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Stalls and Splines: Current Trends in Flight Testing
L L L
and Aerodynamic Model Identification
Coen C. de Visser* and Daan M. Pool: &
Delft University of Technology, 2600 GB Delft, The Netherlands
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.C037283
Aerodynamic model identification remains essential for simulator operations and control system design and
operations. In this paper, state-of-the-art methodologies for aerodynamic model identification and validation are
presented, together with a number of novel applications of the identified models that were recently investigated and
developed at the Faculty of Aerospace Engineering of Delft University of Technology. In particular, this paper focuses
on methodologies for identifying models of aerodynamic stall from flight data, as well as multivariate spline-based
aerodynamic model identification methods, together with their applications in flight simulation and advanced flight
control.
Nomenclature q = pitch rate, rad/s
A = matrix of regression variables R? = coefflci.ent of determination
A, = specific force in * direction, m/ s? r = cqntmulty order; yav&; rate, rad/s
a = regression variable vector s . = wmng surface? area, m- . L.
a = X parameter for shape J = degree d spline space .w1th C” continuity
B%(b) = vector of basis polynomials on simplex ; T = total number of simplices
B"/(b) = single basis polynomial of degree d 7 - tr.langulan(')n .
—K . T 1 = simplex with index j
b = allrcraft span, m,. ngspfm, m U —  Theil statistic
b; = single bar.ycentrlc coordmz.lte component Vias = true airspeed, m/s
by, (x) = barycentric transform on simplex ¢; = flow separation point variable; global regression
b(x) = barycentric transform of x matrix
C, = force/moment coefficient X = substituted regression matrix
¢ = global B-coefficient vector Xihres = stall buffet model threshold
¢ = average chord length, m X = regression variables
c = global B-f:oefflclent estnpator Xp. Vg zp = Cartesian position in Fj, m
¢, = B-coefficient vector on simplex ¢; Xp, Vg ip = velocity components in F, m/s
Cx = single B coefficient y = measurement vector; observation vector
cl = single B coefficient on simplex ¢; y = model output vector
d = polynomial degree a = angle of attack, rad
d = number of basis functions per simplex a* = X parameter for stall angle of attack, rad
G = global B-coefficient matrix p = angle of sideslip, rad
H = global smoothness matrix Vi) Gram—Schmidt scaling parameter
H, = stall buffet model gain parameter Ba aileron deflection, rad
I, = angular moment of inertia around * axis, kg - m? B, = elevator deflection, rad
J = cost function value 5r = rudder deﬂection, rad
j = cost function € = vector of remnant
L = Lagrangian [ = pitch angle, rad; parameter vector
M = Mach number 0 = optimal estimate of parameter vector
m = mass, kg K = multi-index
N = amount of time samples P = correlation
n = amount of terms in a model structure; number of o = standard deviation
dimensions 7 = X parameter for lag, s
= roll rate, rad/s 75 = X parameter for hysteresis, s
)/, = orthogonalized regression variable vector 1) = roll angle, rad; orthogonal parameter vector
Qo = stall buffet model quality factor (;5 = optimal estimate of orthogonal parameter vector
v = heading angle, rad
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5 = control effectiveness Jacobian
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Y = lateral force
y = multi-index
K = multi-index

I. Introduction

ODELS of aircraft dynamics and aerodynamics play an

increasingly important role in the aircraft design process,
flight control system design, and piloted training simulators. For
example, in 2019, flight simulator-based stall prevention and recov-
ery training has become mandatory [1-3], for which aircraft stall
models are needed to supply effective pilot training [4-6]. We are
witness to the rise of drones, which are often characterized by highly
nonlinear and unsteady aerodynamics (e.g., multirotors [7,8] and
flapping wing drones [9,10]), which can only be fully understood
and accounted for through modeling. Revolutionary new aircraft
designs, both for civil aviation, to radically reduce emissions [11],
as well as for Urban Air Mobility (UAM) applications [12,13], often
ask for accurate models in early design stages and for control system
design and operation. Because of the fact that especially critical
damping and nonlinear aerodynamic characteristics can currently
not be accurately derived from computational fluid dynamics pre-
dictions and (scaled) wind-tunnel experiments to obtain accurate and
relevant models, there is still a strong focus on aerodynamic model
identification based on collected flight-test data. This is particularly
true for nonlinear regions of the flight domain, such as the high angle
of attack, aerodynamic stall, and transonic flight regions. These
developments thus require continuing innovations in aerodynamic
model identification and flight-test procedures that go well beyond
the accepted state of the art.

The section of Control & Simulation (C&S) of the Faculty of
Aerospace Engineering at Delft University of Technology has a long
history in the field of aircraft state reconstruction and system iden-
tification [14—20]. For example, a signature development has been

Methods

Multivariate
B-spline Models

Non linear Stall
Model Identification

the so-called two-step method, in which the combined state and
parameter estimation problem is split into a state-estimation problem
and an equation error-based parameter estimation problem [14].
Currently, the C&S group is still highly active on the topics of flight
testing and model identification and is uniquely positioned due to
direct access to a self-owned laboratory aircraft (Cessna Citation II,
PH-LAB), six-degree-of-freedom (DOF) flight simulator [SIMONA
Research Simulator (SRS) [21]]. More recently, the C&S group is
applying its expertise and test facilities (Cyberzoo, Open Jet Wind
Tunnel Facility) to the identification of aerodynamic models of
flapping wing micro aerial vehicles [10,22-26] and multirotor drones
[7,8], which bring with it unique challenges and opportunities, such
as low-grade onboard sensors [27,28], highly nonlinear aerodynam-
ics [8], and extreme power-to-weight ratios.

The goal of this paper was to provide an overview of current
research on flight testing and model identification together with
applications of the identified model at Delft University of Technol-
ogy’s C&S research group. To limit the scope and enable including a
useful level of detail, recent work on aerodynamic model identifica-
tion of drones is excluded from this paper. In the popular Delft
University of Technology Master of Science-level course AE4320
“System Identification of Aerospace Vehicles,” the main message is
that in model identification a direct synergy is needed between
1) identification and modeling methods, 2) experiments performed
to collect data for model identification, and 3) obtained results and
desired applications of identified models, together forming the “sys-
tem identification cycle.” This paper is structured along the same
lines and will present key developments in each of these three
elements; see Fig. 1. For methods, we will present novel approaches
to identify nonlinear stall dynamics models directly from stall flight-
test data [29] and novel approaches to aerodynamic modeling based
on multivariate splines [30]. For experiments, we will share our
recent experiences with both standard quasi-steady identification
flight tests and dedicated stall flight tests [29,31]. Finally, key recent

Experiments

Cessna Citation IT
Flight Tests

Stall Models

Results/Applications

Nominal Aerodynamic and

Flight Simulator
Model Tolerances

Control

Model-Based .., ., T S,

Fig. 1 Schematic overview of paper structure.
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results from these methods and experiments will be summarized, as
well as critical considerations for applications of identified aircraft
models for model-based control [32,33] and pilot training in flight
simulators [34,35].

This paper’s structure is also aligned with Fig. 1. First, Sec. II
describes new identification methods for application to flight-test
data. Section III describes recent and innovative flight-test experi-
ments performed to collect data for model identification of fixed-
wing aircraft and drones. Section IV presents an overview of the key
new results obtained and previously presented in [29,36], as well as
selected crucial applications of identified models. The paper ends
with final conclusions and an outlook for essential future research.

II. Methods
A. Nonlinear Stall Model Identification
1. Flow Separation Models

One of the most well-known model structures that has been
proposed to model the nonlinear, dynamic, and time-dependent
phenomena caused by aerodynamic stall is generally referred to as
Kirchhoff’s theory of flow separation [37]. This theory states that the
relation between airfoil lift and the flow separation point X, which
represents the fraction of the chord length affected by flow separa-
tion, can be included explicitly in traditional polynomial models for
the aerodynamic forces and moments [see Eq. (1)] to account for
changes in aircraft dynamics during stalled flight. The flow separa-
tion state X explicitly models the distance along the wing chord,
where the flow separates, and ranges from 1 (for which flow is fully
attached) to O (for which flow is fully separated). The flow separation
state X is closely related to the aircraft’s angle of attack «, and its
dynamics can be modeled by the well-known first-order ordinary
differential equation of Eq. (2):

2
C.=Cp, (%) a (€))

dx 1 .
TIE-FX = 5(1 — tanh[a, (@ — 7,0 — a*))) 2

The flow separation model of Eq. (2) contains four parameters that
each characterizes a physical attribute of the stall. For example, 7,
accounts for inertia in flow separation and reattachment, and thus
adds lag to the dynamics of X compared to a variations. The second
time constant, 7,, models hysteresis effects on X. The shaping
parameter a, sets the static mapping between X and a, and thereby
accounts for the “abruptness” of the stall. Finally, a* defines the angle
of attack at which stall occurs. With Eq. (2), solving for an aerody-
namic model’s parameters (including the four flow separation param-
eters) becomes a nonlinear optimization problem, which makes it
sensitive to initial conditions and computationally more demanding
to solve. Still, previous research consistently shows the validity of
this modeling approach [29,31,38,39].

