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1. Introduction

Hadamard (1910) may have been the first applied mathematician to derive
a formula for the sensitivity of a Partial Differential Equation (PDE) with
respect to the shape of its domain. This opened the field of Optimal Shape
Design (OSD). But the field as we know it now, really began with Cea et
al (1973) as an offspring of optimal control theory (Lions (1968)) and the
calcul of variation. So OSD has borrowed the vocabulary of control theory:
the design is done by minimizing a cost function, which depends upon a state
variable, i.e. the solution of the PDE, itself function of a control, the shape.

Among others, Pironneau (1973), Murat-Simon (1976), Cea (in Haug et al
(1978) gave methods to derive optimality conditions for the continuous prob-
lems and Begis et al (1976) Morice (1976) and Marrocco et al (1978), in the
same school, for the discretized problems.

Theoretical results on existence of solutions were obtained by Chenals
(1975), Sverak (1992) Bucur et al. (1995) and Liu et al (1999); a counter ex-
ample to existence was produced by Tartar (1975) in a key paper which linked
optimal shape design with homogenization theory in what is now known as
”topological optimization”.

Most design engineers do their optimization by hand, intuitively. But it is
generally believed that intuitive optimization is not possible beyond a hand-
fold of degrees of freedom. When the design parameters are few, say less than
a hundred, sensitivity with respect to shape can be obtained by finite differ-
ence approximation (take two e—close shapes and approximate the derivative
by the difference of the values of the cost function divided by €) and essen-
tially no additional programming is needed beyond the state equation solver.
But the precision may not be sufficient and stiff problens cannot be solved
this way.

There are also commercial packages which find the minimum of a func-
tional with respect to parameters and require from the user only a subroutine
to evaluate the cost function for a given design. These packages are usally
based on local variation methods (Powell(1970)), involving polynomial fits of
the functional from point evaluations. They are expensive here because they
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require O(P?) solutions of the flow solver where P is the number of design
variables.

But for 3D wings for example, there are hundreds of design parameters
so that shape optimization requires a complete numerical treatment with a
robust differentiable optimization package and a precise sensitivity analysis
with respect to the shape of the wing.

A numerical fluid solver can be vewed as a C function with an input and
an output , the design variables which define the wing shape and the drag
for instance. Sensitivity analysis finds the gradient of the cost function with
respect to the design variables. It is difficult when the fluid is compressible.
An alternative is to let the computer do it for you by using a software for
” Automatic Differentiation of programs” such as ADOL-C. This approach
is extremely convenient and we shall give here a brief presentation. But to
understand it fully it is better to know the analytical approach as well; this
is the object of the paragraph on sensistivity analysis. More details can be
found in Pironneau (1983), Neittanmaki (1991), and Banichuk {1990).

2. Examples

Before going to industrial examples let us present two laboratory examples
which will serve to illustrate the method of solution chosen here.

2.1 Two Laboratory Test Cases: Nozzle Optimization

For clarity we will consider an optimization problem for incompressible irro-
tational inviscid flows

min{/ Vo —ugl>: —Ap=0 in 2, Ouplon =g}
a2 " Jp
or with a stream function in 2D
min{/ |Vp —va]?: =AY =0 in 2, Ylog = ¢r}
82 " Jp

In both problems one seeks for a shape which produces the closest velocity
to ug4 in the region D of (2. In the second formulation the velocity of the flow
is given by

(829, =1 9)T s0 va = (uaz, —ua1)”.

An application to wind tunnel or nozzle design for potential flow is obvi-
ous but it is laboratory because these are usually used with compressible
flows.
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2.2 Minimum weight of structures

In 2D linear elasticity, for a structure clamped in a part I of its boundary
I' = 942 and subject to volume forces F' and surface shear g, the displacement
u = {u,u2) is found by solving for u:

ueVp={ue H(2)?: ulp, =0}
/[Bttu v+ peij(u)e;(v) + Aei(u)ej;(v)] = / guv+ / Fv Yvel,
w asn 2

1
where ¢;; = 5(3in + 0juy),

Many important problems of design arise when one wants to find the structure
with minimum weight yet satisfying some inequality constraints for the stress
such as in the design of light weight beams for strengthening of airplane floors,
or for crank shaft optimization...

For all these problems the criteria for optimisation is the weight

(@) = /n "

where p is the density of the material.
But there are constraints on the maximum stress (itself a linear tensor
function of the displacement tensor ¢)

T($) -d < Tgmaz

at some points x and for some directions d.

Indeed, a wing for instance, will behave differently under spanwise and
chordwise load. Moreover, due to coupling between physical phenomena, the
surface stresses come in part from fluid forces acting on the wing. This im-
plies many additional constraints on the aerodynamical (drag, lift, moment)
and structural (Lamé coefficients) characteristics of the wing. Therefore, the
Lamé equations of the structure must be coupled with the equations for the
fluid (fluid structure interactions). This is why most optimization problems
nowadays require the solution of several state equations ("multiphysics”).

2.3 Wing design

An important industrial problem is the optimization of the shape of a wing
to reduce the drag. The drag is the reaction of the flow on the wing, its
component in the direction of flight is the drag proper and the rest is the
lift. A few percents of drag optimization means a great saving on commercial
planes.

For viscous drag the Navier-Stokes equations must be used. For wave drag
the Euler system is sufficient.
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For a wing S moving at constant speed u, the force acting on the wing
is in a cartesian frame

F = (F,,F, F,)T = /[,u(Vu + VuT) - 2?Mv‘u]n - / n
s s

The first integral is a viscous force, the so called viscous drag and the second
is called the wave drag. In a frame attached to the wing, and with uniform
flow at infinity, the drag is the component of F parallel to the velocity at
infinity (i.e. Fius). The viscosity of the fluid is 4 and p is its pressure.

The Navier-Stokes equations govern u the fluid velocity, 8 the tempera-
ture, p the density and E the energy: :

Op+ V.(pu) =0
1
A(pu) + V(ou®u) + Vp — pdu — —éuV(V.u) =0,

O[rhoE) + V - [upE) + V - (pu) = V - {kV8 + [1(Vu + VuT) ~ ;M)IV - uju}

2

whereE:%+9 p=(y-1)pb

The problem is to minimize
J(S) = Fug

with respect to the shape of S.
There are several constraints:

— A geometrical constraint: the volume of S greater than a given value, else
the solution will be a point.

~ An aerodynamic constraint: the lift must be greater than a given value or
the wing will not fly.

The problem is difficult because it involves the compressible Navier-Stokes
equations at high Reynolds number. It can be simplified by considering only
the wave drag i.e. the pressure term only in the definition of F { Jameson
{(1987)). When the viscous terms are dropped in the Navier-Stokes equations
(s = k = 0). Euler’s equations remain. The problem is

min/pn'uoo subject to
S Js

Gp+V.(pu)=0
Oi(pu) + V. (pu®u) + Vp =0,
OirhoE) + V - [upE] + V - (pu) =0

2

withE:%‘+0 p=(y—1)pb
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However, it is now well known that viscous effects have an important
impact on the final shape (Mohammadi (1997)). Indeed, in transonic flows
for instance the shock position is 30 percents chord upstream due to viscous
effects.

Assuming irrotational flow an even greater simplication replaces the Euler
equations by the compressible potential equation {y = 1.4 for air):

u=Vp, p=Q1-|Ve )/, p=p?, Vpu=0

Or even, if at low Mach number, by the incompressible potential flow equa-
tion:
u=Vy, —-Ap=0.

Constraints on admissible shapes are numerous:

- Minimal thickness, given length.
— Minimum admissible curvature
— Minimal angle at the trailing edge...

Another problem arises due to instability of optimal shapes with respect to
data. It will be seen that the leading edge of the solution is a wedge. Thus if
the incidence angle of uo, is changed the solution becomes bad. A multi-point
functional must be used in the optimization, for some weighting factors f3;

J(S) =Y BuboF' or  J(S) = max{ub,F')

at given lift ' x uy, where the F'* are computed from Navier-Stokes equations
with boundary conditions u = ul.

2.4 Stealth Wings

2.4.1 Maxwell equations. The optimization of the far-field energy of a
radar wave reflected by an airplane in flight requires the solution of Maxwell’s
equations for the electric field E and the magnetic field H:

EB:E‘{‘VXH‘—',O V.EZO, uBtH—VxE:O V.H =0.

