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Abstract

Our work presents a novel approach to shape optimization, with the twofold
objective to improve the efficiency of global optimization algorithms while
promoting the generation of high-quality designs during the optimization process
free of geometrical anomalies. This is accomplished by reducing the number of the
original design variables defining a new reduced subspace where the geometrical
variance is maximized and modeling the underlying generative process of the
data via probabilistic linear latent variable models such as factor analysis and
probabilistic principal component analysis. We show that the data follows
approximately a Gaussian distribution when the shape modification method is
linear and the design variables are sampled uniformly at random, due to the
direct application of the central limit theorem. The degree of anomalousness
is measured in terms of Mahalanobis distance, and the paper demonstrates
that abnormal designs tend to exhibit a high value of this metric. This enables
the definition of a new optimization model where anomalous geometries are
penalized and consequently avoided during the optimization loop. The procedure
is demonstrated for hull shape optimization of the DTMB 5415 model, extensively
used as an international benchmark for shape optimization problems. The
global optimization routine is carried out using Bayesian optimization and the
DIRECT algorithm. From the numerical results, the new framework improves
the convergence of global optimization algorithms, while only designs with high-
quality geometrical features are generated through the optimization routine
thereby avoiding the wastage of precious computationally expensive simulations.

1. Introduction

In the last decades, we obtained incredible progress in computational power
and mathematical tools, but engineering design processes have also reached a high
level of complexity that makes the design optimization process still challenging.
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This is especially prominent in simulation-based design optimization (SBDO)
when time-consuming high-fidelity simulators are considered. Furthermore, one
of the most complex challenges is how to deal with high-dimensional large design
spaces, when computationally-expensive black-box functions are used for the
performance analysis and a global optimum is sought after. Even if efficient
global optimization algorithms have been proposed [1, 2, 3] and applied with
success to SBDO, finding a potentially global optimal solution within reasonable
computational time/cost remains a critical issue and a technological challenge.

For those reasons, proposing methodologies capable of weakening the com-
putational complexity of the overall optimization process is still crucial, and
recently, has been exploring the possibility of reducing the number of design
variables of the optimization problem, through dimensionality reduction machine
learning models such as principal component analysis (PCA) [4, 5] to alleviate
the well-known "curse of dimensionality" [6].

Beyond dimensionality reduction, generative models have gained prominence
in the domain of engineering design optimization. Generative models learn the
joint probability distribution function (PDF) of the observed data p(x) [7, 8, 9].
There are several different kinds of tasks for which we can use generative models
such as generating synthetic data, density estimation, and data imputation [10].
In the context of our work, both dimensionality reduction and density estimation
play a central role where the latter refers to evaluating the probability of an
observed data vector, (i.e. computing p(x)). Some of these models can directly
describe the probability distribution in a closed form such as probabilistic PCA
(PPCA) [11, 12] and factor analysis (FA) [13, 14] so that p(x) can be evaluated
explicitly. Other models such as generative adversarial networks (GANs) [15]
and variational autoencoders (VAEs)[16] do not allow direct computation of
p(x) but allow actions that implicitly require knowledge of it (e.g. generating
synthetic samples).

Once the density estimation task is completed, is possible to use the trained
generative model for anomaly detection. Anomaly detection is the process of
identifying data points or patterns that do not conform to the expected or
normal behavior within a dataset [17]. These anomalies can manifest as unusual
values, patterns, or events that differ significantly from the majority of the data
points. The core principle of density estimation for anomaly detection is simple:
anomalies are instances residing in regions of low data density, as they are less
likely to conform to the patterns established by the learned data distribution.
This process plays a crucial role in various domains, including finance [18],
cybersecurity [19], industrial quality control [20], and healthcare [21], where the
detection of unusual events can have critical implications. In engineering design
optimization, the ability to identify such anomalies is of primary importance as
it helps engineers avoid exploring impractical or suboptimal design solutions,
especially in the presence of expensive computer simulations.
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2. Related Work

In the context of shape optimization, research has traditionally focused on the
shape and topology parameterization, as critical factors to achieve the desired
level of design variability [22, 23, 24]. The choice of the shape parameterization
technique has a large impact on the practical implementation and the success
of the optimization process. Shape deformation methods have been an area
of continuous and extensive research within the fields of computer graphics
and geometry modeling. Consequently, many techniques have been proposed
in recent years [25]. Several techniques have been developed and applied [24],
such as: basis vector methods [26], domain element and discrete approaches [27],
partial differential equation [28], CAD-based [29], analytical [30], polynomials
[31] and the popular free-form deformation (FFD) [32].

For the SBDO to alleviate the curse of dimensionality and be successful,
the parameterization method must efficiently describe the design variability
with as few variables as possible. A linear dimensionality reduction model
based on the PCA (also known as proper orthogonal decomposition (POD)
[33] or Karhunen Loeve expansion (KLE) [34]) has been applied for learning
reduced-dimensionality representations of the original shape parametrization.
A framework based on the KLE and POD has been formulated in [35], and
similarly in [36] for the assessment of the shape modification variability and the
definition of a reduced-dimensionality global model of the shape modification
vector, for arbitrary modification methods.

KLE/PCA methods have been successfully applied in the case of the shape op-
timization of a high-speed Delft catamaran optimized with deterministic particle
swarm optimization in [37], for single and multidisciplinary design optimization
of a destroyer ship and a 3D hydrofoil in [38], and for the reparametrization of a
destroyer ship using different shape modifications methods in [39]. In [40] they
coupled the POD and the dynamic mode decomposition [41] to speed up the hull
form optimization of a cruise ship. In [42, 43] they used stochastic optimization
in the case of mono-hulls and catamarans in calm water and waves, respectively.
Similarly, in [44] have applied POD to airfoil shape optimization via singular
value decomposition (SVD) of an airfoil geometric-data library. Optimization
methods enhanced by POD are proposed for aerodynamic shape optimization
also in [45] and [46].

Those methods improve shape optimization efficiency by reparametrization
and dimensionality reduction, providing the assessment of the design space and
the shape parametrization before optimization and/or performance analysis are
carried out. The assessment is based on the geometric variability associated
with the design space, making the method computationally very efficient and
attractive, as no simulations are required. The methodology has been extended
allowing effective dimensionality reduction in presence of high nonlinearities
due to complex geometrical scaling procedures in [47, 48, 49] and for a physics-
informed formulation in [50, 51, 52].

Recently generative models have been used in the context of engineering
design. Most of the related work in this domain involves the usage of generative
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deep learning models as in [53] where they developed a Performance-Augmented
Diverse Generative Adversarial Network (PaDGAN) for automatic design syn-
thesis and design space exploration using three synthetic examples and one
real-world airfoil design example. In [54], they introduced ShipHullGAN trained
on a dataset of physically validated designs from a wide range of existing ship
types, including container ships, tankers, bulk carriers, tugboats, and crew supply
vessels. In [55] they improved the airfoil optimization process by developing a
Bézier-GAN, parametrizing aerodynamic designs by learning from shape vari-
ations in an existing dataset. It is noteworthy that the Bézier-GAN achieved
comparable performance in compression capability and reconstruction error to
linear PCA, indicating that the underlying probability distribution of the data
may be relatively simple, such as a Gaussian.

3. Main Contribution

Our research reveals that traditional PCA techniques employed in prior
studies like those discussed in [35] and [36], may generate geometrically feasible
shape modifications for optimization, but have anomalous geometric features
such as sharp angles and deflections with the considerable disadvantage of
wasting expensive computer simulations when performed with respect to those
suboptimal geometries.

To solve this drawback, we propose a new optimization model where anoma-
lous geometries produced from the reduced representation (or latent space) are
penalized and consequently avoided during the optimization loop. In this set-
ting, we propose a new SBDO framework based on probabilistic linear latent
variable models such as FA and PPCA for dimensionality reduction and density
estimation.