An important focus of our current research focuses on the effec-
tiveness of extending stall models with multiple flow separation
state variables, as first proposed in [40]. This is an essential part of
most stall models, as in reality it often happens that one wing stalls
before the other, resulting in strong roll motions [3,5]. For example,
in [41], we investigate the modeling improvement obtained by
separately accounting for the flow separation on the left (X;) and
right (Xz) wings; see Eq. (3). This novel modeling approach pro-
vides a more versatile and physically meaningful method of model-
ing aircraft dynamics during stalls, but it also facilitates the explicit
introduction of asymmetric model terms that are a direct function of
their respective wing’s flow separation state. In our view, such
multistate flow separation models open the door to possible new
ways of improving aerodynamic stall models identified from flight-
test data [41]:

2 2
CL=C,+0C, [(@) ag + (%) GR] 3)

2. Stall Buffet Models

A key characteristic of a stall is the stall buffet, as buffeting is a
crucial initial cue for pilots that indicates entering a potentially unsafe
flight regime. The stall buffet, which occurs at high angles of attack, is
the aerodynamic excitation due to flow separation causing pressure
fluctuations over the wing [42-44]. In recent research, we have
focused on improving the way in which the temporal variations in
stall buffet intensity are implemented in stall models, by coupling
buffet intensity directly to the models’ flow separation state X [31]
(see Sec. II.A.1) or the angle of attack a [44].

The stall buffet model proposed in [31] (see Fig. 2) was identified
from buffet vibrations measured during flight tests with Delft Univer-
sity of Technology’s Cessna Citation II laboratory aircraft. The basic
characteristic feel of the buffet (i.e., the average frequency spectrum of
the buffet vibrations) is modeled by passing unity-variance white noise
through a second-order shaping filter; see Fig. 2. For modeling the
Cessna Citation II’s vertical stall buffet vibrations, the gain H), reso-
nance frequency @, and quality factor Q, of the second-order filter are
used to create a band-pass filter focused on 12 Hz (75 rad/s) [31]. To
match the buffet intensity variations that occur during approach to stall,
stall, and stall recovery, the proposed buffet model of [31] uses an
additional scaling with 1 — X (see Fig. 2) and is thus directly linked to
the nonlinear stall dynamics model of Eq. (2). Finally, the stall buffet
model contains a threshold on X (i.e., X e, ) to trigger the buffet model;
only when X < X ;. (for our Cessna Citation II data equal to 0.89
[31]) is the stall buffet model activated and adds vibrations to the
aircraft’s simulated vertical acceleration. This novel stall buffet model
has been implemented for recent simulator experiments [34,35] and
found to provide realistic buffet intensity variations.

3. Model Structure Selection

Also due to our reliance on stall flight-test data that contain only
relatively mild quasi-steady and accelerated stall maneuvers, an
essential factor is selecting a matching aerodynamic model structure
that contains only those model terms needed to explain the data. For
this, an explicit model structure selection algorithm based on the
multivariate orthogonal function (MOF) modeling method described
by Morelli et al. [45] and Grauer and Morelli [46] was developed
[29]. The MOF enables objective and (semi-)automated model struc-
ture selection by orthogonalizing all candidate model terms, due to
which terms can be added and evaluated independently of each other.
In this way, an MOF algorithm iteratively “builds up” model struc-
tures from scratch based on a predefined pool of orthogonalized
candidate regressor terms. Typically, this process is governed by a
cost function that penalizes both modeling errors and model com-
plexity [45]. As is typically done, for stall model identification, we
use common aerodynamic model regressors, such as a, §,, and p. To
facilitate direct identification of stall-related terms, the candidate
pool is extended with the flow separation state X, as well as several
mathematical transformations of X, as regressors (e.g. [29]):

Lo, &t B} P g, 7, 84.80.8,,Cr. M,
2
1+ VX
X, (1-X), <+2\/—) , max(0.5, X) )

The variables in Eq. (4) are referred to as the “base regressors,” as
they are considered as candidates directly, but also all unique

/
X< Xthres

White Noise )
(PSD = 1) Hywg

AN [ R
2 wo 2
S =8 W,
+ors+wh

Fig. 2 Schematic overview of the stall buffet model proposed in [31],
where PSD stands for Power Spectral Density.
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product-wise combinations of these base regressors, up to and
including a user-defined maximum order of n. As shown in
Eq. (4), four base regressors that contain X are included. The
regressor X itself can be used for explaining an effect that reduces
or disappears during stall. The second regressor, (1 — X), does the
opposite; it only takes effect during flow separation. The third term
is part of the term appearing in Kirchhoff’s classical theory of flow
separation, which would be created by taking the product of this
term with a. Finally, the term max(0.5, X) was used to take into
account some effects that change during stall but do not completely
disappear for fully separated flow. Of course, a direct measurement
of X is not available, but as explained in Sec. II.A.4 this can be
solved after the flow separation model of Eq. (2) is estimated; then,
X can be fully reconstructed.

The implemented model structure selection algorithm for stall
model identification is shown in Fig. 3. The full details of this
implementation can be found in [29]. The MOF algorithm is ran on
each flight-test dataset separately (see Fig. 3) and also for first-order
candidate regressor terms and second-order combinations of the
candidate regressors of Eq. (4) (gray boxes). For selecting terms,
an objective criterion that combines a fit error term [mean square error
(MSE)] and a penalty term for model complexity (proportional to the
model dimension n) is used [29]. The results of each iteration are then
interpreted manually across all different identification datasets to
decide which model terms are to be added to the model; see the
“Interpret results” block in Fig. 3. To maintain an objective procedure
as much as possible, regressors are added to the model when selected
in at least 50% of the individual datasets. In cases where different, yet
to some extent interchangeable, terms are selected across the (lim-
ited) training dataset, the relative usefulness of terms is judged based
on the improved fit quality (MSE and R?) on the validation datasets.
Any selected terms are “frozen” into the model structure and are
always included during later iterations. Iterations are run until no
more new contributing model terms are found.

Ideally, the model structure selection algorithm converges to the
same model structure for all datasets. It was found that this, however,

On each data set:

' Initialize model ——> Model structure
\ ' identification algorithm

was not the case for our flight-test data [29], especially when setting n
larger than 2; this often causes functionally similar terms (e.g., @ and
a -6, for constant or slightly varying elevator deflections) to be
included in the selected model structure. Thus, also including n >
2 terms may quickly conflict with the goal of selecting a parsimo-
nious and consistent model structure.

4. Model Identification and Parameter Estimation

Incorporating the model structure selection approach outlined in
Sec. II.A.3, we have proposed to split the model identification and
parameter estimation for nonlinear stall models based on flight-test
data in three steps [29], as outlined in Fig. 4.

First, in step 1, the flow separation model (X) parameters are
estimated using nonlinear methods. The X parameters are identified
using the measured C; data, as the lift coefficient’s dependency on
the flow separation state is best documented in literature [37-39,47].
An initial assumption on the model structure of C; needs to be made
[e.g., Eq. (1)]. The implicit assumption is made that the dependence
of the X parameters on the model structure is mild. When the model
structure selection step of step 2 results in a different C; model
structure, the X parameters will also be estimated; see Fig. 4.

With step 1 completed, the estimated X parameters imply that also
the model’s X time response is known. This means that X, and other
transformations of X [see Eq. (1)], can be used directly as potential
(linear) regressors during model structure selection (step 2; see
Sec. II.LA.3) and parameter estimation (step 3), in parallel with
measured flight states (e.g., ). Especially for the model structure
selection in step 2, the fact that conventional linear least-squares
methods can be used to fit models of the form of Eq. (1) enables quick
iterations between selecting a model structure, directly solving for its
parameters with least squares and validating the resulting model. As
shown in Fig. 4, steps 2 and 3 are performed identically and inde-
pendently for all aerodynamic force and moment equations. This
three-step model identification and parameter estimation method was
found to effectively deal with the inherently nonlinear aerodynamic

Flight data

Cr, Cp, Cy, Cp, Cpp, Gy

\4

Cj-model Cj-parameters

C-model C,,-parameters

C,-model C,-parameters

: (n=2) 5
! i G 1 model
: —» Interpret results Useful new NO—y| eneralmode
' ! terms? structure
: Model structure i
—> identification algorithm :
: (n=1) :
i ! YES
Add useful terms to
model
Fig.3 Flowchart of the stall model structure selection algorithm [29].
E Step 2: E Step 3:
e , E Model structure : Parameter
' I ' ' identification : estimation
i Initializea ! ' :
| Comode el S [t > [Crparameres
' ! stimate i 4
v structure ! X 1 —» Compute X —X—): '
"""""""" | A-par ameters ; : Cp-parameters
| (using Cr) ' ] Stall
- Cy-parameters model
a, B, p, q, 1, etc. 5

i

Fig. 4 Flowchart of the three-step nonlinear stall model identification approach [29].



Downloaded by Technische Universiteit Delft on January 2, 2024 | http://arc.aiaa.org | DOI: 10.2514/1.C037283

1484 DE VISSER AND POOL

model structure of nonlinear stall models and retrieve accurate and
parsimonious models from measured stall flight-test datasets [29];
see Sec. [V.B.

B. Multivariate Splines for Aerodynamic Model Identification

Multivariate splines provide a powerful alternative to standard
polynomial and lookup table-based modeling approaches; they com-
bine the analytical, continuous nature of polynomials with the global
nonlinear modeling capabilities of lookup tables. While one-
dimensional (i.e., univariate) spline theory is well known and devel-
oped, multidimensional (i.e., multivariate) spline theory is still an
active research field. At Delft University of Technology, a general
multivariate “simplex” B-spline methodology was developed spe-
Other authors have also introduced splines or equivalent polynomial
smoothing (or “stitching’’) approaches for aerodynamic model iden-
tification, in particular the “model stitching” approach from [51,52]
and the physically interpretable splines from [45]. Our methodology
sets itself apart from these approaches by building on multivariate
B-spline theory [53,54], resulting in a formally defined, general
function approximator that allows the user to define splines in any
number of dimensions, polynomial degrees, and continuity orders. At
the same time, the linear regression method for multivariate B-splines
from [36] is fully compatible with (online, distributed) parameter
estimation schemes and model validation methods widely used in the
aircraft system identification community.