The dielectric and magnetic coefficient €, 4 are constant in air but not so in
an absorbing medium. One variable, H for instance, can be eliminated by
differentiating in ¢ the first equation:

1
EBNE+\7 X (;VXE):O,

from which it is easy to see that V.FE = 0 is always zero if it is zero at initial
time.
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2.4.2 Helmholtz equation. Now if the geometry is cylindrical with axis z
and if E = (0,0, E,)7T then the equation becomes a scalar wave equation for
E,. Furthermore if the boundary conditions are periodic in time at infinity,
E. = Revooe™? and compatible with the initial conditions then the solution
has the form E, = R.v(z)e*! where v, the amplitude of the wave E; of
frequency w , is solution of:

1
V(-—Vv) + w?ev =0
7
Notice the wrong sign for ellipticity in the ”Helmholtz” equation.

Remark
_1. This equation arises naturally in accoustics. So the technics of this
paragraph applies also there.
2. In vacuum pe = c?,c the speed of light, so for numerical purposes it is a
good idea to rescale the equation. The critical parameter is then the number
of waves on the object, i.e. we/L where L is the size of the object.

2.4.3 Boundary conditions. The reflected signal on solid boundaries I’
satifies
v=0o0r 8,v=0 onTl

depending on the type of waves ( Transverse Magnetic polarization requires
Dirichlet condition).

When there is no object this Helmholtz equation has a simple sinusoidal
set of solutions which we call v:

Voo (2) = asin(k - z) + Beos(k - z),  ie. E, = R (Ae’Fatet))

where k is any vector of modulus |k| = we. Radar waves are more complex
but by Fourier decomposition, they can be viewed as a linear combination of
such simple unidirectional waves.

Now if such a wave is sent on a object, it is reflected by it and the signal at
infinity is the sum of the original wave with the reflected wave. So it is better
to set an equation for the amplitude of the reflected wave only u = v — v.

A good boundary condition for u is difficult to set; one possibility is

Onu + iau = 0.

Indeed when u = €'? §,u + iau = i(d - n + a)u, so that this boundary
condition is “transparent” to waves of direction d when @ = —d - n. If we
want this boundary condition to let all outgoing waves pass the boundary
best when it is normal to it, we will set a=1.

To sumarize, we set for u the system in the complex plane:
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V- (%VU) +w?u=0, in £,

Onu+iu=0 on Iy

u=g=—e*% on T

where 02 = 'UI',. It can be shown that the solution exists and is unique.
Notice that the variables have been rescaled, w is we, g is 1/ ttyacuum-

Usually the criteria for optimization is a minimum amplitude for the reflected
signal in a region of space D at infinity (hence D is an angular sector). For
instance one can consider

min{/ IVul®: wPu+V- (qu) =0, wr=g9, iu+dyulr, =0}
5€0 Jr.np %
where p is different from one only in a region very near I" and schematizes
an absorbing paint.

But constraints are aerodynamical as well, ( lift above a given lower limit
for instance) and thus requires the solution of the fluid part as well. The
design variables are:

— The shape of the wing
— The thickness of the paint
— The material characteristics (e, 1) of the absorbing paint.

Here again, the theoretical complexity of the problem can be appreciated
from the following question:

Would ribblets of the size of the radar wave improve the design?

Actually homogenization can answser the question as in Achdou (1991) (see
also Artola (1991) and Achdou et al (1991)) It shows that indeed ribblets im-
prove the design and in practice absorbing paints on the wing surface work
in the same manner.

Homogenization shows that periodic surfacic irregularities are equivalent
to new "effective” boundary conditions

u=0 replaced by au+d,u=90
and so the optimization can be done with respect to a also. Hence the con-

nections between OSD and topological optimization.

2.5 Optimal brake water

As a first approximation, the amplitude of sea waves satisfies Helmholtz’
equation
Vg -Vu)+eu=0



350 Olivier Pironneau

where p is a function of the water depth and ¢ is proportional to the wave
speed.

With approximate reflection and damping whenever the waves collide on
a brake water S which is surrounded by rocks we have

Opu+au=0 on S.
At infinity a non reflecting boundary condition can be used
On (U — Ueo) + 10U — Ux) =0

The problem is to find the best S with given length so that the waves have
minimum amplitudes in a given harbour D:

min/ u?.
5 Jp

2.6 Ribblets

Consider a flat plate with groves dug on the surface parallel to the mean flow.
It has been shown that such. configurations have less drag per unit surface
area than the flat plate (Figure 5).

The phenomenon is turbulent in its principle (Moin {1993)) because these
groves or ribblets trap the large vortices and retard the formation of horse
shoe vortices. It is beyond the limit of present computers to hope to solve
such problems by optimal design methods. However even the laminar case
leads to an optimization and it is not true that the flat plate is the best
surface for drag per unit surface area for a Poiseuille flow.

Consider ribblets which are well within the logarithmic layer and near the
viscous sublayer. Apply the Couette flow approximation. Then the problem
is:

minuq - / ((Vu + VuT) — pn]
2 £

with (u, p) solution of

0
u= 0 and p = p(z)
u(z,y)
0
—vAu+Vp= 0 =0
%{5 — v, yu

A solution with p = kz is found and u solves

—vAu+k=0
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The domain is 2D and with a periodic distribution of ribblets, the domain is
one cell containing one ribblet X with u|x = 0 and a Neumann condition on
the upper artificial boundary which simulates the matching with the bound-
ary layer S and periodic conditions on the lateral boundaries of the cell. The
problem becomes:

min(— ou
r x Bn
subject to {u, k) solution of:
—vAu+k=0in 2

u=0on X a—u=00nS

on
u = ¢ — periodic / u=d.
o)

The last constraint on the flux has been added to fix k:

2.7 Sonic boom reduction

Some supersonic carrier are considered too noisy. An optimization of the
shock wave jump and of the jet noise can be performed with respect to the far
field noise. Again the full problem involves the Navier-Stokes equations but
simpler approximations like Lighthill’s turbulent noise source approximation
can be used and in the far field it is the wave equation which is solved.

3. Existence of Solutions

3.1 Generalities
Assume that 1({2) is the solution of

-AY=f in 2, Plee =0
and that
ug € L*(2), fe H ()

For simplicity we have translated the nonhomogeneous boundary conditions
of the laboratory examples above into a right hand side in the PDE (f =
Ayr).

Let O D D be two given closed bounded sets in R¢,d = 2,3 and consider

min J(2) = /D IV9(02) — al?

with
(’):{QCRd :0D>N>D, |2]=1}L
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where |{2| denotes the area in 2D and the volume in 3D.
Chenais (1975) showed that there exists a solution provided that the class
O is restricted to 2 which are:

1. locally on one side of their boundaries,
2. verifying the Cone Property.

Let D.(z,d) be the intersection with the sphere of radius ¢ and center z
of the cone of vertex x direction d and angle e.

Cone Property: There exists € such that for every x € J12 there exists
d such that 2 D D(z,d) .

These two conditions imply that the boundary cannot oscillate too much.
Denote by O, this set of admissible shapes.

Theorem:
The problem

4287

has at least one solution

Proof

The proof is done by considering a minimizing sequence 2. The cone prop-
erty implies that there exists §2 such that 2™ — 2 in a sense sufficiently
strong so that

$(2")\p = $(?)|p, in H'(D)
/ Vi (2)Vw = / fw Yw € HY(2).
fod Q
Hence J(2") = J(£2) and 12 is a solution.
In 2D an important result has been obtained by Sverak (1992):
Theorem .
If O = Op is the set of open sets containing D (possibly with a constraint

on the area such as area > 1) and whose number of connected component is
bounded by N then

min J(12) = / V() —val? - —AY(@) = f in 2, Y(D)oq = 0)
v D
has a solution.

In other words, two things can happen to minimizing sequences:
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— Either accumulation points are solutions
— Or the number of holes in the domain tends to infinity (and their size to
Z€ero).

This result is false in 3D as it is possible to make shapes with spikes such that
a 2D cut will look like a surface with holes and yet the 3D surface remains
singly connected. Bucur-Zolezio (1995) obtained an extension to 3D of the
same idea by using capitance (see also Liu et al. (1999) for a result using
equi-continuity for boundaries having the segment property (a segment of
fixed size must fit in and out of the domain with one end on the boundary,
at each boundary point) for the Neumann problem).