The main assumption in this paper is that the data is generated by a Gaussian
distribution since the two models are part of the linear Gaussian models family
[56]. The Gaussian assumption is satisfied when the geometrical modification
is linear with respect to the design variables such in Free Form Deformation
[32], NURBS [57, 58], radial basis function [59] and PARSEC [60]. In this case,
the geometries collected in the dataset are generated by a linear combination
of uniformly distributed design variables so that the original design space PDF,
follows approximately a Gaussian distribution as a simple and direct application
of the central limit theorem (CLT).

Once the parameters of the Gaussian distribution are estimated and the
reduced subspace assessed through PPCA/FA, we can compute the anomaly
score with respect to any new geometry generated from the latent space. In
particular, we represent the anomaly score using the Mahalanobis distance [61].
In our new framework, once a geometry is generated from the latent space during
the optimization, we retrieve its Mahalanobis distance. A high Mahalanobis
distance indicates that the current geometry might be anomalous or not belong
to the original parametrization and hence penalized from the new optimization
model.
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To assess the performance of this approach, two global optimization algo-
rithms namely DIRECT [1] and Bayesian optimization [3] based on Gaussian
process regression [62] with lower confidence bound [63] as acquisition function
(GP-LCB) are applied for a hull form shape optimization of the DTMB 5415
model an early and open to a public version of the USS Arleigh Burke destroyer
DDG 51, extensively used as an international benchmark for shape optimization
problems (e.g., [64, 65]). From the numerical results, our framework facilitates
the convergence of global optimization algorithms towards better minima, and
at the same time, anomalous geometries are avoided and penalized during the
optimization loop so that precious computationally expensive simulations are
not wasted.

The paper is structured in the following manner: in section 4, we introduce
the three primary components of the SBDO framework, namely, the optimization
model, shape parametrization method, and physics simulator. Moving on to
section 5, we delve into the dataset generation and application of dimensionality
reduction using PCA. In section 6, we present our framework based on genera-
tive models including PPCA and FA for density estimation and dimensionality
reduction. Furthermore, we present a novel anomaly-aware optimization model,
highlighting the statistical properties of the design space and providing a geomet-
rical interpretation of our framework. In section 7, we apply our methodology
for hull form shape optimization comparing it to classical PCA. Finally, we
summarize our findings and potential future work in section 8.

4. The Simulation-Based Design Optimization Framework

Optimization Shape Modification

Physics Simulator

Figure 1: Scheme for the SBDO framework.

In the following sections, we’ll describe the main components of the SBDO
framework as shown in Fig. 1.

4.1. The Optimization Problem
The first block of the SBDO framework is the optimization process. Generally,

the underlying optimization problem that we want to solve, given the design
variable v ∈ RM is the following

min
v

f(x(v)) (1)

gj(x(v)) ≤ aj j = 1, . . . , J (2)

vlb
m ≤ vm ≤ vub

m m = 1, . . . ,M (3)
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here the objective function f : RD → R in Eq. 1 represents the quantity that we
want to minimize. With the vector x(v) we represent a geometry x ∈ RD where
its modification depends on the design variable vector v. The optimization is
performed with respect to the design variable v since it’s responsible for the
geometrical modification. The function evaluation is usually performed by a
physics simulator. In this context, black box optimization problems are solved
with global optimization algorithms and especially when the gradient is supposed
to be noisy, a derivative-free approach is more suitable.

Eq. 2 and Eq. 3 represent the constraints. The function g(x(v)) represents
a geometrical constraint that forces the optimizer to produce admissible shape
modifications. The geometrical constraints are evaluated before the function
evaluation is performed. Constraints of this kind are called hidden constraints
because they are not specified to the simulator [66].

Finally, we have to define the upper bound vlb
m and the lower bound vub

m for
each mth component of the design variable v. The bounds are very important
for the overall SBDO process because an eventually large value of the lower
and upper bounds allows the optimizer to search on a larger space, making the
optimization more challenging with the possibility of violating many times the
geometrical constraints. On the other side, with a larger design space, we could
obtain more different configurations of the design variables with the chance to
produce a better improvement in the objective function.

4.2. Shape Modification: The Free Form Deformation Method
The second block of the SBDO framework is shape parameterization. This

comes after the optimization block because the shape parameterization method
will receive the design variable vector v from the optimizer and will produce
the relative shape modification to the geometry x(v). The choice of the shape
parameterization technique has a large impact on the practical implementation
and the success of the optimization process.

Here, we show one of the most popular methods for shape modifications,
namely the FFD. The idea is to embed an object within a trapezoidal (or other
topology) lattice and modify the object within the trapezoid as the lattice is
modified. A local coordinate system is assumed, with origin r0 ∈ R3 with
r0 = (x0, y0, z0) at one of the trapezoid vertices. Any point within the trapezoid
has α, β, and γ coordinates such that

r = r0 + αT̂1 + βT̂2 + γT̂3 (4)

with α, β, and γ bounded by [0, 1] and given by

α =
T̂2 × T̂3 · (r − r0)

T̂2 × T̂3 · T̂1

,

β =
T̂1 × T̂3 · (r − r0)

T̂1 × T̂3 · T̂2

,
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γ =
T̂1 × T̂2 · (r − r0)

T̂1 × T̂2 · T̂3

(5)

Control points (CPs) cijk ∈ R3 are defined as lattice nodes. The number of CPs
used in T̂1, T̂2, and T̂3 directions are t1, t2, and t3, respectively with a total
number of CPs equals to ttot = t1 + t2 + t3. The coordinates of modified CPs
depend on the imposed original-lattice nodes and to perform a modification to
the geometry the coordinates of the CPs are perturbed by the relative design
variable vector vijk ∈ R3, as

cijk(vijk) = r0 +
i

t1
T̂1 +

j

t2
T̂2 +

k

t3
T̂3 + vijk (6)

The shape modification is achieved by interpolating the CPs’ modification
over the embedding space. The interpolation can be performed using different
polynomial bases. Herein, a tensor product of trivariate Bernstein polynomial is
used [32], where the discretized geometry x(v) is given by

x(v) = g0 +

t1∑
i=0

t2∑
j=0

t3∑
k=0

bi,t1(α)bj,t2(β)bk,t3(γ)cijk(vijk)

= g0 +

t1∑
i=0

t2∑
j=0

t3∑
k=0

cijk(vijk)Bi,j,k(α, β, γ)

(7)

where x(v) is a vector containing the Cartesian coordinates of the displaced
points, and g0 represents the original geometry. The generic Bernstein basis
polynomials are defined as

bv,r(χ) =

(
r

v

)
χv(1− χ)r−v (8)

Note that from now on the design variable vector v is considered as a M -
dimensional vector where M = 3ttot and the geometry x(v) as a D-dimensional
vector.

4.3. Physical Solver
In general, a physical solver is a computer program that provides an ap-

proximation of the behavior of a physical system determined by its governing
equations and boundary conditions. Computer simulations are crucial nowadays
for scientific research in many domains, from fluid dynamics to material science,
chemistry, and biology. Especially when direct experimentation is too economi-
cally expensive, dangerous, or even impossible to perform. In fluid dynamics,
the governing equations are given by the Navier-Stokes equations that we briefly
introduce in this section. Without considering the energy in the system, the
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continuity equations and the Cauchy momentum equation are

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρu) = 0 (9)

ρ
Du

Dt
= ∇ ·Y + ρf (10)

where u is the velocity vector, ρ is the density, Y is the second order Cauchy
stress tensor, and ρf is the volume forces vector. With Y = pI + τ , for a
Newtonian and incompressible fluid the Navier-Stokes equation is given by

ρ
∂u

∂t
+ ρ(u · ∇)u = ∇ · [−pI+ η[∇u+ (∇u)⊤]] + ρf (11)

assuming that the stress tensor is a linear function of the strain tensor, the fluid
is isotropic, ∇ · τ = 0 for a fluid at rest, and η and p are the dynamic viscosity
of the fluid and the pressure respectively.