This section presents an overview of the basic theory and necessary
literature references required to develop state-of-the-art multivariate
spline-based aerodynamic model identification and validation
routines.

1. Principles of Multivariate Simplex B-Splines

Multivariate simplex B-splines are a type of multivariate spline
that consists of a smooth combination of polynomials defined on
simplex (e.g., triangular) intervals; see Fig. 5.

By combining any number of simplices into a triangulation [see
Fig. 6 for a two-dimensional (2-D) example], an arbitrarily high
approximation power can be obtained ([34], pp. 276-307). A tri-
angulation 7 is a special partitioning of a domain in R” into a set of T’
nonoverlapping simplices:

C=

T=\ )4, tnt; €@ i}, V1, €T 5)

i=1

with the edge-simplex 7 a k simplex with 0 < k < n — 1. It should be
noted here that the term “triangulation” is also used for dimensions
n > 2, even though they consist of tetrahedrons, pentachorons, etc.

The polynomial spline pieces on each simplex consist of local
Bernstein basis functions B¢ (b) of total polynomial degree d defined

Fig.5 Principle of the multivariate simplex B-spline: a) a spline function
with continuity defined on simplex intervals, and b) with each simplex
supporting a locally defined basis polynomial scaled by B-coefficients
(gray diamonds).

c
003 v3°030

Co30

v,
Co30 Co21 Co12 Co03

Fig.6 B-net (B-coefficients indicated with c3 to cg3) for a third-degree
2-D spline function on three simplices (¢; to ¢3) defined by four vertices v,
to vy.

in terms of barycentric coordinates b = (by, by, ..., b,), which are
scaled by polynomial coefficients c, called B coefficients:

p(b) =) c.Bl(b) 6)

|k|=d
This is the well-known B-form [53], with k a multi-index defined as

k= (kg Ky, -+, k) EN'FL k>0 @)
with k| = ) 6 k; = d, and k! = [[{ k;!. The B-form consists of a
sum of d = (d + n)!/(n!d!) basis functions, which follows from the
definition of x. For example, for one-dimensional (1-D) Cartesian
space (n = 1) and quadratic basis functions (d =2) « € (2,0),
(1,1),(0,2), and hence, the corresponding B-form consists of a
summation of three basis functions: p(bg., b;) = cyB3y(bo, b))+
e Bty (bo, by) + caB, (bo. by).

The Bernstein basis functions in Eq. (6) are defined in barycentric
coordinates as follows:

d!

T k!

B4(b) = B4(by, by, ...,by,) bbby ®)
With Eq. (8), we get for our earlier (n =1, d = 2) example:
p(bo. b1) = cx(2!/(210D)b5b7 + c11 (2!/(1111)bobi + ca(2!/
(0!2!))19819%.

The barycentric coordinates b = (bg, by, ..., b,) € R**! of any
Cartesian coordinate x = (x, x,, - -+, x,) € R" with respect to an
n-simplext containing the vertices (v, vy, ..., v,) can be computed
as follows:

ngbiv,-, i;bi=l ©)

The barycentric coordinate system is key to defining the stable
local basis for the multivariate B-splines, which leads to numeri-
cally stable and sparse estimation and evaluation schemes, easy-to-
implement continuity conditions, and bounded values for the
B-coefficients of the spline pieces.

In [36], a useful vector formulation of the per-simplex B-form
Eq. (6) was introduced:

p(b) = B! (b)e, (10)

with BZ b) e R the vector of basis polynomials of degree d as in
Eq. (8) and with ¢, € R¥! the (column) vector of B-coefficients,
both defined on the simplex ¢;. The vector formulation requires an
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explicit lexicographical sorting of the individual basis function terms
and B-coefficients [55] as follows:

o) BZ—I,I ..... o(d) Bj o,d(l’)]ERIX(j

an

and the vector of B-coefficients on ¢; is sorted correspondingly

Co..., o.d]T = [clik=a| € R

(12)

cz/:[cd,() ,,,,, 0 Cd-11...0

The global vector of B-coefficients is obtained by collecting all T’
per-simplex B-coefficient vectors as follows:

c=| | errex (13)

The B-coefficients have a unique spatial ordering inside their
supporting simplices called the B-net (see Fig. 6 for an example),
which is essential for the definition of continuity between simplices
[30,54,56,57], B-coefficient variance surfaces [36], distributed solv-
ers [50,58], and local spline adaptation schemes [32]. The spatial
location, in barycentric coordinates, of any B-coefficient of a dth-
order B-form polynomial with respect to its parent simplex is com-
puted using the multi-index « from Eq. (7) as follows:

biley) == (14)

Creating high-quality triangulations is not a trivial task, especially
in dimensions higher than 2, where standard Delaunay triangulation
methods result in ill-conditioned triangulations containing simplices
with close to zero volume (so-called sliver simplices) [30]. For air-
craft system identification, we obtain excellent results using an
extension of Kuhn triangulation method [59,60]. Kuhn triangulation
method, when applied on a unit hypercube, results in a symmetric
triangulation that can be “stenciled” across the flight envelope,
resulting in a triangulation consisting of well-conditioned simplices;
see [30]. This algorithm works as follows: define & = [0, 1]" as the
unitn-D cube, with e!, ..., e" the set of unit vectors in R". The set of
n! permutations of the sequence 1, . .., nisdefined as S,. Each of the
elements 7 € S, is used to construct a single n-simplex within the
hypercube 4. Hence, / can be divided into n! simplices. Each simplex
t, = (xﬁ,“,xé”, ...,x,(,") ) will now have vertices, which are recur-
sively defined as follows:

i =D et X9 =(0,0,...,0), 1<j<n (15)
See Fig. 7 for an example of Kuhn triangulation of the three-
dimensional (3-D) cube.

Note that while Kuhn triangulation is defined on hypercubes,
resulting in rectangular global triangulations, it can be easily made
nonrectangular. Simplices placed in nonphysical locations, or loca-
tions where no data are available, can be automatically removed
from the triangulation if desired. If necessary, the resulting triangu-
lation can also be locally refined by inserting vertices inside the

oz

R .y L g ( s
{4 » X {4 :\‘ /4 »X

4 4 P

Kuhn triangulation simplices or by moving vertices, as demon-
strated in [30].

Formulating continuity of any order m < d between the individual
spline pieces is achieved by relating the B-coefficients of neighboring
simplices with continuity conditions [57,61]. For example, the
continuity condition to achieve continuity of order m between the
simplices #; and ¢, in Fig. 6 is given by

c!! c? B'(c), 0<m<r (16)

(Ko« - sKpgsm) (Kow - - Kp1.0)+7 77
ly|=m

withy = (yo,71, - - -,7,) amulti-index independent of k, and with &
the out-of-edge vertex of the simplex #; (i.e., the vertex v3 in ¢, which
is not on the edge between ¢, and ¢, in Fig. 6).

In [30], a more general formulation of the continuity conditions
was introduced that is valid for general triangulations (e.g., continuity
between ¢, and ¢3, and ¢, and #5 in Fig. 6). Eventually, to achieve C™
continuity over the entire spline function, all R continuity conditions
for orders 0 to m for all neighboring simplex pairs are assembled into
the so-called smoothness matrix H as follows:

He=0, HeRRXTd 17

with ¢ the global vector of B-coefficients from Eq. (13). Construction
of the smoothness matrix is not trivial, especially if it is required to be
of full rank. Refer to [30] for an in-depth discussion and examples.

2. Linear Regression with Multivariate Splines

The scattered data approximation problem for multivariate sim-
plex B-splines can be formulated as the following sparse linear
regression problem [36,62]:

Y=Xc+reRV (18)

with Y the vector containing all observations, with ¢ the global vector
of B-coefficients from Eq. (13), and with r a residual term. X in
Eq. (18)is the sparse matrix of B-formregressors foralli = 1, ..., N
observations:

X=[BiGG@) BibE0) ... BLbEH)] erV

19)

with B;i,(b(x(i))) as in Eq. (11) and with b(x(i)) the barycentric
coordinate of the data location (state) x (i) with respect to simplex ¢;.
It is important here to note that x(i) & 7; — Bi’/ (b(x(i))) = [0] by
definition, that is, if a data point x(i) is located outside the simplex #;,
the corresponding columns in the regression matrix X are zero; this is
the source of the sparseness of X.

The general optimization problem for the B-coefficients can now
be stated as follows:

min J(c¢), subjectto Ge =g (20)
c

with J(c) a cost function in terms of the B-coefficients. The con-

straint matrix G € R4 and constraint vector g € RG¥! in Eq. (20)
are defined as follows:

[3) ] e

. % 4 y ¥ e
b3 X X

Fig. 7 Kuhn triangulation of the three-cube with six tetrahedrons.
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with H the sparse smoothness matrix from Eq. (17), and with W
and w any additional constraint matrix and vector, respectively.
For example, W and w may hold hard constraints on individual
B-coefficients, or may hold differential constraints [62] for the direc-
tional derivatives of the multivariate splines, which are useful when
imposing Dirichlet, Robin, or Neumann boundary conditions when
approximating partial differential equation solutions; see [63].

The effective degrees of freedom of the problem can be computed
from the null space of the constraint matrix G from Eq. (21) :

N, = dim ker G (22)

where N, is in most cases significantly smaller than the total number
of B-coefficients, in particular for higher continuity orders (r > 1)
and lower degrees (d <5) in higher-dimensional triangulations
(n > 3).

