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STATEMENT OF PROBLEM STUDIED

The problem studied was motivated by the technological need to efficiently predict
unsteady transonic flow with vortex effects. Although much progress has been made in the
last decade! in the numerical simulation of transonic flow typical of that occurring over
wings of commercial aircraft, these flows usually have negligible vortical effects. In
contrast, missiles flying at transonic speeds experience important effects due to separation
and, thus, vortical effects. Consequently, the purpose of the present research was to derive
a reduced set of governing equations which properly account for vortical effects in unsteady
transonic flow, and to explore various implementations of this theory using well-tested
potential flow solvers as a basis. The result will be efficient and cost effective computations

for maneuvering missiles and aeroelastic effects.

SUMMARY OF MOST IMPORTANT RESULTS

A theory was developed to treat flow separation and related vortex effects in unsteady-
transonic flow around slender bodies.>® This theory involves the simultaneous solution of a
potential equation (or modified Transonic Small Disturbance Equation), a kinematic vector
potential equation, and a three-dimensional unsteady vorticity transport equation for the
streamwise (dominant) component of vorticity. The theory constitutes a subset of the Euler
equations, where flow separation is modeled by introducing vorticity in the flow field by
means of normal vorticity jets placed along the separation line. In this model, the location
and strength of the separating vorticily are determined from empirical criteria.4 It was
shown that the theory can be regarded as a unifying theory for all speed ranges since it
provides a framework for incorporating vorticity into the classic potential equation for
incompressible as well as compressible flow. As a further refinement, it was also shown that
a second order correction to the pressure, namely the inclusion of the rotational streamwise
velocity component, was critical in order to properly account for the tilting of lee-side

vortices away from the body axis.




An extension of the analysis® that included two components of vorticity showed that in
the presence of constant shed vorticity the vortex must expand in size as it progresses down
the body. This extended analysis also explained the creation of entropy when vorticity is
introduced at a non-normal angle to the body, thus resulting in a loss of total pressure
within the rolled-up vortex. An important result is that, for slender bodies, the three

components of vorticity are separable in magnitude.

The numerical implementation of the steady version of the theory was performed
using a considerably developed form of the TWING potential code.® Results for bodies at
high angles of attack and at subsonic and transonic Mach numbers were obtained and
compared to experiment and, for subsonic flow, to a discrete vortex method. These
demonstrated the need for the aforementioned second order correction on the pressure. It
was also found that numerical errors can dissipate an isolated vortex by a considerable

amount, suggesting the need for further refinement of the vorticity transport algorithm.

Similar problems were observed with the approximate factorization algorithm used in
the unsteady implementation of the theory.3 The unsteady code was based on the well-
tested unsteady transonic potential flow solver CAP-TSD. This code is capable of predicting
the unsteady transonic and supersonic flow over a complete aircraft configuration including
fins, stores, and pylons.” Improvements in the representation of the fuselage on the one
hand, and the development of an appropriate transfer of boundary conditions between the
true and computational surfaces on the other, were found to be key considerations in being
able to resolve vorticity transport close to the body.® Time-accurate calculations using ‘his
substantially enhanced version of the CAP-TSD code were performed for complete missile
configurations in the subsonic, transonic, and supersonic flow regimes. The results
demonstrated that the flow around realistic angle of attack configurations could be
calculated for unsteady transonic flow with separation, thus showing considerable potential

for aeroelastic computations and vnsteady aerodynamics.

Due to the unavailability of experimental data for uf\steady separated transonic flow
over three-dimensional slender bodies, comparisons of time-accurate solutions with

experiment could only be performed for steady angle of attack. In the unsteady cases, a




quasi-steady implementation of the modified Stratford? criterion was used to pr.dict the
instantaneous separation line. The question as to whether additional time lags may
originate from the separation process itself was addressed by means of two-dimensional
unsteady Navier-Stokes calculations of flow around a circular cylinder. The results of this
effort indicated that the time dependent behavior of integral quantities (such as vorticity
flux and drag coefficient) and to a lesser extent of the separation angle could be predicted
with great accuracy using indicial theory.1? The location of the separation point was found
to be satisfactorily predicted within the range of frequencies corresponding to missile
flutter. In particular, it was shown that substantial phase delays and overshoots of
fluctuations in the-vorticity flux could be attained within the range of frequencies of interest.
Although these results were obtained for low Reynolds number laminar flow, they establish
for-the first time that several key aspects characterizing the time-dependent behavior of
two-dimensional boundary layer separation may be predicted using indicial theory.
Whether such ideas are applicable to high Reynolds number turbulent flow for the

development of fully unsteady separation criteria remains to be established.

The unsteady computer code that was developed under the present contract is
currently being used for sea-skimming missile applications (NSWC Contract No. N60921-
90-C-0134), in which missiles flying close to the sea surface experience periodic gusts due to
the waves. Thesz gusts can excite structural (acroelastic) modes which result'in a
deterioration of the control systems’ performance.!? The unsteady aeroelastic effects make
the code ideally suited for this application. The code is'currently being enhanced to
calculate the transonic and supersonic flow over a swept-finned missile of arbitrary roll
angle configuration. This additional enhancement will be supplemented with a more
complete version of the Transonic Small Disturbance Equation which includes the necessary

nonlinearities for swept horizontal as well as vertical shocks.
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The Occurrence of Multiple Solutions
for the "TSD-Euler" Equation

by
David Nixon

Nielsen Engineering & Research, Inc.
Mountain View, California
94043-2287 USA

Summary

In a recent paper the TSD- Euler equation for transonic flow has been
derived. This equation is similar in some respects to the TSD equation but has
both entropy and vorticity terms retained. In this paper the existence of multiple
solutions for the TSD-Euler equation is examined and it is found that such
solutions excist for a small range of Mach numbers and airfoil thickness. It is
found also that the addition of a vorticity flux on the airfoil surface can enhance
the appearance of multiple solutions.




“atroduction

The existence of multiple or “phantom" solutions in potential simulations of
transonic flow was first described by Steinhoff & Jameson [1]. These solutions give
lift for a symmetric airfoil at zero degrees angle of attack ana appeare? for a small
range of Mach number. These phantom solutions appear when some degree of
asymmetry, either in the algorithm or in the initial conditions, is introduced into
the solution process for a certain range of Mach numbers. The asymmetry may
also be introduced by a physical angle of attack. It appears that there is a certain
range of Mach number in which the phantom solution is preferred to the
conventional solution. Most of the early work on the occurrence of phantom
solutions concerned steady flow, although Williams et al [2] solved the unsteady
TSD equation to give phantom solutions for unsteady flows. Williams et al [2
also modeled viscous effects by a boundary layer displacement thickness and foun
phantom solutions for a slightly different Mach number range than for inviscid flow
models. Nixon [3] attempted to explain mathematically the occurrence of phantom
solutions and concluded that the flow must be transonic. Phantom solutions have
also been found for three-dimensional flows [4]. These phantom solutions have,
until recently, not been observed in equation sets other than the potential equation;
although, it has been speculated by Williams et al [2] and Nixon [5] that they
would exist for the Euler equations. All of these studies are concerned with
potential flow, although Salas et al [6] did try to find phantom solutions for the
Euler equations with no success. This paper is concerned with the possible
occurrence of phantom solutions in the Euler equations although the analysis uses a
subset of the Euler equations, called the TSD-Euler equation derived by Nixon [5].
It is concluded that for very thin eirfoils at a freestream Mach number close to
unity phantom solutions to the TSD-Euler equation exist. It is found also that the
addition of vorticity at the airfoil boundary enhances the probability of obtaining a
phantom solution. .

Examples of Multiple Solutiox}s

An example of the pressure distribution around a symmetric Joukowski airfoil
at zero degrees angle of attack and Me = 0.85 is shown in Figure 1. This
solution was produced by solving the transonic small disturbance (TSD) equation
using the conservative Murman-Cole algorithm. The asymmetry was introduced as
an initial condition. The phenomena appears for conventional lifting airfoils. An
example [6] of the variation of lift coefficient, Cr, with angle of attack a, for a
RAE2822 airfoil is shown in Figure 2. It may be observed that at a = 0.6
degrees, Cp, can have a value of about 0.5 or about 1.4. It is interesting to note
that if the phantom solution is realizable the value of C; would be three times the
“conventional" value.

TSD-Euler Equation

One possible reason for the inability to find phantom solutions for the Euler
equations is that the algorithms for solving the Euler equations do not satisfy these
equations on the airfoil surface since the tangential velocity on the surface are found
by extrapolation from the interior. It is noted by Nixon [3] that it is the behavior
of the potential equation on the surface that gives rise to the eigensolution
necessary to obtain phantom solutions. To examine this aspect further, Nixon [5]
derived a “"small disturbance" version of the Euler equations, the "TSD-Euler"




equation, which includes the first order effects of entropy and vorticity. This
equation reduces to the classic transonic small disturbance (TSD) equation (for
which phantom solutions can be computed) in the absence of vorticity and has the
advantage that the basic equation is satisfied everywhere, thus allowing the
emergence of the necessary eigensolution.

The TSD-Euler equation [5] is given by

witn

y )x
x (1)
where u and v are perturbation velocities in the x and y directions, respectively,

nondimensionalized with respect to freestream values. S is the entropy change, R is
the gas constant and

[ﬁzu-kgz] +v, = (

f=1-ﬁ;k=W+Dﬁ (2)

where Mw is the freestream Mach number. If ¢ is a perturbation velocity potential,
and ¢ is a vector potential, then

u = ¢x + 'y
(3)
V=4 - ¥
and
Vux * Pyy = ¥ (4)

where the vorticity w is related to the entropy S by Crocco's theorem. The
entropy generated at a shock is given by

Sy_—21 @ - 1)® (5)
P n)?

where M1 is the Mach number just ahead of the shock and is related to u. The
entropy generated by the shock is constant with respect to x aft of the shock. The
tangency boundary condition is represented by the thin airfoil approximation so that
the equation and its boundary condition: reduce to the classic TSD formulation in
the absence of vorticity. The tangency boundary condition is given by

(¢, -19) = Y' (x)
y - _ s
y= %0 ‘ (6)
where y = yg(x) denotes the airfoil.




Equation (1) with its boundary condition, Equation (6), and the vorticity
equation, can be written in similarity form to give

- =2 = ~2 2 _0 = +
[u-%_]x+~“;=?7*:15§kﬁ 35 (1 -u )3 ¢p)
V(x,*0) =Ky (%) 8)
_._._. 2_ = —
u=¢ +p¥_; v=4_-9¢ (9)
y y

23 .3 . 7. _21 8 = 3
P =B g 10T (10)

vhere ¢ = k/p2 $; ¥ = l‘:/pB $; w= k/;,,3 w,y=py and u' is the value of
u just ahead of the shock. In the derivation of Equation (10) the first order

approximation to Crocco's Equation has been used; thus

N | > a_?r (8/R) (11)

RM

If 1y s =Yg where 7 is the thickness of the airfoil then a transonic similarity

parameter, K, can be defined as

K= (12)

The transonic similarity parameter, K, is constant for combinations of Mach
number and thickness; if the airfoil is very thin the Mach number approaches unity
and the entropy production vanishes as 7+o and f2+o. Thus for a given K it is
possible to approach the TSD equation arbitrarily closely by varying the thickness
and the Mach number.

The set of equations, Equations {7-10), can be solved using the same algorithm
and treatment of the boundary conditions used in the TSD example, thus ensuring
that a phantom solution can be obtained as §+0.




Addition of Vorticity

If any vorticity is introduced into the two dimensional flow the vorticity ~vector
will be aligned with the spanwise direction and the magnitude of the vorticity will
not change in this direction. According to the equations of Klopfer and Nixon (7)
this vorticity is convected like

(W), + (@v), =0 (13)

to a fizst approximation. The velocity induced by the vorticity is given by
Equation (4) or Equation (10). In these models vorticity is defined as

vV, -u, =W (14)

Using Equation (14) and Equation (13) gives an alternative representation of the
vorticity transport, namely,

2 v

A =W+ - wyu (15)

xx | Ayy
where

A =wv; A, =-Wwu (16)

A suitable boundary condition for Equation (15) is that normal derivatives of A are
specified on the boundaries, that is Neumann boundary conditions are used.

Equation (15) can be solved using a simple central differencing scheme with
the vorticity terms on the right hand side set retarded by one iteration. Equation
(15) can be solved iteratively with Equations (1), (3), (4), and (5).

In one of the examples discussed in the next section a small amount of
vorticity, comparable in magnitude to the shock generated vorticity, is introduced
over a small part of the chord (usually over three grid points). The amount of
vorticity, w, is symmetric on both surfaces of the airfoil; the symmetry or
asymmetry of u depends on whether a phantom solution is present.

Results from the TSD-Euler Equation

It has been found that phantom solutions for the TSD-Euler equation,
Equation (1), for the NACAOOXX series airfoil, can only be obtained for a very
thin airfoil at a freestream Mach number close to unity. This is in keeping with a
suggestion of Williams et al {2]. An example for a 0.00076% thick airfoil at
Me = 0.9945 is shown in Figure 3. The lowest Mach number for which a
phantom solution could be obtained is 0.986 for an airfoil of thickness 0.003%.
These results indicate that the occurrence of the phantom solutions in the Euler
equations is not likely to be of practical interest.




As an experiment a vorticity source, equivalent to a heat sink, was placed
upstream of the shock waves on the airfoil surface. The entropy induced by this
source is approximately the same magnitude of that produced by the shock but
with the opposite sign; (S/R) is of the order of 10°4. Using this device it proved
possible to generate a lifting solution for a Mach number of 0.945 for a 2 1/2%
thick airfoil; the solution is shown in Figure 4. This is a much more interesting
proposition than the previous cases. It can be inferred from this result that a
small amount of vorticity can greatly increase the chance of getting the phantom
solution. / '

If the phantom solutions found for the TSD-Euler equations could be made
physically realizable they are only practical if a vorticity source is inserted into the
airfoil boundary, indicating that a control device is necessary to obtain these
solutions. The fact that phantom solutions have been found for flows with shock-
induced and distributed vorticity suggests that the solutions can be obtained for the
Navier-Stokes equations. The calculations reported by Williams et al [2] for
boundary layer flows reinforce this point. It is suggested that the phantom solution
are realizable and that these could provide radically increased aerodynamic efficiency
of conventional flows as may be observed.from the result shown in Figure 2.

Concluding Remarks

An equation with many similarities to the Euler equations has been examined
for the occurrency of multiple or phantom solutions. It is concluded that although
these solutions do exist it is for a much more restrictive range of Mach numbers
than the potential equation. If a small amount of vorticity is introduced into the
flow through the airfoil surface, upstream of the shock, then phantom solutions can
be found for a much larger range of Mach number. Since this model has vorticity,
entropy and shock waves represented it is speculated that phantom solutions could
be found for the Navier-Stokes equations. The fact that such solutions of the
potential equation coupled with a boundary layer model serves to reinforce this
point.

If the Navier-Stokes equations have phantom solutions similar to those found
for the potential or TSD-Euler equations then it may be possible to exploit this
"new" aerodynamic phenomena to radically improve aerodynamic efficiency. In fact
there may be many instances of phantom solutions involving more than one location
of concentrated vortices, shock waves, or shear surfaces that could be used to
revolutionize aircraft flight if these phenomena can be made to occur and stabilized
in a real flight.
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PREDICTION OF TRANSONIC FLOW WITH VORTEX EFFECTS
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Introduction

In recent years it has been possible to predict the
unsteady transonic flow around a wing, especially those
typical of commercial aircraft, in a fairly efficient
manner. Frequently, the computer codes that are used
are based on potential theory and are considerably faster
than a corresponding calculation using the Euler
cquations. However, these methods have been
developed for aircraft and are not really applicable to
missile flows where vorticity effects are important; the
potential approximation cannot predict the effects of
vorticity other than by representing a vortex wake by an
infinitely thin sheet which is excluded from the
computationul domain. This model is complicated and
may not be a viable option for routine calculations
around real aircraft or missile configurations because the
geometry of the vortex sheet can get quite complex.