The Navier-Stokes completely describe the dynamics of a fluid as the tur-
bulence described by the nonlinear term. In many real-world applications, the
turbulence effects must be considered to provide an accurate description of the
physical process. Still, nowadays, the computational effort required for the
direct numerical simulation (DNS) of the Navier-Stokes equations is intractable.
Most of the time simplified numerical models are considered such as the large
eddy simulation (LES), Reynolds-averaged Navier-Stokes equations (RANS),
and potential flow simulators.

5. Design-Space Dimensionality Reduction for SBDO

The curse of dimensionality is one of the major drawbacks when global
optimization algorithms are employed. In the following sections, we show how
to reduce the dimensionality of the design vector v ∈ RM by learning a new
parameterization for shape modification. More precisely the intent is to perform
the optimization with respect to a new design variable vector z ∈ RK with
K < M to improve the convergence speed of the global optimization routine to
an optimal solution.

The process is highlighted in Fig. 2. The first phase is to generate the
dataset X and this is done by randomly sampling the design variable vector v
from a uniform distribution. As support for the uniform distribution, we use
the upper bounds and lower bounds of each design variable component. The
second phase is to apply a dimensionality reduction model which learns the new
parameterization given by the new design variable vector z and a matrix U. Here
the matrix U is responsible for transforming (or decoding) the design variable
z in a new geometry x(z). The matrix U replaces the shape parameterization
method (e.g. the FFD method) during the SBDO loop.
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Dimensionality Reduction

Shape Parametrization
(Dataset Generation)

Optimization Shape Modification

Physics Simulator

Figure 2: SBDO framework with a design-space dimensionality reduction phase.

5.1. Dataset Generation
The first step in the DR-SBDO is to generate the dataset used in the next

block to train the dimensionality reduction model. This can be simply achieved
by sampling from a uniform distribution the full dimensional design variable
vector

vm ∼ U(vlb
m, v

ub
m ) m = 1, . . . ,M (12)

and using the sampled vector as input for Eq. 7 to produce a random geometry.
We repeat the process N times so we can collect all the geometries inside a
dataset X of size (N ×D), where D is given by the product between the number
of the grids points L and the number of Cartesian coordinate (x, y, z) considered
in the application.

In this step, it is crucial that the designer carefully selects the value for
the upper and lower bounds of the design variables. The first reason is that a
restricted range for the design variables will not allow diversity but redundancy
(i.e. low variance) in the generated dataset. A large range for the design variables
might produce, also depending on the shape parametrization method, many
geometrically anomalous geometries and furthermore without satisfying the
geometrical constraints. Once the dataset is generated, we are ready to perform
the dimensionality reduction step.

5.2. Principal component analysis
Principal component analysis (PCA) has become during the last decades one

of the most famous statistical tools for feature extraction and dimensionality
reduction. It appeared for the first time in a paper [5] published by Karl
Pearson in 1901 describing the model from a geometrical perspective and then
independently developed from a statistical point of view by Harold Hotelling in
the early ’30’s [4].

The PCA finds a new optimal basis of dimension K such that the variance
of the projected points is maximized and the mean squared error between the
original data and their projection is minimized. The first step in the PCA is the
computation of the sample mean vector x̄ = 1

N

∑N
n=1 xn and the computation

of the sample covariance matrix S = 1
N

∑N
n=1(xn − x̄)(xn − x̄)⊤. The second

step involves an eigendecomposition of the matrix S

Su = λu (13)
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of size (D×D). To reduce the dimensionality of our dataset X we should choose
a subset of K eigenvectors which corresponds to the top-K largest variance
eigenvalues. Then we can project a data vector x into the subspace defined
by top-K orthonormal eigenvectors U (of size D × K) also called principal
components of the sample covariance matrix S

zn = U⊤(xn − x̄) (14)

the vector zn of size K represents the reduced representation of the original
data xn. Usually the random variable z is called latent variable because they
are not directly observed but they explain or extract some useful patterns of the
observed data x. The matrix Z of size (N×K) collects all the latent variables zn.
In case is needed, the reconstruction of the relative data point can be obtained
by projecting back to data space RD as follows

x̃n = Uzn + x̄ = UU⊤xn + x̄ = Pxn + x̄ (15)

where P = UU⊤ is the symmetric projection matrix for the subspace spanned
by the first top-K eigenvectors U.

Practical implementations of the PCA perform the singular value decompo-
sition [67] of the data matrix X = VΞU⊤, where V, Ξ and U are (N ×K),
(K×K) and (K×D) respectively, with K ≤ min(N,D). In this case X must be
centered before the SVD computation to obtain the correct results. The sample
covariance matrix in this setting is given by S = 1

NX⊤X and consequently

S =
1

N
X⊤X =

1

N
UΞV⊤VΞU⊤ =

1

N
UΞ2U⊤ = UΛU⊤ (16)

the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix are given by λi =
ξ2i
N , where ξi represents

the ith element in the diagonal of the matrix Ξ.
A simple and widely used criterion for choosing the number of components

K to retain is given by computing the fraction explained variance with respect
to the total variance given by ∑K

k=1 λk
Tr (S)

(17)

and setting K to the desired level.

5.3. Optimization in the Latent Space
Once we trained the PCA model with respect to the dataset X, we can

formulate the new optimization model

min
z

f(x(z)) (18)

gj(x(z)) ≤ aj j = 1, . . . , J (19)

zlb
k ≤ zk ≤ zub

k k = 1, . . . ,K (20)
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where the modification of the geometry x is performed by the variable z ∈ RK

and the bounds are fixed taking the maximum and the minimum of each column
component zk of Z. Therefore, the optimizer iterates in the latent space using
the variable z and the dimensionality of this subspace is smaller than the full
dimensionality space defined by v ∈ RM . This reduces the dimensionality of
the optimization problem, which can improve the performance of the global
optimization algorithm in finding the basin of attraction of the global minimum
more efficiently.

5.4. Decoding from the Latent Space
After each iteration in the reduced dimensionality space, the optimizer outputs

a new design variable z in the hope that it will lead to a significant improvement
in the objective function f(x(z)). However, to calculate the objective function
value, the design variable vector z must be transformed back into the data space,
which requires projecting it onto the modified geometry x(z) using the principal
components of the data U. This projection can be easily accomplished through
a matrix multiplication of U and z, along with the addition of the mean vector
x̄. The resulting equation is

x = Uz+ x̄ (21)

where to maintain the notation uncluttered we suppose that x(z) = x. The
eigenvectors U represent spatial geometrical components and are responsible
for decoding back the design variable z in the space RD. Once we obtain the
geometry from the latent space x, this will enter in the physical solver that
computes the objective function value as shown in Fig. 2.

6. A Novel SBDO Framework

In this section, we introduce some important modifications to the framework
described before. The SBDO framework with a dimensionality reduction phase
performed before the optimization routine allows the optimizer to iterate in a
subspace of lower dimensionality of RK with respect to the full dimensionality
space of RM with K < M . An important property that could be highly
desirable when performing the optimization in the latent space is that the shape
modification should be invariant respect the full dimensionality design space
RM . This means that the design variable vector z should not produce geometries
that the original full dimensional design variable vector v is not able to generate.
In the next sections, we describe more in detail the problems and how to solve
them using the new framework for shape optimization, precisely we discuss

• In section 6.1 we show that in case the design variables are sampled from
a uniform distribution, the geometries produced with the shape parame-
terization method (e.g. FFD) produce a design space that approximately
follows a Gaussian distribution as a direct application of the central limit
theorem (CLT).
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• In section 6.2 and 6.3 we describe two probabilistic latent variable models,
factor analysis and probabilistic PCA for dimensionality reduction and
density estimation for the new SBDO framework.

• In section 6.4, we introduce a novel optimization model that incorporates
anomaly detection through the computation of the Mahalanobis distance.
We will also analyze the nature of the distribution of the Mahalanobis
distance for normal random variables and illustrate the significance of the
new optimization model by examining it from a geometrical perspective.