A corollary of their result can be summarized as:

If the boundary of the domain has the flat cone insertion property (each
boundary point is the vertex of a fixed size 2D truncated cone which fits inside
the domain) then the problem has at least one solution.

The proof of Sverak’s theorem is sketched in Appendix A for the reader
to see the kind of tools which are used in such studies.

3.2 Sketch of the proof of Sverak’s Theorem

The proof relies on a compactness result for the Hausdorff topology and on
a result of potential theory (capacitance).
The Hausdorff distance between 2 closed sets A, B is

0(A, B) = max{d(B, A),d(A, B)} where d(A, B) = supd(z, B).
} TEA
For this distance we have

Proposition
If F,, is a uniformly bounded sequence , then there is a closed bounded set
F ond a subsequence converging in the sense of Hausdorff to F.

Equivalently let £2,, be a sequence of open sets in R with 2, C O. Then
one can extract a subsequence, also denoted by {2, converging in the sense
of Hausdorff to a £2, that is, verifying:

vCc,3m:CCc,Vn>mandVre O - 2,32, € 0O - 2, :z, > z.
So a minimizing subsequence for (2) will have the following properties

J(£2,) - inf J(£2)
—-AY, = fin 02,, ¥ € HY(12,) and ¥, - ¢ in H'(O) weakly with ,

—Ap=f in 02, ian(n)z/ [V — val?.
D
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But we do not know how to show that
Yv=0in O-10N

For this an information on the characteristic function x, of O — {2, is needed
because

0=xn%n = x¥, = %(@)=0ppsi x(z) #0.
Sverak uses another argument. First he shows that it is sufficient to study
the case f = 1. If 2™ denotes the solution in HJ(2") of —AN™ = 1 then

the convergence of 2" towards its weak limit is almost uniform (this is the
difficult point) when the number of connected components is finite.

This result from the theory of sub-harmonic functions is true in 3D also
with an hypothesis of capacitance. Hence a generalization can be found in
Bucur et al (1995) where by existence is shown under the only restriction
that one can fit a flat cone (a 2D cone as in Chesnais but for a 3D surface,
so it is much more general) at each point of the boundary.

Corollary

Given N and the 2D-Navier-Stokes equations for incompressible flows
there exists an optimal wing profile with given area in 2D in the class of
uniformely bounded domains with less than N connected components

Proof
Let 2" be a minimizing sequence. Let u™ be the corresponding solution
of the Navier-Stokes equations :

~vAuM+V.(W"®uM)+Vp" =0, V-u" =0 in 27, u"|s =0, ulr, =t

By hypothesis 2" is bounded by O. From the Navier-Stokes equations it is
easy to see that u™ extended by 0 in O is bounded in H}(O)?, so there exists
a subsequence which converges weakly; let u be the limit. Now

ff=Vv-@Weu) - f=V-(u®u) in W HP(0), Vp,
But now if
—Au"+VpR=—-f" V-u"=0
"= f in WHP(0),

then u is solution of the same Stokes problem with f instead of f". It remains
to show that u|p_s = 0 but that is done for the Stokes problem exactly as
for the Laplace equation since Stokes equation is a Laplacian in the space of
solenoidal fields.
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4. Solution By Optimization Methods

4.1 Gradient Methods

At the basis of gradient methods is the Taylor expansion of
J: VoR
where, if V is a Hilbert space,
J(v + Mw) = J(w) + A < Grad, J,w > +o(A|w]l), Vv,w eV, VAeR.

where V is a Hilbert space with scalar product < -,- > and Grad,J is the
element of V given by Ritz’ theorem and defined by

< Grad,J,w >= J,w, YweV.
By taking w = —pGrad, J(v), with 0 < p << 1 we find :
J(v +w) = J(v) = —pl|Grad, J (v)||? + o(pl|Grad, J (v)|l)

Hence if p is small enough the first term on the right hand side will dominate
the remainder and the sum will be negative:

pllGrad, J)II* > o(pl|Grad, J)lI) = J(v+w) < J(v)
Thus the sequence defined by :
v™*! =™ — pGrad, J(v), n=0,1,2,...
makes J(v") monotone decreasing. We have the following result:

Theorem: If J is continuous, bounded from below, and +oo at infinity, then
all accumulation points v* of v™ satisfy

Grad, J(v*) = 0.

This is the so called optimality condition of the order 1 of the problem. If
J is convex then it implies that v* is a minimum; if J is strictly convex the
minimum is unique.

By taking the best p in the direction of descent w™ = —Grad, J(v™),

n

p" = argmin J(v" + pw™) ( meaning that J(v" + p"w"™) = min J(v" + pw™))
) P

we obtain the so called method of steepest descent with optimal step size

We have to remark however, that minimizing a one parameter function is
not all that simple. The exact minimum cannot be found in general, except
for polynomial functions J. So in the general case, several evaluations of J
are required for an approximate minimum only.
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A closer look at the convergence proof of the method shows that it is
enough to find p” with the following property (Armijo rule):
Given 0 < a < 8 < 1, find p such that

~pBlIGrad, J(v")|* < J(v" — pGrad, J (v™)) — J(v") < —pal|Grad,J (v™)||*

It can be found by relating 8 to a, in the following fashion:

Choose two numbers 0 < pp < 1, w € (0,1) and find p = pk where k is
the first integer such that

J(" — pt*1Grad, J(v")) — J(v") < —pEtiw||Grad,J(v)|)?
~pllGrad, J@MIP < J(" - pkGrady J(u™)) ~ J(")

4.2 Newton Methods

Newton’s method with optimal step size applied to the minization of J is

Compute w solution of J”,,w = —Grad,J(v"),
Set "t ="+ pw
with p = arg min J(v™ + pw)

p

Near to the solution it can be shown that p” — 1 so that it is also the root
finding Newton method applied to the optimality condition

Grad,J(v) = 0

It is quadratically convergent but it is expensive and usually J” is difficult
to compute, so a quasi-Newton, where an approximation of J” is used, is
prefered. For instance, a directional approximation can be found by:

Choose 0 < e << 1, w approximate solution of

é(Grava(v" + ew) — Grad, J(v")) = J” 4y (v") w,

4.3 Constraints

In constrained optimization, we can have equality or inequality constraints
on the optimization parameters or the state variables. When using gradient
methods, equality constraints are usually taken into account by penalization
in J while inequality constraints are treated by projection when they con-
cern the optimization parameters directly. If they concern the state variables,
usually they are transformed to equality constraint and then penalized.
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Consider the following minimization problem under equality and inequal-
ity constraint on the parameters and state:

min J(z,u(z)), A(z,u(z)) =0,
subject to
B(.T,’U,(ZIJ)) S BO7 C(:L',u(:l:)) = COJ ZTmin S z S Tmax)

here A, B,C involve the parameters z and the state variable u (state con-
straints) while the last constraints is a box constraint on the parameters only.
The problem can be approximated by ”penalty”

min J(z, u(x)) + (B ~ Bo)*|* +1|C - Col?,

subject to
A(z,u(z)) =0, ZTmin < T < Tmax-

B and v are penalization parameters. They are usually difficult to choose.

At each iteration of the gradient method, the new prediction is kept inside
this box z,in,znaz by projecting the gradient. To improve the treatment
of constraints interior point algorithms can be used.

5. Sensitivity Analysis

Gradient and Newton methods require gradients of the cost function J and
for this we need to identify an underlying Hilbert structure for the parameters
of J, the shape. Two ways have been proposed:

— Assume that all admissible shapes are obtained by mapping a reference
domain £2: 2 = T(f2). Then the parameter of J is T : R — R4 A
possible Hilbert space for T is the Sobolev space of order m and it seems
that m = 2 is a good choice.

— What is important is a Hilbert structure for the tangent plane of the pa-
rameter space, meaning by this that the Hilbert structure is needed only
for small variations of 2, so that one works with local variations defined
around a reference boundary X by

I(@) = {z +a(@)ns() : =€ T}

where ny is the normal to X at z and 2 is the domain which is on the left
side of the oriented boundary I'(a). Then the Hilbert structure is placed
on a, for instance H™(X).
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Comments It is generally believed that PDE-parameter optimization
(here T') is more difficult than shape optimization numerically.

Before proceeding we need the following preliminary result. In most cases
only one part of the boundary I' is optimized, we call this part S.