Missiles generally have low aspect ratio fins and
slender bodies, neither of which are features of
commercial aircraft; this may cause problems in grid
generation. The airflow over missiles is dominated by
vortex effects; this is in contrast to the attached flow over
a commercial aircraft. For steady missile flow a variety
of prediction methods are available, ranging from panel
methods, with the addition of nonlinear vortex
dynamics, to the Euler equations or Navier-Stokes
equations. The Navier-Stokes equations will model flow
separation and track the resulting vorticity but are only
as accurate as the turbulence model used in the
calculation. This is critical in defining the separation
line. The prediction methods based on the Euler
equations need some empirical criteria to predict the
location and strength of the separating vortex sheet; the
Euler equations will then model the transport of this
vorticity reasonably accurately. A detailed discussion of
the methods used to predict steady flows over missiles is
given in Reference (1). In order to predict unsteady flow
over a missile to adequate accuracy, the method must be
able therefore, to treat unsteady separated flow.
Furthermore, if it is necessary to predict the steady flow
at transonic, rather than supersonic, speeds the method
mi st be computationally efficient since, unlike
supersunic fluw which an use a martdiing procedure,
transonic flow methods require numerous sweeps of the
computational domain leading to large computational
times.
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It would be ideal to use the Navier-Stokes
equations to model unsteady transonic flow around
missiles, but there are several difficulties with this
approach. The most obvious difficulty is the computer
time required, which is several orders of magnitude
greater than that required for a potential calculation.
Even if a dedicated supercomputer were available for
such calculations, the computation of the necessary flow
separation might be inaccurate because of the inherent
inaccuracy of many present turbulence models. The next
best approach is to use the time dependent Euler
equations which require some empirical factor to initiate
separation and compute the shed vorticity. This
empiricism would be a development of the steady flow
criteria described in Reference (1), If the separation line
and shed vorticity can be predicted, then the Euler
equations would be a viable model. However, since
missiles are slender some further approximations can be
made. This paper is concerned with developing a
method of predicting the pressure distribution on
missiles at transonic and supersonic speeds. The
concepts developed in this work will be transfersed to an
unsteady analysis. The approach is to make as much use
of the existing technology as possible. ‘The final goal is to
develop a computer code capable of predicting the
unsteady transonic flow about missiles for use in
aeroelastic calculations or during maneuver. The
present paper is an account of the first phase of the work,
namely the development of a steady flow variant of the
method.

The approach-is based on experience gained in
steady subsonic and supersonic flow predictions for

.missiles, in particular, the fact that if a separation line
. and the strength of the vorticity introduced at that line

can be estimated empirically, the governing equations
(such as the Euler equations) will repiesent the transport
of this vorticity accurately. Because the computational
time for the Euler equations for an unsteaciy calculation
is considerably greater than that for a potential
calculation, a simplified model is used.

The basic equations cre those derived by Klopfer
and Nixon? and are a subset of the Euler equations. For
slender bodies, the five Culer equations are reduced tc
an equation, similar to the three-dimensional unsteady
potential equation, a vorticity transport equationand a
two-dimensional Poisson equation. Apart from the
reduced set of equations, a second advantage is that one
of the equations is almost identical to the potential
equation for which there are well tested computer codes.
This allows the development of a prediction method




based considerably on proved technology. A derivation
of the equations is given in Reference 2.

Basic Equations

From Reference 2, the basic equations are as
follows:

Vorticity Transport
ug g, +(va), +(wa), =0 m
Rotational Crossflow
Ayy +A,, =-Q )
Mass Conservation
(pu), +(pu)y +(pw), =0 3)
where

us¢iv=9, +A;w=¢, -A @

y
and

2
(v-1) Mc°

- 2.2 21 71
? pw{1+—-—2——— (1-u?-v w)} (5)

$ is the velocity potential, A is the vector potential, o is
the density, M is the freestream Mach number, & is the
vorticity in the streamwise direction, and u, v, and ware
velocities in the coordinate directions x, y, z respectively.

Goveming Equations in Transformed
Curvilinear Coordinates

In order to treat complex geometries, the
governing equations are transformed to a curvilinear
body conforming coordinate system which is orthogonal
in the crossflow plane:

X=§
y= y(slﬂl S) (6)
z= Z(Elnls)

Note that in the transformed coordinates, & is the
streamwise direction, the n axld e clirections are a bauts
for the crossflow plane, and Vg - V§ = 0. The n and §
directions are parallel and normal, respectively, to the

body surface.

Before presenting the transformed equations, an
alternate formulation of the continuity equation wilt be

derived. The total velocity, ¥, is defined as the sum of
Solential and rotational velocity components, P and
R, respectively:

V=9 4+ 9R )
where
P =g ®
and
VR = §xA ©
with
A=(a,0,07 a0

In Cartesian coordinates:

W =g, by 8T (11a)
and
R =(0,A,-A)T (11b)
Note that
¥xVP =0 (12a)
and ‘
V.9 =0 (12b)

In other words, the potential velocity field is irrotational
and the rotational velocity field is divergence free.

The continuity equation, (3), in vector form is
V.6W=0 a3)
Combining Equations (7) - (13) gives

V. (V=5 (14)
where

-

5=k . T, (15)

Equation (14) is the full potential equation with a source
term. It can be transformed from Cartesian coordinates
to strong conservation law (SCL) form. An existing code
is used to solve Equation (14) in SCL form, and will be
described below.

The vorticity transport equation transforms to'the
following SCL form:

8y + (V) + (W) =0 (16)

where




A 0]
Q - 7 (17)
and the contravariant velocitics are defined

V=n + ny viu,+n, w/u, (18a)

W= S + 5y w/u + 3§, w/u, (18b)
Formulas for the Jacobian, ], and-the metric terms #,,
7, . Sy, ctc. can be found in Reference 3 for a
generalized curvilinear transformation. The

transformation, Equation (6), permits simplification of:

somn of these terms.
The vector potential equation, (2), transforms to:
aAnn'i'BAss"l")'An'i' 8A$=‘9 (19)
where
= n§ + 72
- 2
=52+ 8%
TSNy 0y,
6=8, +3%

yy 2z

Since the transformation is orthogonal in the n-§ plane,
the cross-derivative term, A, ; does not appear.

To summarize, the governing equations,
continuity, vorticity transport, and the vector potential
equations have been transformed to a curvilinear
coordinate system and are given by Equations (14), (16),
and (19), respectively. The following section discusses
boundary conditions used for these equations.

Boundary Conditions

Boundary conditions for the velocity potential, ¢,
the vorticity, €, and the vector potential, A, are required
on the body surface and at the far field boundary. All
boundary conditions will be described next.
Body Surface

Away from the separation locations, flow tangency
is applied on the body surface:

V.a|=o0 (20)
body

where R is the outward unit normal to the surface. This
requires that

VP +VR =0 (21a)

25

where V{ *) is a normal velocity component. Equation
(21a) indicates that either VI; or V§ can be arbitrarily
specified. Wechoose

VP =0 {21b)

since'this condition is built into the existing full potential
code. With V! chosen, Equation (21a) requires that

R -
Vi =0 (22)
In a locally orthonormal coordinate system in the
crossflow plane with nand t (the unit tangential to the

surface) as the basis vectors, the normal component of
the rotational velocity becomes

VR =20 (23)
and the tangential component is:
VR =9 4

Equations (22) and (23) provide the body boundary
condition for the vector potential:

$.=0 (25)
or
A=A, =const 26)
along the body (away from the separation point).
Vorticity is introduced into the flowfield only in

the vicinity of the separation locations (see discussion
below). Consequently, away from the separation points

ﬂl -0 (27)
body

is applied.
Far-Field

In the farfield, freestream conditions prevail,

V=9, (28)
or in component form:
¢, | =u, (292)
-]
n 3t]m vn,eo (29b)
0¢ on,
3¢t 3ale e, e (29¢)




Where %F and %’t‘ are local normal and tangential
derivatives with respect to the freestream boundary
surface.

Note that either a Nevman condition on A, which
specifies &, or a Dirichlet condition, which indirectly
specifies §3- can be applied at the far field boundary,
but not both. Having ckosen either of these conditions,
the velocity putential boundary condition must then be
modified to ensure satisfaction of Equation (29). A third
alternative is chosen. The far field boundary is placed
far enough away from the body such that

VR =28 o0 : @0

Then by specifying a Dirichlet condition

A 1 -~ Aw = constant (31)

«©
which implies
VR =8 32

The boundary condition for the velocity potential thus
becomes

Voo =V, (33)

and this is already implemented in the existing full
potential code. Equations (31) - (33) indicate that the far
field flow is irrotational, consequently:

SZI =0 (34)

o
is also specified at the far field boundary.

Separation condition

The vorticity flux passing through a plane normal
to a two-dimensional boundary layer is given to the
order of approximation of boundary layer theory by

v2

v
- —_— - e
iVQdy Ivay dy > (35)

where V, is the velocity at the edge of the boundary
layer, 6.

At the separation point, it is assumed that this
vorticity is "injected” into the inviscid flow field.
Consequently, a vorticity flux boundary condition is
applied to the vorticity transport equation at the
separation location. The flux (V ) is applied at the
body surface such that

b
2
- 8
I Ve dl SA (36)

a
is satisfied, where the integration is taken along the
surtace coordinate, ], in the vicinity of the separation
location, 2 <1 <b. Note that an empirical factor, A, has
been included to reduce the boundary layer vorticity
fiux. This "vortex reduction factor" is widely used in
discrete vortex methods to provide better agreement
between predicted and measured values. The
recommended value* lies in the range 0.6 s A <10.

The separation line is determined* by the Stratford
criterion which for turbulent boundary layers states that

separation occurs when

1/2 _gy"0-1

[Re, x 207°)
et

dcp
S 4 =- 0. i 3
cp[e dE] 0.35 sina (37)

where C_ is the pressure coefficient, £ is the length of
the boundary layer in the streamwise direction, and R,
is the Reynolds number based on this length. The
separation criteria and the strength of the shed vorticity
have been used successfully in many subsonic
examples. Asa first step the same criteria are used
here.

It is shown in Reference 2 that the present
formulation is equivalent at subsonic speeds to the
"vortex cloud” method used by Mendenhall and
Perkins.? The main difference is that the vorticity
transport equation, Equation (1), is solved by
representing the vorticity flux by discrete vortices which
are transported with the flow. The velocity induced by
the vortices is computed from the Biot-Savart law. The
strength of the vortices introduced at the separation line
is determined by the same criteria as the present work,
that is Equation (36). However, the location of a vortex
that has just been introduced must be determined, which
is achieved by ensuring that the separation lineisa
crossflow stagnation point. Since the discrete vortex is
the integral of the vorticity over an element, the location
may be regarded as the centroid of the vorticity in the
element, If the vorticity flux in a time interval is
uniform, then the centroid is at the center of the element;
there is no flexibility in changing the centroid other than
by changing the rate of change of vorticity flux in each
time interval which seems to be a nonphysical artifice.
Another difference between the present method and
vortex cloud is that discrete vortex methods do not
automatically converge as the number of vortices is
increased; this introduces an element of art into the
procedure which cannot be duplicated in the present
method.




A Second Order Correction

In the work of Mendenhall and Perkins,? it is
necessary to introduce the rotational increment in u due
to the rotation of the vortex away from the axial
direction. This additional term is necessary to obtain any
kind of adequate results and is presented as an empirical
correction, It is necessary to include this correction in
the present theory but it is instructive to examine the
idea further.

From the definition of the various vorticity
components

WRy -VRz =9 (38a)
uk, -wR = (38b)
vR —uRy =0, (380)

where the superscript "R"” denotes a rotational
component, €, is the vorticity component in the axial
diraction, , is the component in the y direction, and @ 5
is the component in the z direction. In the computations,
Q, is computed. From Equation (38b)
z
o - ] (wf: + 200z + £(x,y) (39)

where f(x,y) is a function due to ive integration and on
differentiation

4
R R
uy = ] (Mg + )z + £ (40)

From Equation (38a) and (38c)

R R

wy - 91 + v z (41)
et og . ]z(vR - 9, )dz (42)
h's x 3 Xz 3z

and on substitution of Equations (41) and (42) into -

Equation (40)
z
R R
fy ] [vxz - Q32 - le - vxz - sz]dn o
Since

by definition it follows that

z
o ] W2 + \dz (44)
X 3

From the analysis of Klopfer and Nixon? it may be
shown that

W§ ~0(eu,)

(45
@, ~0(eQ) ~ 0(ed)
Herce a first approximation is
z
R R
u = ] w dz (46)

The point of this analysis is that the "empirical
correction” of Mendenhall and Perkins? is actually a
consistent second order extension of the theory. This
extra component of velocity is incorporated into the
pressurerelation

g (b e - )
¥ L]

v/ y-1

-1} (47)

where
Q? =P +uR? + WP +vRZ + (WP +wR2Z  (48)
Numerical Methods

The governing equations, continuity, vorticity
transport, vector potential Equations (14) - (19), and the
Bernoulli equation are a coupled, non-linear system and
are solved in an iterative manner. The numerical
method used for each equation and the overall solution
algorithm for the system are described in this section.

Continuity Equation

Equation (14) with S = 0 is the transonic full
potential equation. An existing code, TWING?, which
solves the full potential equation in SCL form for a viing
was modified to treat a general body and to include the
source term, S, and the terms A, and A, inthe Bernoulli
equation.

TWING uses an implicit, approximate factorization
(AP) shock-capturing scheme. Central differencing is
used at subsonic points and an equivalent upwind
density biasing is applied at supersonic points. For a full
description of the numerical method used in TWING, see
Reference 3.

The AF scheme for the full potential equation can
be written




NC? + wlgh =0 49)

whereL¢ =0 represents the full potential equation in
operator form. The w is a relaxation parameter, C* is the
correction term (g7 +1 - ¢" ), L¢" is the residual, and N
is an operator representing the AF splitting. The source
term was incorporated into the AF scheme by replacing
the residual L¢" with (L¢" ~S") giving

-w{Lg™ -5M =0 (50)
and S" is evaluated according to Equation (15). The
velocity terms appearing in the Bernoulli Equation (5)
were modified to include A and A, as indicated in
Equation {(4). No further modifications were required.

Vorticity Transport Equation

The vorticity transport equation is hyperbolic with
¢ as the time-like variable. Consequently, a marching-
type procedure is used to solve this equation. Central
differencing is used with a Beam and Warming-type °
solution algorithm that is derived next.

The vorticity transport equation (16) is first
rewritten as

Q ve 9 5
: [(mn+ ‘W‘”s] (51)

Trapezoidal differencing is used in the ¢-direction, and
second-order central differencing in the # and §
directions, resulting in:

A

QD>

3 = 9‘ " A
L S P [a ) + 8 (wm]
At n § 141
(52)
+ [s_wa) + 5, (we
+
[6, v + 5, m]i
where "i" is the grid index in the ¢-direction; "j" and "k,"

the indices in the  and § directions, respectively are
implied in Equation (52). The central difference
operators are

A { 0y, 401,
(53a)
Cg,3m0,%)

and

-6-

RPN R V38 I O TR
(53b)
SRIRR=Y
Equation (52) can be rearranged:
At
II + %5 [BVan * 5 i+1]] 141
(54)
- |1 - 8¢
{I s [ovy + o ]}
Equation (54) is then factorized giving,
AE At N
(@4 8 Va ) T 5 8y ) By
(59)
a¢ - AE
-(I-—-BV)(I SWi)ﬂi+Di

Note that this equation is linear in 9, since provisional
valuesof V; _ ; and W, , are known when Equatxon
(55) is solved (see discussion below concerning the
global iteration strategy). The right hand side of
Equation (55) has also been factored to minimize the
factorization error.

Di, in Equation (55), represents an added explicit
fourth-order dissipation term which is necessary to
stabilize the integration in ¢. The dissipation also
provides a spatial smoothing of the vorticity which
inhibits the odd-even decoupling phenomena,
characteristic of central-differenced, convective-transport
equations.

The formula used for D; is taken from Reference 6:
D; = eJ;1(8%, + 84 )(nj) (56)
where 87 and 6% are centered, fourth differences, e.g.:
4=
=9,

- 49j_1 + 69j - 491-“ + Q,'+z (57)

3 .
and e, the fourth order smoothing coefficient, is a
constant.

The fourth order difference terms, Equation (57),
are modified near the bounriaries and are discussed
below in the results section.




To advance Equation (55), the following two step
procedure is executed.

L{+REs V107, =R,
2:{l+ %Es Wil @4 = %n

where R; = right-hand-side of Equation (55). Steps 1and
2 require the inversion of scalar tridiagonal matrices.

(58a)

(58b)

Vector potential equation

The vector potential is a Poisson equation that is
solved separately in each crossflow plane. Second order
central differencing is used for both first and second
order derivatives in Equation (19). Successive over-
relaxation is used as the iteration scheme.

The second order metric derivatives appearing in
Equation (19) are evaluated by using the chain rule, e.g.:

Ty = (wy),,ny + (ny)gsy (59)

(recall that ¢ # f(y)). Central differencing is used to
approximate the terms like ("Y)n'

Treatment at grid singularities

Two different mesh topologies were used in the
study, an H-grid and a polar grid. At the grid
singularities, the dependent variables were taken as
simple averages of neighboring values in the same
crossflow plane.

Global iteration strategy

The solution of the coupled system of Equations
(14), (16), and (19) is achieved by sequentially iterating
each individual equation in turn. A single pass through
all the equations is a global or outer iteration; inner
iterations are performed on the velocity potential and
vector potenu.a! equations. Because the inner iteration
algorithms were designed to be stable and convergent,
the globa! iteration process is expected to be similarly
well behaved.

