary conditions are applied in the spanwise direction, while a no-slip boundary condition is imposed on the surface

of the cylinders, along with Riemann invariant boundary conditions at the inlet and outlet of the computational domain.

The simulation is run for 100tc, where tc = D/U∞, to allow initial transients to disappear, followed by a subsequent

period of 500tc to obtain an average of the statistical quantities.

4.1.2 Results and Discussion

The sufficiency of the spanwise length is investigated by computing the correlation coefficient of the velocity fluctuation

and the pressure perturbation along the z-direction. The correlation plot, demonstrated in Figure 13, ensures the

uncorrelated fluctuations in the z-direction at a separation of half of the domain size. Furthermore, the time-averaged

drag coefficient and the sound pressure level at the observer are computed using different averaging window lengths,

summarized in Table 2. The time-averaged drag coefficient of the upstream cylinder is computed using P2 and P3

simulations. The CD1 obtained using the P3 simulation is 0.997, which is in good agreement with the reference value

of 0.988 [56]. Table 2 shows that the difference in the statistical time-averaged quantities is negligible beyond 500tc.

Thus, in this study, the statistical quantities are averaged for 500tc.
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Figure 13. The correlation coefficient in the spanwise direction for the tandem cylinders.

Table 2. The CD1 and S PL at the observer, for the tandem cylinders configuration using different lengths of the
averaging window.

Averaging Window Size CD1 S PL
P2 P3 P2 P3

200tc 0.962374 0.994465 126.49 125.14
300tc 0.963871 0.994915 126.87 125.23
400tc 0.965569 0.996092 127.34 125.25
500tc 0.966651 0.996752 127.56 125.25
600tc 0.967519 0.997042 127.73 125.31
700tc 0.968142 0.996965 127.84 125.30

4.2 Optimization

The distance between the two cylinders, s, and the ratio between the diameters of the cylinders, r, are the design

variables,XXX = [s, r]. The objective function is F = p′rms at 2D above the upstream cylinder.

4.2.1 Results and Discussion

The optimization problem converges in 18 MADS iterations with a total of 48 objective function evaluations. The

baseline and optimum designs are shown in Figure 14. The design space and objective function convergence are shown

in Figure 15, where the optimum design is found as (s, r) = (2.0291D, 1.7563D). The optimization process explores a

wide range of design variables, as illustrated in Figure 15a. Q-criterion contours, coloured by velocity magnitude, and

acoustic field at the mid-plane are shown for both the baseline and optimum designs in Figures 16 and 17, respectively.

The optimized design exhibits a smoother flow field, resulting in reduced noise emissions. The SPL of the initial

design at the observer, 2D above the upstream cylinder, is 125.30 dB, which decreases to 114.10 dB for the optimized
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Figure 14. The baseline, in black, and optimum, in red, designs of the tandem cylinders.

configuration. Lastly, Figure 18 presents the PSD of SPL versus Strouhal number, computed using Welch’s method of

periodograms [54] with 3 windows and a 50% overlap. It is evident that the optimum design displays higher intensity

PSD of SPL over a broad frequency range, while achieving a lower SPL value. This behavior can be attributed to the

baseline design producing high-intensity sound at specific frequencies (S t = 0.63, 0.77, and 0.90), contributing to its

elevated peak SPL, whereas the optimum design distributes its energy across a wider frequency spectrum.

5 NACA 4-digit Airfoil

The flow over NACA 4-digit airfoils is investigated in this section. The computational domain, previously used by the

authors [39], is extruded in the z-direction. The validation of the flow simulation is conducted using an ILES reference

[57] and a grid independence study for a NACA0012 airfoil. Subsequently, four design parameters, akin to those in [39],

are selected, and the gradient-free MADS optimization technique is employed. The maximal positive basis construction

is employed for the optimization algorithm.

5.1 Validation

Validation for flow over a NACA0012 airfoil at an angle of attack of 6◦ is conducted. The validation process involves

comparing the time-averaged lift and drag coefficients obtained from two distinct grid resolutions with those from an

ILES reference [57]. Moreover, the SPL at a near-field observer is computed using both grid resolutions and various

time averaging window lengths. This analysis ensures the independence of the results to both grid resolution and time

averaging window lengths. Detailed computational procedures and validation results are presented in the subsequent

sections.
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(b) The objective function convergence with the new incumbent designs highlighted in red.

Figure 15. The design space and objective function convergence for the tandem cylinders.
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(a) Q-criterion coloured by velocity magnitude.

(b) Acoustic pressure field at mid-plane.

Figure 16. The baseline tandem cylinder design at tc = 600.

5.1.1 Computational Details

The computational grid consists of 121, 520 hexagonal elements, illustrated in Figure 19. The domain extends to 20c in

the x-direction, 10c in the y-direction, and 0.2c in the z-direction, with c = 1 representing the airfoil chord. Notably,

elements in the wake region are inclined at the angle of attack to accurately capture trailing-edge vortices. The flow

conditions are characterized by a Reynolds number of 23, 000, a free-stream Mach number of M = 0.2, and Prandtl

number is Pr = 0.71. The simulation is run for 10 convective times to allow the initial transition disappears and then

run for another 90 convective times for flow statistics averaging. Additionally, a variable solution polynomial degree is

implemented to eliminate acoustic wave reflections from boundaries, as demonstrated in Figure 20.
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(a) Q-criterion coloured by velocity magnitude.

(b) Acoustic pressure field at mid-plane.

Figure 17. The optimum tandem cylinder design at tc = 600.

