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Abstract

Reynolds-averaged Navier—Stokes (RANS) closure must be sensitive to the flow physics, including
nonlocality and anisotropy of the effective eddy viscosity. Recent approaches used forced direct
numerical simulations to probe these effects, including the macroscopic forcing method (MFM)
of Mani and Park (Phys. Rev. Fluids 6, 054607 (2021)) and the Green’s function approach of
Hamba (Phys. Fluids 17, 115102 (2005)). The resulting nonlocal and anisotropic eddy viscosities
are exact and relate Reynolds stresses to mean velocity gradients at all locations. They can be
used to inform RANS models of the sensitivity to the mean velocity gradient and the suitability
of local and isotropic approximations. However, these brute-force approaches are expensive. They
force the mean velocity gradient at each point in the averaged space and measure the Reynolds
stress response, requiring a separate simulation for each mean velocity gradient location. Thus,
computing the eddy viscosity requires as many simulations as degrees of freedom in the averaged
space, which can be cost-prohibitive for problems with many degrees of freedom. In this work, we
develop an adjoint-based MFM to obtain the eddy viscosity at a given Reynolds stress location
using a single simulation. This approach recovers the Reynolds stress dependence at a location of
interest, such as a separation point or near a wall, on the mean velocity gradient at all locations.
We demonstrate using adjoint MFM to compute the eddy viscosity for a specified wall-normal
location in an incompressible turbulent channel flow using one simulation. In contrast, a brute-force
approach for the same problem requires N = 144 simulations (the number of grid points in the
non-averaged coordinate direction). We show that a local approximation for the eddy viscosity

would have been inappropriate.
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1. Introduction

Reynolds-averaged Navier—Stokes (RANS) models are widely used to simulate turbulent flows
where direct numerical simulation (DNS) of the governing equations may be computationally cost-

prohibitive. The flow variables are Reynolds decomposed into mean and fluctuating components,
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and the RANS equations govern the mean fields [1]. However, an unclosed term involves the product
of velocity fluctuations, commonly known as the Reynolds stress tensor. Further attempts to derive
an exact evolution equation for the Reynolds stresses result in more unclosed terms, and hence the

Reynolds stresses are typically modeled [2—4].

Recent works by Hamba [5] and Park and Mani [6] have computed exact closure operators for
Reynolds stresses. These closure operators can further be written in terms of generalized eddy
viscosities that are nonlocal in space and time and anisotropic [5]. The closure operators are exact
in that the substitution of these operators back into the RANS equations results in exact mean
quantities. Naturally the operators are problem-dependent, but they can be used to inform current
RANS models of deficiencies in their eddy viscosity approximations and regions of sensitivity to the

mean velocity gradient.

Kraichnan [7] derived an exact nonlocal and anisotropic expression for the Reynolds stress tensor
using a Green’s function. Hamba [5] modified the expression to be feasible for numerical implemen-
tation. Hamba [5] used the Green’s function solution to a linearized formulation of the velocity
fluctuation equation; the mean velocity gradient is treated as the source, and the velocity fluctuation
is treated as the response. The generalized eddy viscosity is then formulated using Green’s functions
and velocity fluctuations. Because this approach needs the Green’s function solution at each location
in the averaged space, using a separate simulation for each location, computing the generalized
eddy viscosity requires as many DNSs as degrees of freedom in the averaged space. Mani and
Park [8] developed the macroscopic forcing method (MFM), a linear-algebra-based method for
numerically obtaining closure operators. In MFM, one probes the closure operator by applying an
appropriate forcing (not necessarily a Dirac delta function) to the governing equations and measures
the averaged response. While MFM can obtain the exact generalized eddy viscosity similar to the
approach of Hamba [5], MFM can also obtain moments of the eddy viscosity using one simulation
per desired moment. Liu et al. [9] show how to use the limited information from a few low-order
moments to model the eddy viscosity. The resulting eddy viscosity is nonlocal and matches the

measured low-order moments, while the shape of its kernel approximately resembles the true kernel.