One global iteration consists of the following steps:

1. Iterate on the velocity potential equation (50).
Initially S= A, = Ay =0.

2. Determine the incipient separation plane § = ¢
using the Stratford criterion in Equation (37). This is
the first upstream plane where vorticity will be
shed.

3. March the vorticity transport and vector potential
equations downstream from-£; _ to ¢ where

o max
£nax  isend valueof £.

-

@ & =&

(b) Determine the separation location from the
Stratford criterion and evaluate the vorticity
flux to be "shed" to ¢, crossflow plane
according to Equation (36).

(c) Advance vorticity from plane §; to &; ;.
Since vorticity transport and vector potential
equations are coupled through VR, this is an
iterative procedure. n=1.

(i) Step vorticity transport Equation (51)
from plane ¢; to §;,;-

(i) Iterate vector potential Equation (19) for
£ Plane

(iii) Calculate total velocity for ¢

plane:
W =P+ VR,

i+1

(iv) Check for convergence on total velocity in
£,y Pplane: if
¥ ., - Vn-11 <0 iteration
converged, otherwise continue iterating
(n=n+1, go to (i) above).

(d) If at last crossflow plane, &, = &, 4
continue, otherwise continue marching vorticity
downstream (go to (¢) above).

4. Calculate the source term, S, Equation (15), then
continue iterating velocity potential equation (go
to1).

The number of inner iterations performed on the
velocity and vector potential equations are arbitrary and
are determined by experience. Note that this global
iteration strategy has not been optimized in terms of
convergence rate or operation count. Its primary
purpose is to provide a method for determining the
solution to the coupled system of equations.

CONVECTION OF A SINGLE VORTEX

The convection of a single vortex in the potential
flowfield about an axisymmetric body was used as a test
problem for debugging during the early development of
the computer programs. An interesting numerical effect
was discovered which raises some questions regarding
the accuracy of numerical simulations of vortex flows.

A conservation equation for the circulation will
first be derived from the vorticity transport equation.
Then, an equivalent numerical conservation equation
will be derived from the difference equations used to
approximate the vorticity transport equation. Finally,
results of the test problem will be given to illustrate the
degree to which circulation is conserved in a calculation.




If the vorticity transport equation, Equation (1), is
integrated over a crossflow plane, one obtains

[fgan+ [V [Uxen) aa =0 (s0)
X
A A
where
dA = dydz

L= v W o=
Vg = —3F + =%k
33 Yy ™

and'¥ is a two-dimensional gradient operating in the y
and z directions. Applying the divergence theorem and
noting that A # {(x), Equation (60) becomes:

2
= ] QdA + j vo9dl = 0 (61)
A 1

where in the second integral, v, @ is the vorticity flux
normal to 1, the boundary of the flowfield in the
crossflow plane. Notice that the first integral is the
definition of the circulation, T, so that Equation (61) can
be expressed as:

ar
L 1l vpdl = 0 (62)

Equation (62) indicates that if there is no vorticity flux at
the boundaries of the flowfield, then the circulation is
conserved. The algorithm used to solve the vorticity
transport equation is next analyzed to determine to what
extent circulation is numerically conserved.

The finite difference equations which determine
the convection of vorticity over one step, A¢, in the
stream-wise direction are represented by Equation (55).
Expanding and rearranging Equation (55) gives:

*1 $2 #3

Y A A

S = B+ 8 s (B 4

L

w1t ts 1+1] *

#4

55[61 + ?;iﬂ]} + (63)

#5 #6

n+_‘éﬂ_2.{svsa—sv 5.6 }
1 2 aVi8eGy = 8.V, 18.C

wheré

-8

f=V2and G =Wa

(The last term on the right hand side of Equation (63) is
the approximate factorization error.)

The numerical analog of the circulation
conservation statement, Equation (62), is obtained by
summing each term in Equation (63) over all interior
grid points in the respective crossflow plane. If the
result of such a summation involves only boundary
terms, the numerical method is said to be conservative.
This scheme, Equation (63), will be analyzed below to
determine if it is conservative. The summation of each
term in Equation (63) will be considered separately,
beginning with the left hand side term.

Using j as the grid point index for the
circumferential direction, n, and k as the index for the
normal direction, §, Q.1 is summed over all interior
points in the i+1 plane giving:

Jmax-1 kmax-1 ,

3=l k=2 T3k

(64)
Jmax-1 kmax-~1 [ o ]
i ok VT i,k

Limits on the summation over j indicate that the grid is
periodic in this direction. The inverse of the Jacobian, J-1
represents the elemental area in the crossflow plane
associated with a grid point, thus J°! = AA so that
Equation (64) can be rewritten:

?J:- ; 41,9, "'jz % (8R)-449, 4,x (6>

(The limits on the summation in Equation (65) and all
following equations in this section are implied to be the
same as in Equation (64), i.e. to include all interior grid
points) The right hand side of Equation (65) is a
numerical approximation to f@dA, which as noted
above, is equal to the circulation, 1. Consequently,

fj\j 2 ®u41,3,6 " i (66)

and therefore the summation of 5‘ over all interior
grid points'represents the circulation contained in the
i+1-th crossflow plane. Similarly, I; is obtained by
summing ; over all pointsin the i-th plane.

Next consider the summation of either component
of term #3 in Equation (63). Making use of the difference




formula for §,, in Equation (53) and periodicity in the j-
direction, it can be shown that:

A
133 = 0 67
2 2 Fiax S
The difference term, snf? is therefore conservative.

For & éi in term #4 of Equation (%3), it can be
shown that:

2 2 23"

A A
(6 +G, ,.)
_ _4i,3.1 i,4.2
= | > (68)
3
(G;,4,xmax-1 * Gi, 34, kmax
+ 3

Notice.that the two terms on the right hand side
represent approximations to boundary fluxes, located at
(i,jk+1/2) and (i,j,kmax-1/2), respectively. Thus in the
standard nomenclature, the GSG term is also
conservative.

It can also be shown that the summation of the
approximate factorization erroy, term #6 in Equation
(63), is identically zero. Using Eqns. (66) - (68), the result
of summing Equation (63) over all interior grid points is

A A
r,,=r +2% s [- Cusi1* Buy +
i+l i 2 3 2
@ L +G
+ i,j,kmax 12 i,j'kmax) ] (69)
i=i,i+1

+ZZDi

3 k

It is thus found that the numerical scheme, Equation (55),
should conserve the circulation, provided that the
dissipation term, D,, is also conservative. This term
will be considered next.

The dissipation term initially used in the program
is given by Equation (56), as recommended by Steger
and Pulliam.® However, this formulation is not
conservative because the inverse Jacobian, ] 1, appears
outside of the difference operators. This situation is
remedied by removing the inverse Jacobian and
operating directly on Q. In other words:

and -
$4Q=qp, -4, +6Q -4Q,, +8,, (0

Note that for applying the 3-direction term, &% t %
at interior grid points immediately adjacent to a
boundary, a formula different from the symmetrlc
formula, Equation (70b), must be used. (Since the grid is
perlodxc in the j-direction, the interior point formulation
for Bn 2, Equation (70a), does not need to be modified.)
Various boundary point formulas were tried including a
second-order difference and also a non-symmetric
fourth-order term, However with these formulations,
summation of the dissipation term results in a non-zero
linear combination of near-boundary @ values which
represents an approximation to a third derivative normal
to the boundary. This boundary term can become quite
large when there are significant gradients in the vortic-
ity, causing the term D in the numerxical
conservation equation, Equa on’(69) to act as a source
or sink of circulation, depending on the term’s sign.

To remedy this problem, the following boundary
point formulas were derived:

-~

3 A A A A A 71
GS Q Ik-z - -91 + 392 - 393 + 94 (71a)
3 A A A +
8¢ ¥ |ymkmax-1 = Mkmax-3 = Tkmax-2
(71b)
A A
3 max-1 ~ Pkmax
Using Equations (71) with Equation (70), results in
> z D, % = 0 (72)

3 k

and makes the dissipation term conservative. By
substituting Equation (72) into Equation (69), one
obtains:




A

A j‘“f*{ 4,4, % S,4,2
2

g =T+ 5
3
(73)
A A
. Gy, 4,xmax-1 ¥ 4,4, kmax’ ]
2 fed, 141

This final equation demonstrates that the numerical
approximation, Equation (55) to the vorticity transport
equation conserves circulation to within the error of the
boundary flux approximations.

The test problem used to demonstrate the
conservation properties of the numerica! method will be
described next. An axisymmetric body used in the
simulation consists of an 8-caliber cylinder having a 3-
caliber tangent-ogive cylindrical nose. A base having the
same shape as the nose was included to close the body.
A grid was constructed about this body having 41 x 21 x
41 points in the streamwise, circumferential, and body-
normal directions, respectively. Views of the grid in the
symmetry and a crossflow plane are give in Figures 1(a)
and 1(b), respectively.

Calculations were made at a {ree stream Mach
number, M, =0.3, and angle of attack, «=15". The
potential flowfield was first calculated by solving the full
potential equation. A single vortex was then placed in
this flowfield in a crossflow plane located near the
beginning of the straight section by specifying a non-
zero value of vorticity at a single grid point in the
crossflow plane. Zero-normal vorticity flux was
specified on all boundaries in all crossflow planes. The
vortex was convected in the potential flowfield by
solving the vorticity transport equation. The vortex was
advanced twenty streamwise steps downstream to a
crossflow plane located near the end of the straight
section. Several calculations were made to investigate
the effect of the dissipation on the conservation of
circulation.

In the first set of calculations, the vortex was
placed at a location approximately one body diameter
away from the body surface in the initial, upstream
crossflow plane, This put the vortex twelve grid points,
radially, away from the body, indicated by the symbol,
®, in Figure 1b. Two calculations were made; the first
using the non-conservative dissipation term, Equation
(56), the second using the fully conservative dissipation
term, Equations (70) and (71). The calculated circulation
in each crossflow plane was evaluated by summing ¢
over all interior points in the plane, according to
Equation (65). The ratio of the circulation in the final
and initial crossflow planes was evaluated to measure
the degree of conservation of circulation. Due to the
specification of zero-normal vorticity flux at the
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boundaries, the initial circulation should ideally be
preserved. The results are presented in Table 1.

With the non-conservative dissipation term, Case
No. 1, there is an incremental loss of circulation as the
vortex is advanced at each crossflow plane, resulting ina
significant net loss (14%) ir circulation after the vortex
has been advanced to the end of the straight section.
Using the conservative dissipation term, the loss in
circulation is significantly less, only 2% of the initial
vatue. However, no loss in circulation is expected since
the numerical method has been shown above to be
“conservative," This apparent anomaly will be discussed
below.

Another series of calculations were made with the
location of the initial vortex much closer to the body, in
this case only four grid points radially away from the
body surface, indicated by the symbol, X, in Figure 1b,
Both methods show a much larger loss in circulation in
this instance, Case No. 2, witha 54% loss with the non-
conservative, and a 22% loss with the conservative
dissipation term. The latter loss in circulation is
unexpectedly large for a numerical scheme which is
supposed to conserve circulation.

The source of the loss in circulation was found to
be the boundary-normal vorticity flux term, Gi,j,l 2 ¢

A
. O IE
i,3.,1/2

* A
+ G
j"jlz (74)

which appears in Equation (73). Recall that zero-normal
vorticity flux is specified on the crossflow plane
boundaries, so that G, ,; ; = 0 at the body surface,
defined by k=1, (Similarly Gy,j, kmax = 0 is specified
at the far field boundary, k =kmax.) However, since
G j,2 isa calculated value, it can attain a non-zero
value, particularly when the vorticity is convected close
to the body, and serve as a boundary flux of vorticity out
of the flowfield, This explains why the loss in vorticity is
much less when the vortex is located away from the
flowfield boundaries.

Although the numerical method was shown to be
conservative in the standard sense, the occurrence of a
non-zero boundary flux with zero flux specified is an
artifact of the finite difference scheme. The error which
is induced, the loss in circulation, can be minimized,
although not totally eliminated, by reducing the mesh
spacing in the §-direction at the boundary surface.
Alternatively, the problem can be completely avoided by
using a finite volume formulation, where boundary
fluxes can be exactly speci..2d. In any case, for flows
which critically depend on the vorticity contained within
the flowfield, it is of utmost importance that the




numerical method most nearly maintain conservation of
circulation to ensure a high degree of accuracy.

RESULTS

This section presents computational results made
with the computer program, TSBVRT, (transonic,
slender-body, vortical flows) which uses the algorithm
described above. Comparisons are made with
experimental data. Results are first described for
subsonic flow over a cylindrical body, followed by
results for subsonic and a transonic flow over a body
having an elliptical-shaped cross section.

The body for the subsonic case, an ogive-cylinder
with a 3-caliber nose and 8-caliber body is the same as
described in the previous section. The flow conditions
arealso the same: free stream Mach number, M_ =0.3
and angle of attack, o =15". This particular model and
flow conditions were selected to correspond to a set of
available experimental data (Ref. 7).

The grid used for this case is the 41 x 21 x 41 grid

that also was described above and is illustrated in Figure -

1. Flow calculations were performed in the following
manner. First, since TSBVRT did not have the Stratford
'separation criteria, Equation (37), programmed, the
separation line was determined from a calculation made
with the VTXCLD program (Ref. 8) for the same body
anc set of flow conditions. VTXCLD, a discrete vortex
method, compares well with this experimental data and
also has the Stratford separation criteria built-in,

Using the VTXCLD-determined separation line
location, the vortical flow field was calculated with
TSBVRT. The vorticity flux at the separation location in
each crossflow plane was specified at a single grid point
according to Eqn. (36). The boundary layer-edge
velocity, V, was taken to be the potential velocity on the
body surface at the separation location in each respective
crossflow plane, The vortex reduction factor, A = 0.45
was found to give the best agreement with the
experimental data.

Calculated surface pressures and corresponding
velocity fields at two crossflow stations are shown in
Figures 2 and 3, respectively. On the abscissa for the
pressure plots, 8 =0* corresponds to the windward
mendian and g =180° to the leeward meridian. Also
plotted in these figures are the corresponding pressures
for both experimental and VIXCLD results. As the
pressure curves indicate, the current results are found to
agree fairly well with both experimental data and the
VTXCLD calculation. Note in the velocity plots the
vortical flowfields located on the leeward side of the
cylinder. The close proximity of the calculated vortices
to the body is responsible for the correct modification of
the pressure distribution on the upper surface, g =
120° —180°.

The agreement between the present results and
vortex cloud is sometimes not as good as would be
expected from two mathematically similar formulations
as can be seen in Figure 2. A test of both methods
indicated that the dominant cause of the discrepancy is
the computation of the second order term u® which is
due to the tilting of the vortex. A comparison of this
termat x/D = 7.5 computed by both methods is shown
in Table 2. It may be seen that at the location of the
greatest error in surface pressures, § ~ 120°, the present
correction is much less than that computed by the vortex
cloud method. This error occurs below the vortex
feeding sheet. The second order correction is found by
an integral of the vortical velocity wk . If the vortex
sheet is diffused by the calculation, the integral from the
outer to inner boundary may be expected to be
independent of the diffuse nature of the sheet if the total
vorticity along the line of integration is conserved since
it does not depend on the details of the flow, only the
end-points. Since the present method is conservative
and integrates the vorticity to obtain the correction there
should be no significant error due to numerical diffusion
of the vortex. Consequently, the cause of the difference
is not clear at this stage.

The second body investigated in this study hasa
2:1 elliptical cross section with a parabolic planform.
This body has been experimentally investigated (Ref. 9)
at subsonic, transonic and supersonic free stream speeds.
A grid was constructed about the body with 41 x 81 x 23
points in the streamwise, circumferential, and body-
normal directions, respectively. Views of the grid in the
planform plancand also in a crossflow plane are given in
Figures 4(a) and 4(b), respectively. Note in Figure 4(a)
that the body is closed with a simple circular arc base.
Note also that all dimensions have been normalized to
2A, the maximum major axis of the elliptical body. The
total length of the body, not including the base, is
L/2A=43.

The first calculation made is for a subsonic flow
with free stream Mach number, M_ =0.4 and angle of
attack, a=16.3*. Aswas done with the circular body,
VTXCLD was run first to obtain the location of the
separation line. However for the elliptic body, it is
relatively easy to infer the separation line from the
experimental data. The incipient separation plane can be
estimated by assessing where the measured surface
pressures begin to vary from the pressures obtained
from a potential flow computation. Downstream of this
location, the flow separates on the shoulder of the body.
The separation point was treated as above, except that in
this case, the vortex reduction factor, A = 0.60 gave the
best agreement with the experimental data.

Surface pressures computed at several axial
stations are plotted against the experimental data and
also the VIXCLD results in Figure 5. On the abscissa in
these curves, ¢ = 0" corresponds to the leeward meridian
and ¢ = 180° to the windward meridian. Agreement




with the data for both TSBVRT and VTXCLD
computations is not as good for this body; however,
TSBVRT appears to capture the correct trend of the data.
The cause of the discrepancy between predictions and
data is not known at this time. Grid refinement,
especially in the body-normal direction may improve the
accuracy of the calculation. To illustrate the vortical flow
field computed with TSBVRT, the velocity field is shown
in Figure 6 for the crossflow plane at X/2A =3.1.