6.1. Statistical Properties of the Shape Parametrization Method
In section 5.1, we presented the FFD technique, which computes a geometry

by evaluating the Eq. 7. This equation represents a linear combination of fixed
Bernstein polynomials of the Cartesian coordinates, along with a coefficient (i.e.
the design variable) that introduces a random perturbation to the geometry
around those Cartesian coordinates. Consequently in discrete form, Eq. 7
represents a sum of random vectors h ∈ RD dependent of the design variable
vector v

x(v) =

M∑
m=1

h(vm) (22)

Exploring the statistical properties of x(v) could be worthwhile, particularly
in determining the probability distribution from which the data is generated.
The central limit theorem (CLT) [68] shows that under certain conditions, the
probability distribution of the sum of a large number of independently and
identically distributed random variables converges to a Gaussian distribution.
More formally

Theorem 6.1. For a sequence of D dimensional random vectors h(vm) with
finite mean and covariance µ and Σ respectively, we have that

√
M

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

h(vm)− µ

)
d−→ N (0,Σ) (23)

as M → ∞.

which implies that
∑M

m=1 h(vm)
d−→ N (Mµ,MΣ) for M → ∞. The proof is

available for example in [69].
Empirically, is well known that when a random variable h is generated by

uniform distribution, the sum converges to a Gaussian distribution very fast (i.e.
for M <<∞). This result is significant because if the probability distribution of
the data X is approximately Gaussian, it can be used to guide the optimizer to
remain in the region defined by the hyperellipsoid of the Gaussian distribution.

It is worth noting that other popular shape parametrization methods rely
on a linear combination of the design variables to perform a shape modification
such as NURBS [57, 58], radial basis functions [59] and PARSEC [60]. This
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suggests that the methodology proposed in this paper may apply to a range of
shape parametrization methods.

Finally, it is important to recognize that the geometries x ∈ RD are produced
from a design variable vector of much lower dimensionality v ∈ RM , with
M << D. Consequently, the degrees of freedom of the data x are much lower
than D, and the data may be assumed to lie on a lower dimensional linear
manifold. As a result, the sample covariance matrix S is expected to have many
zero eigenvalues and may not be invertible.

In the next section, we describe two probabilistic latent variable models
that we can use for density estimation and dimensionality reduction in the new
framework.

6.2. Factor Analysis
Factor analysis [70, 14, 71] is one of the simplest and most fundamental

generative models [72] that during its long history has been applied in many
different fields. We start from the assumption that the variable x can be written
as a linear combination of a latent variable z

x = Wz+ µ+ ϵ (24)

and a factor loading matrix W of size (D×K). The latent variable is generated
by a standard Gaussian distribution z ∼ N (0, I) like the noise term ϵ ∼ N (0,Ψ),
independent from z. We can write that the conditional distribution is given by

p(x|z) = N (x|Wz+ µ,Ψ) (25)

a Gaussian distribution with conditional mean

E[x|z] = Wz+ µ (26)

and a diagonal conditional covariance (D × D) matrix Ψ. The FA model is
described by the parameters Θ = {W,Ψ} for a total of (D×K+D) parameters.
We find the expression for the marginal distribution p(x) solving the following
integral

p(x) =

∫
z

p(x|z)p(z) dz (27)

where Eq. 27 can be computed in closed form because it represents a convolution
of two Gaussian distributions. The marginal is again Gaussian, p(x) = N (x|µ,C)
with the covariance matrix equal to

C = WW⊤ +Ψ (28)

The diagonal elements of C are given by a sum of two terms. The first term,
||wi||2, is called communality because it represents the variance explained by the
K factors W respect to the feature xi. The second term is the variance relative to
the feature xi that is not explained by the factors and is called uniqueness. Given
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those results, we can write down the expression for the posterior distribution
p(z|x)

p(z|x) = N (z|W⊤C−1(x− µ),G) (29)

with the matrix G equals to

G = (W⊤ΨW + I)−1 (30)

and the posterior mean defined as a linear function of x, as shown below

E[z|x] = W⊤C−1(x− µ) (31)

while the posterior covariance G is independent from x. The posterior mean can
be reconstructed in data space using

x̃ = WE[z|x] + µ (32)

We can find the set of parameters Θ = {W,Ψ} via the classical maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) with respect to the marginal likelihood using the
information in our observed data xn ∈ X. Unfortunately, for the FA model, a
closed-form solution of the marginal likelihood is not available, necessitating the
use of numerical optimization methods to find the parameters. One efficient
and viable method for finding parameters in latent variable models is to use
the expectation maximization (EM) algorithm [73]. The EM algorithm aims to
maximize the expectation of the joint log-likelihood ln p(X,Z) respect to the
posterior p(z|x). We can compute

ln p(X,Z) =

N∑
n=1

ln p(xn|zn) + ln p(zn) (33)

then taking the expectation respect to the posterior p(z|x) we obtain

Ez|x[ln p(X,Z|Θ)] =

N∑
n=1

Ez|x[ln p(xn|zn,Θ) + ln p(zn)]

=

N∑
n=1

Ez|x

[
− D

2
ln(2π)− 1

2
ln |Ψ|−

1

2
(xn −Wzn − µ)⊤Ψ−1(xn −Wzn − µ)

]
(34)

where we omitted the prior distribution since it does not depend on the set of
parameters Θ. In the EM algorithm, the following two steps are repeated until
convergence

• Expectation step (E-step) where we compute the sufficient statistics of the
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posterior distribution with respect to the old parameters p(zn|xn,Θold)

Ez|x[zn] = GW⊤Ψ−1(xn − x̄) (35)

Ez|x[znz
⊤
n ] = G+ Ez|x[zn]Ez|x[zn]

⊤ (36)

• Then given the statistics from the E-step, in the new Maximization step (M-
step) we evaluate the parameters maximizing Ez|x[ln p(X,Z|Θold)] setting
its derivatives respect to the parameters Θ to zero

Wnew =

[ N∑
n=1

(xn − x̄)Ez|x[zn]
⊤
][ N∑

n=1

Ez|x[znz
⊤
n ]

]−1

(37)

Ψnew = diag
{
S−Wnew

1

N

N∑
n=1

Ez|x[zn](xn − x̄)⊤
}

(38)

The iterative procedure described above efficiently produces at the end of the
iterations, a stationary point.

Suppose now that R is a (D ×D) orthogonal matrix if we define the new
rotated factor loadings

W̃ = WR (39)

the marginal covariance in Eq. 28 with this new reparametrization is given by

C = W̃W̃⊤ +Ψ = WRR⊤W +Ψ = WW⊤ +Ψ (40)

which means that performing a rotation of the latent space achieves the same
value for the marginal distribution. Consequently, the matrix W is not uniquely
identifiable.

A remark regards the computation of the inverse of the covariance matrix
C. Instead of directly take the inverse of C, we can use the Woodbury matrix
inversion formula [74] obtaining

C−1 = Ψ−1 −Ψ−1WGW⊤Ψ−1 (41)

with G defined in Eq. 30. Using the previous transformation we only need to
compute the matrix G which is (K ×K) rather than find directly the inverse of
C with time complexity O(D3).

In the next section, we discuss a special case of FA where the conditional
covariance matrix Ψ is restricted to be isotropic allowing the computation of
the MLE solution of the marginal distribution in closed form.