For many applications, the exact eddy viscosity may be desired only within subregions of the
domain where RANS models are particularly inaccurate, such as in regions of flow separation [10-12].
The generalized eddy viscosity at such locations can inform RANS models of the sensitivity of
the Reynolds stresses at those locations to the mean velocity gradient at all locations. However,
computing the generalized eddy viscosity using the aforementioned brute-force approaches requires
forcing the mean velocity gradient at each location in the averaged space, entailing as many

simulations as degrees of freedom in the averaged space.

We herein develop an adjoint-based method to compute the generalized eddy viscosity at a specific
physical location using one simulation rather than via an expensive brute-force approach. Figure 1
illustrates obtaining the generalized eddy viscosity for a canonical turbulent channel flow, using

both the brute-force and our proposed approach. The mean velocity gradient is specified as an
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Figure 1: MFM illustration for a channel flow. With a brute force approach, the mean velocity gradient,
OU 1 /Ox, is specified as an impulse at a specific location in x5 (blue plane), which corresponds to activating

one element of the mean velocity gradient vector as shown in the top right of the figure. A forced DNS is used

to measure the Reynolds stress response, —u;u;
eddy viscosity, D, and must be repeated for all mean velocity gradient locations. The proposed adjoint MFM

at all locations. This recovers one column of the discretized

obtains a more physically relevant row of D, relating the Reynolds stress at one location (orange plane) to
the mean velocity gradient at all locations as shown in the bottom right of the figure.

impulse at a specific location (fig. 1; blue plane), and a forced DNS is used to examine the Reynolds
stress response. One such brute-force simulation characterizes how the mean velocity gradient at a
specific location influences the Reynolds stress at all locations, forming a column of the discretized
eddy viscosity. The proposed adjoint-based approach characterizes how the Reynolds stress at a
specific location (fig. 1; orange plane) is influenced by the mean velocity gradient at all locations,
forming a row of the discretized eddy viscosity and is more physically relevant. While we formulate
the adjoint-based approach for Reynolds stress closures in this work, this approach can be used
to inform closures more generally, including for scalar fluxes [13], compressible flows [4, 14], and

disperse multiphase flows [15].

The adjoint-based formulation in this work can also aid in efficiently computing the eddy viscosity
for the entire domain. Bryngelson and Schéfer et al. [16] reveal sparsity in the discretized eddy
viscosity to establish Fast MFM, substantially reducing the number of simulations required to obtain
the generalized eddy viscosity. The adjoint-based method in this work enables a straightforward
and computationally efficient way of recovering the operator rows (and columns) required for Fast
MFM. Through selective forcing, such that the output of each simulation contains information
about multiple rows and columns of the discretized eddy viscosity, they developed a method to
reconstruct the discretized eddy viscosity for the entire domain using substantially fewer simulations

than a brute-force approach.



In section 2, we define the generalized eddy viscosity and illustrate the cost of obtaining it using
MFEM. In section 3, we develop adjoint MFM for obtaining the eddy viscosity for a specific Reynolds
stress location. In section 4, we discuss the numerical details of the simulations. In section 5, we
compare MFM and adjoint MFM for obtaining the eddy viscosity at a specified wall-normal location
in a turbulent channel flow at Re; = 180 and show that a local approximation for the eddy viscosity

is inappropriate.

2. Problem formulation

Traditional RANS models [2-4] use the Boussinesq approximation [17] in which there are two
underlying assumptions: 1) The length and time scales of the underlying velocity fluctuations
are much smaller than that of the mean velocity fields, and hence the mixing by the turbulent
fluctuations is assumed to be local; 2) The mixing by the underlying fluctuations is assumed to be
isotropic; hence, the Reynolds stress tensor and mean strain rate tensor are aligned. Under the
Boussinesq approximation, an analogy is drawn to Brownian motion, for which random molecular
mixing is modeled using a diffusive flux, and the Reynolds stress is modeled in terms of a scalar eddy
viscosity and the mean velocity gradient. However, for turbulent flows, the underlying assumptions

of the Boussinesq approximation are often invalid [18].