The second calculation made with the elliptic body
is a transonic flow with free stream Mach number, M =
095 and angle of attack, «=16.9°. The separation line
was the same as in the previous calculation, except here,
A =0.90. The computed surface pressures at several axial
stations are plotted along with experimental values in
Figure 7. The predicted results have about the same
degree of agreement with the data as in the previous
case.

For this flow, the free stream Mach number is not
large enough to produce crossflow shocks; however, a
shock does occur on the upper surface of the base.
Figure 8 plots vorticity contours just upstream and
downstream of this shock. This latter result
demonstrates the ability of the current method to
compute vortical flowfields with shock waves.

Concluding Remarks

The equations of Klopfer and Nixon? have been
coded. The computer code is a considerably developed
version of a potential code, TWING. Results for bodies
at high angle of attack and at subsonic and transonic
Mach numbers have been obtained and compared to
experiment, and, for subsonic flow, to a discrete vortex
method. The equations of Klopfer and Nixon assume
that only one component of vorticity is important but the
present study shows that the vorticity component due to
the vortex rotating away from the body must be
included. This, in fact, is introduced as an empirical
convection in the discrete vortex method. In the present
work this is shown to be a second order correction to the
basic theory.

There is considerable discrepancy between the
results of the present theory and both the discrete vortex
method and experimental data. Since both prediction
methods solve the same equations but with different
algorithms, it suggests that the flow may be very
sensitive to errors.

It has also been found that numerical errors can
dissipate an isolated vortex by a considerable amount, a
fact that suggests further work in algorithm
development. It is suggested that the use of a finite
volume method would remedy this problem.
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Table 1
Convection of a Single Vortex
Check on Conservation of Circulation

(t- I‘final/ I‘inilial)

Non-conservative Conservative
Case No. Q initial location dissipation dissipation
1 1 diameter from body 14 .02
surface
2 close to body 54 22
surface
Table 2
Second Order Correction Term at x/D =75
8 VTXCLD Present Results, Equation (46)
90 <0.0018 0.0
100 0.0031 0.0035
110 0.0484 0.0211
120 0.1095 0.0438
130 0.1042 0.0798
140 0.0931 0.1201
150 0.0864 0.1205
160 0.0677 0.1039
170 0.0938 0.0629
180 0.0999 0.0000
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THE EFFECT OF VORTEX ROTATION ON THE FLOW
AROCUND A MISSILE AT VERY HIGH ANGLES OF ATTACK

David Nixon"
Nielsen Engineering & Research, Inc.
Mountain View, CA 94043-2287

Introduction

The problem of predicting vortical flow around a missile can be solved by using! the
Navier-Stokes equations, which are very expensive to use, or by simpler methods, such as
that by Mendenhall and Perkins? for subsonic flow. In the latter method, vorticity is
introduced into the flow at specified locations on the body. Both the location and the
amount of vorticity are determined empirically. A transonic version of the theory of
Reference 2 is given by Klopfer and Nixon® with a more complete theory given by Nixon et.
al? Klopfer and Nixon® used slender body theory to simplify the Euler equations to
approximate the flow around missiles from five three-dimensional partial differential
equations to two three-dimensional equations and one two-dimensional equation. The
dominant feature of this formulation is that only one component of vorticity, the streamwise
component, is important. In Reference 2 and in Reference 4, it is shown that the inclusion of
a second vorticity component in the analysis is critical to the success of the simplified
method. This second component reflects the tilting of the separated vortex in the vertical
direction. In view of the importance of this second component of vorticity, the theory of
Klopfer and Nixon? is extended in this .1ote to include the appropriate higher order terms
in order to gain further insight into the vortical flow around missiles.

One of the conclusions of the extended analysis is that vorticity in the vortex sheet is
not aligned with the local streamlines, consequently producing entropy. In contrast, the

rolled up vortex is aligned with the local flow since it can produce no load. At higher Mach
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numbers, if the vorticity is introduced at a non-normal angle to the body surface, this
entropy effect can lead to a significant total pressure loss in the rolled-up vortex.

Analysis

The Euler equations for steady compressible flow are

(pU), + (pV)y, +(pW), =0 (1)
(pU? +p), +(pUV), +(pUW), =0 @
(pUV), +(pV2 +p), +(pVW), =0 3)
(PUW), + (pVW), +(pW? +p), =0 @
[e+pU], +[(e+ p)V]y +[e+pW], =0 (5)
and
p=(y-1){e-pU* + V2 + W2)/2) 6)

where p is the density, U, V, and W are velocity components in the cartesian coordinate
system (x, y, z), e is the internal energy, and p is the pressure.
Manipulation of the Euler equations and the use of Gibbs relation leads to Crocco’s
equation
qx0=T%5 @)

where S is entropy, T is temperature, q is the velocity vector given by

q=1U+jV+kW ®)
and
T 0 Ry 2
The vorticity vector Q defined by
Q=Vxq (10)

Vx{gxQ)=VIxVs amn

or, using Equation (7)




Tx(@xD) =VTx@x0)/T (12)’

In component form Equation (12) can be written as

uQ,, +(VQ1)y +(WQ,), =02Uy +U, +

(13)

[T,WUe, -Va)-T,We, -UQl/T
WUay), +Vay, +WQ), =0V, +QV, + ”
14

[T (Un, -VQ)-T Ve, -W)/T
Uy, +WVo), +Woy, =W, +QW, + .
15

(T (Uq, -WQ))- Ty(an -Vay)l/T
where Q=10 +j0, +ko,

At high angles of attack the flow separates and a vortex sheet feeds two concentrated
vortices as shown in Figure 1. In the previous work by Klopfer ané Nixon® the body was
considered slender with a typical cross section/length scale of £. At very high angles of
attack the flow is similar to that around an equivalent body represented by the body itself
and the recirculating region bounded by the feeding sheets. Clearly, there are two scales in
the problem, namely the body width/length ratio, given by & and the characteristic
height/length ratio of the recirculating region, given by 6. The length scales £ and é are
shown in Figure 1. The dominant geometrical effect of the separation is represented by the
length scales € and é.

Now construct inner coordinates by letting

X=xy=y/8,z=z2/¢ (16)

The velocity will consist of the freestream components U, and V_ with perturbations the
order of the scales; thus

U=U, +8Pu; +ePu, V=V  +8v,W=2sw (17)

where if Q is the resultant freestream velocity and a is the angle of attack




U, =Q, cosa,V, =Q, sina (18)
The index p is such that
p>1
For a constant energy flow
h+5(U? + V2 + W2) = constant 19)
where h is specific enthalpy. This suggests that since
h=CT (20)
where Cp is the specific heat at constant pressure, the temperature T may be expanded as a
series like
T=T, + 8T, + £2T, +Q(8?) 1)
where the form of the velocity expansions of Equation (17) has been used. It is assumed in
this analysis that
§>>e>> 82 (22)
which reflects the experimental observation! that the vortex tilts upwards more than it
spreads outwards. Itis shown later that in order to obtain the dominant effects of vortex

rotation, terms of the order of §2 must be retained. Expansion of Equations (13-15) to this

order gives.
52 3
8UQ,_ + [V + 80 )+ (W) _+ | T, V + o vI, | O =
X y z z z
(23)
2
5200 + L v o+ 971Ul + 0T 0%
3z & o 2; 2 z




2 2
SUQ, + (V) + 8V)Q,s + 8(w0,) = (87T, U + §°wT) )0,

X z z
(24)
2 2 3
) 2 2 8 5 2
= V3 Q3+ 6 Qs - 6 VT, - T2—n3vo - VI, Q5 - o VI, _ Q3
X z z z
2
6U°Q3_ + [(V°+6v)03]_ + 6wQ3_ - (6 Ty *
X y Y .
(25)
2 \
tSTx_Vo + 8 T2_v,n3 5Ew; Ql + snzw_
Yy y
By examining the dominant terms in Equations (24) and (25) it can be implied that
Q, -0 (5291)
(26)
0, - 0 (e0))

Retaining terms of O(5%) and using Equation (26), Equations (23) - (25) can be written as

Uy, + (V) + (W), +T, Ve, =0 (27)
Vol +(TU, +T,wQ, =V, (28)
Q=0 (29)

Note that from Equation (26)
1 >> 10,1 >> 1,1 (30)
which indicates that the vortical components are separable.
The terms involving the temperature, T, are due to entropy production. If there was no
entropy then these terms would vanish. In the earlier work of Klopfer and Nixon®, entropy

effects do not appear. This is because the dominant vorticity component and the dominant




velocity vector are aligned. In the present case, the second order equations do not have this
property. Because entropy is produced in the vortex feeding sheet there will be a total
pressure loss in the vortex. If the only vorticity component at separation is Q, , then entropy
production there is zero only if the separation line is a crossflow stagnation point. The
initial entropy production is determined by the relative angle between the separation line
and the local velocity vector. In the present model it is assumed that the vortex sheet is
tangential to the body surface, as sketched in Figure 1. This implies that the windward side
of the separation is not a crossflow stagnation point, an assumption which is compatible
with the physical description of a separating boundary layer. If the separation line is a
crossflow stagnation point, then the crossflow velocity term V cannot be split into the form
given in Equation (17) because V_ and &v could become comparable in magnitude but of
opposite sign. In such an event, the present perturbation analysis is not valid. Because of
the closer approximation of the present flow representation to the physical problem, it is
suggested that entropy production should be included in the separation model and
consequently the conclusions noted above are valid. The most important of these is that
given in Equation (30) which indicates that the vorticity components have separable scales
of magnitude. It should be noted that the temperature effects, which represent entropy, are
proportional to M2 and hence become more important at higher speeds. This in turn,
implies that the effect of the flow on the relative angle of flow separation may become more
important at higher Mach numbers because of the entropy contribution.

Consider now the case of incompressible flow in which the entropy effects are not
present; the equations approximately governing the vorticity transport can then be found
from Equations (27)-(29) to be
Uy + (V) +(WQy), =0 “ (31



The logical choice of the index p in Equation (19) is two since from Equation (33)
=V, -U, -0 (34)

or, in inner variables to a first approximation

év_ - ﬁpﬁl - -0 (35)
X ly
which requires that
p=2 (36)
Consequently, Equation (35) becomes
Vx = Us;' (37)

If Equation (32) is written in inner variables then it becomes
Vol = 82,0 (38)
From Equation (31) it may be seen that if the retained terms are of the same order of
magnitude and if V  is O(1) then, to a first approximation
O3 = 0(Q,) (39
which implies that @, is independent of y to a first approximation. Hence, with the help of
Equation (37), Equation (38) can be integrated with respect to v to give to a first
approximation
V.0, =8u0 +F,z)+0(% (40)
where F(x,z) is a function of integration.
At the separation line, y = Ysepr W1 Q, and Q; are specified; hence Equation (40)

becomes ‘




2 2
Q (U + &6 u,) Q. (U + 6 u,)
1' o 1 1' o 1 3
02 - n2sep = v - [ \Y ] +0(87) (41)
o] o sep

where the subscript "sep" denotes a value at separation. Reverting to the usual physical

coordinates, Equation (41) becomes

Q.U Q.U
1 1
02 = n2sep + Vo

(42)

]
o ‘sep

Equation (42) is an algebraic relation between Q; and @, rather than a partial differential
equation and the induced velocity could be computed fairly easily. Although the velocity
due to Q, can be derived from Equation (42) a simpler means that uses Equation (30) is
derived in Reference 4. However, the present formulation leads to more insight. It's
possible that an extended analysis would produce a similarly simple relationship for Q.

The extra component of vorticity, @, , 15 derived by a stretching of Q; as implied by the
differential equation, Equation (14). Because of the relation given in Equation (40) the total

magnitude of the vorticity, Q is given by

9 21/2

2 2
Il = [0+0,405] - 1,1 + 08T 1,1 (43)

However, the vortex is inclined at an angle 8,, given by

Q2
g8 = arctan [——-—] . (44)
n1

which, from Equation (42), is given by




UQl

ev = arctan [ T -[ T /61 + nZseplnl] + 0(d7) (49)
o o ‘’sep
Since the local flow vector, 8y, is given by
8¢ = arctan (V/U) 46)

it may be seen that in general the vorticity in the vortex sheet is not aligned with the flow
vector, Although the above analysis is for incompressible flow, this result is consistent with
the argument regarding entropy production given earlier.
At the end of the vortex sheet the rolled up vortex cannot support a load and therefore
must be aligned with the flow vector, that is
Oy =6; 47)

and hence to O(3)

Q

/9, + =2 sep] + 0(5) (48)
2 ¥ sePl
sep 1 C

1

o

where the subscript "C" denotes a value at the rolled up vortex. If the angle of the rolled up

vortex is denoted by 8, then it follows from Equation (48) that

Vc -1
tanec = T (tan@c) R (49)
o
where
-Q un
R = —28€P [ 1] /n (50)
Q \Y sep, ic
1lc 1)




From Equation (30) @, 5 is much less than Q, , and since U and V are of the same order
of magnitude, R is positive.
Equation (49) can be solved to give
tang, =3{R & [R? +4V/V ]1/2) (1)
which gives a relation for the angle of the rolled up vortex. Since 8, mus. zeroifno
vorticity is shed, as is the case when a = 0, it follows that the positive sign in Equation (51)
must be taken. Thus
tang, =L{R+ [R? +4V /V ]1/2) (52)
For a long body the strength of the rolled up vortex will increase as more body shed
vorticity reaches it. From experimental? evidence the angle of the rolled up vortex becomes

constant and hence

o] c o c 2
B weme B2 e s I e + -
tanGc 5 7 O 7 tana + 0(6 ) constant (53)
c o ¢ o

since U, = U, + O(82) from Equations (17) and (36). Thus V_/V_ is approximately
constant and hence, from Equation (52) R must be constant. If the shedding rate is constant,
thatis (Q, V)

and (Un1 ) are constant, it follows that Q, . is constant. Because the

sep sep

vorticity in the rolled up vortex accumulates along the vortex because of the steady
shedding rate, it then follows that the vortex must expand in size as the distance
downstream increases in order to keep Q, . constant. This is in accordance with
experimental data.

Concluding Remarks

An analysis for vortical flows that includes two components of vorticity has been

derived. The analysis indicates that vorticity in the vortex sheet does not align with stream
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lines if it is introduced at a non-normal angle to the body. Because of this fact, entropy is
produced which will cause a loss of total pressure in the rolled up vortex. The analysis also
indicates that the rolled up vortex will widen as it progresses down the body, provided the
shed vorticity is constant, a fact known from other sources, but a corroborating factor in the
present theory. A critical result is that the three vorticity components are separable in
magnitude for a slender body leading to a less restrictive theory than in Reference 3. Thus it
is possible that for the flow around slender missiles at very high angles of attack a much
simpler set of equations than the Euler equations may model the flow. This simpler set of
equations would consist of two three-dimensional partial differential equations, one two-
dimensional partial differential equation and two algebraic equations.
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PREDICTION OF UNSTEADY TRANSONIC FLOW
AROUND MISSILE CONFIGURATIONS

D. Nixon, P. H. Reisenthel," T. O. Torres*
Nielsen Engineering & Research, Inc.
Mountain View, CA

and

G. H. Klopfer*
NASA Ames Research Center
Moffett Field, CA

1. Introduction

In recent years it has been possible to predict.the
unsteady transonic flow around a wing, especially those
typical of commercial aircraft, in a fairly efficient
manner. Frequently, the computer codes that are used
are based on potential theory and arc onsiderably faster
than a corresponding calculation 1sing the Euler
equations. These methods have been developed for
aircraft and are not really applicable to missile flows
where the effects of vorticity due to flow separation are
important; the potential approxirnation cannot predict
the effects of vorticity other than by representing a
vortex wake by an infinitely thin sheet which is excluded
from the computational domain. This model is
complicated and may not be a viable option for routine
calculations around real aircraft or missile configurations
because the.geometry of the vortex sheet can get quite
complex.

Missiles generally have low aspect ratio fins and
slender bodies, neither of which are features of
commercial aircraft, and the airflow is dominated by
vortex effects; this is in contrast to the flow over a
commercial aircraft which is attached. For steady missile
flow a variety of prediction methods are available,
ranging from panel methods with the addition of
nonlinear vortex dynamics to the Euler equations or
Navier-Stokes equations. The Navier Stokes equations
will model flow separation and track the resulting
vorticity but are only as accurate as the turbulence
model used in the calculation. This is critical in defining
the separation line. The prediction methods based on
the Euler equations need some empirical criteria to
predict the location and strength of the separating vortex
sheet; the Euler equations will then model the transport
of this vorticity reasonably accurately.