6.3. Probabilistic principal component analysis
Probabilistic PCA (PPCA) introduced independently by [12] and [11] is a

probabilistic formulation of classical PCA which assumes a linear relationship
between the observed variable x and the K-dimensional latent variable z plus a
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Gaussian noise term ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2I)

x = Wz+ µ+ ϵ (42)

where W is a matrix of size (D ×K) and µ is a D-dimensional vector mean.
Assuming a zero mean and uncorrelated Gaussian latent variable z ∼ N (0, I),

the value of x conditioned on z is given by

p(x|z) = N (x|Wz+ µ, σ2I) (43)

where the conditional mean equals to

E[x|z] = Wz+ µ (44)

and the conditional isotropic covariance (D ×D) matrix given by σ2I.
The PPCA model is described by a set of parameters Θ = {W, σ2I} for a

total of (D ×K + 1) parameters. We can compute the marginal distribution
p(x) solving the following integral

p(x) =

∫
z

p(x|z)p(z) dz (45)

that can be computed in closed form since it represents again a convolution
of two Gaussian distributions with p(x) = N (x|µ,C) and a covariance matrix
given by

C = WW⊤ + σ2I (46)

The marginal distribution depends on the parameters Θ that can be determined
by maximizing the marginal likelihood

ln p(X|Θ) =

N∑
n=1

ln p(xn|W,µ, σ2)

= −ND
2

− N

2
ln(2π)− N

2

N∑
n=1

(xn − µ)⊤C−1(xn − µ)

(47)

Setting the derivatives to zero, the likelihood is maximized at

µ =
1

N

N∑
i=1

xi (48)

σ2 =
1

D −K

D∑
i=K+1

λi (49)

W = U(Λ− σ2I)1/2R (50)

The marginal likelihood in Eq. 47 is a nonconvex function but all stable stationary
points are global minima [12].
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The maximum likelihood solution is obtained in closed form, where µ is the
sample mean, Λ is a (K ×K) diagonal matrix composed by the top-K largest
eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix S and U is a matrix composed
by the PCA eigenvectors. The expected value of the residual variance of the
discarded N −K principal components is represented by σ2. The orthogonal
(K×K) matrix R can be set to I. In this case, the matrix W is composed of the
principal components U scaled by a factor of

√
λi − σ2. However, if a numerical

optimization algorithm is used to find the maximum likelihood solution, R can
be arbitrary and the resulting matrix W may not be orthogonal at the optimal
solution.

To define a projection of a point x in the latent space we can compute the
posterior distribution of p(z|x) using the Bayes theorem as

p(z|x) = N (z|M−1W⊤(x− µ), σ2M−1) (51)

with M = W⊤W + σ2I. The latent representation of a data point x in the
latent space is given by the posterior mean

E[z|x] = M−1W⊤(x− µ) (52)

and can be reconstructed in data space with

x̃ = WE[z|x] + µ (53)

Differently from PCA, in PPCA and FA, we are not performing an orthogonal
projection of the data in the latent space. In fact, if we take the limit σ2 → 0
with W given by the MLE solution we recover the classical PCA,

(W⊤W)−1W⊤(x− µ) (54)

but in this case, the posterior covariance is zero and the density becomes singular
and then not defined.

Even if an exact closed-form solution of the likelihood is provided, could be
advantageous to use an iterative procedure to compute the parameters instead
of performing the eigenvalue decomposition of the (D ×D) sample covariance
matrix S. This can be an expensive and not viable option in case of very large
input dimensionality D. As for the FA model, the EM algorithm involves in the
maximization of the expectation of the complete data log-likelihood ln p(X,Z|Θ)
respect to the posterior p(z|x). For the details, see for example [75, 8].

Also for PPCA an efficient computation of the inverse of the marginal
covariance C can be performed as follows

C−1 = σ−2I− σ−2WM−1W⊤ (55)

Finally, PPCA as the FA is invariant to rotations in latent space which means
that there exists a set of matrices W giving the same marginal distribution as
shown in Eq. 40.
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6.4. An Anomaly-Aware Optimization Model for SBDO
Once we trained our model (either a PPCA or FA) on the data matrix X we

can start the SBDO process. The optimization problem is given by

min
z

f(x(z)) (56)

subject to: gj(x(z)) ≤ aj j = 1, . . . , J (57)
φ(x(z)) ≤ φmax (58)

zlb
k ≤ zk ≤ zub

k k = 1, . . . ,K (59)

where we added a new constraint in Eq. 58. The term φ(x(z)) represents the
anomaly score associated to the geometry x(z). If the anomaly score is high,
might indicate potential anomalous and out-of-distribution instances.

Given the inverse of the covariance matrix C−1, the scalar φ(x(z)) can be
represented by the value of the marginal distribution estimated through the
probabilistic latent variable models

N (x|µ,C) =
1

2πD/2|C1/2| exp
{
−1

2
(x− µ)⊤C−1(x− µ)

}
(60)

In this work, we use a more interpretable metric which is given by the exponent
of Eq. 60, namely the squared Mahalanobis distance [61] d2M (x) defined as

d2M (x) = (x− µ)⊤C−1(x− µ) (61)

representing an extension of the Euclidean distance which takes into account
the correlation between vectors. For C = I, Eq. 61 reduces to the Euclidean
distance.

The scalar φmax represents the upper limit on the allowed anomaly score
for the shape generated by the optimizer within the latent space. We calculate
φmax with respect to the reconstructed dataset X̃, by encoding each data point
x in the latent space using Eq. 31 or Eq. 52 and then projecting it back in data
space using Eq. 32 or Eq. 53, respectively for FA and PPCA. We then evaluate
Eq. 61 for every x̃ ∈ X̃. The value of φmax is determined in this work using
the interquartile range (IQR) rule. The DR-DE-SBDO for anomaly detection

Dimensionality Reduction

Density Estimation

Shape Parametrization
(Dataset Generation)

Optimization Shape Modification

Physics Simulator

Anomaly Detection

Figure 3: Graphical representation of the new SBDO framework (DR-DE-SBDO) for anomaly
detection.
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procedure is summarized in Procedure 1 and the corresponding scheme in Fig.
3.

It would be worthwhile to investigate the general distribution of the ran-
dom variable d2M (x). Now we show that under some conditions the squared
Mahalanobis distance follows a chi-square distribution d2M (x) ∼ χ2

D.

Lemma 6.2. Given a D-dimensional random variable vector x, then if x ∼
N (x|µ,Σ) then the distribution of the squared Mahalanobis distance follows a
chi-square distribution d2M (x) ∼ χ2

d.

Proof. For the random variable x the Gaussian distribution is given by

N (x|µ,Σ) =
1

2πD/2|Σ1/2|
exp

{
−1

2
(x− µ)⊤Σ−1(x− µ)

}
(62)

consequently, the functional dependence with respect to x is given only with
respect to the squared Mahalanobis distance d2M (x) inside the exponent of the
Gaussian distribution. Using the eigenvalue decomposition for the covariance
matrix

Σui = uiλi i = 1, . . . , D (63)

its inverse can be written as follows

Σ−1 =

D∑
i=1

1

λ i
uiu

⊤
i (64)

and the squared Mahalanobis distance becomes

d2M (x) =

D∑
i=1

1

λ i
(x− µ)⊤uiu

⊤
i (x− µ) =

D∑
i=1

y2i
λi

(65)

where yi = u⊤
i (x− µ) represents the i-th component of the vector y in the new

coordinate system defined by the eigenvectors U. The random variable x is
Gaussian and the affine transformation y is again Gaussian, consequently, since
for definition the sum of the squared value of normal random variables follows a
chi-square distribution then d2M (x) ∼ χ2

d.

This result can be used as an additional assessment of the nature of the
distribution of the random variable x and it will be utilized in section 7.3.