Hamba [5] developed an exact closure for the Reynolds stress, —u;u;., using a generalized eddy
viscosity:
oU,

l
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where D is a nonlocal and anisotropic eddy viscosity, and U, is the mean velocity. The eddy
viscosity is 1) spatiotemporally nonlocal in that the Reynolds stress depends on the mean velocity
gradient at all points in space and time and 2) anisotropic in that the Reynolds stress tensor and

velocity gradient tensor are not necessarily aligned.

For the statistically stationary turbulent channel flow considered in this work, averaging is taken in
time and over the homogeneous streamwise (x1) and spanwise (x3) directions. The simplified eddy
viscosity is
—ufu(w2) = /Dij21($27y2)aag_2l dey2,

where x3 is the wall-normal direction. Hamba [5] and Park and Mani [6] computed the generalized
eddy viscosity, Djjo1(x2,y2), for a turbulent channel flow at Re,; = 180. Hamba [5] used the Green’s
function solution to a linearized equation for the velocity fluctuations. Park and Mani [6] used
inverse MFM (IMFM), where forcing is added to the governing equations to maintain a pre-specified
mean velocity gradient. For computing the generalized eddy viscosity, Liu et al. [9] showed that the

two approaches are equivalent. However, Hamba [5] further performed averaging of D;jo1 to enforce
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Figure 2: Dy121(x2,y2) component of the generalized eddy viscosity for turbulent channel flow at Re, = 180.
The rows of Daj21 represent the dependence of the shear component of the Reynolds stress, —uju] (z2), on
U4 /0x3|y,. (a) is reproduced from Park and Mani [6] with author permission; (b) uses data from Park and
Mani [6].

symmetry in the Reynolds stress tensor, e.g., (D2121 + D1221)/2, whereas Park and Mani [6] did not.
We discuss IMFM in this work, although one can also use the approach of Hamba [5].

Park and Mani [6] simultaneously solve the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations:

Ou; ~ Ouju; B Op 1 93y

- P [ 2
ot + Ox; Ox; + Re 0z ;0x; T (22)
6ui
= 2

where Re is the Reynolds number, p is the fluctuating pressure, and r; is a body force, which for
turbulent channel flow is the nondimensionalized mean pressure gradient, r; = (1,0,0), and the

generalized momentum transport (GMT) equations:

Ov;  Oujv; g 1 0%y,

9t © Ox; 0z  Redwdz, OV (3)
87%
=0, (3b)

where u; is the advection velocity obtained from the Navier-Stokes equations, v; is a transported
vector field, ¢ is a generalized pressure to ensure that v; is solenoidal, and s; is the IMFM forcing

(and must satisfy s; = 5;). In this formulation, the eddy viscosity is

T oV,
_ugvé-(m) = /Dij21($2,3/2)a$2 deyg.

Figure 2a shows the D191 component of the eddy viscosity reproduced from Park and Mani [6]. This

component represents the dependence of the shear component of the Reynolds stress, —ubu)(z2),
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Figure 3: A row of Dajo1 at @2 = —0.565, i.e., Dajai(xa = —0.565,y2) and the corresponding column,
Do121 (22, y2 = —0.565), which shows that Daja1(22,y2) is not symmetric (data from Park and Mani [6] with

author permission).

on the mean velocity gradient at all locations, U1 /dx3|,,. To compute the eddy viscosity, Park
and Mani [6] use the IMFM forcing to maintain the mean velocity gradient, 9V/dx, as a Dirac
delta function. In discretized form, b = Av, where b = —@ isa N x 1 vector, A = D191 is a
N x N matrix, v = 0V1/0zs is a N x 1 vector, and N is the number of degrees of freedom in the
averaged space (number of mesh points in z9). Using IMFM to specify the velocity gradient as
v =[10...0]" (a discrete Dirac delta function) and post-processing the resulting —u4v]| from a
simulation of the Navier—Stokes equations (2a, 2b) and GMT equations (3a, 3b) leads to the first
column of A. Specifying v =1[01...0]" leads to the second column, and so forth. Thus, obtaining
the generalized eddy viscosity using IMFM, or equivalently Hamba’s approach [5] here, requires as
many simulations as degrees of freedom in the averaged space. In the case of Park and Mani [6],
144 simulations were required to produce the eddy viscosity shown in fig. 2a. Each simulation solves
both incompressible Navier—Stokes and GMT equations, and hence the total cost is equivalent to
288 DNSs.