A detailed discussion of the methods used to
predict steady flows over missiles is given in Reference
1. In ordor to predict unsteady flow over a missile to
adequate accuracy, the method must be able, therefore,
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*Research Scientist, Member AIAA
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to treat unsteady separated flow. Furthermore, if it is
necessary to predict the steady flow at transonic, rather
.than supersonic, speeds the method must be
computationally efficient since unlike supersonic flow
problems which can use a marching procedure, transonic
flow methods require numerous sweeps of the
computational domain, leading to large computational
times. :

It would be ideal to use the Navier-Stokes
equations to model unsteady transonic flow around
missiles, but there are several difficulties with this
approach. The most obvious difficulty is the computer
time required, which is several orders of magnitude
greater than that required for a potential calculation.
Even if a dedicated supercomputer is available for such
calculations, the computation of the necessary flow
separation may be inaccurate because of the inherent
inaccuracy in many present turbulence models. The next
best approach is to use the time dependent Euler
equations which require some empirical factor to initiate
separation and compute-the shed vorticity. This
empiricism would be a development of the steady flow
criteria described in Reference 1. If the separation line
and shed vorticity can be predicted, then the Euler
equations would be a viable model. However, since
missiles are slender some further approximations can be
made. This paper is concerned with developing a
method of predicting the unsteady prussure distribution
on missiles at transonic and supersonic speeds. The
concepts developed in this work are extensions of an
earlier analysis? for steady flow. The approach is to
make as much use of the existing technology as possible.
The final goal is to develop a computer code capable of
predicting the unsteady transonic flow about missiles for
use in aeroelastic calculations or during maneuver. The
present paper is an account of the second phase of the
work, namely the preliminary development of an
unsteady flow variant of the method.

The.approach is based on experience gained in
steady subsonic and supersonic flow predictions for
missiles, in particular, the fact that if a separation line
and the strength of the vorticity introduced at that line
can be estimated empirically, the governing equations
(such as the Euler equations) will represent the transport




of this vorticity accurately. Because the computational
time for the Euler equations for an unsteady calculation
is considerably greater than that for a potential
calculation, a simplified model is used.

The basic equations are an extension of those
derived by Klopfer and Nixon? for steady flow and are a
subset of the Euler equations. For slender bodies, the
five Euler equations are reduced to an equation similar
to the three-dimensional unsteady potential equation, a
three-dimensional vorticity transport equation, and a
two-dimensional Poisson equation. Apart from the
reduced set of equations, a second advantage is that one
of the equations is almost identical to the potential
cquation for which there are well tested computer codes.
This allows the development of a prediction method
based considerably on proved technology. A derivation
of the equations is given in the Appendix.

2.  BasicEquations

From the Appendix, the basic equations are as
follows:

Vorticity Transport
Qg+ O + (VQ)y + (W), =0 1)
Rotational Crossflow
Ayy +A,=10 2
Mass Conservation
P+ (pu), + (pv)y +(pw), =0 ()]
where
u=1+¢x;v=¢y+Az;w=¢z-Ay 4)
and
2 1
(y-1)¥ 2 2 2\yT
- — %1 - -yl voe y-1
p pm{l-i- > (1 2¢t nw-v-w )}
(5)

¢ is the velocity potential, A is the vector potential, p is
the density, M,, is the freestream Mach number, Q1 is the
vorticity in the streamvwise direction, and u, v, and w are
velocities in the coordinate directions x, y, z respectively.

Using Equations (3), (4), and (5) and making the
usual transonic small disturbance (TSD) approximation
leads to the following modified, TSD equation.

of af af

o 1 2 3
e —_— —_— - 6
3 +a + 3 0 (6)

where
2 2
£ " Mmqﬁ N 2Mw¢x

[

2 2,2
£,= (M4 - 5 (p¥1) M O

NN

1 2
3 (y=3) M (6 +A)
2 Yy z N

2
gm0, t B, - (1) M S (0, + A,

f3-¢z-

The boundary conditions on the body are zero
flow through the body. There is zero flux of vorticity
through the body except at the specified separation line.

3.  Computer Code and Numerical Methods

Equatlon (6) is identical in form to that solved by
Batina et al* in the CAP-TSD code. This code is capable
of predicting the unsteady transonic and supersonic flow
over an aircraft with stores. Consequently, CAP-TSD is
used as a basis for the present method. In thi. initial
phase, only a body or fuselage is considered; in the near
future, fins will be added to the model.

The algorithm used in CAP-TSD is approximate
factorization with time stepping as an option; this
algorithm is retained in solving Equation (7). A
modified version of this algorithm is used to solve the
vector potential equation, Equation (2). The vorticity
transport equation is solved by using another modified
variant of the approximate factorization algorithm.

3.1 Continuity Equation:

Because CAP-TSD uses a shearing transformation
described by: & = £(x, y); n=Yy; { =2; T =t, Equation (6)
is reformulated as:

a = d 7 90 3
- —f --f 8
£, Cf 37 3% (8)
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The time-marching procedure is performed using a

second order accurate implicit scheme, thus

2

=

_ e [2¢n+1 - 5¢n + 4¢n-1 - ¢n—2 ]
é:x At2
oy 2 [365" - agn+ 677 ] [ ]n+1
© 2At
. In+l | n+l ¢, ot
S A T EN A

(10)

Linearizing about ¢"*! = ¢" + A¢ and recasting the

problem in approximate factorization form yields:

(at) é
[z + 3 e,eefo, - [T] o[Fre])

0

x [z -[.“2‘_:’_%]3,,[? o]
x [1 - [(At) i %o, [Eg2 186 = -Rreeh
with
2
F, = [1 = M:]{x + f—y - ZMi“fyA;
X

- (y+1) [gi + §§]¢2 = miéy'ﬁn*

_ 2, * 1
FZ-—-(Y—l)Mw ¢§ +-§;
= 1
Fo o= -
37 %,
and
2
. bl
R(p ) =
2Mw2
2
% [“«» [z¢* - 5¢" + 4977 - 472
o (at) 2
* n n-1
- W ~ 4+ 4 |
o At

+a§*+a§*+af*]
g1 * Ifa ¥ 9ty

3.2 Vector Potential Equation:

(11)

(12)

(13)

Equation (2) does not have explicit time-
dependence. It is solved at each time step and in each
individual streamwise plane by using successive over-
relaxationr. For the continuity and vorticity transport




equations, if the Newton iteration option is used, then A¢
and A aporoach zero at each time step, and the solution
is time-. ie. For the vector potential equation, the
solution 1= w150 time-accurate, since at each iteration, AA
can be made arbitrarily close to zero.

3.3 Vorticity Transport Equation;

The time-dependent vorticity transport Equation
(1) can be rewritten as

o b
| ex]T + v+ 4 Vo), "

+[§n+[gc'°%

The corresponding finite difference equation is
formulated similarly to Equation (10) and yields:

n+l 4.n , 1n-1
[Q - -50 + -50 ]
14 n+l

24t v ]
+ — U+ = v|[n 15
R [CRE ; as)

n+l n+l
+ —-ZQ] + WT“] - (nué)““} -0
x'n x'¢

Using Newton’s method (@™*! =Q” + AR), and expressing
the problem in approximate factorization form leads to
the equation:

[T+ paéf'l] [z + pa B[z + paci*s]m

(16)
*
= ~BR(Q )
where:
1
B —s . (1)
28EE, T ¢

§, * fy ,,
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§, N §e § 8)
e 1 * *
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A A IR AN
and
* n n-1
* 30 -40" + 0 =
o'y - [t o)
: (29)
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4.  Boundary Conditions

The solution to Equations (1), (2), and (3) requires
that properly formulated boundary conditions be
specified for ¢, A, and 0. For the farfield, these
boundary conditions are based on the fact that the
disturbance velocities must vanish away from the solid
boundary. At the body, the flow is tangential to the
surface, and a normal vorticity jet is introduced in the
inviscid flowfield at the point of flow separation.

With CAP-TSD’s cartesian grid, the farfield
boundary conditions can be formulated as:

V=0

A=A,
(20)
Q=0

About the symmetry plane, V and Q are antisymmetric in
y; thereforeaty =0:
¢y +A,=0
(21)
0=0

The main problem with the boundary conditions is
the representation of the fuselage. In CAP-TSD the




fuselage cross-section is assumed to be elliptic, and the
zero flux boundary condition on the body surface is
transferred to a bounding cartesian grid (the
“computational fuselage") by using ideas from slender
body theory. For angles of attack typical of missile
flight, however, the existing treatment of the fuselage is
inadequate and an alternative scheme was developed.

In this modified scheme, the assumption of slender
body flow is still used, in particular, the consequence
that only the crossflow is important. The boundary
conditions on the cartesian computational boundary are
found from the “change in thickness" effect, which is
relatively accurate, and by using the analytic solution for
the crossflow around an ellipse to give the value of the
normal velocity on the computational boundary. The
magnitude of the crossflow is U, sina, where U, is the
freestream velocity and « is the instantaneous angle of
attack.

The fact that, in the absence of vorticity, the
"standard” form of the TSD Equation (i.e., when the
product ¢, 8, is negligible in Equation (7) (no swept
skiocks)) reduces to Laplace’s equation in the crossflow
plane suggests the use of an analytic solution. For an
elliptical body with semi-axes a and bin they and z
directions respectively, this analytical solution is
obtained by using conformal mapping of an ellipse onto
a flat plate. Sucha transformation is given by:

_ %+ (22 - a% + p?)1/2

o a+b

(22)

+ a+b - X2

2 + (22 - a% + b?)1/2

with: Z=-z +1y.

In o-space, the elliptical boundary and the
symmetry plane (y = 0) are mapped into the real axis.
This mapping is used to transfer boundary conditions
from the true body surface to the computational
fuselage. At each streamwise cross-section, the model
which is used to represent the flow between these two
surfaces is that associated with a point vortex in a
crossflow. In o-space, the irrotational crossflow is
represented by a uniform stream of complex velocity:

(a + b)

dFP
.d_'T Lo sin(a) >

(23)

In addition, a point vortex is used to model the
rotational component of the flowfield. Its strength I' is
calculated numerically by integrating the vorticity in the
computational domain, and its Jocation in Z-space is
determined as the vorticity centroid (Z,;). The
corresponding induced velocity at point o is then given
by:

Fro_aco1 1 20

& " zm G5, oo

where g, = x(Z,), and 0, represents its complex
conjugate.

In Equations (23) and (24), Fp and Fg designate the
complex potentials representing the effects of potential
and rotational components of the flow respectively.

For any point Z along the top or bottom of the
computational fuselage, the normal velocity is then
prescribed according to:

dar, d
We = Re(-2 Sk} = ¢, + sin(@ (25)

and

arF, dx
- —-—B — - -
Wy Re{-=2 7 A, (26)
Along the vertical sides of the cartesian computational
box, the spanwise component of velocity is similarly
given by:

dF, dyx
- -—_2._ -
Vp Im{~z2 3 oy (27)
and
dF, dx )
- —8 -
Vi Im{ T dz} A, (28)

Equations (25) and (27) are used directly to supply CAP-
TSD with the required Neumann boundary conditions
on ¢. On the other hand, Equations (26) and (27) specify
the tangential derivative of A along the computational
boundary. Therefore, A must first be integrated along
the boundary to provide the proper Dirichlet condition
for Equation (2).

The addition of sin(a) to ¢, in (25) simply reflects
the fact that in CAP-TSD the grid is aligned with the
freestream. Consequently, the slender body is in effect
considered to be inclined at an angle (-a) within the
computational fuselage, and W represents the
downwash effect, as seen from a referential aligned with

« This configuration, however, leads to considerable
inaccuracies in resolving the vortex close to the body.
More importantly, in the physical case where vorticity is
introduced at the top or upper right-hand side of the
cartesian boundary, Q can only be transported outside
the computational flowfield, towards the body, and
cannot be resolved explicitly.

This problem is circumvented by placing the body
parallel to the grid and considering the freestream flow
to be inclined at an angle of attack a. As a first
approximation, the disturbance potential ¢ can be solved
using Equation (11), as long as a remains small, although
one of the goals of the present study is to push the
theory well beyond its limits, i.e., for finite a. In the
vorticity transport equation, Equation (20), ¢ is therefore




replaced by (¢ + sin(a) 2) in order to effectively allow the
transpert of vorticity away from the computational
fuselage.

The transfer of boundary conditions from the body
surface to the cartesian computational boundary using
potential flow around an ellipse can be justified on the
basis of the following arguments. First, the use of an
incompressible boundary condition is warranted because
the crossflow Mach number M, = M_sina is order &, and,
therefore, compressibility effects in the crossflow plane
are of order azp nd can be neglected, since the angle of
attack can be initially assumed to be itself of order & (Ref.
6). Second, the strictly two-dimensional analysis must be
valid for L >> D, i.e,, to the order of slender body theory.
Finally, if t is a characteristic time scale for the transfer
of boundary conditions from the true body surface to the
computational fuselage (length scale D), then an upper
bound for T is given by T = D/(C(1-MJ)). In an unsteady
flow of reduced frequency k = wL/U,, the characteristic
unsteady time scale is: T = 2L /(U_k), and the ratio of
these time scales is given by:

T . (D
73 [L][l —" ]—- = 0(ek) (29)

thus justifying the usa of an effectively quasi-steady
boundary condition, valid for reduced frequencies up to
order unity.

A flow separation condition is simulated by the
injection of vorticity into the inviscid flowfield at the
point of separation. For steady flow, a modified version
of the Stratford criterion” is used to determine the
separation line:

0.1

ac |1/2 .
= 0,35 sina (30)

P
Cp[ads

Re x 10"6]
s

where C,)' is the modified pressure coefficient, and s is
the virtual length of the turbulent boundary layer, as
seen in the crossflow plane®,

The strength of the vorticity jet is derived from the
observation that for a flat plate boundary layer of
thickness §, the streamwise vorticity flux per unit span is
given by:

8 U2

e
I UQdy = < (31)
(o]

where U, is the valocity at the edge of the boundary
layer. At the point of separatlon, it is assumed that a net
fraction A of this vorticity flux is injected 1nto the
freestream. This method has been formally shown? to be
equivalent at subsonic speeds to the "vortex cloud”
method used by Mendenhall and Perkins? In its
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numerical implementation, the incremental normal
vorticity flux released between x and x + Ax is derived
from:

x+Ax s,

] ] V.Qds = lW 2AAx (32)
n 2 sp

x s,

where the subscript "sp" denotes a value at separation,
and s; and s, are values of the curvilinear coordinate
along the body in the crossflow plane, placed on either
side of the separation point. The empirical "vortex
reduction factor" A determines the amount of vorticity
shed at that point and is set to be equal to 0.6.

The transfer of the vorticity jet boundary condition
to the computational box requires further analysis. For
consistency with the model used to transfer velocity
boundary conditions, the Stratford criterion can be
implemented by using a transformation which inverts
Equation (22), to obtain C,, at the body surface (see Sec.
6). Knowing the resulting separation point, Z', one can
obtain the value of the stream function v = Im{F(ar ), at
o' = x(Z"). The location of the vorticity jet at the
computational boundary could then be determined as
that which satisfies ¥ = ¥ . Atthe present time, the
computer code is set up to prescribe any distribution of
normal vorticity fluxes along the computational fuselage
boundary. The results presented in this paper, however,
consider only the model case of a concentrated vorticity
flux placed at the top surface and designed to
approximate the above scenario.

5. Second Order Correction

Nixon et al> have shown that a second order
extension of the theory is required in order to account
for the vortex tilting phenomenon. The tilting away
from the axial direction is obtained by retaining the
rotational component of streamwise velocity, Ug. Thisis
achieved by integrating the spanwise vorticity in the
normal direction, which yields to leading order:

l
UR - ] 3% [.WR]dz (33)

The inclusion of this higher order term was shown
to give more accurate results and laid a theoretical
foundation for the ' empmcal correction” used by
Mendenhall and Perkins®.

6. ' Pressure Coefficient Calculation

The pressure coefficient at the surface of the body
is calculated using the isentropic relation




at
(34)

2 [ (y - 1) 2[a¢
C m e [1——--——-M 2=
P YMZ 2 o

+ of - qz]] i 1}

where g2 is the squared modulus of the total velocity
\717 + VR, including the second order correction Ug.

Since q% and 24/t are not readily available at the
body surface, owing to the use of the cartesian
computational boundary, it is necessary to use an inverse
transformation relating 3¢/ dt and q? at the
computational fuselage to 3¢/3t 1 and g2 at the body
surface.

This can be achieved by using the inverse
conformal mapping transformation:

7 {a +Db) (0 4+ (02- 4)1/2)
4
(35)
a-b -1
+ = x (o)
o+ (0%~ 12/?