To conclude this section, we analyze the effect of the constraint in Eq. 58 on
the SBDO process from a geometrical perspective. Specifically, the constraints
in Eq. 58 and Eq. 59 define a hyperellipsoid and a hyperrectangle in the
data space RD, respectively. To simplify the analysis, we can approximate
the hyperellipsoid with a hypersphere, corresponding to an isotropic covariance
matrix for the Gaussian distribution. Similarly, we assume a hypercube instead of
a hyperrectangle to provide a more general analysis. We can derive an expression
for the volume of the hypersphere and for the hypercube, using simple tools from
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Procedure 1: DR-DE-SBDO.
1 Generate a dataset X by sampling the design variable vector v from a

uniform distribution, as outlined in section 5.1 ;
2 Train PPCA/FA with the data X to obtain the set of parameters Θ ;
3 Compute the inverse of the covariance matrix C−1 using Eq. 55 for

PPCA or Eq. 41 for FA ;
4 Fix the latent space dimensionality K to the desired level of explained

geometrical variance ;
5 Determine the scalar φmax introduced in Eq. 58 as follows

for n to N do
6 Compute E[zn|xn] from Eq. 31 or Eq. 52 for FA and PPCA

respectively ;
7 Compute the reconstructed data x̃n = WE[zn|xn] + µ ;
8 Compute the squared Mahalanobis distance

d2M (x̃n) = (x̃n − µ)⊤C−1(x̃n − µ) and collect it inside the vector
d2
M (x̃);

9 end
10 Set the value φmax to the 3/2 the interquartile range of the values

collected in d2
M (x̃) ;

11 Start the SBDO process with respect to the latent variable z ∈ RK and
fix the maximum number of function evaluations Imax (or any other
stopping criteria for the optimization);

12 for i to Imax do
13 For a given zi from the optimization algorithm project it back in the

input space xi = Wzi + µ ;
14 Evaluate the objective function f(xi) ;
15 end

the geometry of RD [76]. The volume of the hypersphere of radius r is given by

VD = πD/2rD(Γ(D/2 + 1))−1 (66)

with the Gamma function in this case defined as Γ(D) =
∫∞
0
tD−1e−tdt, with

the well known property that Γ(D) = (D − 1)!. The volume of the hypercube of
length l = 2r is given by

H(D) = lD = 2rD (67)

The asymptotic behavior for the ratio of the volume of the hypersphere inscribed
in a hypercube is given by

lim
D→+∞

VD
HD

=
πD/2rD

2rDΓ(D2 + 1)
= 0 (68)
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with

Γ

(
D

2
+ 1

)
=

{
(D2 )! if D is even√
π( D!!

2d+1/2 ) if D is odd
(69)

for D = 2 the limit in Eq. 68 is equal to 78.5%, meaning that the circle covers
the 78.5% of the space defined by the hypercube. The limit converges very
fast to zero. For D = 6, the hypersphere covers only the ≃ 8% of the entire
hypercube. This shows that as the dimensionality increase, the majority of the
volume of the hypercube is concentrated in its 2D corners.

A graphical representation is given in Fig. 4 showing that the radius of
the inscribed circle accurately measures the discrepancy in volume between the
hypercube and the inscribed hypersphere in D dimensions. For our application,
the white areas are where anomalous geometries might belong while the grey
areas represent the region where geometries in the original parametrization are
confined. This indicates that not considering the constraint in Eq. 58 in the

(a) D = 2 (b) D = 3 (c) D = 4 (d) D = 5 (e) D = 6

Figure 4: Conceptualization about the behavior of a sphere inscribed in a hypercube in
high-dimensional spaces.

optimization model could allow the optimizer to search into an arbitrarily large
design space, with a high probability to produce anomalous geometries that are
very far from the center of the distribution (i.e. the mean).

7. Application: Shape Optimization of a Naval Destroyer DTMB 5415

In this section we apply the new proposed framework for the optimization of
a US naval Destroyer, the DTMB 5415 model (Fig. 5) widely investigated by
towing tank experiments as in [77].

Figure 5: A 5.720 m length model of the DTMB 5415 (CNR-INM model 2340).
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Table 1: DTMB 5415 model scale main particulars and test condition.

Description Unit Value

Displacement tonnes 0.549
Length between perpendiculars m 5.720
Beam m 0.760
Draft m 0.248
Longitudinal center of gravity m 2.884
Vertical center of gravity m 0.056
Water density kg/m3 998.5
Kinematic viscosity m2/s 1.09E-06
Gravity acceleration m/s2 9.803
Froude number – 0.280

7.1. Design-Space Parametrization and Sampling
The design variables (M = 21) are sampled from a uniform random distri-

bution obtaining N = 10000 hull-form feasible design from the FFD procedure.
Designs not satisfying the geometrical constraints are not included in the data
matrix so all designs processed successively by the dimensionality reduction
models are feasible.

Table 2: Hull shape modification, FFD control points, and variables setup.

Layer Layer x-plane No. CPs No. active CPs Variable range

1 x = 0.00 12 1 −1.0 ≤ v
(1,2)
y ≤ 1.0

2 x = 18.21 12 2 −1.0 ≤ v
(3,4)
y ≤ 1.0

3 x = 36.42 12 2 −1.0 ≤ v
(5,6)
y ≤ 1.0

4 x = 54.63 12 2 −1.0 ≤ v
(7,8)
y ≤ 1.0

5 x = 72.85 12 2 −1.0 ≤ v
(9,10)
y ≤ 1.0

6 x = 91.06 12 2 −1.0 ≤ v
(11,12)
y ≤ 1.0

7 x = 109.27 12 1 −1.0 ≤ v13y ≤ 1.0
7 x = 109.27 12 1 −2.0 ≤ v14y ≤ 2.0
8 x = 127.49 12 1 −2.0 ≤ v15y ≤ 2.0
9 x = 145.70 12 1 −2.0 ≤ v16y ≤ 2.0

The data matrix X collects a L = 7200 grids points from hull discretization.
The resulting dimensionality in the data space D is equal to D = L× 3 = 21600.
We used two different and independent FFD lattices for the hull and the bulb
as shown in Fig. 6(a) and in Fig. 6(b) respectively. The number of the
design variables controlling the shape modification along the hull is 15 and 6
design variables control the shape modification at the bulb level. The design
modifications for this application are allowed in all three Cartesian components
for the bulb and only in the y direction over the hull. A detailed definition of
the design space is given in Tab. 3 and in Tab. 2. For the FFD implementation
we used PyGeM [78].
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Table 3: Bulb shape modification, FFD control points, and variables setup.

Layer Layer x-plane No. CPs No. active CPs Variable range

1 x = 127.20 9 0 (-)
2, 3 x = 133.20 ∧ x = 139.20 18 1 −1.0 ≤ v17y ≤ 1.0
2, 3 x = 133.20 ∧ x = 139.20 18 1 −1.0 ≤ v18z ≤ 1.0
2, 3 x = 133.20 ∧ x = 139.20 18 1 −0.3 ≤ v19x ≤ 0.3
4 x = 139.20 9 1 −1.0 ≤ v20z ≤ 1.0
4 x = 139.20 9 1 0.0 ≤ v21x ≤ 0.5

(a) FFD control points over the hull. (b) FFD control points over the bulb.

Figure 6: FFD control points.

7.2. Dimensionality Reduction Process
The first step is to find the right dimensionality of the latent space K. This

can be easily assessed by computing the explained geometrical variance resolved
by the dimensionality reduction models varying the number of components K.
For this application, we fix a threshold of 99% for the explained variance by the
PPCA and FA.

In Fig. 7 there is the convergence of the explained variance for the dimen-
sionality reduction models. For the PPCA the components are computed using
the closed-form solution of the marginal likelihood in Eq. 50. In this case, the
explained variance is given by the PCA eigenvalues since W and U span the
same subspace. For the FA model, we used the EM algorithm to find model
parameters, and the variance explained by each component is given by ||wk||2.
From Fig. 7 we observe that PPCA reaches the threshold of 99% with K = 12
components while the FA required K = 16. In this case, PPCA components are
essentially scaled PCA eigenvectors, which results in PPCA being superior to FA
in terms of variance explained. This is because FA does not directly maximize
variance in its objective function (as PCA does), as seen in Eq. 34.

As stated before the columns of the matrix W represent spatial geometrical
components. To illustrate this statement graphically, Fig. 8 displays the eighth
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Figure 7: Design-space variability retained as a function of the number K-components.

(a) PPCA (b) FA

Figure 8: Graphical representation of PPCA and FA components.

component w8 of PPCA and FA.

7.3. Fixing the Threshold for the Mahalanobis Distance

Table 4: Dimensionality reduction and den-
sity estimation results.