Each simulation obtains a column of D;;;, but the rows of D;j;; are more useful from a physical
perspective. The rows give the dependence of the Reynolds stress, —W, at a given location,
on the mean velocity gradient at all locations. The rows give information about the importance
of nonlocality and regions of mean velocity gradient sensitivity. Moreover, the rows of D are
generally not identical to the columns. For example, from fig. 2a it may seem that Dajo1(x2,y2) is
symmetric and equal to Da121(y2, 22). Figure 3 shows clear differences between a row of Daj9; at
x9 = —0.565 and a column at the same location. We address the need for a method for obtaining
targeted rows of the generalized eddy viscosity without first performing a brute-force computation

of all columns of the eddy viscosity.



3. Adjoint MFM

We develop a method for obtaining a specific row of the generalized eddy viscosity, representing the
nonlocal dependence of the Reynolds stress at a specific point on mean velocity gradients at all

points in space/time, using an adjoint formulation of the GMT equations.

The generalized eddy viscosity is part of a linear operator, £, that acts on the mean variables, V,

such that the mean equation is
LV =0.
For example, V is a vector of all mean velocity components and pressure, V = [VJQ]T, and £

includes closed operators and the Reynolds stress closure operator formed by the eddy viscosity,

written in block form as

L R U R I )
7 - ot 'Ox; Redx;0x; Ox; 7 M oxy, 0z
0
— 0
8.%'j
Similarly, the governing equations, e.g, the GMT equations (3a) and (3b), can be written as
Ly =0.
Mani and Park [8] show that
L= (PL'E), @

where P is a projection operator such that V = Pv and E is an extension operator such that
E = nP", where n is the number of points used for averaging. The derivation of (4) is shown
in Appendix A. In practice, most problems have a large number of degrees of freedom, and L is
expensive to invert directly, so Park and Mani [6] use IMFM as described in section 2 to compute
the generalized eddy viscosity. However, we show (4) to illustrate the relationship between the

generalized eddy viscosity embedded in the averaged operator, £, and the governing equations.

The desired rows of the eddy viscosity, D;jx, are the same as the columns of its transpose, D;kl.
The transpose D’Z;k‘l is linearly embedded in the transpose of the averaged operator, ZT, which can
be computed from (4) according to:

L' =(ELTP) = (P TE) (5)

Equation (5) is similar to (4), and rather than inverting £ directly, IMFM can be used on £
to compute columns of D;kl. This is equivalent to using IMFM on the adjoint of the governing
equations. The adjoint of the GMT equations in (3a) and (3b) is

(%ZT aujvj B oqt 1 3211;[

ot Ox; 0w  Redwom; P
a.l'i_’



where U;r and ¢! are the adjoint velocity and pressure, respectively. We define a reverse time

T =ty —t, where t; is the final simulation time, so

av) 8ujv3_8qf 1 8%

or  dx; O * Re 0z;0z; + 5 (78)
avg
Froi 0. (7b)

The advective velocity fields, u;, are first computed using a DNS of the incompressible Navier—Stokes
equations in forward time order and then read in reverse time order for solving (7a). It is important
to remark that the adjoint equations (7) are the dual of the GMT system and not the Navier—Stokes
equations. As a result, these equations differ from the adjoint Navier—Stokes operator commonly
adopted in nonlinear optimization and data assimilation [e.g. 19-21]. Specifically, the difference
arises due to the treatment of the advection term, which is linear in the GMT system and is
linearized when deriving the adjoint to the Navier—Stokes equations. In this regard, the adjoint
GMT equation (7a) is therefore more akin to the adjoint to the scalar transport equation [22],
but also additionally includes the adjoint pressure ¢’ and is accompanied by the divergence-free
condition (7b).