3. B-Coefficient Estimators

A number of different linear estimators for the B-coefficients
have been applied to the aircraft system identification problem.
The simplest approach to spline model estimation method is the
equality constrained generalized least-squares estimator for the
B-coefficients, which was introduced in [36]. In this paper, a new
formulation of this estimator is introduced, which includes Tikhonov
[64] regularization to compensate for ill-defined per-simplex regres-
sion matrices resulting from data collinearities and/or insufficient
data content:

é +uP GT* ¢ G
cl_|2tH XTzly=| ' | .xTsly
b G 0 ¢ ¢

(23)

with ¢ the estimated B-coefficients, with A the estimated Lagrange
multipliers, and with y a tuning parameter that scales a square penalty
matrix P € RT74_Note that if the problem is well conditioned,
u = 0.1In Eq. (23), Q is given by

0=X2'Xe RTdxTd (24)

with £ = Cov(r) € RM the residual covariance matrix, which
reduces to the identity matrix I € RV*V if the ordinary least-squares
assumptions hold. Note that the Moore—Penrose pseudo-inverse in
Eq. (23) is required because the smoothness matrix H will not be full
rank if Eq. (16) is used to construct it without postconstruction
filtering actions, resulting in a rank-deficient constraint matrix G.

Using the top-left block C; from Eq. (23), the generalized least-
squares B-coefficient estimator can be simplified to

¢=C X"z Y (25)

In [61], Awanou et al., and in [65], Awanou and Lai introduced an
efficient Lagrange multiplier-based matrix iterative solver (MIS):

1 -1 1
e = (2Q +ZGTG) (ZXTE‘IY—FZGTg—GT)L(O))

1 -1 1
ekt = (ZQ + EGTG) (2Qc<k> +zGTg), k=0,1,2,....M
(26)

with @ as in Eq. (24), G as in Eq. (21), and with A() the initial guess
for the Lagrange multipliers, which can be set equal to 0. The constant
h in Eq. (26) is a small positive number. (For example, & = 107°
leads to adequate results in most cases.) Convergence is achieved
when |ctD — c®| <. |XTEZ-Y|, with n = 10710 providing a
good stopping condition in most cases. The iterative solver is highly
efficient computationally when solving large problems, in which
more than 100,000 B-coefficients are estimated, and converges

quickly, in most cases within five iterations for low continuity orders
(i.e., C' or less). In terms of computation time, a 100,000
B-coefficient problem with C' continuity is solved using a MATLAB
sparse matrix solver (CHOLMOD) in 0.8 s, while a 200,000
B-coefficient problem with C! continuity is solved in 1.6 s, both on
a single CPU core of an AMD Ryzen-9 5900X 12-core processor
running at 3.7 GHz. This linear time scaling with the problem size
highlights the high computational efficiency that can be obtained
with sparse estimation problems resulting from local basis function
approximations. To further improve performance, the authors of
[62,66] present equality constrained recursive least-squares estima-
tors for the B-coefficients, which only requires large-scale matrix
inversion during initialization. These approaches are more suitable
for online applications than Eq. (26). In [32], the method from [66] is
used online in an adaptive control system for a simulated F-16
aircraft.

4.  Distributed B-Coefficient Estimators

Modern parallel hardware architectures (e.g., graphics processing
units) can be used to achieve significant speedup of large-scale prob-
lems, but only if the problem can be properly partitioned into smaller
subproblems that can be executed in a parallel fashion. Multivariate
simplex B-splines are particularly well suited for use with such dis-
tributed solvers because of their local basis property [38].

In [50], a variable splitting alternating direction method of multi-
pliers (VSADMM) was proposed, resulting in a parallelizable dis-
tributed B-coefficient estimator for use in large-scale (online)
aerodynamic model identification problems. The first step in creating
a distributed B-coefficient estimator consists of partitioning the full
triangulation into P < T partitions:

7=7, @7

i=1

Creating the partitioning is not trivial, as many configurations are
possible, including partitions consisting of a single simplex (i.e.,
P = T) or partitions with overlaps (see, e.g., [58,67] for details).

To define the VSADMM, a vector of coupling coefficients z), is
introduced for each partition p, such that H ¢, = z, [68,69]. The
coupling coefficients are necessary when defining the distributed
solver in Eq. (30). In this case, H , is the set of columns of the global
continuity matrix H that form continuity conditions with the per-
partition set of B-coefficients ¢, (i.e., H = [H, ... H, ... Hp]such
that H ,c, = z, — 0). To satisfy the continuity conditions, the addi-
tional constraint ZI;:I z, =0 on the coupling coefficients is
imposed. The VSADMM optimization problem can then be stated
as follows:

P

argmin, J(¢) = Z

p=1

1
§”ch17 - Yp”%

subject to H ¢, = z,

P
Yz, =0 28)
p=1

Setting up the augmented Lagrangian for this optimization prob-
lem, the constraints imposed on the sum of the coupling coefficients
are exchanged for an indicator function Z z, where Z is the convex set
{[zl ey Zp]t Z;:l Z, = 0} [68]. This function evaluates to O
when the solution is part of the set Z, and oo otherwise, hence forcing
the sum of the coupling coefficients to be exactly zero:

P

1
L(c,z,2) = ZE IX,c, =Y, |3 +Zz+"(H,c,-z,)
p=I
+21H,e, ~ 2,1 (29)
2 PP Zl’ 2
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with A the dual vector and with p > 0 a penalty factor chosen to
penalize not satisfying the constraints, which improves convergence.

Exploiting the knowledge that the smoothness matrix H is sparse,
it can be partitioned into a set of submatrices H ,, which contain only
continuity conditions within the partition p, and a set of submatrices
H, ,, which describe interpartition continuity between the partition
p and its direct neighbors n [58]. To construct these submatrices, let
H = 1,2, ...R be the row indices in the smoothness matrix H. The
subset H,, € H now contains the row indices of the internal con-
straints of partition p, while the subset H,, , contains the row indices
of the interpartition continuity conditions.

Information is shared between partitions using the coupling coef-
ficients z,, because their overall sum should equal zero as in Eq. (28).
Using the internal and interpartition sets, the update rule for the
internal coupling coefficients z,, = 0, and for the interpartition cou-
pling coefficients z,, ; the update rule is given by [69]

Wiy 1 [<& Aij
2pj = | Hpjcp +7 T ZHi,jci + 5 )
i \i=
Vi€ (H, UH,,) (30)

For the multivariate simplex B-splines, there are only two possibil-
ities for m;: either a constraint is internal (i.e., contained in H,)
implying m; = 1 or a constraint is interpartition (i.e., contained in
H,, ) implying m; = 2, because a continuity condition is always
between two and only two simplices. Note that if m; = 1, the
coupling update will reduce to O.

The complete VSADMM estimator is obtained by combining the
coupling coefficient update [Eq. (31)], the B-coefficient update
[Eq. (32)], and the dual update [Eq. (33)] as follows:

KN 1(<E Ak
k p.J k L] .
A = (H”cp t ) 3 (; Hijei+—7 ) Vi€H,n

Note that the B-coefficient and dual update iterations in Eqs. (32)
and (33), respectively, do not depend on other partitions, and hence
can run in parallel limited only by the number of parallel processors
that are available; see Fig. 8. Only the coupling coefficient update
[Eq. (31)] requires gathering of information from all partitions and
subsequent broadcasting of the results to the parallel processes.
Obtaining a stopping condition of the VSADMM is not trivial; see
[50] for possible solutions.

5. Multivariate B-Spline Model Validation

Multivariate simplex B-spline models can be validated using the
same analysis methods as those used with standard polynomial
models, but because of the local basis property and spatial location
of the B-coefficients they also allow for additional model quality
assessment tools. The spline model residual € is computed as
follows:

e=Y-X¢ (34)

with Y the validation measurements, X the sparse matrix of B-form
regressors foralli = 1, ..., N validation data points, and with ¢ the
global vector of estimated B-coefficients obtained with any estima-
tor from Sec. II.B.3 or Sec. II.B.4. All standard residual-based
global model quality metrics [e.g., residual rms, (adjusted) RZ,
and variance accounted for] can be computed from Eq. (34). The
user can also compute per-simplex residuals as follows:

e =Y, —-X¢, teT (35)

Residual covariance matrix estimation is not a trivial task, and many
different methods for constructing such matrices are presented in

" 0 VieH the literature (see, e.g., [70-72]). We use the method introduced by
’ J 4 Klein and Morelli in [72] to calculate an N, X N, per-simplex
(€2)) residual covariance matrix X,:
k+1 — (XTX + H'H )_I(XTY + HT 7k+1 _ HTﬂk) N,—k
c b4 1
r pp TP ple TPHpE P ==Y eeli+h, k=12... N, (36)
(32) =
Partition 1
o Coupling
‘ Coefficients J
B-Coefficients H Duals
Central
Summation
Partition p FTTTTTTTTA f
L—— p 1
—>— Coupling 1 Tpt
Coefficients J 'z H Ot .
- L —S P,
B-Coefficients H Duals 1 )
Partition P
Coupling

Coefficients J

B-Coefficients H

Duals ’J‘

Fig. 8 Parallel flow of VSADMM.
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The per-simplex residual covariance matrix blocks are then
assembled into the global, block diagonal (sparse) N X N residual
covariance matrix X7. Here, it should be noted that Eq. (36) pro-
vides a lower bound for the covariances. The data contained within a
simplex are not necessarily contiguous in time, and hence, some
correlations in the residuals may be suppressed. In practice, how-
ever, trajectories tracked through phase-space result in per-simplex
datasets that do contain at least segments of contiguous time data.

The B-coefficient covariance matrix provides a second key model
quality metric, which follows directly from the generalized least-
squares estimator [Eq. (25)]:

Cov(¢) = C, 37)

with parameter variances equal to the main diagonal of Cov(¢). Note
that the iterative solver Eq. (26) also provides an approximation of the
covariance matrix: Cov(¢) ~ (2Q + (1/h)G'G)~!. The spatial
property of the B-coefficients from Eq. (14) leads to the B-coefficient
variance surface or alternatively Cramér-Rao lower-bound surface
[36], aunique property of the simplex B-splines. The variance surface
allows the user to spatially pinpoint areas of high parameter variance
in the model domain, which may indicate local data deficiencies, or a
(local) model structure mismatch.