Method K φmax

PPCA 12 21.74
FA 16 27.13

Before starting the SBDO process we
need to fix the constant term φmax inside
the constraint in Eq. 58. The initial step
involves computing the reconstructed data
X̃. For each xn ∈ X, the conditional
latent mean is computed for PPCA and
FA using Eq. 52 and Eq. 31, respectively.
Next, all the zn are projected back by
computing the conditional mean for the
PPCA and FA models using Eq. 53 and
Eq. 32, respectively. Once we compute the matrix X̃ we calculate the squared
Mahalanobis distance in Eq. 61 for each reconstructed geometry x̃ ∈ X̃ . At the
end of this process, we have a vector of size N , namely d2

M (x̃).
In this application, the threshold φmax is fixed with respect to 1.5 times the

IQR of the values collected inside the vector d2
M (x̃)

IQR = q3 − q1 (70)

24



where q1 and q3 are the first and the third quartile. In Tab. 4 we summarized
the values of the threshold φmax from the two models.

Furthermore, we conducted a simple empirical experiment to observe the
impact of the density estimation process. Specifically, we randomly sampled
10, 000 latent variables z uniformly at random within the bounds defined in Eq.
59. We then projected these samples back into the data space using Eq. 53 and
Eq. 32 for PPCA and FA, respectively. We computed the squared Mahalanobis
distance for each of those samples denoted by d2M (E[x|z]) and we compared the
resulting probability distribution function with that of d2M (x̃), shown by the
blue and green lines in Fig. 9, respectively. We performed this procedure for
both PPCA and FA and reported the results in Fig. 9. We can notice that
the center of mass of the distribution of d2M (E[x|z]) is shifted towards a higher
value of the squared Mahalanobis distance with respect to the distribution of
d2M (x̃). This implies that when a latent variable z is randomly sampled uniformly
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Figure 9: Behavior in terms of the empirical PDF of the squared Mahalanobis distance (left
column) and relative box plots (right column).

within its bounds, it is highly probable that the resulting design will be far
from the mean x̄ of the original parametrization. To quantify this effect, we
computed the probability that d2M (E[x|z]) exceeds our threshold φmax, denoted
by p(d2M (E[x|z]) > φmax) and highlighted in red in Fig. 9. Our experiment
showed that this probability was approximately 0.98 and 0.99 for PPCA and FA,
respectively. Thus, if we perform a random optimization in the latent space using
a uniform distribution as an optimizer, almost all the resulting designs will be
far from the mean of the original parametrization. In Fig. 9, we can also observe
that the empirical PDF of p(d2M (x̃)) resembles a chi-square distribution with
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(a) d2M (x̄) = 0

(b) d2M (x) = 9.41 (c) d2M (x) = 62.41 (d) d2M (x) = 236.15 (e) d2M (x) = 688.94

Figure 10: Example of geometries x and relative (squared) Mahalanobis distance from the
mean x̄.

K degrees of freedom as additional information that our dataset distribution
follows approximately a Gaussian distribution (see Lemma 6.2).

Finally, to investigate the relationship between the value of the Mahalanobis
distance and the regularity of the geometrical modification obtained, we generated
again some random geometries sampling the latent variables from a uniform
distribution both for FA and PPCA. In Fig. 10, is possible to visualize some
examples of the designs obtained from this experiment. In Fig. 10(a), there is
the mean geometry. In Fig. 10(b), the design has a quite strong similarity with
the mean geometry apart in the bulb region where it is slightly thinner. In the
second geometry in Fig. 10(c), it is possible to observe stronger curvatures on
the hull. This behavior is heavier for the third geometry in Fig. 10(d) since it
gains a very sharp bulb and an excessively large beam on the bow region of the
hull. The design in Fig. 10(e), is even more extreme as it no longer resembles
the geometrical properties of a hull.

In general, stronger and anomalous shape modifications may be obtained as
the Mahalanobis distance or the uncertainty of our model about a particular
design increases.
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7.4. Optimization Problem
The problem formulation for the shape optimization of the DTMB 5415 is

the following

min
v

RT(x(v)) with v ∈ RM

Lpp(x(v)) = Lpp0

∇(x(v)) = ∇0,
|∆B(x(v))| ≤ 0.05B0,
|∆T (x(v))| ≤ 0.05T0,
V (x(v)) ≥ V0,
vlb
m ≤ vm ≤ vub

m m = 1, . . . ,M

(71)

where RT is the calm-water resistance at Fr = 0.28 (equivalent to 20 kn for
the full-scale ship). Equality constraints are defined for the length between
perpendiculars (Lpp) and the displacement (∇). Inequality constraints include
5% of maximum variation of the beam (B) and the drought (T ) and dedicated
volume for the sonar dome (V ), corresponding to 4.9 m diameter and 1.7 m length
(cylinder). Subscript ‘0’ indicates original-geometry values. Finally, to satisfy
the equality constraints, scaling equations are applied to the modified geometry
as in [39]. Equality and inequality constraints on the geometry deformations are
based on [64].

Using the reduced-dimensionality design space with probabilistic linear latent
variable models PPCA and FA, the optimization problem becomes

min
z

RT(x(z)) with z ∈ RK

Lpp(x(z)) = Lpp0

∇(x(z)) = ∇0,
|∆B(x(z))| ≤ 0.05B0,
|∆T (x(z))| ≤ 0.05T0,
V (x(z)) ≥ V0,
d2M (x(z)) ≤ φmax

zlb
k ≤ zk ≤ zub

k k = 1, . . . ,K

(72)

Where the bounds for the latent variable are computed by taking the maximum
and the minimum of each column component zk of Z and the value of φmax

given in Tab. 4.
The hidden constraints are treated as follows: in case one or more constraints

are not satisfied, the geometry will not enter the simulator to obtain the function
evaluation, instead, the following pseudo value for the objective function is
returned to the optimizer as

f(x) = h+ ψ ∗
J∑

j=1

max{0, gj(x)− aj} (73)

where h = 50, ψ = 1000 and gj and aj represent the jth generic geometrical
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constraint and its constant term.

7.5. Hydrodynamic Solver
The calm-water total resistance is evaluated using the linear potential flow

code WARP (Wave Resistance Program), developed at CNR-INM. Wave resis-
tance computations are based on the Dawson (double-model) linearization [79].
The frictional resistance is estimated using a flat-plate approximation, based on
the local Reynolds number [80]. The ship balance (sinkage and trim) is fixed.
Details of equations, numerical implementations, and validation of the numerical
solver are given in [81]. The convergence grid study can be found in [82].

Simulations are performed for the right demi-hull, taking advantage of sym-
metry about the xz-plane. The computational domain for the free-surface is
defined within 1Lpp upstream, 3Lpp downstream, and 1.5Lpp sideways, for a
total of 150 × 44 grid nodes. The associated hull grid is formed by 180 × 40
nodes.

7.6. Numerical Results
The global optimization process is performed using the DIRECT algorithm [1]

and Bayesian global optimization [3] based on Gaussian processes (GP) [62]. The
stopping criteria is the maximum number of function evaluations (i.e. simulation
runs) fixed at

Imax = 500 (74)

For the GP, we used the lower confidence bound (GP-LCB) [63] as the acqui-
sition function, with the parameter that balances the exploitation/exploration
fixed to κ = 1. The LCB is optimized with a multi-start quasi-Newton method
BFGS [83]. In this work, a Matérn kernel function [84] with a parameter ν = 3/2
has been used for the GP, while its length scale is optimized during the MLE
procedure. We used a central composite design [85] without factorial points
composed by 2D + 1 points for the initialization of the Bayesian optimization
procedure.

In Tab. 5 we reported the numerical results for each optimization algorithm
and the three design spaces produced by PPCA (K = 12), FA (K = 16), and
the full dimensional design space FDS (M = 21) in terms of the total resistance
RT (N) and percentage reduction of the RT [N] with respect to the original
geometry. The overall best function value obtained is given by the DIRECT
algorithm iterating in the subspace produced by the PPCA.