A specific row of D;j; can now be obtained by using IMFM on the adjoint GMT equations in (7a)
and (7b). In considering the transpose of D;jj;, the tensorial components are also transposed such

that D;jp — Dyij. For example, consider the discretization of the generalized eddy viscosity of (1):

—ujv] Diini Diiz Dins Duai ... Duss| |0V1/0xy

—uj vl Di211 Di2i2 Digiz Di2ar ... Diasz| |0Va/0xy

—ujvh Digi1 Diziz2 Dizis Disar ... Digss| |0V3/0xq

—ubv] Doii1 Dotz Doz Doioi ... Doisz| |0V 1/0xa]|’
| —ubvs | | D3311 D331z D331z Dssar ... Dsszz| [0V3/0x3]

where for each i,j,k,1 € {1,2,3}, —u;v; is a N x 1 vector, Dji is a N x N block matrix, and

OV;/Oxy is a N x 1 vector where N is the number of degrees of freedom in the averaged space.
In IMFM, as used by Park and Mani [6], forcing one element of dV;/0z2 to be nonzero and
post-processing —W leads to one column in each D;j21 matrix. Adjoint MFM obtains a row in
each Do1;; matrix. If, for example, a row of Dq121 is desired instead, then one should force an

element of 671 /dz1 and post-process uhvl’.

4. Channel setup and numerical details

For DNS of the turbulent channel flow, we use the three-dimensional incompressible Navier—Stokes
solver developed by Bose et al. [23] and modified by Seo et al. [24]. The flow is driven by a
nondimensionalized mean pressure gradient, r; = (1,0,0). The Reynolds number, Re; = u,;d/v, is

defined based on the channel half-height, § = 1, and friction velocity, u, = 1.



Park and Mani [6] modified the solver to include the GMT equations in (3a) and (3b). We modified
the solver for the adjoint GMT equations in (7a) and (7b). We first conduct a DNS with output
fields u; at each timestep. We then solve (7a) by stepping backward in time and reading the u;
fields in reverse order. The solenoidal condition in (7b) is enforced using a fractional-step method.
The post-processing involves averaged statistics, not instantaneous flow fields, so the differences

between continuous and discrete adjoint formulations are unimportant [25].

Periodic boundary conditions are enforced in the streamwise (x1) and spanwise (x3) directions,
and no-slip and no-penetration boundary conditions are enforced at the walls. All solvers use
semi-implicit time advancement [26]; second-order Crank-Nicolson is used for the wall-normal
diffusion terms and Adams—Bashforth is used for all other terms. For spatial discretization, the
solvers use second-order finite differences on a staggered mesh [27] with uniform spacing in z; and
x3 and nonuniform spacing in x3. The domain size is L1 X Lo X Ly = 271 x 2 x w with N = 144
grid cells in each direction. The pressure Poisson equation is solved using Fourier transforms in the

periodic 7 and x3 directions and a tridiagonal solver in the x5 direction.

4.1. Obtaining rows of Dajay

Park and Mani [6] specify the mean streamwise velocity as Heaviside functions, V1 = (za — x3), at
wall-normal locations, x5, which are maintained by the forcing. This specifies the mean velocity
gradient as a Dirac delta function, 8V /022 = 6(z2 — 3). Park and Mani [6] then post-processed

—u’zvi to obtain the column of Dgj9; at 23 and repeated the procedure for all 3.

Using the adjoint formulation, the adjoint mean streamwise velocity is specified as a Heaviside

function, and post-processing of —u’QvI/ leads to a row of —Dy191. A negative sign accounts for the

transposition of d/0x; in the velocity gradient.

4.2. Obtaining rows of other components of D;jo1

For other components, which require maintaining adjoint mean velocity gradient directions other
than 871 /Oxy as Dirac delta functions, specifying the adjoint mean velocity fields as Heaviside
functions may not be mathematically well-posed. For example, obtaining a row of D119 requires
specifying 871 /O0x1 as a Dirac delta function, 871 /0x1 = §(x2 — %), and post-processing UIQ’UJ{/.
An adjoint mean velocity field that satisfies both BVJ{ /0x1 = 0(xg — x%) and 871/ Oxg = 0 does not

exist. Thus, we decompose the adjoint velocity field into vj = VZT —1—1)2 ' specify 8711 /Oxz1 analytically,

and solve the corresponding equation for U;-f ', In other words, the decomposition is substituted into
the adjoint GMT equation in (7a):