Proposition
Consider a small perturbation S' of S given by

S'={z+Xan:z €S}

where o 15 a function of T via the curvilinear abscissa of x on S and A is a
positive number destined to tend to zero. Denote 2' = §2(S'). Then for any
fe HYC),C>nru

Jus? = Joe? = . - f
2(S") 2(5) (S-2(8)NN(S") 2(85)-2(S)NN(S")

= /S af +o(Mlal)

1
and so lim — f—/ f=/af
A—0 A[ 2(87) 2(8) ] S

Remark If S has an angle not all variations §’ can defined by local vari-
ation on S but it can be shown that it is a sufficient class of variations.

Similarly the following can be proved (Pironneau(1983), p87).

Proposition
If g € HY(S) and if R denotes the mean radius of curvature of S in any local
basis (1/R =1/Ry + 1/Ry in 3D) then

}gr})%[/,g—/ggl=[ga(3n9'%)

5.1 Sensitivity Analysis for the nozzle problem
Consider

: 2
min Vé—u
a%2€0 /D IV — udl
subject to :

-Ap=0in 2, ap+ 0,0 =g on 012,

the class of admissible shapes O being the set bounded domains with Lips-
chitz continuous boundaries containing D; but we will not worry about this
constraint set for the time being and assume all constraints are verified by
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all variations encountered. In practice however we may have even additional
constraints such as O C C.

If a = 0 it is the potential flow formulation and if ¢ = 00,9 = af it
becomes the stream function formulation.

Assume that some part of I' = 32 is fixed, the unkown part being called
S.

The variational formulation of the Laplace equation with Fourier boundary
condition is

Find ¢ € H'(2) such that
/V¢-Vw+/a¢w=/gw, Yw € HY(N).
[0} r r

The Lagrangian of the problem is
L@w,5) = [ [Vo-ul+ [ Vo vu+ [ (asw-gu)
D 2(5) r

and the minimization of J is equivalent to the min-max problem
rgu;l max L(¢,v,S).
Recall that
Js(S,¢) = L's(¢,v,5) at the solution ¢, v of the min-max

Let us write that the solution is a saddle point of L. As L is linear in w and
quadratic in ¢, stationarity in these variables is simply

ML(p + A, v,S) 2/D(v¢—ud)-vcfs+/ms) Vé- Vv

+ /Faci;v:O, Vé

WL(d,v + M, S) V¢ -Vw

2(s)

+ /F(adnu—gw)=0 Yw

Acording to the 2 propositions above, stationarity with respect to S is
.1 . _
1
/ alVg-Vw + Onladw — gw) — —E(aq&w —gw)]=0
s

and so we have shown that
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Theorem : The variation of J with respect to the shape deformation
S ={z+a(z)ng(z) : € S} s

6J = J(S',6(S") = J(S,4(S)) = /S avVe - Vv

+ [ aldn(ags — gv) = g (agw - gu)] + ol

where v € H'(£2(S)) is the solution of

/ Vé-Vu +/ adv =0, Vo€ H'(£2(S))
2(S)

r
Notice that the boundary conditions for ¢ and v being
Onp+ap=g, Opv+av=0

we can eliminate a from the optimality conditions and find
1
6J = / a|@sd - v — Ondp - Opv — On(gv) + Rv@,ﬂzb].
s

where J; denotes the derivative with respect to the curvilinear coordinate of

S.

Corollary : With homogeneous Neumann conditions (a=g=0)

5J = / ady - Byv + o(]lal])
S

and with homogeneous Dirichlet conditions on S (a — 00,9 =0)

57 = - / Bt - B + olal])
S

5.2 Discretization with Triangular Elements

For discretization let us use the simplest, a Finite Element Method of degree
1 on triangles. Unstructured meshes are better for OSD because they are
easier to deform and adapt for a general shape deformation.

More precisely, {2 is approximated by (2, = UL, Ty where the T} are
triangles such that

— The vertices of 842), are on 842 and the corners of 842 are vertices of 82.

— T N7y, {k #1) is either a vertex or an entire edge or empty.

- Triangulations are indexed on the longest edge, of size s, and as A = 0 no
angle should go to zero or 7.
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The Sobolev space H!(f2) is approximated by
Hy, = {wh € Co(.(_?h) twhT, € P! Vk}

where P! = P!(T}) is the space of linear polynomials. The discrete problem
in variational form is

min _J(q},...,q™ :/ Vép — (u 2
(o I 0 = [ 196, = )l

subject to ¢ € Hj, solution of :

/ Vér - Vu’ +/ agw’ = / guw’ V5 € [1,...,ny]
2 r r

The dimension of H), equals n, the number of vertices ¢* of the triangulation
and every function ¢, belonging to Hy, is completely determined by its values
on the vertices ¢p(q*).

The canonical basis of Hy, is the set of so-called hat functions defined by

w' € Hy, w'(¢’) =y

Denoting by ¢; the coefficient of ¢, on that basis,
$n(z) =) _ diw'(z),
1
the PDE
Vp - Vu' +/ aguw’ = / gw? Vi € [1,...,n,)
2 r r
yields a linear system for & = (¢;)

A¢=F, A,‘jI/

Vin'wj+/ aw'w!, Fj= guw’.
2y

Ty rh
Hence ir matrix form the problem is to find Q = (¢*) solution of

min {J(Q =8"B® -2U - & : A(Q)® = F}
with B;; =/ Vw'Vuw!, U; = / uq - Vur.
D D

where B and U are independent of Q) if the triangulation is fixed within D. For
simplicity we shall assume that F' does not depend on @, i.e. that g=0on S.

Remark
The method applies also to Dirichlet conditions treated by penality, as
explained before. However, in practice it is necessary for numerical quality to
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use a lumped quadrature in the integral of the Fourier term, or equivalently
to apply ¢ = ¢r at all points of I'" by

Ay = / VWiV +pb;8(q € In), F; = pbria?)d(¢’ € In).
n

where p is a large number.

We present below a computation of discrete gradients for a Neumann
problem but the method applies also to Dirichlet problems with this modifi-
cation.

5.3 Discrete Gradients
A straightforward calculus of variation gives

0J =2(BP-U)- 6 with AéP = —(6A)P
Introducing ¥ solution of AT¥ = 2(B¢ — U) leads to

6J = (ATW) .66 = 0T A6d = —W - ((0A)P)

To evaluate §4 we need 3 lemmas. If Q is a variation of vertex positions
(i-e. each vertex ¢* moves by dq), we define

Ny
Sqn(z) = D _ dq'w'(z), Vz €
1

and denote by 2} the new domain.

Lemma 1 (see Figure 4)
dw? = —Vw’ - 8gn + o(||dgnll)

Lemma 2

/mh I= / s /,, f= /n V- (f8an) + o{ 16 )

Lemma 3

[ o=[ o= [ o= [ at-abm+ [ saxg+ollsanl)
oIy ,: Ty Iy, Iy

where 85 denotes the derivative with respect to the curvilinear abscissa and t
the oriented tangent vector of I'y.

In these the integrals are sums of integrals on triangles or edges and so f
and g can be piecewise discontinuous across elements or edges.

Proofs
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Proofs for Lemma 1 & 2 are in Pironneau {1983), so only the proof of
Lemma 3 is given here.
Consider an edge e; = ¢’ — ¢* and an integral on that edge

1
B=ld =l | ola'+ Mo~ aDar
0o
Then
81, = (8¢ — 6¢°) - (¢ — ¢))ll¢’ — ¢'lI72L
1
+lle =gl (1= 30"+ X5") Vala' + Mg’ ~)dr + ofé)
= / gt - Os0qp + / 8qn Vg + o(dqn)
Iy I
Now putting the pieces together (we omit to write the remainders o( )),

5 Vw-vw = [ Vu'-Vwi 4 [ [Véu' Vu + Vo' Véw]
Qh 6.0), Qh

= | [V-(6gnVu' - Vu?) — V(Vw' - dgp) - Vwd — V' - V(Vu? - dgp)]

fo .
é wi-wj:/ wi'wj+/[5wi-wj+wi-6wj]
Iy oIy Iy
= / w' - wit-8,0qn + [ SqaV(w' - w?)
Fh I";.
— | [(Vw'-8qn) - w’ + (Vw? - dgp) - ']
Iy
giving
Proposition
6J = | VI (V-bqn — Végn — VqL)Vdh +a | Yn - Bnt? Vgt
278 I,

+o(||9gnl})

where t is the tangent vector to I'h, ¥ = Y. %w' and ¥ is solution of
ATy =2(Bo - U).