Table 5: Numerical results at the end of the SBDO process.

Method K DIRECT RT [N] GP-LCB RT [N]

PPCA 12 34.04 (-18.5%) 37.63 (-9.9%)
FA 16 35.35 (-15.4%) 38.03 (-9.0%)
FDS 21 40.10 (-4.0%) 40.56 (-2.9%)
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At the end of the SBDO process, the convergence speed to the achieved
optimal function value is evaluated in Fig. 11, showing the best objective function
value obtained across the iterations from the global optimization algorithms.
It is evident from these figures that optimizing in the latent space shows a
faster convergence rate compared to the FDS. This is true for both algorithms,
DIRECT and GP-LCB, as shown in Fig. 11(a) and in Fig. 11(b), respectively.
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Figure 11: Convergence of DIRECT and GP-LCB during the optimization in FA, PPCA, and
FDS spaces.

In Figures, 12 and 13, as well as Fig. 14, the quality of the optimal geometries
produced through FA and PPCA can be evaluated from different viewpoints,
along with their Mahalanobis distances. Overall, is possible to notice a good
geometrical regularity across all the optimal solutions. Only the optimal solutions
found by DIRECT reveal a bulb region slightly sharper (Fig. 13(b) and 13(d))
with a marginally more noticeable curvature over the hull only for the FA
case (Fig. 14(d)). Let’s observe that those geometries obtained a value of the
Mahalanobis distance respectively of d2M (x⋆) = 21.73 and d2M (x⋆) = 27.12 where
their maximum value allowed given by φmax = 21.74 and φmax = 27.13 for
PPCA and FA respectively (Tab. 4). This outcome indicates that DIRECT tried
to generate hull designs with a more pointed bulb. However, the Mahalanobis
distance constraint in Eq. 58 limits significant and abnormal alterations to that
specific section of the hull.

We applied the SBDO process also for the PCA with K = 12. In Fig. 15, we
can observe the convergence of the two optimizers used in this application using
the PCA subspace. To evaluate if the geometries generated by the SBDO process
using the PCA subspace are within the distribution of the training data, we
calculated the squared Mahalanobis distance using the inverse of the covariance
matrix C−1 estimated by the PPCA model. Our findings suggest that most of
the designs generated from PCA fail to satisfy the PPCA Mahalanobis distance
constraint in Eq. 58. This is evidenced in Fig. 15(a) and in Fig. 15(b), where
the red cross highlights the geometries with the best current objective function
value that do not satisfy the constraint based on the Mahalanobis distance. Fig.
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(a) d2M (x̄) = 0

(b) d2M (x⋆) = 21.73 (c) d2M (x⋆) = 6.65 (d) d2M (x⋆) = 27.12 (e) d2M (x⋆) = 16.17

Figure 12: Optimal solutions x⋆ and relative Mahalanobis distance for PPCA/DIRECT (b),
PPCA/GP-LCB (c), FA/DIRECT (d) and FA/GP-LCB (e). The mean geometry x̄ in (a).

(a) d2M (x̄) = 0

(b) d2M (x⋆) = 21.73 (c) d2M (x⋆) = 6.65 (d) d2M (x⋆) = 27.12 (e) d2M (x⋆) = 16.17

Figure 13: Optimal solutions (bow region) x⋆ and relative Mahalanobis distance for
PPCA/DIRECT (b), PPCA/GP-LCB (c), FA/DIRECT (d) and FA/GP-LCB (e). The
mean geometry x̄ in (a).

16 displays the empirical PDF function for the squared Mahalanobis distance of
the geometries generated using DIRECT and GP-LCB optimizers. For GP-LCB,
approximately 88.4% of geometrically feasible geometries produced by PCA do
not satisfy the PPCA Mahalanobis distance constraint, whereas, for DIRECT,
this fraction is approximately 81.6% of the total number of function evaluations
performed. This result may suggest that most simulation runs are wasted on
potentially anomalous geometries. To investigate this possibility, in Fig. 17

30



(a) d2M (x̄) = 0

(b) d2M (x⋆) = 21.73 (c) d2M (x⋆) = 6.65 (d) d2M (x⋆) = 27.12 (e) d2M (x⋆) = 16.17

Figure 14: Optimal solutions (stern region) x⋆ and relative Mahalanobis distance for
PPCA/DIRECT (b), PPCA/GP-LCB (c), FA/DIRECT (d) and FA/GP-LCB (e). The
mean geometry x̄ in (a).
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Figure 15: Convergence of DIRECT and GP-LCB during the optimization in PCA space. In
red a geometry that does not satisfy constraint based on the Mahalanobis distance.

and in Fig. 18 there is a comparison between a design (geometrically feasible)
sampled from DIRECT, GP-LCB, and the mean geometry respectively. In our
analysis, we discovered that the two optimizers followed distinct trajectories
within the latent space. The DIRECT algorithm primarily targeted modifications
to the bulb region to find an optimal solution, whereas GP-LCB placed greater
emphasis on altering the stern region of the hull. Hence, many designs generated
by DIRECT show a behavior similar to the geometry shown in Fig. 17(a),
where most of the bulb volume is concentrated in its rear part producing an
exaggeratedly sharp configuration, similar to the one already discussed in Fig.
10(d). In parallel, the GP-LCB sampled many designs close to the one shown in
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Figure 16: Empirical PDF for the squared Mahalanobis distance for the geometries projected
back from the PCA subspace for DIRECT and GP-LCB.

Fig. 18(a) where an abnormally hard inflection with an acute angle dominates
the stern part of the hull.

(a) d2M (x) = 39.66 (b) d2M (x̄) = 0

Figure 17: Example of an anomalous geometry but geometrically feasible from DIRECT using
PCA subspace in (a). The mean geometry x̄ in (b).
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(a) d2M (x) = 49.72 (b) d2M (x̄) = 0

Figure 18: Example of an anomalous geometry but geometrically feasible from the GP-LCB
using PCA subspace in (a). The mean geometry x̄ in (b).

8. Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we proposed a new framework for SBDO in shape optimization
which focuses on the definition of a lower dimensional space to speed up the
convergence of global optimization algorithms while promoting only high-quality
designs during the process. For this purpose, we used and compared two
probabilistic linear latent variable models such as PPCA and FA. Those methods,
identified a lower dimensional space of K = 12 and K = 16 for PPCA and
FA respectively with a reduction of about 42% and 23% respect to the original
dimensionality (M = 21) while maintaining the 99% of the geometrical variance.

Through PPCA and FA, we also performed density estimation. We showed
that when the shape modification method is linear and the design variables
are sampled uniformly at random, the generated data follows approximately a
Gaussian distribution. This is a consequence of a direct application of the central
limit theorem (CLT). For this reason, PPCA and FA are demonstrated to be
ideal for the current application since they both assume that the underlying
generative process of the data is modeled by a Gaussian distribution. The
degree of anomalousness is measured in terms of Mahalanobis distance, and the
paper demonstrates that abnormal designs tend to exhibit a high value of this
metric. This enables the definition of a new optimization model where anomalous
geometries are penalized and consequently avoided during the optimization loop.

The new proposed framework is demonstrated for the shape optimization of
naval military US destroyer. The optimization results carried out with two global
optimization algorithms DIRECT and Bayesian optimization (GP-LCB), showed
that reducing the dimensionality allows a greater reduction in the objective
function values and a faster convergence with respect to solving the original
problem in the full-dimensionality space. Furthermore, we observed high-quality
designs with the absence of anomalous curvatures and deflections across all
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the geometries generated using our new framework. We also performed the
same optimization process using simple PCA, showing that a large number of
simulations are wasted for geometries with abnormal geometric characteristics.

Our future work will concentrate on using our framework in different real-
world applications, such as airfoil design. We’ll also compare its performance
with other dimensionality reduction models, both unsupervised [55, 86] and
supervised [87, 88].
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