For any first grid point away from the
computational boundary, Z is projected orthogonally
onto a point Z; which belongs to the true body surface.
From Equations (23) and (24), the crossflow surface
velocity at Zg can then be related to the velocity
calculated at Z by observing that in g-space:

._| - —-I + xl{o,0_,0 ,T) (36)
ool daa s

8
where k is a complex transfer function given by:

if {1 b2

AT A A
(37)
1
ags~0d,  0-0,

Instead of dF/da'l ,, the actual velocity calculated at Z is
mapped in g-space, so that:

dr dx
5 - (-w—iv)
4

s (38)
+ K(atasldol r)

Q

Finally,xthe' complex velocity at the surface can be
evaluated in Z-space, using the original transformation
expressed in Equation (22):

~We—ivg [ (—w- iv)—-
(39)

+ x(0,0,,0,,T) ]%I
2

The squared modulus is then calculated by assuming
that the dominant (streamwise) component of velocity is
equal to that calculated at Z, hence:

2 2 2 2
q, = (J.+¢x+UR) + V3 + W8 (40)

Similarly, the complex potentials at o5 and o can
easily be related using the following relation:

- .-L [ (.~D,) (0-0,)
bs 25 Re[ l(o- ARCEA

(41)
~ sin(a) E-:—lz(as--a) ]

Hence 34/3t1 is not equal to 3¢/3t, and must be
modified in order to account, in particular, for the
temporal variations of I and o, which can be the source
of additional phase lags.

7. Results

A time-accurate calculation was performed for a
missile-shaped body of 11:1 aspect ratio and 2:1 elliptical
cross-section. A planform section of the body in the
symmetry plane is shown in Figure 1. The body was
configured at a mean angle of attack a = 15°, and the
freestream Mach number was set to M_ = 0.3.

The mesh size was 45 x 25 x 54, and its full extent
in the crossflow plane is represented in Figure 2. The
location of the computational fuselage is indicated by the
inner boundary of the grid, within which the elliptical
cross-section of the body has been outlined. A vorticity
flux was introduced along the central portion of the
body (0.26 = X/D s 0.78) in the form of a vertical
vorticity jet (the arrow in Figure 3). Figure 3 also
indicates the convention used for the definition of the
roll angle 8. To avoid any possible confusion, a note
should be made that throughout the remainder of this
manuscriot, the symbol D is used as a reference length
scale and refers to the half-axis of the elliptical cross-
section in the spanwise direction. Similarly, X, Y,and Z
are used to refer to the streamwise, spanwise, and
vertical coordinates respectively.

In order to verify the accuracy of the analytic
“transfer of boundary conditions" derived in Section 4
(Equations (25) through (28)), pressure distributions
were computed for a purely irrotational calculation.




Figure 4 shows C,, distributions as a function of the roll
angle 6, taken at the mid-chord of the body. The
pressure distribution for the 2:1 ellipse corresponds to
the body previously described, whereas the case labeled
“1:1’ corresponds to an equivalent body with a circular
cross-section. In the latter case, the C, distribution
reveals the expected cosine-shaped profile, with a
minimum of Cp;, = -0.29, which is the value expected
from potential flow, since the cross-flow at 6 = n/2 is
¢ = (2tana)? = 0.287.

Converged time-accurate solutions were also
computed with flow separation (i.e., with the vorticity jet
turned on). Vorticity contours in the crossflow plane are
shown at successive locations along the body
(Figures 5(a) through 5(d)), for a steady calculation at
a=15¢. These indicate the occurrence of vortex roll-up
and intensification of the vortex strength with
downstream distance. Further examination of the cross-
sectional vorticity contours and of similar contours in the
x-z plane indicates that the lowest vorticity levels tend to
propagate in space at an angle of approximately 15°
from the body (i.e., similarly to passive advection). The
larger vorticity levels, on the other hand, remain close to
the body surface, as expected from the induction due to
the image vorticity, This behavior is consistent with
experimental observation.

The decomposition of the flowfield into rotational
and irrotational velocity fields is illustrated in Figure 6.
Figure 6(a) shows the potential velocity component (i.e.,
V¢ + sin(a)k, where Rk is a unit vector in the positive z-
direction) at X/D = 0.67. The rotational component VxA
is represented in Figure 6(b) and illustrates the presence
of a formed vortex. The total velocity field (Figure 6(c))
is obtained by the superposition of rotational and
irrotational flow components. The corresponding spatial
evolution of the flowfield along the body is documented
in Figure 7, illustrating vortex formation, strengthening,
and lift-up away from the body surface.

A comparison of pressure coefficient distributions
with and without the introduction of vorticity into the
flowfield is provided in Figure 8 for various downstream
locations. Upstream of the location where separation
first occurs, irrotational and vortical C;, distributions are
virtually indistinguishable from one another, as shown
in Figure 8(a) for X/D = 0 23. This location incidently
corresponds to the end of the nose section of the body
(see Figure 1). Therefore, the asymmetric pressure
distribution is a consequence of the forebody
configuration. At X/D =0.34 (Figure 8(b)), the weak
rotational component of the flow produces a net
reduction of surface velocities jn the vicinity of the
separation point and tnerefore an increase in pressure on
the lee-ward side. This results in a local reduction in
cross-sectional lift. The effect becomes more pronounced
as the strength of the vortex increases (Figure 8(c)).
However, at sufficiently large downstream distances
(Figures 8(d) and 8(e)), the strength of the vortex
becomes such that high-speed reverse flow occurs at the
top surface, resulting in low pressures and increased lift.
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The full distributions of cross-sectional lifts and pitching
moments are compared to a purely irrotational
calculation in Figures 9(a) and 9(b) respectively.
Although incipient separation takes place at X/D = 0.26,
the enhanced lift due to flow separaticn is only apparent
for X/D 2 0.4, in accordance with the above mentioned
threshold in vortex strength. The total lift coefficient for
this case was found to be: C; = 1.20. For reference, the
equivalent lift calculation using potential theory without
the inclusion of vorticity effects yields Cp = 0.54.
Similarly, the total pitching moment taken about
Xeos/D =0.45 is Cyy = -0.07 (versus -0.25 for a purely
potential calculation).

Hence, the inclusion of the rotational flow is seen
to be responsible for drastic differences in the flow-
induced loads on the body.

The results described in Figures 3 through 9
correspond to a steady configuration at @ = 15°. The
following results examine the case of flutter about a
mean angle of attack. The body motion is
approximated to leading order by imposing an
oscillating freestream in the crossflow plane equal to
U_sin(a), for which a describes a simple harmonic
motion: a(t) = a, + a;sin(kt), where a, = 15° is the mean
angle of attack, a; = 3° represents the motion amplitude,
k = 2nfL/U,, is the reduced angular freqr-ency based on
body length, and t is non-dimensional time. For most of
the unsteady results presented in this manuscript, k is
equal to 27, corresponding to a flutter period of unity.
For M_ = 0.3 and, say, L = 10 m, the dimensional
frequency is: f = 10 Hz, which is within the range of
interest for aeroelastic computations and/or active
control. '

The vector plots of Figure 10 illustrate the motion
experienced by the vortex, as an entire cycle of the
oscillation is completed. At phase kt = n/2 (Figure
10(a)), the angle of attack is maximum. In a quasi-steady
sense, the strength of the vortex would also be
maximum. This is not the case, however, and the vortex
continues to grow in strength during the “pitch-down’
part of the motion (Figure 10(b)). This is because the
excess vorticity accumulated upstream takes a finite time
to convect to the current location of X/D = 0.67. As the
motion proceeds (Figures 10(c) and (d)), the vortex
strength diminishes. A strong correlation can also be
noticed between the strength of the vortex and its
spanwise location, as expected from the induced velocity
due to its image.

The corresponding pressure coefficient
distributions on the body surface are shown in Figure 11.
These indicate the sensitivity of the vortex strength and
position, as well as the associated dynamic loads to the
unsteady motion. In particular, the largest negative
pressures on the lee-ward side of the body (6 = 120°)
actually occur around kt = x, i.e,, at the half-point of the
downstroke. The global effects of unsteadiness on cross-
sectional lift distributions can be assessed from Figure
12. At X/D = 0.67, the lift is maximum at kt = &, in
accordance with the results of Figure 10. The crossing of




the lines also indicates that the value of kt associated
with, e.g., maximum lift may vary with downstream
position. Finally, it is interesting to notice that for kt =0
and kt = m, the lift distributions are almost identical
upstream of flow separation (i.e, X/D < 0.26), whereas
they differ greatly when vortical effects are present.

The total oscillating lift and pitching moment were
calculated by integrating ¢ and ¢, Figure 13 represents
the instantaneous angle of attack and lift, as a function of
non-dimensional time, for k = 27, Substantial phase lags
(approximately n/2 for the lift) with respect to the
motion are observed. Similarly, the pitching moment
was calculated to lag the motion by approximately 5r/6.
Figure 14 presents the lift coefficient time history for 1.6
periods of the oscillation, at the same reduced frequency,
for the transonic case: M, =0.9. The solution was started
from rest. It illustrates, as in the results of Figure 13, the
finite physical time required for the vorticity to build up
and produce the enhanced lift

8. Concluding Remarks

A theory was developed to treat flow separation
and related vortex effects in unsteady transonic flow
around slender bodies. This theory involves the
simultaneous solution of a modified TSD equation, a
vector potential equation, and a three-dimensional
unsteady vorticity transport equation.

The implementation of the theory was performed
using a modified version of the CAP-TSD® computer
code. This modified versaon yields convergent and
time-accurate solutions. It is shown for the first time that
realistic high angle of attack configurations may be
calculated using CAP-TSD, thus showing considerable
potential for aeroelastic computations and unsteady
aerodynamics.

Appendix

Derivation of Equations

- Analysis:

The Euler equations for a steady compressible flow

are
pe+ (PU)+(pV), + (pW), =0 M
(pu)+ (pU% + p)y + (pUV), + (pUW), = 0 @
(pv); * (PUV), +(pV2 4+ ), + (pVW), =0 ®3)
(px) + (PUW), + (VW) + (pW? + p), = 0 @

(o(h+1/29%-pl + [pUh+1/2g2)], +

[pV(h+1/29D), + [pW(h+1/29%)], =0 )

and

q2=U%4+V2+ W2 (6)
where p isthe density, U, V, and W are velocity
components in the cartesian coordinate system (x,y,2), h
is the specific enthalpy, and p is the pressure.

Manipulation of the Euler equations and the use of Gibbs
relation leads to Crocco’s equation

-TVS T

ol}

§h°+ + q x

2

where S is entropy, T is temperature, <—q is the velocity
vector given by

?1 =iU +-j-V +kW ®)
and

= = 3 .= 3 .= 2
V-ia—x-'*'ja—;'f'k'a—z' (9)

h, is the stagnation enthalpy. The vorticity vector Qis
defined by

ﬁ:?xa (10)

Equation (7) can be differentiated to give

Qs
rfLQl

Ve +Vx (@x) =V x s (1)
or, using Equation (7)
30+ V(qx Q) =VIgxQ)/T (12)

It may be shewn that to a first approximation, Equation
(12) can be written in component form as

O+ Uy + (VO + (WO, =oU, + U, (13)

O+ (U + Vi + (W), =0V, + 3V, (14)

g + (Ul + (V) + W, =W, + )W, (15)
where
0=10,+)0, + kO,

Assume that the vorticity is produced on a slender
body where the thickness to length ratio is characterized
by the small parameter €. Thus, the dimensions of the
body in the y and z directions are of order £. In order to

make the dimensions of the body equal, the following
transformation’is used.




1

- y/€ (16)

Nt

- z/c

In addition it is assumed that the velocity
components U, V, W can be expanded in the usual
slender body expansion to give

U=TU (1+82u)
©0

Ve=eUv an
L4

We eOw
o

Tae temperature, T, is also expanded as a series; thus
T=T.1+e™Ty) (18)

where m 2 1. Using Equations (16), (17), and (18) it can
be shown that a first approximation to Equations (13),
(14), and (15) is

Qu+ Qg+ (an)y +(whpz =0 (19)
¢+ oz + Vg~ + (Wik)z = 0V + vy 20
Mgy + Mz + Vg + (Wi)z = eEqwx + 0wy (21)

If at some boundary the vorticity that is initiated
has a vector in the x direction, then Equations (19), (20),
and (21) show that to a first approximation 0, and Q5 are
negligible in comparison with Q; which is then given by

Oy + Oy + (Vg + (WA 5 =0 (22)

Thus, in the slender body approximation one
component, the crossflow vorticity, is dominant to a first
approximation, and this vorticity is transported
throughout the fluid without interchanging with the
other components. The neglected terms are of the order
£0;. In order to solve Equation (22) it is necessary to
specify the boundary conditions. These boundary
conditions are the location of the separation line and the
magnitude of the shed vorticity. These must be found
from empirical relations such as those used by

Mendenhall and Perkins (Ref. 1).

Assume that the velocity field is composed of an
irrotational part, denoted by the subscript i, and a
rotational part, denoted by the subscriptr. Assume alse
that only the Q; component of vorticity is significant;
that is, termis of order £0); are negligible. The vorticity
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equations then become (dropping the superscript tilde in
the following for convenience)

Viz = le = 0; \"z = Wry = 01 (238)
Uy-Vi=0; Uy-V=0,=0 (23b)
Up-Wi=0; U, -W,=03=0 (23¢9)

In Equations (23b) and (23¢) the equations for the
rotational components simply duplicate the irrotational
component, which suggests that a velocity potential, ¢,
exists such that

Ui=1+¢,
Vi=¢y (24)
Wi=¢,
and that
U,=0; Vi, =0; W, =0 (25)

A vector potential, A is defined as

q=VxA (26)
where
G =TU, +]V, +EW, @
and
A=TA+]Ay +KkA3 (28)

Substituting Equations (27) and (28) into Equation (23)
gives

lyy 1zz 1
Az =0 (29)
A =0
and
Ve=Ay We=-Ayy (30)
Since
A, =Ay=0

the subscript "1" will be omitted in the following
discussion.

The equations governing the transport of vorticity
are Equation (22) and the following equations




Ayy + Azz = -01 (31)

U=1+4
V - ¢y + A (32)
W-g - Ay

where ¢ is the velocity potential.
From Equations (25) and (32) it follows that
A= Ayx =0
The standard transonic potential wing theory can
be deduced from Equations (1) and (2) with the
irrotational assumption and the isentropic relation
p/pY=pu/pk 33)
Equation (2) can be written, using Equation (1)

U+ UUg+ VU, + WU, = +p« (34

Using Equations (32) and (34), Equation (35) becomes

G RTINS S X

{35)
- -1 [p) 2
T, -A) b, 1) 2 pw] .

Since, from Equation (33), A is not a function of x,
Equation (36) can be integrated to give

(v - 12 :
p-p,,{1+~——-—— 26 -~ 2¢
2 t x (36)

1
2 _ 2 _ 2 -1
-4y -0k -0 - 2Ay¢z]]}’

Equation (37) is an equation for p in terms of ¢, A. The
set of equations, Equation (1), the irrotational equations,
and Equation (37) with

A,=A,=0 37)

are the equations solved by the traditional potential
method. In order to solve for a flow with vorticity, two
additional equations, namely Equations (22) and (31),
must be solved. Equation (22) gives the vorticity
transport and Equation (31) the rotational velocity
induced by the vorticity.
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1. Introduction

During flutter or unsteady maneuver of slender bodies, such as missiles at angle of
attack, important phase delays can be observed between the unsteady loads acting on the
body and the body motion itself. These phase delays result from dynamic effects, and in
particular the fact that the position and strength of vortices can lag the motion of the body
significantly. One of the principal causes for this effect is that the position and strength of a
vortex at any streamwise location along the body are the integral consequence of vorticity
transport dynamics on the one hand, and the unsteady rate at which vorticity is fed into the
vortex sheet on the other. Therefore, the "history effect” may be thought of as a delay due to
convection and to the separation process itself. It is to the latter that this manuscript is
devoted.

The problem can be stated as follows: given a small change in instantaneous "outer
flow conditions” at a given downstream location (these conditions already include the
various convective phase delays), what are the additional delays, if any, that are associated
with the separation of the boundary layer?

If Ref 1, the essence of boundary layer separation at high Reynolds numbers is
characterized by a normal vorticity jet. With this representation in mind, the goal of this
paper is to establish whether the unsteady characteristics of boundary layer separation, i.e.,
the motion of the separation point and the unsteady vorticity flux shed at that point, can be
predicted.

The approach is to analyze the motion of the separation point as well as the vorticity
flux in a given cross-flow plane, i.e. on a circular body, using two-dimensional Navier-
Stokes calculations. The final goal is to incorporate the finding of this study into a modified
version of the Stratford criterion,? relating the separation roll angle to the pressure gradient
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history at the surface. An innovative avenue of research has been undertaken, in which an
attempt is made to predict the characteristics of unsteady separation based on the
knowledge of the impulse response of the separated flowfield.