Consequently an iterative process like the method of steepest descent to
compute the optimal shape will move each vertex of the triangulation in the
direction opposite to the partial derivative of J with respect to the vertex
coordinates (E* is the k* unit vector of R%):
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gi =gk — o[ VYI(V-(B*w') - V(E*w') — V(EXw')T)Ven
25

+a | n- ontT V(EFw))
I'n

5.4 Implementation problems

Computation of discrete derivatives of cost functional is, as we have seen a
crafty work, only reasonnable for simple problems.

Another difficulty is that for practical applications the optimization problem
is changed all the time by the designer until a feasible situation is reached.
A first cost function and constraint sets are set, the solution is found to
violate certain unforeseen constraints so the constraint set is changed... Fi-
nally multipoint optimization is desired so the cost function and equations
are changed... and each time the discrete gradients must be computed. Au-
tomatic differentiation is the cure but as we shall see it has its own difficulties.

Mesh distortion is also a big problem. After a few iterations the mesh is
no longer feasible. A remeshing will induce interpolation errors which may
cause divergence in the optimization process if done too often. Automatic
mesh adaption and motion is the cure, it will also be explained in a coming
chapter.

Finally boundary oscillation is also a frequent curse usually due to a wrong
choice of scalar product in the optimization algorithm. We will give some
elements of answer below.

5.5 Optimal shape design with Stokes flow

The drag and lift are the only forces at work in the absence of gravity. If the
body is symmetric and its axis is aligned with the velocity at infinity then
there is no lift and therefore we can equally well minimize the energy of the
system, which for Stokes flow gives the following problem:

min J(2) = x// |Vul?
2¢O Ie]
subject to :
—vAu+Vp=0, V-u=0in 2
uls =0, ulr, =ux

An example of O is :

O ={N, 82 =SUTl,|S| =1},



Optimal Shape Design by Local Boundary Variations 365

where § is the domain inside the closed boundary S and |3} is its volume or
area in 2D.

Sensitivity analysis is as before; let £2' € O be a domain “near” §2 defined
by its boundary I'" = 842, with

I'" = {z + a(z)n(z), with a = regular, small, Vz € I' = 902}

Define also
u=u(?)-u)=uv -u

while extending u by zero in S. Then

8J = u6(/ |Vu|?) = 1// |Vu|? + 21// Véu : Vu + 0(812, bu).
foi 60 o)

When Vu is smooth, then

2 - v 2 2) =V 2 2 4.
v /6 I = /p alVul? + ofjef]c) /r alnul? + o((llallc2)
Now du, dp satisfy

—vAu+Vép=0, V-éu=0in 2
dulr, =0, du|ls =—abnhu

Indeed the only non-obvious relation is the boundary condition on S. Now
by a Taylor expansion

v (z + an) = u'(z) + ad,u'|s + o(|a]) = 0 since v'|sr = 0.

Now u |s= 0 so,
du|s = —alnuls.

Consequently (A : B means . Ai; Bij)

V/ VJu:Vu:u/(—Au)-6u+V/ Opu - du =
o) 7] r
/pV-&u—/p&u-n+u/ Onu - du =
Q r r
/(ua,.u —pn)-bu = —/ va|d,ul?,
r s
because, if s denotes the tangent component,

n-Opu=—-s-%;u=0 onl.

We have proved the
Proposition 3 : The variation of J with respect to {2 is :
6J = ——V/ alBnul? + o(a)
s

Consequences
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-IfO ={S:5 D> C}, as |8,ul? > 0, then C is the solution (no fairing
around C will decrease the drag in Stokes flow).

~If O = {S: Vol § = 1}, then the object with minimum drag saisfies
Onu - s constant on S. Lighthill (cf. Pironneau (1973)) showed that near
the leading and the trailing edge the only possible axisymmetric flow which
can achieve this condition must have conical tips’of half angle equal to 60°.

~ The method of steepest descent gave a shape near to the optimal shape
after one iteration (cf. Pironneau (1973)), and it was confirmed in Bourot
(1976) by a Newton method.

A similar analysis can be done for the Navier-Stokes equation for incompress-
ible flows.

The Optimal shape undeer the constraint that the volume is fixed and that
the shape be axisymmetric, is given on Figure 1.

5.6 OSD for laminar flow

Consider the minimum drag/energy problem with the Navier-Stokes equa-
tions.

min J(§2) = V/ [Vu|?> subject to
S€0 P
—vAu+Vp+uVu=0, V-u=0, in2

Uls = 0) ulroo = Uco

and with O ={S : |S| =1}, I'=82 =S, UT.
Let us express the variation of J({2) in terms of the variation o of 2.

As for the Stokes problem,
8 =J(Y-J(N) = V/ iVul? + 21// VuVéu + o(du, a).
602 2

but now the equation of du is no longer self adjoint

—vAdu + Vop + uVu + duVu = o(éu),

V-éu=0

dulr_, =0, duls =—-abu
So an adjoint equation is introduced with an adjoint state (P, q) :
-vAP+Vg—-uVP - (VPyu=-2vAu, V-P=0 in {2
Plr=0.

Proposition
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The variation of J with respect to 2 is :
8J = u/ a(a—P — Bnu) - Gphu + ola)
S on

For the chosen admissible set (0 we have that §J > 0 for every a with
Jra = 0. So, the optimality condition for this problem is :

Opu - (Op P — B,u) = constant on S.

Proof
Multiply the equation for (P, q) by du and integrate by parts

/ uVP:V&u—/BnP-éu—qV-6u+PV-(u®5u+6u®u)
2 s
:2/ VVu:V(Su—?/ vO,u - du.
o] r
Then use the equation of du multiplied by P and integrated on 2
/ VWP :Véu+ PV -(u®du+déu®u)=0
Q
So
5J = u/ (Vul? + / (B, P — 20,1) - Ot
50 s

= u/ a(|0nu)? + (On P — 20,u) - Opu)
s

6. Alternative ways

An alternative method to obtain the discrete optimality conditions is to see
that

AP =F with Ay = / V' - Vu?
2

Therefore
Ad® = —(0A)P + 6F

with
5A=/ Vwi-ij+/ vaw".un/ Vw' - Véuw’
802 (7] 2

Next use Lemma 4 for the first term and lemma 3 for the two others

0A = / Vw' - VuIV - 8g - / (VéqVw?) - Vu? — / (VéqVw?) - Vo'l
2 n 2

with the convention that the function of z, ¢ = ¥ ég’w?.
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7. Problems Connected With The Numerical
Implementation

7.1 Independence from J

Note that the adjoint state p depends on the criterion t. On the other hand
if the software is to be provided as a black box to the industry it must be
such that it is easy to :

- change the design criterion
- add geometrical contraints.

Suppose that we minimize a functional of the general form :

J(as,n):/Df(as)dz, b={#)i=1,...r

Since the second member of the adjoint state equation is E, we must be
able to compute mdependently of J(¢, 12).
This computatlon can be done by finite differences because :

OE _ J(én +0¢n, ) — J(on, I2n)
0d; 00
This computation is not expensive. The number of elementary compu-
tations is of order N. Indeed, if N is the number of the mesh nodes, the
calculation cost is of the order NV, which is the same cost as the solution of a
laplacian (cf. Arumugam(1989)).

7.1.1 Add geometrical constraints. To add geometrical constraints is
easy if we give a parametrized description of the domain and its triangulation.
If the boundary to optimize is described by r parameters a;, we can define
it by a curve (ex. spline) defined by a; and then generate the triangulation
with vertices {¢'},i = 1,..., N on the curve.
Since in this case only the parameters a; move independently, we must
compute the variation of E with respect to a;. But

8E 0dqF .
ti=1,...,Nk=1,2.
Zaql 601 7 Y b Y

Sk
Therefore, we must be able to compute g%; and this is done also by finite
differences :

9qf _ af(a; +60;) — ¢f(ay)
aaj - 5(1]‘
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which is not computationaly expensive.

Remark : One could think that we can compute everything by finite differ-
ences, even

OE _ J(q¢f +6qf) — J(af)
ogf ~ dqf
but this is far too expensive, since we have to solve the state equation every

time we compute J{(gF). So, the computational cost is 2N * O(N) ~ O(N?)
which is the cost of solution of NV partial differential equations.