873 . c%;r/ _u'aV} _u'av;” g 1 82Vj- 1 821);”
or or J Ox;j ]8xj ~ dr; Re Ox;j0r; Redx;ox;

+Si7

and 871 /0z; is analytically specified. The IMFM forcing, s;, now maintains UT/ = 0. For further

simplification, the mean temporal term and mean diffusion term may be absorbed by the forcing



since they adhere to the property s; =5;:

81);” OVZ 87}3, _9q" 1 (927)3,

or Ui Ox;j Y Ox; Oz @8;8]-8;16]-

Continuing the above example for obtaining a row of Dj121, substituting 6?1 /01 = 6(xg — x3) into

(8) leads to the following equation for UZ]-L ’:
81);” oujv!’ dqt 1 8%
o 5 X 81— J7i a ) .
87' “ (132 $2) ! aﬂfj aﬂfl + Re axjﬁxj + 5
where §;1 is the Kronecker delta and s; maintains W = 0. We enforce a solenoidal U;-r "as
!
ov; _0
8:&' '

While the solenoidal condition is enforced on v;-f ' the analytically specified adjoint mean velocity
gradient may not be solenoidal, e.g., when 871; /0x1 = 0(xzg — x%) and all other adjoint mean
velocity gradient components are zero. Because the GMT equations in (3a) and (3b) are linear
and ultimately only the superposition of the components of D;;; is needed for the Reynolds stress
tensor, we relax the solenoidal constraint on the adjoint mean velocity gradient to ease computation
of the individual components of D;;x; by activating various components of the adjoint mean velocity
gradient independently. Alternatively, the adjoint mean velocity gradient can be considered an

IMFM forcing to the governing equation for UZT that satisfies the requisite property (s =3).

5. Results

5.1. Eddy viscosity comparison

As an illustrative example, we compare the eddy viscosity at one location, xo = —0.565, obtained
using the adjoint formulation with that of Park and Mani [6] obtained using a brute force approach.
We chose 9 = —0.565, corresponding to row 50 out of 144, due to its significant asymmetry in the
row versus column as shown in fig. 3, although we expect the results to hold for all locations. Park
and Mani [6] averaged over 500 eddy turnover time (6/u,) for their modeling purposes, whereas we

averaged over 115 eddy turnover time, which we found sufficient for verification purposes.

Figure 4 shows the eddy viscosity from the adjoint formulation closely matching that of Park and
Mani [6]. The normalized error is less than 1%. We attribute this error to statistical convergence and
the shorter averaging times used. For example, the normalized error of a regular MFM calculation
averaged over 115 eddy turnover time and compared with the corresponding column is 0.7%, and
the normalized error of the adjoint MFM calculation used here is 0.8%. Therefore, the differences

in fig. 4 are within the uncertainty bounds of the calculation.

Figure 5 shows a comparison for the other components of D;j21, which are even more asymmetric

with regards to rows versus columns as shown in Appendix B. Due to differences in enforcement

10
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Figure 4: Comparison of Daja1(z2 = —0.565,y2) (corresponding to row 50 of 144) using adjoint MFM and
from a brute-force calculation by Park and Mani [6] using MEFM.

of the mean velocity gradient as detailed in section 4.2 and the staggered mesh, there is some
additional error due to interpolation. However, the eddy viscosity from the adjoint formulation still
closely matches that of Park and Mani [6]. The largest errors are in Dj191 due to interpolation of a

sharp peak with 4% normalized error. The normalized error for all other cases is less than 1.5%.

A local approximation is valid if the width of the eddy viscosity kernel is much smaller than the
length scale over which the mean velocity gradient varies. For a channel flow, the mean velocity
gradient varies on the order of the channel half-height, § = 1. A local approximation would model
the eddy viscosity as a Dirac delta function such that the Reynolds stress at a given location depends
only on the mean velocity gradient at that same location. Figure 4 and fig. 5 show that a local
approximation is inappropriate, particularly for the normal components of the Reynolds stress
tensor, e.g., Dagoy corresponding to —m and D331 corresponding to —@, that do not exhibit
a sharp peak. In all cases, the width of the computed eddy viscosity is O(1) or on the order of the
variation in the mean velocity gradient. Adjoint MFM enables efficient computation of the nonlocal
eddy viscosity to analyze these effects for desired regions of the domain. For further characterization

of nonlocality and anisotropy in the eddy viscosity, see Park and Mani [6].