A final metric of multivariate spline model quality is its stability
within the model domain. While this measure is hard, if not impos-
sible, to determine for other nonlinear function approximators, such
as neural networks, it is trivial when using simplex B-splines:

min ¢, < p(b) <maxc¢,, Vbety; (38)

that is, the B-form polynomial p(b) is bounded on the simplex #; by
the minimum and maximum B-coefficients ¢, defined on that sim-
plex. By extension, this implies that the global spline itself is bounded
by min ¢ and max c.

6. Procedure for Aerodynamic Model Identification with Multivariate
Simplex B-Splines

With all theory in place to identify and validate multivariate
simplex B-spline models from scattered multidimensional data, a
general procedure is presented for their use in aerodynamic model
identification:

1) The dimension 7 is selected based on physical/expert knowl-
edge of the system (i.e., which inputs and states are expected to play a
role in the aerodynamic model).

2) The required continuity order r is determined; if the model is to
be used for direct simulation (without linearization), C° continuity
suffices. If the model is to be linearized at some point or used in a
nonlinear model-based controller, C' is recommended. It should be
noted that increasing the continuity order comes at the cost of reduced
degrees of freedom to model the data according to Eq. (22) and often
requires increasing the spline degree to maintain model quality.

3) If no triangulation exists, an initial (prototype) triangulation 7 is
created in the form of a single Kuhn triangulated hypercube; see
Sec. ILB.1. If the user is increasing the resolution of the triangulation,
the stenciled Kuhn triangulated hypercube method can be used, and/
or local triangulation refinements can be applied; see [30].

4) A data membership search is performed for all data points in the
identification dataset; each data point is assigned to a single parent
simplex. The user checks if each simplex 1 € 7 contains at least d =
(d + n)!/n!d! data points. If this is not the case, the resulting
estimation problem may be ill-defined. This requires removal of
the low-data volume simplex from the triangulation, application of
additional (differential) constraints [62], or application of (per-sim-
plex) Tikhonov regularization as in Eq. (23).

5) The spline degree d is selected. This is based on physical/expert
insight into the system while taking into consideration the selected
continuity order. The spline degree is equivalent to the degree of a
standard Cartesian (physical) polynomial model fitting the data, that
is, if a spline degree of d = 3 is selected, then it is expected that there

are cubic physical polynomial terms present in the aerodynamic
model. A new constraint matrix G must be formulated using Eq. (21).

6) A (distributed) estimator (¢) is formulated for the prototype
spline model using, for example, Eq. (25); Eq. (26) for centralized
approaches; or Eq. (32) for a distributed approach. The B-coefficients
are estimated and B-coefficient (co)variance (surfaces) [Eq. (37)]
analyzed. Model residuals are computed with Eq. (34) (global) or
Eq. (35) (per-simplex) and analyzed using standard metrics {e.g., R,
MSE, rms error (RMSE), and spline specific metrics such as the
B-form bounds [Eq. (38)]}.

7) If the model does not meet validation accuracy requirements, the
user first increases the spline degree and repeats steps 5 and 6.
However, if this is not physically meaningful or does not sufficiently
improve the model, the user must improve the triangulation and
repeat steps 3-6.

When using multivariate splines for aerodynamic model identifi-
cation, the user should be aware that the arbitrarily high approxima-
tion power of the multivariate splines can lead to local overfitting.
Overfitting can easily be detected during spline construction using
solution system condition numbers and pinpointed by analyzing the
B-coefficient variances, which peak in areas where local overfitting
is present. However, even though multivariate spline models can
have a large number of parameters [e.g., >250,000 in the case of
some five-dimensional (5-D) submodels of the highly nonlinear
Innovative Control Effectors (ICE) aircraft [73]], these parameters
are only locally “active.” This is a direct result of the local basis
property of the multivariate B-splines. In the case of ICE, the 5-D
spline model contains 56 B-coefficients per simplex, implying that
56 B-coefficients need to be estimated per simplex (and evaluated at
every time step). In addition, a significant subset of these 56 B-
coefficients is used to obtain smoothness between neighboring
simplices and is constrained by the continuity conditions. Hence,
a more accurate metric of the multivariate simplex B-spline model
complexity is the DOF of the model N, which is computed using
Eq. (22). In the case of the aforementioned 5-D ICE submodel,
enforcing C! continuity reduces the degrees of freedom from
>250,000 to just 768, that is, 99.7% of all B-coefficients are
required just to achieve C' continuity.

III. Flight-Test Experiments
A. Flight-Test Vehicle and Hardware

In support of our aerodynamic and stall model identification
research, flight tests are performed in the Cessna Citation II labo-
ratory aircraft (call sign PH-LAB) that is co-owned by Delft Univer-
sity of Technology’s Faculty of Aerospace Engineering and The
Netherlands Aerospace Center [Nationaal Lucht en Ruimtevaartla-
boratorium (NLR)]. Schematic views of the aircraft can be found in
Fig. 9. Tables 1 and 2 contain general mass [based on the aircraft’s
basic empty weight (BEW)] and geometric properties, and list
the flight-test equipment relevant to this research. The aircraft is
equipped with an advanced flight-test instrumentation system, which
connects and centrally logs data from installed sensors (see Table 2),
such as an external air data boom that is mounted on the nose of the
aircraft for angle of attack and angle of sideslip measurements; see
Fig. 9. Finally, a custom in-house-developed fly-by-wire system is
available for this aircraft [74,75], which enables providing automated
flight-test inputs.

B. Stall Flight-Test Maneuvers

For example, for our recent experiments on stall model identifica-
tion [29,31], we have performed dedicated flight tests focusing on
symmetric quasi-steady stall maneuvers and accelerated stall maneu-
vers with bank angles of 3045 deg (approximately 1.1 or 1.3 g). To
collect valuable data for model identification, we ensure that before
each stall maneuver the aircraft trimmed in nominal flight, to include
stall entry, the stall itself, as well as recovery phases. Figures 10a and
10b show an overview of all flight-test recordings collected in the
experiment of van Ingen et al. [29], which shows a focus on stall data
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a) Top view

b) 3D view

Fig.9 Schematic views of the Delft University of Technology/NLR PH-LAB laboratory aircraft, including the body-fixed reference frame definition.

Table1 PH-LAB dimensions and

mass properties (BEW)
Parameter Value
Dimensions

S 30.0 m?

b 159 m

c 2.09 m

Mass and inertia

m 4,157 kg
I, 12,392 kg - m?
Iy 31,501 kg - m?
I, 41,908 kg - m?
I.. 2,252.2 kg - m?

collection at altitudes between 4500 and 5500 m, for which angles of
attack up to 27 deg were achieved.

A focus area of our recent stall flight testing has been the refine-
ment of flight-test inputs that are provided during the portion of
stalled flight, to achieve sufficient excitation of the aircraft’s
dynamics to facilitate model identification, as well as collecting
direct measurements of degraded control surface effectiveness. For
example, as illustrated in Fig. 10c, we have used manually applied
quasi-random flight-test inputs on multiple control surfaces, based
on a technique described by Morelli et al. [45]. Figure 10c shows the
change in angle of attack a, in gray for reference, to clearly indicate
where the stall occurs. In blue, the aileron, elevator, and rudder input
traces are shown; for the elevator, pilot inputs are required to keep
the aircraft at the desired stalled flight condition, while (semi-)
random inputs for excitation are visible on the aileron and rudder

inputs. Alternatively, we have leveraged the PH-LAB’s experimen-
tal fly-by-wire control system [74,75] to execute fully automated
flight-test inputs to achieve more consistent and repeatable flight-
test experiments; see Fig. 10d. Overall, the result of these focused
flight-test inputs is that they directly increase the essential excita-
tion in our flight-test datasets, which greatly benefits model iden-
tification accuracy [29].

C. Flight-Test Data Preprocessing

An integral part of all flight tests is that next to the aerodynamic
data collected, the many sensor measurements will require prepro-
cessing to make signals suitable for model identification. For stall
flight tests, for example, a number of measured signals are affected by
the stall buffets that occur during the (approach to) stall in most
aircraft. The buffet vibrations are vital to a realistic stall model
implementation in a simulator, but these are modeled by a separate
buffet model [31,44]. As the buffets in general do not directly affect
the aircraft’s kinematic movement, it is essential that the strong
impact the stall buffet may have on certain measurements is removed
before flight path reconstruction or model identification. Figure 11
shows example air data boom measurement data from [29] for the
angle of attack that shows how strongly the  measurement is affected
by stall buffet vibrations. Inred, Fig. 11 shows the same data but then
preprocessed with a fourth-order Butterworth filter (applied both in
forward and reverse directions to avoid filter-induced phase lag) to
remove the buffet vibrations.

IV. Results and Applications
A. Nominal Envelope Aerodynamic Model Identification
1. Multivariate Splines-Based Model of the Cessna Citation II

The multivariate simplex B-splines introduced in Sec. IL.B were
used to identify a global aerodynamic model of the Cessna Citation II

Table 2  Flight-test equipment installed on the PH-LAB Cessna Citation II aircraft,
including the measured variables relevant to this research

Name Explanation Measures Variables  Units
GPS Global positioning system Position in Fg Xg,s VEs 2E m
Velocity in Fg Xg, Vg, 2p m/s
DADC Digital air data computer Total airspeed Vras m/s
AHRS  Attitude and heading reference system Aircraft attitude ¢.0,p rad

Synchro Angle measurements
Boom Air data boom

Body rotation rates
Body specific forces

p.q.r rad/s
A Ay A, m/s?