7.1.2 Other discretization methods. We have shown above that the fi-
nite element method is well suited to Optimal Shape Design because the same
principles can be used on the discrete system. In Brackman (1987) and Maki-
nen (1990) an extension to Iso-parametric elements can be found. Chenais
(1993) shows also that with Cea’s artificial domain velocity it is possible to
have the discrete derivatives equal to the continuous derivatives discretized.
Finally Finite Volume methods computations of derivatives can be found in
Dervieux (1993).

7.1.3 Automatic Differentiation of Programs.. Usually the computer
program for the PDE solver is written before hand and the optimal shape
design analysis comes after.

The idea is to say that the PDE is known from a long sequence of equalities
each of which is easy to differentiate. If each program line is thus differentiated
a linearized solver is found. Then an adjoint equation is easier to found.

A review article on these methods can be found in (Gilbert et al (1991)
for example).

Example
Consider the problem

min {J(uy,uz) = 22 : z; = u); T2 = azs + ui}
uy,uz

Direct Method
The automatic differentier ADOLC of Griewank works as follows. The
problem above is represented by the following program

T = U

zg=aw¥+u§
_ 2

J =15

After each line one inserts the differentiated line and obtain
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T =U

dry = du;

Ty = azl + uj

dzqy = 2az,dz + 2usdusy
J =z

dJ = 2zqdx,

This is not too hard to do automatically because each line involves only
usual functions whose derivative can be computed by symbolic computation.
The resulting program gives, for prescribed du;, the directional derivative

dJ = Ji’u duy + J{Qd’llq

Inverse method

From this it is possible to compute the partial derivatives J,. by choosing
du; = d;;, but the computing cost is prohibitive when the control space
dimension is large. Then another strategy is possible.

Construct the Lagrangian by multiplying each line of the computer pro-
gram by a lagrangian multiplier p;:

L=J+p(z1 —w)+ pa(z2 — az? + ud)
Then as in control theory write that L has a saddle point at the solution:

L'Il =p, —2ar1p2 =0
Ly, =2z3+p2=0
L:“ =N

Ly, = —2uspy

At the solution J;, = L, so the last two lines gives us the anwser. Notice
that the first lines define the adjoint of the problem and they must be com-
puted from down up (hence the name reverse method). It is not easy to set
up this strategy automatically. The program Odyssee implements the method
for FORTRAN programs with some restrictions (no GOTO...).

Handling DO loops
Consider the equation
2

—gz t sinu =1, Vz€]0,1], u(0)=u(1)=0,

discretized by a finite difference method and a Gauss-Seidel solution of
the linear system:
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do 1i=0..N
u_{i}=0
do k=1..M
do i=1..N-1

v_{i}=sin u_{i}

u_{i} =(u_{i+1} +u_{i-1}) - (v_{i}-1)/N"2)/2
end_do
end_do.

As is often the case, while programming, the intermediate variable v; is
introduced.

A DO loop being in fact identical to a long sequence of program state-
ment let us introduced a lagrange multiplyier for each line and construct the
Lagrangian:

M N-1
L= Zp?ui + Z Z pf(v,— - sinui) +p',°V+,~(N2(2u,- — Uil — u,-_l) +v; — 1)
0 k=1 1
This Lagrangian contains only simple function so it can be differentiated

with respect to u and v by any formal computation program (Maple, Math-
ematica...) Thus the adjoint program is obtained:

Buo ZPNH
oL M
3u P+ Z[“Pf cosu; + N*(2p% s — Phyio1 = Phaisr)
i k=1
M
L R,
a. =P Pan— 1N
dun E=1

M
Bv Z pz +pN+z

While there seems to be no conceptual difficulties, there is a dramatic increase
of lagrangian variables due to DO loops.

The limit of the method is the memory of the computer.

Notice however that if we set p} = Zk L PF, the usual discrete adjoint
equations are obtained, as if the linear system was solved in one go. This
important remark can save us from trouble when handling iterative methods
for systems.

Handling IF statements
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Branching instructions are no problem. consider the case where sinu is
replace by sin |u| and programmed as

if u; > 0 then v; =siny,;
else v; = sin(—w;)
The idea is to consider that we have 2 programs, one for each result of the

if statement. Then there will be two lagrangian and after differentiation one
puts them back into the if structure and obtain

. oL
if ui > 0then =— = —piy1cosu; + N*(2Pn4i = PN+i-1 — PN+i+1)
1

oL
else 3a, = P cos(—u;) + N2(2pN4i — PN4ic1 — PN+i41)

1

8. Regularity Problems

Consider an optimal shape design problem
%27
with admissible shapes defined locally around X fixed and smooth
S={x+a(z)n(z) : z€ X2, acHX) }
Suppose we know a x € L%(X) such that

J(S(a +da)) = J(S(a)) + /2 x(8)da(s)ds + o(||dal|2)

It is not a good idea to apply a gradient method in L? like

am+1 =a™ — pXm

because a™ € H2(X) does not imply a™*+! € H?(X) as one usually cannot
expect x € HZ(X).

So let us define £ € HZ(X) by

4
gg:x, on X, §=Z—§=O on 0.

Then

J(S(a +éa)) = J(S(a)) + / x(s)6a(s)ds + o(||éall2)

z
2
= J(S(a)) + B %%5&(3)@ + o(||0c])2)
Now we can do
C!m#—l =a™ - pgm
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8.1 Application

Consider again the laboratory problem of Figure 2 and its discretization by
the FInite Element Method (Figure 3).

J(S) = / lu—ugl? : —Au=f, uec HY{(R), Scan
D
for which we know that for some y(s) = z(s) + 8da(s), 6 €]0, 1] we have
= 5 a2 [ 2aionThissalsras

on 6n 2 Jx On
with p solution of

p€ Hy(2), ~Ap=2(u—wud)lp

With the regularity S € HZ(X) we have u,p € H3(), x € Wdl(Z).
Setting £ by

d*¢ d¢

E:X’ on X, {——-—0 on J0X.
might be difficult in practice, especially in 3D because PDEs on surfaces may
be tricky to solve. Instead consider £ = v|x with

ow ov
—Aw—O, %|Z—X, -—Av—w, 5}'2*0

Lemma 1

The operator x — & = Ax is positive definite and x € L*(X) = £ € H*(X)

Proof Let
o' , o'

~-Aw' =0, S lE = —Av' =, 5—|2—

<x', Ax >= /——v-/Vw'Vv:/w'w
fr)

and note that

Proposition
The following algorithm preserves the regularity of the variables:
CYm+l =a™m — me
Remark

Oden et al suggested to use £ = u - n|g where
“Au+pV(V-u) =0, opn(u)ls=%x, u-s=0
because

fol:/Ea,m(u’)u-nz/Q(/\Vqu+uV-uV-v)

Although it is also a smoothing process it is less regualar than the one above.
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8.2 Discretization

Recall that a finite element discretization of the problem is

1 X
D Q € D
with u = Y8 wjw?, 2 =UTy, Tk = {¢", ¢, ¢}
Recall that

dw! = -V’ - bqp, dqp = Z 5q7w?
J

/Q’f~/nf=zk:/nv-(f5qh)

so that we have the

and that

Proposition

6J = / VuT(Véqh + V(Sq,{ — IV - 8qp)Vp + o{|éqnl)
e}

Proof
N .
du = Z(Sujwj + ujéuw’ = dup — Vuy - dqn
1
/ V(6up — Vup - 6qp) Vo’ —/ VuVw! Végy
2 o}
+/ V - (VuVuwlsqy) + %511]'1(11‘6]‘ =0
o’
0J =/ 20u(u — uq) =/ VpVéuy, + Z pidu;
D e} ;
gler
Proposition

8J = / Vu-Vpdgy-n+ / [Vu - Vplogn - n + o(|6ga))
S Edges
This is because

§(VQrVQT det Q; ') = Vigy + Vgl — IV - 5gn + o(|dgn])
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8.3 Consequence

¢ It is clear the the discrete optimization process tends to the continuous
one. But... do we have the necessary regularity?

¢ It is not necessary to account for the motion of the inner mesh points if
h<<1

¢ One should not use the gradient with respect to the inner points to move
them because it is an order of magnitude smaller: W7 = (w?, w?)T

¢ —q - p/ vuT (VWi + VWIT - IV - W¥)Vp
2

Use the smoothers, so the complete algorithm is

1. Solve .
/ VuVw? + ~ujlicr =/ fu?
n € D
2. Solve )
/ VpVw! + =p;lier = 2/ (u — ug)w?
n € D
3. Solve

//\VU:VWj+uV~UV~Wj:/ VuT(VWf+VWfT—v-WJ')Vp
2 [

4. Move the points of the mesh by

¢ ¢ - pU?