2. Indicial Theory

Assume that a quantifiable entity u(t) characterizing some aspect of flow separation can
be defined (in our case st might typically represent the separation roll angle 6, or the normal
vorticity flux associated with boundary layer separation, but is not restricted to these
quantities). Consider a hypothetical change in #(t) due to an infinitesimal change in some
parameter £(7) at some time 1. The parameter & represents a change in outer flow
conditions which affects separation, e.g. £ may represent a small change in angle of attack,
or a small change in crossflow velocity. Following the derivations of Reference 3, if st varies
continuously with ¢, then the change in p(t) may be expanded according to

de (1) 2 .
Sp(t) = "e(t’” T 6T + 0(dT1) (1)

where t is time, Sp(t) is the change in g resulting from a change in the forcing parameter ¢ at
some time 7, and p.(t,7) designates the rate of change with respect to € of p(t) at time 7.

Neglecting the higher order terms in Equation (1), the total integrated effect of such
steps in £ from t = 0 until time t can be expressed as:

t
Ap(t) = ye(t,r)e(O) + ;18(1:,1') _C_i_E_éTT) dr (2)

o

If, in addition it can be assumed that the behavior of ¢ with ¢ is linear, then 1 ,(t,7) can be
represented by its value at T = 0 provided that tis taken relative to . Thus

ﬂg(tﬂ') = pg(t - TIO) B ﬂg(t = T) (3)
where the functional form of p, has been contracted for notational convenience.
Substituting Equation (3) in Equation (2) yields, after a simple change of variable

t

de(t—r[

Ap(t) = p (€)e(0) - P (1) —375 dr (4)

Equation (4) states that, under the linearity assumptions afore mentioned, one can
analytically predict the change Au(t) due to an arbitrary change in the forcing parameter €,
provided that the indicial response,pt ;, is known. Equation (4) illustrates the power of the
indicial method, since the response Ay may be calculated from the knowledge of the




excitation parameter £, and that of the indicial response ft ., which requires only a single
experimental or nuimerical determination.

Although indicial theory has traditionally been used in unsteady aerodynamics (see
e.g. Tobak, 1954, Jenkins,3 1988) the work presented in this manuscript is, to the authors’
knowledge, the first attempt at applying this concept to the problem of flow separation.

The approach is to impose a step change in Mach number (the case of Reynolds
number changes is deferred to the Appendix) to the separated flowfield about a circular
cylinder, and record the indicial responses of separation roll angle, shed vorticity flux, and
drag. Once these indicial responses are recorded, the validity of the indicial method is
tested by evaluating the accuracy of the prediction given by Equation (4) against the actual
(numerically computed) change Ap(t) due to some arbitrary change in €. Details of this
procedure are given in the Results section.

3. Computer Code and Boundary Conditions

The two-dimensional Navier-Stokes calculations were implemented on a 245 x 79 C-
mesh grid. The grid was a four-fold spatial refinement of that used by Rodman,® with a
symmetry boundary condition on the centerline. This symmetry condition (‘inviscid splitter
plate’ condition) at y = 0 was imposed upstream and downstreamm of the circular cylinder so
as to prevent vortex shedding beyond the critical Reynolds number. This was a necessary
precaution since this regime is not observed in the three-dimensional flow (i.e. slender body
at moderate angle of attack) of which the two-dimensional cylinder constitutes a simplified
crossflow representation. The C-grid had a total streamwise extent of 25 diameters, and
extended 5 diameters in the normal direction, away from the centerline.

A detail of the grid is shown in Fig. 1. In this Figure, the flow direction is from left to
right, and the sign convention for the roll angle, 8, is taken to be in the clockwise direction,
for consistency with references 1and 7. (i.e. 8 = 0° at the windward stagnation point). The
computer code that was used for all of the calculations presented in this paper was
ARC2D.2 This code uses an approximate factorization finite difference scheme. The time
integration was performed with a 3-point second order accurate implicit method. At the
outer boundaries, a characteristic-like boundargz condition procedure using locally one-
dimensional Riemann invariants (see Pulliam,® 1984) is implemented. At the cylinder
surface, the no-slip boundary condition is applied.

In order to simulate instantaneous changes in angle of attack of the three-dimensional
slender body, the two-dimensional cylinder is accelerated through the flow by moving the
computational grid. The ARC2D code possesses time-metric terms which allowed the
computational grid to be translated with relative ease. Using a minor amount of post-
processing it is then possible to examine the solution flowfield in a frame of reference
attached to the body, therefore simulating a change in freestream velocity.

For a viscous compressible flow, conservation of momentum may be expressed as:




au

8 =] (5)

dJ dJ
E(pui) * -—j(puiuj) T K, " Re ‘[,u v ij ax

where the velocity components u; are non-dimensionalized by the freestream velocity U,
The coordinates x; are non-dimensionalized by the cylinder diameter D, and p, P and p are

non-dimensionalized by their respective freestream values. In Equation (5), use is made of
the perfect gas assumption

1 e
v

o oo

(6)

and the Reynolds number Re is based on the freestream velocity: Re = p U_D/u . Hence,
with this formulation, a change AU__ in freestream velocity results in-the simultaneous
change of both Mach number (AM_, = AU_/a_ ) and Reynolds numbers
(ARe = p AU _D/ um).

It is possible to vary only one parameter if, instead, the velocity components are non-

dimensionalized by the freestream speed of sound a_,. Substituting u," = M_u; and

= t/M,, in Equation (5) and using continuity yields (dropping the prime superscrlpt for
notational convenience).

ou Ju Ju dsu
i d __110p 1 d i 3 k
Pac * uj 0%, i 0x * Re_ dx [,u X, * ox, * yvaij Ix J (7)
J i i k
where "
pab
Re _ ™ o
Re = TR T (8)
[+~ -]

is the Reynolds number based on freestream sound speed.

Equation (7) is precisely the form of the momentum equations being solved by ARC2D.
Therefore, for a fixed cylinder diameter D and given fluid properties, the Reynolds number
Re, remains constant. Hence any change of the freestream velocity is obtained either by
changing the Mach number (which then affects the solution through the farfield boundary
conditions), or by translating the computational grid and imposing that the velocity at the
cylinder surface equals that of the grid.

Since the non-reflective characteristic outer boundary conditions use locally one-
dimensional approximations, it was determined that the most accurate way of
implementing a change in freestream velocity is to set the computational grid in motion.




An example of this procedure is shown in Figure 2. A steady state solution with
crossflow Mach number M = 0.25 is first computed. Att =0, the cylinder is impulsively
translated either with or against the flow (top and bottom graphs respectively), at a speed
equal to some percentage of the freestream velocity. Figure 2 illustrates typical velocity
profiles in a reference frame attached to the cylinder, at a time tUC/D = 1.0 after the
initiation of the grid motion. The top graph corresponds to an effective Mach number
change AM_ = -0.025, while the bottom graph (cylinder moving against the flow)
corresponds to AM = +0.025.

4. Results

- In order to simulate the steady symmetric leeward vortex system present in slender
body flow at moderate angle of attack, the asymmetric vortex shedding phenomenon was
inhibited by imposing a symmetry boundary condition at y = 0. At the high Reynolds
numbers typical of missile flow, the separating boundary layer takes the form of a thin
vortex sheet. The separation process can therefore be simulated’ using a concentrated
normal vorticity jet placed at the body surface. In a two-dimensional simulation of the
crossflow, however, the Reynolds number based on diameter must remain low (i.e. of the
order of 100 or less) in order to best approximate the topology of the flowfield. This
constraint originates from the fact that in two dimensions vortex shedding occurs beyond a
critical Reynolds number Re = 40. If shedding is suppressed by means of a splitter plate, the
flow exhibits elongated regions of separated flow which do not adequately represent the
leeside vortices of an inclined cylinder. For this reason, the two-dimensional Navier-Stokes
calculations presented here are restricted to the Reynolds number range 20 < Re < 90.

At these relatively low Reynolds numbers, the separating boundary layer does not take
the form of a vortex sheet, but rather that of a thick vorticity layer separating from the
surface, as seen from the vorticity contours of Figure 3. A close examination of these typical
vorticity contours reveals that the vorticity jet representation may not be adequate at the .
low Reynolds numbers which are needed to match the range of observed separation angles
in the three-dimensional configuration.

These observations suggest that a criterion which should emulate the asymptotic (high
Reynolds number) vorticity jet representation must be based on the tracking of the line of
vorticity maximum. Such a criterion should also prove to be superior, in principal, to the
detection of flow reversal at the surface since the latter is known to be inadequate in
unsteady flow as an indicator of flow separation location.

A typical plot of the radial location of vorticity maximum as a function of roll angle is
shown in Figure 4. It can be established from this plot and an analysis of the corresponding
steady flowfield that as long as the flow remains attached, the maximum of vorticity lies
along the surface (i.e. r/D = 0.5 in Figure 4). At a critical roll angle 6, (separation roll angle),
the vorticity maximum departs from the surface. In the asymptotic high Reynolds number
case, the locus of vorticity maxima presumably coincides with the location of the separating
vortex sheet. Based on these remarks, the separation roll angle was defined as follows:
according to the previously described detection criterion, the maximum of vorticity is found
at the surface when the boundary layer is-attached. Hence in that region, the normal
gradient 30/ dn (where n designates the outward normal coordinate) is negative. On the



other hand, when the flow is separated, the vorticity maximum occurs away from the
surface (r/D > 0.5) and the normal vorticity gradient 3Q/3n becomes positive.

Therefore, the zero-crossing of the normal vorticity gradient can be found by linear
interpolation of 3Q/ én with respect to 6, and subsequently used as a continuous indicator
of the separation roll angle. The linear interpolation scheme also allows to partially
overcome an inherent lack of spatial resolution, since changes in the separation location 6
are often quite small and typically of the order of the grid resolution itself (see Appendix A).
As mentioned in Section 2, 8, thus defined represents ore of the quantifiable entities p(t)
characterizing flow separation. The second guantity of interest is the vorticity flux at the
point of separation. The Stratford criterion® assumes that a fraction A of the tangential
vorticity flux across the attached boundary layer gets injected into the freestream at the
point of separation. It is justified, therefore, to consider the time-dependent behavior of the
tangential vorticity flux across a fixed contour which cuts the boundary layer ind2pendent
of the instantaneous location of the separation point. For convenience, such a contour was
chosen to coincide with the normal grid line such that the roll angle of its intersection with
the cylinder surface was 90°. This line is the baseline of the centered velocity profiles in
both graphs of Figure 2.

The tangential vorticity flux across this line was numerically integrated at each time
step between r = D/2 and the outward boundary of the computational domain. By
convention, it will be denoted [Qugdr and referred to as the "vorticity flux" throughout the
remainder of this manuscript.

Typical indicial responses are shown in Figure 5 for the separation point and the
vorticity flux, in the case of a 1% velocity increase at M_ = 0.25. In both graphs, t = 0 is the
time at which the cylinder was set in motion. The two graphs are plotted on the same time
scale, so that the time responses A8 and A f{Qugdr can be easily compared. It is evident that
the separation roll angle reacts to the instantaneous change in velocity with a relatively
short time constant: after undergoing a sharp positive spike (instantaneous reattachment),
the separation point relaxes back to a position slightly upstream of the initial separation
angle. The time constant associated with the relaxation process is seen to be quite small,
since 8, approaches its asymptotic value within a fraction of a unit convection time.

The vorticity flux, on the other hand, experiences a significantly longer transient
behavior, and exhibits a broad overshoot after the initial step. As can be anticipated from
Equation (4), 8, and [Qugdr will therefore display significantly different responses to
arbitrary stimuli.

In order to establish the validity bounds of the indicial theory described in Section 2,
the test disturbance & = AM, is taken to be of the form e'k", where i% = -1 and K’ is the
reduced angular frequency based on diameter and crossflow velocity. The advantages of
using a sinusoidal disturbance include: i) ease to quantify the accuracy of the prediction
through a decomposition into phase and amplitude responses, and ii) establishing frequency
bounds for the application range of Equation (4). One of the objectives of the present study
is to determine whether indicial theory can be used to predict the unsteady motion of the
separation angle and the unsteady vorticity flux. Such predictions ought to be possible if




these processes are time-linearizable.3 The extent to which this condition is satisfied in
unknown a priori, but is likely to be a function of amplitude.

Substituting £ = ¢t into Equation (4) yields

Ap(t) = ”s(t) + ik'ej‘k’t pe(r)e_ik'rdr (9)
Let s(T) be arbitrary but such that
pg(r) =0 for T < 0

(10)

|

pe(r) 1 wforT>T

&,

Substituting in Equation (9) and keeping only time periodic terms (i.e. considering the
transient-free response as t-+) yields:
T
Ap(ty - eik’t k! p_(t) sin(k’7)dr + g cos(k’/’T)| +
T £ g,»

o
(11)

T
k! ] f (T)Ycos(k’T)dTr - § sin(k'T)]]
£ €00

0

i

Hence the phase difference between the excitation and the response is given by

T
k! | pg('r)cos(k'r)d't - K, msin(k'T) ]
A = atan 2 ! } (12)
ke | pg(T)sin(k'T)dT + pa cos (k'T) |
0 [t

while the amplitude A(k’) of the response is given by the modulus of Equation (11). If A(k")
is normalized by its value at k’ = 0 (i.e. the quasi-steady amplitude of the response), one
obtains the attenuation factor:

akn) (. TR 12 g T (D) 12
= k'j sin(k’T)dtr + cos(k’'T), + k'j cos(k’1)dr ~ sin(k’T)
A(0) Mg, e O J

(13)




Equations (12) and (13) are the indicial method prediction of phase delays and attenuation
factors, as a function of the angular reduced frequency k'.

The accuracy of this prediction was tested against the solution of actual integrations of
the Navier-Stokes equations at specific frequencies. These frequencies were typically chosen
to be at critical points (i.e. extrema, inflection points, etc...) of the analytically predicted
response curves, or based on the range of reduced frequencies of practical interest. The
most severe unsteady effects (highest frequencies) occur in situations of missile flutter,
rather than maneuver. In this worst case scenario the range of amplified frequencies’ is
5Hz < f <30Hz. Let k=2rfL/U_ be the reduced angular frequency based on body length
and freestream velocity, then at an angle of attack a, the reduced frequency seen in the
crossflow plane (i.e. based on crossflow velocity and diameter) is:
k' =2nfD/U, = 21Da, (sina)? f/M,,. The reduced frequency k' is therefore maximized
with maximum frequency, f, maximum diameter D, minimum freestream Mach number,
and minimum angle of attack. Since for typical missile aspect ratios, steady separation does
not occur until a = 10°, one may deduce that a value k’ ~ 10 represents the "flutter
boundary"”. For this reason, direct numerical verification of frequency effects were
constrained to the range k' < 20.

A comparison of analytically predicted and numerically computed phase delays and
attenuation factors is presented in Figure 6, for the vorticity flux. The solid line represents
the prediction based on the convolution (Equation (4)) with the indicial response of the
vorticity flux (Figure 5), corresponding to a 1% step in Mach number. The equivalent
prediction corresponding to a 10% change in velocity (computed to evaluate linearity
bounds) is also displayed for comparison (dashed line). In both cases, the predictions are
based on an "averaged" indicial response (i.e. the average of the response to a positive step
on the one hand and the negative of the response to a negative step on the other). Inthe
present case, the "positive” and “negative" responses were fairly symmetric, so that the
averaging process is not fundamental to the results, but rather was performed for
consistency of the data processing with cases of more pronounced asymunetry.

As may be seen from Figure 6 the results of the numerical-integrations (symbols)
follow closely the analytical curves, with an overall better agreement with the 16%
amplitude case. This may be due to the higher resolution of the large amplitude case. In
any event, a significant (50%) overshoot of the vorticity flux arplitude is predicted and
observed at a frequency k' = 2, which is well within the range of observed flutter
frequencies. A phase lag of approximately 30° is reached around k’ = 5. Both of these
dynamic effects may have profound consequences for flow prediction using quasi-steady
implementations of separation criteria.

Unlike the vorticity flux, the indicial responses (po.itive and negative) of the
separation angle 6, become asymmetric at large amplitudes, as illustrated in Figure 7. As
will be shown shortly, this asymmetry (which reflects nonlinearity) is associated with a
severe deterioration of the prediction accuracy of the indicial method. The positive step
case (cylinder moving against the flow at 10% of the freestream velocity) is characterized by
the instantaneous creation of vorticity at the body surface, which translates intc a negative
vorticity gradient at the wall.




Hence the flow reattaches instantly (according to the detection criterion presented
above) at time t = 0. This spike in A8, is followed by a long transient (of the order of one
unit convective time), corresponding to a period of upstream-moving separation. When the
cylinder is impulsively translated with the flow (dashed line), the boundary Jayer instantly
detaches (negative spike), and slowly recovers to a separation angle located downstream of
the original location. a comparison with the small amplitude step response of Figure 5
indicates that the transient time increases with amplitude. At small amplitudes (1% or less),
the indicial responses in 6, were observed to be symumetric within a few percent. At larger
amplitudes, the asymmetry seems to stem from the fact that the speed at which the
separation point travels along the surface depends on whether the separation is "upstream-
moving" or "downstream-moving".