5.1.2 Results and Discussion

Two distinct grid resolutions are employed with maximum solution polynomial degrees of P3 and P4. The time-

averaged lift and drag coefficients are compared to the ILES reference data [57], presented in Table 3. The difference

between the time-averaged lift coefficient obtained from the P4 simulation and the reference data is minimal, affirming

the adequacy of the P4 simulation’s grid resolution. Furthermore, the time-averaged drag coefficient differs by less than

1.3% from the reference data. The SPL at an observer located two unit chord lengths below the trailing edge is computed

for both P3 and P4 simulations. Various averaging window lengths are applied, and the results are summarized in Table

4. Considering the findings presented in Tables 3 and 4, we opt to conduct P4 simulation for a total duration of 70

convective times for the optimization study.
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Figure 18. The sound spectra for the tandem cylinders.
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Figure 19. The computational grid for NACA0012 airfoil at α = 6◦.

(a) Low resolution, P0 − P3. (b) High resolution, P0 − P4.

Figure 20. Different solution polynomial distributions for grid independence study of NACA0012 airfoil at α = 6◦.
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Table 3. The time-averaged lift and drag coefficients of NACA0012 airfoil at α = 6◦.
P0 − P3 P0 − P4 reference [57]

CL 0.6534 0.6399 0.6402
CD 0.0553 0.0548 0.0541

Table 4. The grid independence study of SPL using different averaging window lengths for NACA0012 airfoil at α = 6◦.

Averaging Window Length SPL in dB
P0 − P3 P0 − P4

20tc 114.90 116.34
40tc 115.67 116.31
60tc 115.72 116.23
80tc 115.70 116.24

5.2 Optimization

The design parameters are maximum camber ca
max and its location xca

max , maximum thickness ta
max, and angle of attack α,

i.e. XXX = [ca
max, xca

max , ta
max,α]. The maximum camber range is set to ca

max ∈ [−10, 10] as a percentage of the chord, with

the distance from the airfoil leading edge in the range of xca
max ∈ [4, 9] as a tenth of the chord. The maximum thickness

of the airfoil is within the range of ta
max ∈ [6, 18] as a percentage of the chord. Finally, the angle of attack varies from 0◦

to 12◦. The objective function is defined as the sound pressure level at the observer with constraints on both the mean

lift and mean drag coefficients. A quadratic penalty term is added to the objective function when the lift coefficient

deviates from the baseline design, and an additional quadratic penalty term is added when the mean drag coefficient is

above the baseline design. The objective function is defined as

F =


S PL + ϵ1

(
CL −CL,baseline

)2
+ ϵ2

(
CD −CD,baseline

)2
CD > CD,baseline

S PL + ϵ1
(
CL −CL,baseline

)2
CD ≤ CD,baseline

, (20)

where the constants ϵ1 and ϵ2 are set to 8, 000 and 400, 000, respectively, to compensate for the order of magnitude

difference in S PL and CL and CD. The defined objective function minimizes the sound pressure level while maintaining

the mean lift coefficient, and ensures the optimized airfoil has a similar or lower mean drag coefficient.

5.2.1 Results and Discussion

This optimization procedure converges after 22 MADS iterations, consisting of 172 objective function evaluations. The

baseline and optimum designs are shown in Figure 21. The design space and the convergence of the objective function

are shown in Figure 22. The optimal airfoil design has a maximum camber of ca
max = 0.140625 percent of the chord, at

a 6.5 tenth of the chord distance from the leading edge, with a thickness of ta
max = 8.859375 percent of the chord, at

an angle of attack of α = 6.28125 degrees. The SPL of the optimized airfoil is decreased to 110.57 dB, the mean lift

coefficient is CL = 0.6556, and finally, the mean drag coefficient is decreased by 7.4% to CD = 0.0509.

Figures 23 and 24 display the Q-criterion colored by velocity magnitude and the pressure perturbation at mid-planes

for the baseline and optimum designs, respectively. The optimal design minimizes large turbulent structures, resulting
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Figure 21. The baseline, in black, and optimum, in red, designs of the NACA 4-digits airfoil.

in a significantly reduced pressure perturbation field and approximately a 5.66dB noise reduction. Figure 25 presents

the PSD of SPL as a function of the Strouhal number, computed using Welch’s method of periodograms [54] with 3

windows and a 50% overlap. It is evident that the optimum design displays lower-intensity SPL energy across various

frequency ranges.

6 Conclusions

In conclusion, we present an aeroacoustic shape optimization framework using the MADS optimization algorithm in

conjunction with high-order FR spatial discretization and LES. Our framework effectively reduces SPL at a near-field

observer. Importantly, this research eliminates the runtime dependency on the number of design parameters. Through

parallel implementation, we maintain a consistent runtime for each optimization iteration, equivalent to a single CFD

simulation, provided adequate computational resources. This addresses a key challenge in gradient-free optimization

techniques, enhancing the robustness and computational efficiency of our framework. These findings hold significant

importance for aeroacoustic shape optimization, with potential applications in the aerospace industry where noise

reduction is of paramount importance.

The feasibility of the proposed aeroacoustic shape optimization framework can be assessed through testing at higher

Reynolds numbers and addressing industry-relevant problems. Additionally, exploring the integration of a far-field

acoustic solver into the framework is a promising avenue, potentially broadening its capability to address a more

extensive range of aeroacoustic challenges. This research suggests the potential for more efficient aeroacoustic shape

optimization methods, with notable implications for quieter and more efficient aerodynamic designs.
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Figure 22. The design space and objective function convergence of the NACA 4-digit airfoil optimization.
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(a) Q-criterion coloured by velocity magnitude.

(b) Acoustic pressure field at mid-plane.

Figure 23. The baseline airfoil at tc = 70.
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(a) Q-criterion coloured by velocity magnitude.

(b) Acoustic pressure field at mid-plane.

Figure 24. The optimum airfoil at tc = 70.
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Figure 25. The sound spectra for the NACA 4-digit airfoils.
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