9. Consistent Approximations

OSD is expensive; there is a great economical advantage to combine the
optimization algorithm with mesh refinement so as to obtain a speed up
similar to multigrid.

For standard optimization, E. Polak (1998) developped a tool which he
calls the theory of consistent approximation” which we apply here. The fol-
lowing is a summary of results obtained jointly with N. Dicesare and E. Polak.
For more details see Dicesare et al (1998).
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9.1 Algorithm

The problem is to minimize J(z) in O. The discrete problem is indexed by a
discretization parameter h: minimize Jy(zp) in Oy.
Assume that O is a Hilbert space. Let

0(z) = —||Grad,J(z)|| and 6x(z) = ||Grad,Jn(2)||
Algorithm 1

1. Choose a converging sequence of discretization spaces {Op, } with O, C
Oh.,.,, for all n. Choose 2%,¢°, 3 €]0,1].

2. Set n=0,e =€, h = hy

3. Compute z? by performing m iterations of a descent algorithm on Py
from starting point 2™ so as to achieve

On(z]) > —¢
4. Set € = fe,h = hpyy,2"! = 2%, n =n+ 1 and go to Step 3.
The mathematical result is that if P epi-converge to P then any accu-

mulation point 2* of {2"} generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies 8(z*) = 0.

9.2 Problem Statement

Consider a simple model problem where the shape is to be found that brings
u, solution of a PDE, nearest to ug in a subregion D of the entire domain 2.
The unknown shape I' is a portion of the entire boundary 8f2: it is
parametrized by its distance « to a reference smooth boundary X'. To prevent
an excess of oscillation the problem is regularized.
More concretely with the following notations (e << 1),

DcC? ug€e HY(D), ge H'(2), ICKCR, X ={z(s) : s€ K}

we consider

min J(a)—/(u—u )2+e/ |dzal2
a€H2(I) b d 5 ds?

i
subject to u— Au=0 in 2(a), %I[‘(a) = 9lr(a)
where I'(a) = 002(a) = {z(s) + a(s)n(z(s)) : s € K}
where & is the extension by zero in K of a which is only defined on 1.

Recall that
Hi(I)={a € L’(I) : o,a” € L*(I), ala)=d(a) =0 Vae dl}
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and that ||a”||o = ||d?a/ds?|}o is a norm in that space.

Let us denote the unknown part of the boundary by
S(a) = {z(s) + a(s)n(z(s)) : s€ I}

For simplicity let us assume that g is always zero on S.

9.3 Discretization

The discrete problem is

min J(a):/L)(u—ud)2+e/£|f—;|2

a€LnCHZ(I)

subject to /

(uv + VuVv) = / guVv €V, ueW,
2(a)

I'(a)

where V}, is the usual Lagrange Finite Element space of degree 1 on triangles
except that the boundary triangles have a curved side because S(a) is a cubic
spline.

The space Ly, is the finite dimensional subspace of HZ(I) defined as the set
of cubic splines which passes through the vertices which would we would have
used otherwise to define a feasible polygonal approximation of the boundary.
This means that the discretization of §2 is done as follows

1. Give a set of n; boundary vertices ¢, ..., ¢/, construct a polygonal
boundary near X

2. Construct a triangulation of the domain inside this boundary with an
automatic mesh generator, i.e. Mathematically the inner nodes are the-
oretically linked to the outer ones by a map

¢ =Q(¢",....¢""), nf<j<nv

3. Construct I'(a), the cubic splines from the g, ..., ¢/, set a to be the
normal distance from X to I'(a).

4. Construct V}, by using triangular finite elements and overparametric
curved triangular elements on the boundary.

This may seem complex but it is a handy construction because the discrete
cost function J;, coincide with the continuous J and because Lj is a finite
subspace of the (infinite) set of admissible parameters Hg.

We proceed and verify the hypothesis of the theorem to apply Algorithm
1.
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9.4 Optimality Conditions: the continuous case

As before, by calculus of variations
d*a d*sa
6.]—2/D(u—ud)6u+26 ZEEW
with du € H'(2(a)) and
/ (Suv + VouV) + / Sa(uv + VaVu) = 0 Yo € H(2(a)).
2(a) P
Introduce an adjoint p € H'(2(a))

/ (pg + VpVgq) = 2/ (u —uq)g, VgeH'
2(a) D

ie. P
p-Ap=Ipu, =0
on

Then .

d
6J = —/ daf(up + VuVp — 26——?)
5 ds

9.4.1 Definition of é. So we should take
d4
0 = —up + VuVp — zeﬁn_z

i.e. solve
d*e dt dé

S —up+VuVp—22% on I, == =0 on 8l
dst dst ds

9.5 Optimality Conditions: the discrete case

Let w’ be the hat function attached to vertex ¢7. If some vertices ¢’ vary by
dq; we define

dqp(z) = Z dq;w (z)
J
and we know that (Pironneau[1983])
Swk = —Vuk - dgn
| 1= [ 9 (o) + oltsan)
692 2
Hence

dz_ad26a
ds? ds?’

J(a+éa) = 2/ (up — ugn)dup + 26/
D b
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Furthermore and by definition of du,,

é Z ww® = Z(éuiwi + uidw') = Sup + dqp - Vun

i

the partial variation duy is found by

5 (upw? + Vup V') = / (V - (uw?dgp) + dupw’ + VéupVu’)
2(e) 7

+/ﬂ(uh5qh V! + Vup VgV’ + updw’ + Vup Vow?) =0
Hence
/Q(éuhwj + Véu,Vu’ =
/Q (Vun(Végn + Vgl )Vw? — (upw’ + Vuy - Vw?)V - dgp)
So introduce an adjoint p, € Vj
/Q(phwj + VprVuw?) = 2/D(uh — uan)w?!  Vj

And finally
d*a d*6a

5Jh=/(Vuh(Véqh+V6q,{)Vph—(uhph+Vuh~Vph)V-5qh)+26/ s
7] x as ds

9.6 Definition of 6;,

Let e! = (1,0)7, €2 = (0,1)T be the coordinate vectors of R?, let x’ be the
vector of R? of components

xi = / (Vup(Vw? ek + (Vuw?eF)T)Vpp — (uapy + Vun - Vor)V - wiek.
2

Because the inner vertices are linked to the boundary ones by the maps Q7,
let us introduce . ‘ ' ‘
f=xi+ x0,;Q"
a'¢r

Then obviously
nf )
) . d°a d*ba
8 =3¢ 8¢ +2 | 57
J 1 &0 + 6/2 752 ds?

It is possible to find a 3 so as to express the first discrete sum as an integral

2 2 - . - . .
on X of % id—s‘%‘l; it is some sort of variational problem in L:
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d?B d?6\
X F ds?
where A is the cubic spline obtained by a unit normal variation of the bound-
ary vertex ¢’ only.
Then the ”derivative” of Jj, is the function s € I = B(s) + 2ea(s) and the
function 8y, is

=€j'n2y j=1,...,nf; ﬂeLh

On = =Bl uz(r)
Remark This may be unnecessarily complicated in practice. A pragmatic
summary of the above is that § is solution of a fourth order problem, so
why not set a discrete fourth order problem on the normal component of the
vertex themselves. In the case ¢ = 0 this would be
1 i+2 i1 . 1 2 .
ldn -4 60 -4+ =€,
0 1 -1
q/n = qln _ quf — qlzf =0

and then the norm of the second derivative of the result for 8,

1 , . o 1
Onm —(Q_ laitt — 2a] + 7))
y

9.7 Hypothesis of the Theorem
The following is shown in Dicesera et al (1999)

— Inclusion h* < h = O, C Oy,
— it Continuity The cost functions are continuous in 2z

HZ(I
a® l(+)a, = J" > J
Similarly in the discrete case, the spline is continuous with respect to the
vertex position so
. . H2(1
¢" o q¢ =>af —C'L))ah, = JP = Jp.
— Consistency Ya, dap, = a with J, — J.
if the following is observed:
— Corners of the continuous curve are vertices of the discrete curves
— the distance between boundary vertices converges uniformly to zero.
— Continuity of 8§ Conjecture : There exists € such that a € H = u €
H3/2+e ().
Arguments: We know that a € C%' = u € H3/?(Jerisson and Kenig
[?2?7) and @ € C'! = u € H*(Grisvard [??77]).
This technical point of functional analysis is need for the continuity of 6.

n H? ng,.n L?
o > a, = Vu"Vptiy - VuVp|s
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- Continuity of 0, (an)
Recall that a variation day (i.e. a boundary vertex variation d¢’,j € X)
implies variations of all inner vertices da, 6¢*, Vk
The problem is that 6 is a boundary integral on 2 and 6, is a volume
integral! We must explain why

0Jy = / (Vuh(Véqh + V(ng)vph — Vuy - VphV - Qn
2

d*a d?*sa - d*a
LRE0L T 5T = - 22 4
€ 4 d? — 8J /Eéa(up-l- VuVp + 2e—)

dst
This is due to the fact that if VX = I + V@, the jacobian matrix of the
mapping - X = z+Q(z) of R? - R? is the linearization of the operator
which appears in the change of variable z — X (z):

S(VXTVXdetX ) =vQ +VQT - IV - Q +o(]|QID).