Control surface deflection §,,6,,6, rad

Air incidence angle a, f rad
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Fig. 10 Example of Cessna Citation II stall flight-test results from [29]: a-b) the part of the flight envelope covered in the flight tests; c—d) examples of
(manual) quasi-random and (automated) 3211 flight-test inputs, respectively, that were given during stalled flight to obtain data on degraded control
surface effectiveness.
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Fig. 11 Examples of raw and filtered angle-of-attack air data boom measurements from stall flight-test data [29], where PSD stands for Power Spectral
Density.

laboratory aircraft (see Sec. III.A) from flight-test data. In total, 8 structure selection process for the multivariate simplex B-splines

million data points resulting from 247 doublet and 3211 maneuvers presented in Sec. IL.B.6 was used to determine adequate model

(79 longitudinal, 62 lateral, and 106 coupled) were used to create the structures for all force and moment coefficient models.

multivariate B-spline model. Table 3 shows the results of the validation of the multivariate
An iterated extended Kalman filter was used for flight path spline-based aerodynamic models using an independent subset

reconstruction, the first step of the two-step method [20]. The model of the flight data. The models for C, C;, and C,, and C,, are of high
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Table 3 Results of the Citation II spline model validation

Coefficient  Spline model Degree Continuity Simplices

B-coefficients R?  Errorrms Relative error rms, %

Cx fx(a, 8., M) 5 C! 6
Cy fy(B,8.,71) 3 C' 6
Cz fz(a,d.,q. M) 6 c? 21
C f1(B, 84, p) 5 c? 6
Cn Fm(@ B.é..q) 5 c? 21
C, Su(B.6,, 7. M) 5 c 22

336 0.88  1.6e-2 4.68
120 042  3.8e-2 7.18
4410 092  6.5¢-2 3.40
336 0.64 9.6e4 1.57
2646 0.72  89e-3 2.69
2772 0.66 1.9e-3 2.48

quality with relative rms scores of less than 5% (implying 95%
global accuracy). The model for Cy with a relative rms score
of 7.2% has a lower quality, albeit with a global accuracy that is
higher than 90%. This lower quality can be explained by a lack of
excitation along the Y axis, resulting in a triangulation with most of
the data close to the trim point (center of the triangulation) and very
little data present at the edges of the triangulation, causing high
variances in these regions, and consequently lower-quality model
validation scores. The total number of B-coefficients per spline
model is also shown, but as mentioned in Sec. IL.B.6, the actual
DOF of the models is significantly lower due to the continuity
conditions that constrain an increasing number of B-coefficients
as the continuity order increases.

2. Multivariate Splines-Based Aerodynamic Model for the ICE Aircraft

The Lockheed Martin ICE configuration is an overactuated 65 deg
sweep, highly maneuverable, supersonic tailless flying wing with 13
ICE with nonnegligible nonlinear cross-effector couplings resulting
in anon-control affine system [33,73,76,77]. The configuration of the
ICE control effectors is shown in Fig. 12.

At Delft University of Technology, a new incremental nonlinear
control allocation (INCA) method was introduced that exploits the
nonlinear state—effector and effector—effector couplings [33]. The
core element of INCA is a first-order continuous global multivariate
simplex B-spline model of the force and moment coefficients of ICE
with the following structure:

[ Inboard leading-edge flaps
I Outboard leading-edge flaps
I All-moving wingtips

I Multi-axis thrust vectoring
[ Spoiler-slot deflectors
[ Pitch flaps
I Elevons

Fig. 12 Lockheed Martin ICE aircraft.

Data (n=5) Spline (n=5)
Lockedat 4 ., =13.33, §, .., = 14.80, 6p' =24.30

Locked at § ., =13.33, 4, =14.80, pr =24.30

05
Mach number o a, deg

Mach number

S; = 8; (a, M) + S;, (@, p, M) — S; (. B, SLigLER)
- Su (@, B, SLiBLER: OLoBLER, M) + Si5 (@, 6Lssp, OLeL, M)
+ S, (@, S.ssps Orssp» Oprs M) + S (@, B, S amr)
+ S, (@, S1eL, Oamr) + i, (@, S oBLEF, OLAMT)
- Si,ﬂ(a» OREL> ORAMT) — Si” (@, SRoBLEF» ORAMT)
+ Si, (@, B, dussp) + Sy, (@, B, SrisLEF)
+ S, (a. B, SriBLEFs SROBLEF M) — Si,S(a, Orssps OreL, M)

bp
= Sijs (@, B. Sramr) — Siy, (@ B, Srssp) + ﬁsils(a’ M)

+ S—CS,»W (a, M) (39)
withi = {l,m,n, X, Y, Z}, where each model term S; is a multivari-
ate B-spline function with C! continuity. This model was identified
from the ICE aerodynamic database [73] using both a global
approach from Sec. IL.LB.3 and the distributed approach from
Sec. I.B.4; see [50]. The full spline-based aerodynamic model
consists of 108 spline functions of dimensions varying from 1-D to
5-D. In Fig. 13, an illustration is given of the significant high-
dimensional nonlinearities present in the ICE spline models.

In Fig. 14, the normalized (with respect to the minimum and
maximum submodel outputs) RMSE on a validation dataset is plotted
for all 108 multivariate B-spline submodels that together form the
ICE spline-based aerodynamic model. The submodel indices (hori-
zontal axis) correspond to those in Eq. (39). The largest normalized
validation error is 1.4%. Each aerodynamic force and moment
coefficient consists of 19 spline models with a total of 486e3 B-
coefficients. As mentioned in Sec. IL.B.6, the total DOF of the model
is significantly less (=5000); more than 99% of all B-coefficients are
constrained by continuity conditions to achieve C! continuity
between spline pieces.

In Fig. 15, the convergence of the distributed VSADMM approach
is shown as a function of the total number of iterations. From this
figure, it can be concluded that when using Kuhn triangulation,
excellent convergence toward the global solution can be obtained,

Model Residual (n=5)

Locked at § =13.33, 5 =14.80, §_ =24.30
rs of

sd Issd

x103

CX6 'SX()

" 60
- 40

05
a, deg Mach number 0

a, deg

Fig. 13 Example of ICE spline-based aerodynamic model: slices through the original 5-D (cubic interpolated) dataset (left), the 5-D spline function Sy,

(middle), and the model residual (right).
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Fig. 14 ICE spline model validation results for all 108 submodels
(submodel index on horizontal axis).

in particular when a per-hypercube [(3)-Hyp in the figure] partition-
ing system is used.

Finally, a multivariate simplex B-spline model obtained with the
distributed VSADMM method is validated within an open-loop six-
DOF time-based simulation framework against the output of the
lookup table-based aerodynamic model from [73]. In its default
configuration, the lookup table-based model uses mixed linear and
cubic interpolation in each of its 108 (table-based) submodels. In
Table 4, the aerodynamic force and moment coefficients predicted by
the spline-based aerodynamic model are validated against those
predicted by the lookup table-based model for a set of four 10 s
simulation runs with specified control surfaces deflecting after 4 s.

In Fig. 16, a 10 s open-loop simulation run, with all control
surfaces moved to their maximum deflection setting after 4 s, is
shown for both the multivariate spline and lookup table-based mod-
els. Here, the multivariate spline model clearly can match the lookup
table-based model for most coefficients. Only the C; model shows
significant mismatch; in this case, this is caused by the state moving
out of bounds of the model domain after the aggressive (open-loop)
input, highlighting to different clipping behavior between the spline
and lookup table-based models.

Finally, the computational performance of the multivariate spline-
based aerodynamic models during simulation was assessed. The
complete (108 submodels) C° multivariate spline model from [33]
is evaluated at a given state within on average 0.01 ms on a single

1071 : : : ;

_.
S
o

-
S
@

10

Relative RMS error [-]

-
S
&)l

10 : : ) :
0 200 400 600 800 1000

Iterations [-]

a) p =1.0

Table4 Normalized RMSE between the original lookup table-based
model of ICE from [74] and the multivariate B-spline model during 10 s
simulation runs

Input Cx,% Cy,% Cz,% C;,% C,,% C,,%
None 214 190 282 336 275 218
Elevons/all-moving wingtips  1.75 439 250 199 123 278
differential leading-edge 1.54 210 171 654 276 1.68
flaps/spoiler—slot—deflectors

All 120 156 155 641 249 3.03

CPU core of an AMD Ryzen-9 5900X 12-core processor running at
3.7 GHz. The complete C' model presented in this paper can be
evaluated on average in less than 0.10 ms on the same hardware at any
given state. The lookup table-based model evaluates on average in
0.12 ms on the same hardware. Hence, increasing the continuity order
of a multivariate spline-based aerodynamic model increases the
computational cost of model execution, which is caused by the fact
that a higher degree must be selected to achieve adequate modeling
accuracy with the additional continuity constraints. However, the
computational cost for a C' continuous model is at least comparable
to the lookup table-based model.

B. Aircraft Stall Modeling
1. Model Structure Selection

The proposed model structure selection algorithm (see Sec. II.A.3)
was found to be highly effective for selecting appropriate aerody-
namic model terms. Figure 17 shows example results of the approach
outlined in Fig. 3 for the model for the lift coefficient C; . The x-axis
range in Fig. 17 shows that 27 of the 34 available stall flight-test
datasets were used in [29] as training data. Furthermore, the results of
the first iteration of adding model terms are shown in Fig. 17a, while
Fig. 17b shows the second iteration’s results. Gray bars indicate terms
that were already frozen into the model prior to both iterations.