5.2. Cost comparison

A brute force approach to obtaining the eddy viscosity requires as many simulations as degrees
of freedom in the averaged space, which for the turbulent channel flow considered in this work is
N = 144. Each simulation solves both Navier—Stokes and GMT equations for a total of 288 DNSs.
The proposed adjoint simulation uses one simulation per desired eddy viscosity location, which
includes a forward solve of the Navier—Stokes equations and a backward solve of the GMT equations
for a total of 2 DNSs. Additional overhead is associated with reading and writing the velocity fields

to disk for the adjoint simulation and more storage is needed.

11
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Figure 5: Comparison of other components of D;;o1 at x2 = —0.565 (corresponding to row 50 of 144) using

adjoint MFM and from a brute-force calculation by Park and Mani [6] using MFM.

For problems with many degrees of freedom in the averaged space, obtaining the eddy viscosity using
a brute-force approach may be computationally intractable. However, using a single simulation, the

adjoint-based formulation enables targeted quantification of the eddy viscosity at a specific location.

6. Conclusion

The generalized eddy viscosity at a specific location relates the Reynolds stress at that location
to mean velocity gradients at all locations, which can be used to characterize nonlocality and
sensitivity to the mean velocity gradient. In this work, we developed an adjoint-based MFM to
cost-effectively compute the eddy viscosity at a specific location of the Reynolds stress using one
simulation. Previous brute force approaches [5, 8] forced the mean velocity gradient at each location
in the averaged space and computed the Reynolds stress response, requiring a separate simulation

for each mean velocity gradient location. Hence, these approaches needed as many simulations as
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degrees of freedom in the averaged space.

Adjoint MFM can be used to compute the eddy viscosity in regions of interest in turbulent flows, such
as at flow separation or reattachment points, to examine nonlocal effects and inform RANS models
of deficiencies in their eddy viscosity approximations. A brute force approach would characterize
the eddy viscosity for the entire domain (including regions where RANS models perform adequately)
and require many simulations to do so. On the other hand, adjoint MFM can be used for more

targeted computation of the eddy viscosity in only regions of interest and fewer simulations.

For applications where the generalized eddy viscosity for the entire domain is still desired, adjoint
MFM can also aid in substantially reducing the number of simulations by forcing the mean
velocity gradient at selective points that leverage hidden sparsity in the discretized eddy viscosity
operator [16].
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Appendix A. Derivation of the relationship between £ and £

The derivation for the relation in (4) is reproduced from Mani and Park [8] below. The governing

equations, such as the GMT equations in (3a) and (3b), can be written as
Lv=s (A1)

where v is a vector of velocity and pressure, L is a linear operator, and s is the MFM forcing.

Similarly, the averaged equations can be written as
LV =53 (A.2)

where V is a vector of mean velocity and mean pressure, £ is a linear operator, and 5 is the MFM
forcing. The averaged operator, £, is unknown, and a relation between £ and £ is desired. Let

averaging be defined by a projection operator, P, such that
V = Po. (A.3)

While the MFM forcing satisfies the property, s = 5, s and § may discretely have different dimensions;

thus, let £ be an extension operator such that

s = F3. (A4)
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Rearranging (A.1) and substituting into (A.3) leads to
V =PL 's=PL'Es,

where the definition of the extension operator in (A.4) is used. Further rearrangement,

(PLT'E)™V =3,

and comparison with (A.2) leads to the relation for £ in (4).

Appendix B. Row versus column comparison for D;;2;
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Figure B.6: Comparison of row versus column for D;j2; components using data from Park and Mani [6].

The corresponding row computed using adjoint MFM is also shown.

In general, the rows of the eddy viscosity are not identical to the columns. Figure 3 showed the
asymmetry in row versus column for D91 at zo = —0.565. Figure B.6 shows the asymmetry in
row versus column for other components of D;j21 at xo2 = —0.565. Adjoint MFM results from fig. 5

are also plotted for comparison.
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