+2

So 8J4 is almost a surface integral:

d4ah
ds?

5 = — / (Gan - (unpn + VunVpn) + 2628
b

- /E (Gan - 15 (unpn + VunVpn)] + o(6qn) + o(h)

where E is the set of edges of the triangulation, [.] the jump across the edges
and ng the normal to the edge E (the sign of this expression depends on
the choice of the normal ng).

9.8 Algorithm 3

An adaptation of Algorithm 1 to this case is

Choose an initial set of boundary vertices.

Construct a finite element mesh, construct the spline of the boundary.
Solve the discrete PDE and the discrete adjoint PDE.

Compute 6y, (or its approximation (cf. remark above))

if 8, > —e add points to the boundary mesh, update the parameters and
go back to Step 2.

AR

There are still several hypothesis to verify to make sure that Algorithm
3 converges. We proceed in a loose fashion and give only the general idea of
the proof.
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9.9 Convergence

It comes from the theory of Finite Element Error Analysis (Ciarlet[1975]):
Lemma

| / VunVpn — VuVp | < CRY2(lpllz + [lulle)
Xz

and the following triangular inequalities

o |anby, — abl = (ap — a)(br, — b) + b(ap — a) + (br, — b)a
< Ibllan — ol + lal[bs — b] + lan — af? + bs — b?
L] |V’U,h - vul(),z; < |V(uh — Hhu)|0,z + IV(Hh’u - U)lg,z

plus an inverse inequality for the first term and an interpolation for the
second.

10. Numerical Results

Numerical results with the local boundary variation method just described
have been obtained my PhD students. For details we send the reader to their
thesis, mostly at the Université Paris 6:

— F. Angrand for a wing optimization with the transonic equation

— G. Arumugam for the optimization of ribblets in laminar flow

— A. Vossinis for the choice of a numerical algorithm, Newtown, GMRES or
Conjugate Gradient.

— F. Baron for the stealth wing problem and the harbour optimization

But very impressive results have been obained by Marrocco for the design
of an electromagnet and by Mohammadi for the design of 3D aircrafts and
wings by using automatic differentiation of programs.

Thanks to this last piece of work the method is now mature and efficient.
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wave. Note CRAS (1992).
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Thesis in French, Univ. Paris 6, (1980).
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5.

6.

7.
8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

Optimal Shape Design by Local Boundary Variations 383

G. Arumugam: Optimum design et applications a la mecanique des fluides.
Universite Paris 6 These. 1989.

G. Arumugam, O. Pironneau : On the problems of riblets as a drag reduction
device, Optimal Control Applications & Methods, Vol. 10, (1989).

N.V. Banichuk: Introduction to optimization of structures. Springer (1990).

D. Begis, R. Glowinski: Application of FEM to approximation of an optimum
design problem. Appl. Math. Optim 2(2) (1975).

F. Beux, A. Dervieux: Exact-gradient shape optimization of a 2D Euler flow.
INRIA report 1540 (1991).

D. Bucur, J.P. Zolezio: -Dimensional Shape Optimization under Capacitance
Constraint. J. Diff. Egs. Vol 123, No 2, pp504-522 (1995).

M. Crouzeix: Variational approach of a magnetic shaping problem. Eur. J. Mech
B/fluids 10, 5:527-536 (1991).

J. Cea: Conception optimale ou identification delta forme: calcul rapide delta la
dérivée directionelle delta la fonction cout. Modélisation Math Anal, AFCET,
Dunod (1986).

J. Cea, A.Gioan, J. Michel: Some results on domain identification. Calcolo 3/4
(1973).

D. Chenais: Shape otptimization in shell theory. Eng. Opt. 11:289-303 (1987).
J.C. Gilbert, G. Le Vey, J. Masse: La differentiation automatique des fonctions
représentéés par des programmes. INRIA report 1557 (1991).

J. Haslinger, P. Neittaanmaiki: Finite element approzimations for optimal shape
design. Wiley 1989.

E.J. Haug, J. Cea: Optimization of distributed parameter structures vol I and

T, Sijthoff and Noordhoff (1981).

A. Jameson: Automatic design of transonic airfoils to reduce the shock induced
pressure drag. Proc. 31st Israel Annual conf on aviation and aeronautics. Feb
1990.

W.G. Litvinov: The problem of the optimal shape of an hydrofoil. J Optimiza-
tion, theory and appl. (to appear)

W.B. Liu, P. Neittaanmiki, D. Tiba: Existence for Shape Optimization Prob-
lems in Arbitrary Dimension. Universitiat Jyviskyla, Mathematisches Institut
preprint 208, April 1999.

J. Hadamard: Lecon sur le calcul des variation. Gauthier-Villards (1910)

R. Mikinen: Finite Element design sensitivity analysis for non linear potential
problems. Comm Applied Numer Methods. 6:343-350 (1990).

A. Marrocco, O. Pironneau: Optimum design with Lagrangian Finite Element.
Comp. Meth. Appl. Mech . Eng. 15-3 (1978).

M. Masmoudi: Conception delta circuit passif delta trés haute fidélité. Matapli
no 31 (1990).

F. Moens: Réalisation d’une méthode d’optimisation numérique pour la
définition delta profils hypersustentés. Rapport ONERA 43/1736, 1991.

F. Murat, J. Simon: Etude delta problémes d’optimum design. Proc. 7th IFIP
conf. Lecture notes in Computer sciences, 41, 54-62, 1976.

P. Neittaanmaki, A. Stachurski: Solving some optimal control problems using
the Barrier Penalty function method. Appl Math Optim 25:127-149 (1992)

P. Neittaanmaki: Computer aided optimal structural design Surv. Math. Ind.
1:173-215, 1991.

O. Pironneau: On optimal shapes for Stokes flow. J. Fluid Mech, (1973).

O. Pironnean: "Optimol shape design for elliptic systems”, Springer-Verlag,
(1984).



384
31.

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

38.

39.

Olivier Pironneau

B. Rousselet: Shape design sensitivity of a membrane. J Optimization Theory
and

appl. 40, 4:595-623 (1983).

J. Sokolowski, J.P. Zolezio: Introduction to Shape Optimization. Springer Series
in Computational Mathematics (1991).

A. Sverak: On existence of solution for a class of optimal shape design problems.
Note C.R.A.S. 1992.

S. Ta’asan, G. Kuruvila: Aerodynamic Design and optimization in one shot.
ATAA paper 92-0025

L. Tartar: Control problems in the coefficients of PDE. In Lecture notes in
Economics and Math systems. A. Bensoussan ed. Springer, (1974).

A. Vossinis : Optimization Algorithms for Optimum Shape design problems {to
appear).

G. Volpe: Geometric and surface pressure restrictions in airfoil design. AGARD
report 780 (1990).

D. Young, R. Melvin, F. Johnson, J. Bussoletti, L. Wigton, S. Samant: Apph-
cation of sparse matrix solvers as effective preconditionners. SIAM J. Sci. Stat.
Comput. 10-6:1118-1199, (1989).

J.P. Zolesio: Les dérivées par rapport au noeuds des triangulations et leurs
utilisations en identification de domaines. Ann, Sc. Math, Quebec B8, 97-120,
(1984).