The predictive accuracy of the indicial methiod for the separation point location was
evaluated against selected numerical experiments, similarly to the vorticity flux. The results
of these comparisons is shown in Figure 8. As expected from the above discussion, the
computations at the low (one percent) amplitude are in good agreement with the solid-
curve prediction. At the low amplitude the shape of the indicial response was observed to
be independent of the direction of the step, which is consistent with the idea of local
linearity which underlies the applicability of indicial theory as outline in Section 2.

For the large amplitude oscillations (i.e. peak cylinder velocity equal to 10% of
freestream), a significant amount of harmonic distortion of the separation angle was
observed, as shown in the inset of Figure 8. The harmonic distortion is indicative of the
nonlinearities which are also reflected in the asymunetry illustrated in Figure 7. Because the
numerically computed time-series 6 (t) covered too few cycles of the fundamental (forcing)
oscillation, adequate narrow-band frequency filtering was not attempted. Instead, the
amplitude of the oscillation was simply defined as the half of the peak to peak amplitude,
while the phase was calculated from the average of temporal offsets of minima and maxima
between forcing and response signals. .Due to the severe asymmetry of the waveforms, the
uncertainty on the phase delays thus measured was considerable, as indicated by the

uncertainty bars in Figure 8. Despite the uncertainty, it may be seen that the estimated -

phase delay remains close to the predicted curve for k' <10. At the highest frequency, the
numerical solution appears to follow more closely the small amplitude prediction. For the
attenuation factor, A(k’)/A(0), the prediction remained within 25% of measurement at all
frequencies.

In spite of these inaccuracies, several important features may be extracted from the
results of Figure 8. First, there is a very rapid phase adjustment from 0° to -90° occurring
before k' = 1. As will be demonstrated in Appendix B, this adjustment can be theoretically
predicted based on a simple model for the indicial response involving the superposition of a
Heaviside step function with an exponential relaxation curve. It may be shown in
particular, that the width of this frequency window is inversely proportional to the time
constant of the relaxation phase and to the square root of the amplitude of the initial pulse.
The narrowing of the adjustinent window with increasing amplitude is visible in Figure 8
Secondly, the attenuation factor is seen to be larger than unity at all frequencies, indicating
an amplification of fluctuations of the separation angle. As shown in Figure 8, a tenfold
amplification factor can be obtained at relatively low reduced frequencies, underlining once
again the importance of unsteady effects on the dynamics of flow separation.




. As a final test of the applicability of indicial theory to boundary layer separation, an
1nvest1gat10n was also made into the prediction of oscillatory drag for viscous flow around
a two-dimensional cylinder. The goal of this investigation was to establish whether
concepts of indicial theory would also be applied to predict oscillatory lift on a missile-like
body undergoing flutter. :

Typical indicial responses are shown in Figure 9 for viscous and pressure drag
components, as well as for the total drag. It may be seen that although it is the viscous drag
which is responsible for the ultimate decrease in total drag coefficient with increasing
velocity, the overall character of the transient response is imposed by the behavior of the
pressure drag. While the viscous drag indicial response is characterized by an extremely
narrow initial pulse, both pressure and total drags qualitatively exhibit the same features as
the indicial response of the separation angle. The existence of an initial adjustment window
for the phase response should therefore be expected, as well as the rapid amplification of
fluctuations with reduced frequency (a feature also predicted by the model discussed in
Appendix B).

This is numerically verified iri Figure 10. In the top graph the quasi-steady phase of the
pressure drag is -180°, reflecting a sign inversion that was applied so that the final (quasi-
steady) value of all drag component indicial response have the same sign, in order to
facilitate the comparison. At all tested amplitudes and frequencies, the agreement is seen to
be excellent.

5. Concluding Remarks

It has been shown for viscous flow about a two-dimensional cylinder, that several key
aspects characterizing the time-dependent behavior of boundary layer separation can be
predicted within a reasonable degree of accuracy over a large range of frequencies. The
analytical prediction involved only a convolution integral based on the knowledge of the
step response of the flowfield to a small perturbation. The perturbations under
consideration were changes in Mach number and Reynolds number. The test functions that
were used to evaluate the range of applicability of indicial theory to the separation process
were: the separation angle, the vorticity flux across the separating boundary layer, and the
drag coefficient.

Although the overall agreement between the indicial method prediction and the results
of direct numerical simulations was clearly superior in the case of integral quantities such as
drag and vorticity flux, the location of the separation point was found to be satisfactorily
predicted within the range of frequencies corresponding to missile flutter. The breakdown
of the method appears to coincide with the advent of nonlinearity, which is first conveyed
by an asymmetric response to positive and negative step inputs.

Although the present results are limited to low Reynolds number, laminar flow, they
establish for the first time that the unsteady characteristics of two-dimensional flow
separation may be predicted using indicial theory. Whether such ideas are applicable to
high Reynolds number turbulent flow remains to be established.

-10 -
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APPENDIX A
PERTURBATIONS IN REYNOLDS NUMBER

It was shown in Section 3 that the process of impulsively translating the entire
computational grid is that closest tc a crossflow plane simulation of a change in angle of
attack. In this section, the concept of perturbing a separated flow solution of the Navier-
Stokes equations is pursued further by considering the effect of Reynolds number change.
As explained earlier, the Reynolds number in the ARC2D code is that based on cylinder
diameter and speed of scin. Hence, any change in Re = M_Re, at a fixed Mach number
should be interpreted as either a change in cylinder diameter or (more appropriately in the
present case) as a change in kinematic viscosity. The present section addresses the problem
of evaluating the limits of applicability of indicial theory when a solution is perturbed in
Reynolds number.

Figure 11 documents the change in separation angle 6 as a function of Reynolds
number, for steady-solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations. Thus, the Reynolds number
can be chosen to control the initial angle at which the boundary layer separates.

A methodology similar to that described in Section 4 was employed here. The impulse
response of the separation angle 8_ is first recorded. The responses associated with positive
and negative steps in Re are suitably averaged and used with a hypothetical Reynolds
number oscillation in the convolution integral, Equation (4). From Equation (11), phase and
attenuation frequency responses are obtained (Equations (12) and (13)). These prediction
curves are then compared to the results of direct numerical simulations where Re is
oscillated sinusoidally about a mean.

Figure 12 presents such results for the phase delay prediction at various Reynolds
numbers. Since Reynolds number and separation angle are quasi-statically anticorrelated
(see Figure 11), the phase difference A¢ actually involves the negative of the Reynolds
number variation, so a to have A¢ = 0° at k' = 0. The phase prediction is seen to be highly
accurate at Re = 40 and Re = 60. In these two graphs the dashed line indicates a simplified
prediction replacing Equation (11). This prediction substitutes an exponential least square
fit to the actual indicial response, i.e. it is assumed that the mdlczal response is of the type
8,(t) = 8,(0) + (8,(=)-6,(0))(1 - e"®t). It is then easily shown? that in response to a purely
per1od1c perturbat1on s(t) of angular reduced frequency K/, the asymptotic response 6(t), as
t - =, will exhibit a phase lag equation

A¢ = -atan(k’ /b) (14)

and an amplitude attenuation factor

A(k")/A(0)

!

(15)
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It is clear that the simplified prediction of Equation (14) becomes at the higher frequencies,
therefore stressing the importance of the details of the indicial response.

At Re = 90 (bottom graph, Figure 12), the prediction is quite poor. A possible
explanation resides in the reduced resolution in the determination of 8 . As may be seen
from Figure 11, the decreased sensitivity d6./dRe at Re = 90 implies total angular variations
A8, of only a few degrees, which is of the order of the grid resolution itself. The lack of
spatial resolution is illustrated in Figure 13. The dashed line represents the average of the
two roll angles delimiting the computational cell in which the normal vorticity gradient
30/ dn crosses zero at any point in time. The solid lines represent the actual (positive and
negative) indicial res;. unses, obtained by linear interpolation of 90/ on. Finally, the dotted
lines represent crude exponential fits to the indicial responses. Figure 13 shows thata
significant amount of asymmetry is already present at Re = 40 but does not seem to
significantly impair the accuracy of the prediction (top graph, Figure 12). At Re =90, a
deterioration of both the angular resolution and the degree of symmetry of the step
responses was observed. Itis believed that these factors account for the poor agreement
observed in Figure 12 (bottom graph). The influence of the asymmetry between positive
and negative indicial responses is also shown in this Figure.

Figure 14 depicts similar comparisons for the attenuation factor of the oscillatory
separation angle at Re = 40, Re = 60,.and Re = 90. The validity of the simplified predictions
based on an exponential fit of the indicial response applies to a smaller frequency range than
for the case of phase lag prediction. The numerically computed results are in qualitative
agreement with the full analytical prediction. The apparently large errors (~20%) may be
attributable to the lack of spatial resolution for all cases involving Reynolds number
perturbations.

Figures 15 and 16 depict the phase and attenuation results at a fixed initial Reynolds
number, for crossflow Mach numbers of M =0.1, M_ = 0.25, and M_ = 0.4. At the lowest
Mach numbers, the phase lag prediction are in excellent agreement with the results of the
direct numerical simulations. However, in the case M_ = 0.4, both predicted phase lags and
attenuation factors strongly deviate from the numerical results. As in the higher Reynolds
number case, the importance of the asymmetry between positive and negative step response
is indicated by the corresponding individual predictions in Figures 15 and 16 (bottom). In
this case, the origin of the asymmetrical responses is not known, althcugh is may be
conjectured that compressibility effects may have come into play, since shocks are known to
appear at freestream Mach numbers as low as =0.55. In any event, the lack of spatial
resolution may also have played an important role, since the total variation in static
separation angle 6 between M_ = 0.1 and M_ = 0.4 at Re = 60 was less than 0.7¢, in
comparison with a total spread of approximately 9° between Re = 40 and Re = 90 at
M, =01

Finally it is worthwhile noting that the phase response of the separation angle shows
only a weak dependence on Reynoids number, but a relatively strong dependence on the
Mach number. This can be seen by comparing the evolution of phase lag distributions
between Figures 12 and 15. Furthermore, the time constants of the exponential fits were
found to be numerically close in the case of the Reynolds number variation, but exhibited a
definitive trend with Mach number, as shown in Figure 17.
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To test the ability of the indicial method to predict the dynamic characteristics of the
vorticity flux with oscillatory Reynolds number, a sample calculation was performed in the
vicinity of the frequency which indicated theoretically (i.e. according to Equation (11)) a
150% amplification in fluctuating amplitude. As shown in Figure 18, the predicted behavior
faithfully reproduced the results of the numerical simulation. The presence of an overshoot
at the same frequency of k' = 2.5 was previously noticed in Section 4 under the same
nominal conditions of Mach and Reynolds number, but for totally different types of
perturbations.
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APPENDIX B
ANALYSIS OF A MODEL INDICIAL RESPONSE

Let £(t) designate the indicial response of a function p(t) in response to a perturbation
¢, then, under the conditions outlined in Section 2, Equation (4) must hold:

t
pt) = &(t)e(0) - l §('r)-;1—r e(t - 1)dr (16)
) o

Let H designate the Heaviside step function. If the following form is assumed for the
indicial response:

gty = [ - e+ g Juin) (17)

then Equation (17) is seen to represent a step function of magnitude &_ to which is
superimposed an exponential relaxation function of unit amplitude. the ratio (¢ /(1+£,))
therefore, measures the ratio of the initial value (or "spike", if £  <0) to the final value (i.e.
after all transients have decayed).

Substituting Equation (17) into Equation (16) and assuming the perturbation ¢ to be of
purely oscillatory form (£(t) = e, i2 = -1) yields for large times:

uie) = e 1+ &, - _____m(g — (18)
w + b
Hence the phase response ¢ is given by:
¢ = -atan 5% c] (19)
where
2
w + b
c 5 §o (20)
while the attenuation faclor can be expressed as
A(W) _|1 . [ 1 1 o 1)
U a2 1] v (21)
1 + B ]

where




éO

y:l_
1+§0

(22)

At finite frequency, Equation (21) becomes singular at £ = -1. This situation arises when
the final value of p equals its amplitude immediately before the initiation of the step. This
does not typically occur in practice. However, it is useful to examine the behavior of the
amplitude (attenuation) response in the case where the indicial response is characterized by
a large initial spike followed by a relaxation phase back to a value which is very close to the
initial value. This type of indicial response was observed for the separation angle 8, and the
drag coefficient (Figures 7 and 9), and may be examined in detail by considering first order
expansions of Equations (19) and (21) about § | = -

Let &, =-1+ 8, where |8 1<<1. It may be shown that

2
X

1+ |2
5

1
0) &30 3 jl -

)

Hence, the shape of the amplitude response curve is given by the square root in (23), while
at any given frequency, the response A(w)/A(0) gets amplified by a factor 81, i.e. the
magnitude of the spike of the indicial response, relative to the final value. This behavior is
exemplified by the amplitude response curves associated with pressure and total drag
(Figure 9).

A similar analysis of the phase response (Equation (19)) reveals that the phase
asymptotes to -180° for large frequencies (a fact corroborated by the present results, Figure
10, top graph), and that the initial rate of change of the phase lag ¢ with respect to wis

dg 1
3 % " 53 e
w=0

o

It can be shown that for 6 fixed and w = 0, then ¢ » 0. However, in the limit where
0 <w << 1is fixed and é =» 0, the phase asymptotes instead to a value of -7/2. Since ¢ is
never zero in practice, it is the zero limit which is observed. Nevertheless, o(w) may be
viewed as the composite of two solutions which match at a frequency w’ such that ¢(w') = -
n/2. Therefore w represents the frequency window of rapid adjustment of the phase
between ¢ =0 and ¢ = -n/2. The frequency w* at which tan¢ becomes singular is given by
the estimate

Hence for a fixed relaxation constant b-}, the width w* of the region of rapid phase
adjustment decreases like the square root of the spike amplitude.
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A wealth of additional information can be extracted from such simple models as that
expressed in Equation (17). In particular, the analysis can be easily extended to the case
&, > 0, corresponding to the initial transient of the vorticity flux indicial response (Figure 5).

The analysis of the model indicial response (17) with £ > 0 did not yield the observed
overshoot in the attenuation curve of the vorticity flux. Since such a model is unable to
represent the local maximum exhibited by the indicial response itself, it is likely that this
maximum is the cause of the overshoot. In any event, the sensitivity of the results to the
magnitude £ was found to be small for £ > 0, but very significant for £ <0 (i.e. in the
presence of an initial spike).

Since the magnitude of the initial spike appears to condition strongly the phase and
amplitude responses for 8, and Cp, an attempt at determining its scaling properties with-
respect to the step amplitude was performed. Using the perturbation technique described
in Section 3, the Mach number was stepped up from an initial value M = 0.25 with various
amplitudes covering five orders of magnitude, from AM/M; = 0. 001% to AM/ M; = 100%.
The results are presented on a logarithmic scale in Figure 19. Tn both graphs, the subscript i
designates the initial value (i.e. immediately before the cylinder was set in motion). The
round symbols represent the peak value of the indicial responses (at t = 0*) while the square
symbols correspond to the post-transient value (t - +«). The solid curves are lines of unit
slope which were added as an aid in determining the range of linearity of the data.

Both base and peak values for the indicial response of the total drag coefficient behave
very linearly with forcing amplitude. Therefore, the ratio (£ /(1 + £_)) is a constant.
Consequently, if the relaxation constant, b, is a constant, the phase and amplitude
characteristics of CD should be independent of Mach number change over the investigated
range. This result is essentially in agreement with the data of Figure 10. In the case of the
separation angle 6_, an approximate linearity range exists below AM/M,; = 1%, followed by.
a saturation of the response. Therefore, it is expected that the phase and attenuation
characteristics should exhibit a larger dependence on the initial perturbation magnitude, a
fact also corroborated by the numerical experiments reported in this manuscript.

-17 -




“19pulD 1emdr) e punoly mojy Apeajsup jo

suonend[eY) $3x03S JAARN 10§ Pas) PUD [euolsuawIg-om] 3o matA dn-asory 1 Sig

X
8°1 ¥l (A 01 8°'0 S°0 o 2'0 0'0 2°0- Y0~ 3°0-
= ! I _~ / ——F : 3L ﬁ.: 1 . L : . f
=" SEEEEet _&
= = i
== I

NN

I

11}
e

g 0

20

¥0

80

8°0

[




1.0

L

0.2
1

0.0

«D.6 -D'.‘. 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
X
M =0.25
——-—)-
.
AP -
o ///
o /
o"/
=
» E /
51 ;
. AM = 0.025
o C
-
S
= 1 T T T 1) 1 T 1
-0.6 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 c.e 1.0

Fig.2.  Velocity Profiles Taken at tU_/D = 1.0 After the Impulsive Start of the
C jlmder, With (Top) and Agamst (<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>