For the first iteration, three terms were found to be useful (i.e.,
occurring in more than 50% of datasets; dashed line in Fig. 17): a;
((1 + v/X)/2)%; and the combination of the two, the Kirchhoff term:
((1 + v/X)/2)%a. Based on the first iteration result, only the latter
term was selected, as it resulted in the largest improvement in model
validation fit quality. For the second iteration (see Fig. 17b), further
angle-of-attack-related terms (e.g., a or @) were identified as effec-
tive additions. After further experimenting with several variations of
a-related terms, in [29] the term (& — 6 deg)? was in the end added to
the C; model. This notation indicates a univariate quadratic spline in
a with C! continuity at @ = 6 deg, which only adds an additional
effect of the angle of attack on C; for a > 6 deg:

1071 ; : ; ;

-
S
N
T
.

Relative RMS error [-]
)

10%F 3
@)
—(3)-Hyp
107 : ' ! '
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Iterations [-]
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Fig.15 Convergence of the distributed algorithm for different values of the penalty factor p at 0% noise intensity; (3) is a multihypercube per partition
3-D simplex B-spline; (3)-Hyp is a per-hypercube partitioned 3-D simplex B-spline (both using Kuhn triangulation).
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Fig.16 Comparison of force and moment coefficients between lookup table (LuT) and spline-based aerodynamic model for a 10 s simulation run with all

effectors at maximum deflection.
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Fig. 17 Model structure selection outcomes for the C; model; the vertical dashed line indicates the reference limit of 50 % of the training datasets, while

gray bars indicate a term frozen in the model prior to that iteration [29].

when a > 6 deg

when a < 6 deg 40

(@6 deg)? = {(()a — 6 deg)?

During a third iteration, no new model terms were found. Overall, the
fact that the final C; model obtained from the proposed model
structure selection contains the classical Kirchhoff equation as its
dominant term, as would be expected based on flow separation theory
and available literature [39], is further proof of the effectiveness of
this approach. Similarly, in [29], the detailed results for the obtained
model structures for all aerodynamic force and moment coefficients
are presented. The final obtained model structures, which are seen to
include explicit X-dependent regressors in the C;, Cp, and C,,
models, are listed in Eq. (41):

1+ vx\°

CA'L:CLO—G—CL{X( ) a+CL(12(a—6deg)%r

2
éD = CD“ —+ CD"(Z —+ CDﬁeae + CDX(l - X) + CDFT CT
A pb rb
Cy = Cyy + Cy B+ O, 204 Cy 20+ €y, 6
A pb rb
G =+ Cp+C\ 20+ C 20+ € 8

A 1
Cm = Cmg + Cm,,a + C"’Xﬂ}» max (5 s X) 5e + Cch CT

p+C rb +C,, 5, (41)

¢, =C,+C "2V

ng

2. Parameter Estimation

As explained in Sec. II.A.4, in our approach, the flow separation
model (X) parameters 71, 75, a1, and ¢* were estimated in an iterative
scheme for model structure selection. The final X parameters were
obtained using the final converged C; model structure, as listed in
Eq. (41). The results of this optimization are presented in this section.
Figure 18 shows the parameter estimates obtained from the 27
identification datasets. The median estimated parameter values

across all datasets were taken as the final parameter estimates 6 and
are listed in Table 5. In Fig. 18, the figures on the diagonal represent
histograms of each estimated parameter, while the off-diagonal
graphs show scatterplots of all X-parameter combinations. In the

off-diagonal figures, the red star marks the median (9), and correla-
tion coefficient values (p) are indicated. Table 5 further lists the upper
and lower bounds (6, and @y;,) used in the optimization, the spread

[O‘(é)] across the 27 estimates for each parameter, and the results of a
one-sample ¢ test (p-value and test decision /) performed to verify if
estimated parameter values were statistically different from zero. For
the ¢ tests, a Bonferroni correction was applied to adjust the signifi-
cance level for performing multiple comparisons.

Across the 27 training datasets, Fig. 18 shows consistent
X-parameter estimation results, without strong correlations between
parameters. For 7, a;, and a*, the parameter estimate distributions
can also be considered normally distributed (see Fig. 18), and the
standard deviation across the estimated values (o) is considerably
smaller than the average estimated value. For 7,, the skewed distri-
bution and large spread are indicative of reduced accuracy in the
estimation of this parameter. Still, as shown in Table 5, one-sample
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Fig. 18 Matrix plot of the estimated X parameters.

Table 5 Estimated X-parameter values and one-
sample ¢-test results

Parameter Results t test

Name Unit 0 O O a(é) p h
T S 0.2547 0.001 0.80 0.1565 0.000 *
T S 0.0176  0.000 0.50 0.0819 0.002 *
a — 27.6711 15.000 40.00 6.7177 0.000 *

a

* rad 02084 0.100 0.35 0.0202 0.000 *

*Indicates a statistically significant result.

t tests performed to verify if estimated parameter values were sta-
tistically different from zero confirmed this for all X parameters,
including 7,.

Furthermore, Table 6 compares the estimated X parameters for the
Cessna Citation II with values reported for other aircraft in literature
[47,78]. Note that for this comparison, the 7, and 7, time constants are
made dimensionless. The estimated a; and a* values were found to be

Table 6 Comparison of estimated X-parameter values to
literature (for Cessna Citation II: ¢ = 2.06 m and
Vslall ~75 m/s)

Parameter Citation II.  VFW-614 [47] C-160 [47] AT-26 [78]

7] ¥ 9.27 15.6 14.5 —
rz% 0.64 4.45 3.46 —
a; 27.67 15.00 25.70 25.00
a*, rad 0.21 0.34 0.36 0.25

consistent with estimates for the other aircraft types. However, our
estimated 7; and 7, are comparatively lower, a factor of 2 and 5,
respectively, compared to the comparison aircraft in Table 6. Overall,
alower accuracy of the 71 and 7, estimates was not unexpected and can
be considered a direct result of the quasi-steady stalls performed in the
flight tests (see Sec. III). As illustrated in Fig. 19, while the static
parameters a; and o influence the modeled C; throughout the con-
sidered stall maneuver, the effect of variations in z; and 7, is only
limited. These parameters are essential for modeling deep aerodynamic
stalls, with the flow (re-)attachment and hysteresis effects that occur
then but not fully excited in (benign) quasi-steady stall maneuvers.

In the same format as Fig. 18, Fig. 20 shows the estimated values
for the three coefficients (Cr, C. , and CL,;) of the identified C;,
model structure; see Eq. (41). Similar results for the other aerody-
namic force and moment coefficients are not included here for brevity
but are reported in [29]. Figure 20 shows that the estimated bias and a
coefficients are strongly negatively correlated (p = —0.9). This is a
direct result of the segments of flight-test data (e.g., see Fig. 21) used
for model identification, which intentionally included considerable
stretches of normal (unstalled) flight prior to and following the stall.
While this ensures that the aerodynamic coefficient values for our
stall model remain consistent with parameter values estimated from
nominal flight, itis unavoidable that during these (considerable) parts
of the identification data the angle of attack is approximately con-
stant. While this constant a causes C; and C;_to be somewhat
interchangeable and thus correlated, removing either of these param-
eters results in a strong increase in modeling errors. Similar obser-
vations were made for the Cp and C,, modeling results in [29].

3. Model Validation

In [29], seven of the available 34 flight-test datasets were used
for model validation (80-20 split). Table 7 lists the MSE and the
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Fig.19 Visualization of the sensitivity of the model output to the X parameters; whereas the static parameters influence almost the entire time history, the
dynamic parameters only affect the part where the aircraft actually stalls; dataset 3 (training) is shown.
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Fig. 20 Matrix plot of the estimated C; parameters.

coefficient of determination (R?) for both the training and validation
data. Time histories comparing model output to measured data for
three selected validation datasets, representing the best-, average-,
and worst-quality fit, are shown in Fig. 21.

Figure 21 shows good agreement of the fitted models with the
flight-test data, also during the stall. There are some stall-related

effects that are not reflected by the model, for instance in the C;.
and Cp time histories of the “average” plot in Fig. 21. However,
the model realigns with the data once the aircraft recovers from the
stall. Furthermore, model quality is approximately the same on the
training and validation sets (see Table 7), which suggests no issues
occur with under- or overfitting and the effectiveness of the used
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Table 7  Fit quality metrics for training and validation data [29]

Training data (27 sets)

Validation data (seven sets)

Coefficient MSE R?>  Min (R?) Max (R?) MSE R?>  Min (R?) Max (R?)
(of) 1.65x 1073 0.92 0.71 0.98 145x 1073 091 0.77 0.96
Cp 1.01x10™* 074 —147 097  672x107° 0.89 0.84 0.94
Cy 468%x1075 0.66 —0.67 0.91 4.55x 107 0.57 0.29 0.82
C 240%x10°° 054 —0.60 0.85 1.97x 107 0.47 0.08 0.92
C, 9.93x 1075 0.68 —0.39 092  9.87x10 0.73 0.26 0.92
C, 821x1077 049 —0.66 096  8.66x1077 0.12 -043 0.80
15 Best Average Worst
- 17 h ore
= ws -
NSO — flight data ~
model
od; ‘

D [-]

0 20 40 60 80 0 20
time |s]

Fig. 21
attack and the flow separation state X.

model identification and model structure selection. The min(R?)
columns in Table 7 show that for some of the asymmetric models
(lateral force, roll, and yaw), negative R? values were found. This is
explained by the lacking excitation of the lateral aircraft dynamics
present in some of the (symmetrical) stall datasets (see Sec. III), for
which the identified model was found to overpredict the correspond-
ing force or moment coefficient changes.

40

time [s]

60 80 0 20 40 60 80
time [s]

Model validation results for three levels of validation fit quality (best/average/worst) [29]; the bottom figure shows the corresponding angle of

C. Model-Based Control

Multivariate spline-based aerodynamic models open up new pos-
sibilities in nonlinear model-based control of aircraft with highly
nonlinear aerodynamics. Not only does the control performance
improve due to a potentially smaller mismatch between reality and
the model, but also analytical (directional) derivatives are readily
available, smoothness is guaranteed, and bounds on model quality
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can be provided. In [79], the first multivariate simplex B-spline-based
nonlinear dynamic inversion controller was applied on a simulation
of the F-16 fighter aircraft. In [32], this approach was made adaptive
by using a recursive multivariate simplex B-spline estimator to
compensate for aerodynamic uncertainties. In [33], a novel INCA
approach was presented that is suitable for use with non-control affine
systems with nonlinear state—effector and effector—effector inter-
actions for the ICE aircraft. The INCA approach is made possible
by an internal (analytical) multivariate spline-based control effective-
ness model.
Consider the following non-affine system dynamics:

x = F(x) + ®(x,u) (42)

where F(x) contains purely aerodynamic forces and moments not
produced by the control effectors, and with ®(x, u) the nonlinear,
non-affine control effector model, which may contain state—effector
and effector—effector interactions. The INCA approach is an incre-
mental control approach [80] with accompanying assumptions (see
[81] for an in-depth discussion), and hence computes actuator posi-
tion increments Au, which are added to the current actuator positions
u to reach the absolute effector position command: # = u + Au.In
incremental form, Eq. (42) reduces to

X~ xy+ V,®(x,u)Au 43)

with X, the current state derivative, which is either directly measured
using (angular) accelerometers or derived from rate measurements. In
Eq. (43), the control effectiveness Jacobian (CEJ) V,®(x,u) is
defined as follows:

oD(x,u)

V. ®(x,u) = u

eR™™  m>n 44)
where the CEJ is not invertible for an overactuated system. In the case
of the ICE aircraft, the CEJ from Eq. (44) is derived analytically from
the multivariate spline-based aerodynamic moment models S,j, S,,,j_,
and S, from Eq. (39) using the methodology from [63]. This yields
13 analytical partial derivatives for each of the 108 spline models with
which the CEJ matrix for the ICE aircraft is constructed as follows:

20 ()S,j (xu) 20 6S,j. (x.u) N 20 BS,j. (x.u)

Jj=1 05, Jj=1 05, J=1 055
aS,,. (x.u) aS,,. (x.u) 9S,,. (xu)

— 20 mj 20 mj . 20 mj

V. ®(x.u) j=1""05, =105, i=1"as;
20 05,,‘, (x,u) 20 0S,,, (x,u) " 20 dS,‘, (x,u)

Jj=1""06, Jj=1 95, Jj=1 053

(45)

Each element in Eq. (45) is itself a continuous multivariate
B-spline function, which is locally evaluated at the current state x
and input u at each time step; no separate interpolation schemes are
required, which improves both transparency and execution perfor-
mance. The local nature of the multivariate spline basis functions
results in highly efficient evaluation routines, as the CEJ only needs
to be evaluated on a single simplex for each of the 108 submodels at
every time step. The result is that >90,000 complete CEJ evaluations
per second can be performed for the C° continuous model and
>10,000 per second for the C' model, both on a single CPU core
of desktop computer (AMD Ryzen 9 5900X at 3.7 GHz).

The INCA optimization problem is then formulated as follows:
given the current state x, the current actuator positions u, accel-
eration measurements X, (if available, and acceleration estimations if
not; see, e.g., [80]), and a pseudocontrol input command d. =
[v(x) — x,], determine an increment in the control input vector Au
such that

VM(I)(x07 uO) Au = dc
subject to Au < Au < Au (46)

where Au and Au are the most restrictive upper and lower bounds on
the actuator rates, as well as actuator position limits, translated into
local incremental constraints.

Next to solving Eq. (46) with an easy-to-implement pseudo-
inverse-based approach, it can also be solved as a numerical opti-
mization problem with explicit constraints. A common approach
formulates the control allocation problem as a multi-objective con-
strained optimization problem, solved as a quadratic program:

ITAliH \7 = Wd“Vu(D(x’ u)Au - dc”% + eru”f(x’ u)”%
u
subjectto u <u <u, Au < Au < Au @7

where 7 is a scalar, selected sufficiently small to prioritize the
minimization of the allocation error over the secondary objectives,
and W, and W, are nonsingular weighting matrices that are tunable
by the user, and with f(x,u) a secondary objective function (e.g.,
aircraft drag and/or desired actuator positions). The optimization
problem from Eq. (47) can be solved effectively using the active
set algorithm described in [82]. In Fig. 22, the tracking performance
of INCA is compared to a linear control allocation (LCA) approach
employing a redistributed weighted pseudo-inverse optimization, in
which the CEJ in Eq. (42) is linearized over the flight envelope.
Clearly, the tracking performance of INCA is superior to the LCA,
with the LCA at some stages suffering from significant excursions
from the reference trajectory. In Fig. 23, the respective control
effector deflections are compared, showing that INCA effector
deflections are comparable in magnitude to the LCA deflections.
This demonstrates that INCA with the multivariate spline-based CEJ
is better able to exploit state—effector and effector—effector inter-
actions than the LCA approach.

D. Model Parameter Tolerances

Next to direct applications of improved models of aircraft flight
dynamics, a focus of our research has also been to investigate how
accurate such models in fact need to be. For example, since 2019, it
has become obligatory for airline pilots to receive stall training in
flight simulators [3,5,83,84]. As a result, new stall and poststall
dynamic models were developed for use in flight simulators. How-
ever, as of yet current regulatory standards for stall model accuracy in
simulators used for pilot training, both for the stall aerodynamics and
stall buffet, reflect persistent uncertainty regarding the required level
of model fidelity for sufficiently accurate stall simulations and effec-
tive pilot training [4,85].

To address this issue, we have performed a number of flight
simulator experiments in Delft University of Technology’s SRS
(see Figs. 24a and 24b) to provide quantitative guidance on the
required accuracy of simulated stall dynamics [34] and stall buffet
characteristics [35] in flight simulators. In these experiments, mini-
mum safe requirements on key model parameters were determined by
measuring their just noticeable difference (JND) thresholds (i.e., the
largest allowable offset in the parameter value that could be noticed
by pilots in the simulator). To measure these JND thresholds, we use a
experimental paradigm (see Fig. 24c), where a participating pilot
experiences simulated stall maneuvers as an observer. Through
psycho-physical experiments with a subjective staircase procedure,
consisting of repeated pairwise comparisons of a stall with the true
“baseline” model parameter setting and a stall with an “offset”
parameter setting, the JND thresholds for individual model parame-
ters can be determined.

Figure 24d shows an overview of the experimental results obtained
for the flow separation model parameters z; (lower and upper JND)
and a; (lower and upper JND) in [34], as well as results from [35] for
the stall buffet model parameters Xy, (only lower JND) and w,
(upper and lower JND). These results were obtained from type-
licensed Citation II pilots, as well as other (commercial, private, or
glider) pilots. The right vertical axes in all figures indicate the
measured JND in terms of the Weber fraction (i.e., the maximum
allowable percentage-wise offset in parameter value). While these
results indicate that small parameter offsets indeed are unlikely to be
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Fig. 24 Overview of stall model parameter tolerance flight simulator experiments.

noticed by pilots on average, Fig. 24d shows that even parameter
offsets of 10% or less (e.g., a;) may already result in differences that
are noticeable for pilots. In our view, such results indicate that human
pilots’ capacity for noticing differences in simulated aircraft dynam-
ics should be taken into account when accepted maximum modeling
tolerances are defined.

V. Conclusions

This paper provides an (incomplete) overview of current research
on flight testing and model identification at the authors’ research
group at Delft University of Technology, focusing only on methods,
(numerical) experiments, and outcomes obtained for Delft University

of Technology’s Cessna Citation II laboratory aircraft, and the
Lockheed Martin Innovative Control Effector demonstrator. The
presented work on nonlinear stall model identification and aerody-
namic modeling with multivariate B-splines shows the importance of
synergy between identification and modeling methods, flight-test
experiments, and modeling results and applications for focusing
research activities and achieving structural progress. For example,
the required accuracy of new models of aircraft stall dynamics for
simulator-based pilot training, as well as the identification methods to
obtain them, should be based on pilots’ sensitivity to variations in
identified model parameters but perhaps not for better efficiency.
Focused identification inputs during flight testing and objective
model structure selection approaches are found to be invaluable for
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reliable estimated model parameters and valid aerodynamic model-
ing results. Novel control approaches, such as the INCA method,
cannot be implemented with traditional aerodynamic model struc-
tures (e.g., simple polynomials), but they require new approaches for
implementing nonlinear state-varying aerodynamic coefficients,
such as multivariate simplex B-spline-based models.

With the current emphasis on drones and revolutionary new air-
craft concepts aimed at reducing the environmental impact of avia-
tion and/or realize our visions for UAM, the importance of the field of
flight testing and model identification will only grow in the years to
come. There will be more demand for models in design processes
and as integral parts of onboard control systems and ground-based
simulation facilities. Especially, given the increasing nonlinearity of
the aerodynamics governing many of these new aerial vehicles, the
recent lessons learned from traditional fixed-wing flight testing and
aerodynamic modeling that have also focused increasingly more on
nonlinear effects (e.g., stall) will be of great benefit. Going beyond
the “stalls and splines,” as summarized in this paper, the section of
C&S of the Faculty of Aerospace Engineering at Delft University of
Technology will continue to contribute to this crucial topic in aero-
space engineering.
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