tw

REFERENLr JOPY
DOES NOT CIRCULATE

ARMY REeseARcH LABORATORY

Navier-Stokes Predictions
of Pitch-Damping for
Axisymmetric Shell Using
Steady Coning Motion

Paul Weinacht
Walter B. Sturek
Lewis B. Schiff

Q A ; : RRELE LS ..’ ‘:.“ = S
\RL-TR-575 September 1994

Ec AUG 13%

puphnati A

" REFERENCE COPY |
DOES NOT CROULATE |

et = e

APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE; DISTRIBUTION IS UNLIMITED.



NOTICES

Destroy this report when it is no longer needed. DO NOT return it to the originator.

Additional copies of this report may be obtained from the National Technical Information
Service, U.S. Department of Commerce, 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, VA 22161.

The findings of this report are not to be construed as an official Department of the Army
position, unless so designated by other authorized documents.

The use of trade names or manufacturers’ names in this report does not constitute
indorsement of any commercial product.



REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE

Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for this coliection of [ d to ge 1 hour per resp the time for g
ummmmwmwm pleting and 9 the collection of & Send __ g this burden unnymwanﬂa
of | SUGYH for lhhbumn.h“‘ o Servioss, Di Op and Ry 1218

Davis } Sulte 1204, A , VA 22202-4302, wnmmmmwmwwmmommm Vuhlnﬂon DC:OSN

2. REPORT DATE
September 1994

1. AGENCY USE ONLY (Leave blank)

3. REPORT TYPE AND DATES COVERED
Final, January 1989 - June 1993

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE

Navier-Stokes Predictions of Pitch-Damping for Axisymmetric Shell Using Steady
Coning Motion

6. AUTHOR(S)

Paul Weinacht, Walter B. Sturek, and Lewis B. Schiff

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)

U.S. Army Research Laboratory
ATTN: AMSRL-WT-PB
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5066

5. FUNDING NUMBERS

PR: 1L161102AH43

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER

| '8 SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAMES(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)

U.S. Army Research Laboratory
ATTN: AMSRL-OP-AP-L
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5066

10.SPONSORING/MONITORING
AGENCY REPORT NUMBER

ARL-TR-575

11. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

12a. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited.

12b. DISTRIBUTION CODE

13. ABSTRACT (Maximum 200 words)

Previous theoretical investigations have proposed that the side force and moment acting on a body of revolution in
steady coning motion could be related to the pitch-damping force and moment. In the current research effort, this
approach is applied to produce predictions of the pitch-damping for axisymmetric shell. The flow fields about these
projectiles undergoing steady coning motion are successfully computed using a parabolized Navier-Stokes computational
approach which makes use of a rotating coordinate frame. The governing equations are modified to include the centrifugal
and Coriolis force terms due to the rotating coordinate frame. From the computed flow field, the side moments due to
coning motion, spinning motion, and combined spinning and coning motion are used to determine the pitch-damping
coefficients. Computations are performed for two generic shell configurations: a secant-ogive-cylinder and a

secant-ogive-cylinder-

boattail. Predictions are made for various length-to-diameter ratios and supersonic Mach numbers and comparisons made
with results obtained using a previously published inviscid code. Results are also obtained for a series of ogive-cylinder
configurations which have been tested in an aerodynamics range. The comparisons between computational predictions

and the range data confirm the validity of the theoretical approach.

[1a_SUBJECT TERMS
Projectiles, Aerodynamic Characteristics, Computational Fluid Dynamics, Pitch-Damping

19. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
OF ABSTRACT

UNCLASSIFIED

18. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
OF THIS PAGE

UNCLASSIFIED

17. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
OF REPORT

UNCLASSIFIED

15.NUMBER OF PAGES
35

16. PRICE CODE

20, LIMITATION OF ABSTRACT
UL

NSN 7540-01-280-5500

Standard Form 298 éRev 2-89)
Prascribed by ANSI St

239-18 208-102




INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

ii



Acknowledgment

The authors wish to acknowledge Mr. Bernard Guidos for his contributions in reviewing
this report.

iii



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

iv



Table of Contents

Page
Acknowledgment . . . ... ... .. ... oL P i1
Listof Figures . . . . . . . . . .. . e vii
I. INTRODUCTION . . . . . e i e 1
II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND . ... ................... 2
1. Moment Expansion. . . . ... ............. . ... .. .... 3
2. Relation Between Coning and Pitching Motions. . . . . . . ... ... .. 4

3. Relation Between Side Moment Due to Coning and Pitch-Damping
Moment . . .. . . . . . . e e e 5
4. Side Moment for Lunar Coning Motion . . . . .. .. ... ... ...... 6
5. Side Moment for Combined Spinning and Coning Motion . . . . . .. .. 7
6. Side Force due to Coning Motions . . . . .................. 8
7. Determination of the Pitch-Damping Coefficients. . . . .. ... ... .. 8
III. COMPUTATIONAL APPROACH ... ... .. ... .. ... ... ... 9
IV. RESULTS . . . . . e e e e e e 12
1. Results for the SOC and SOCBT . ... ... ... ............. 13
2. Results for the Army-Navy Spinner Rocket . . . . . ... ... ...... 14
V. CONCLUSION . . ... e e e 16
REFERENCES . . . . . . .. . e, 25
LISTOF SYMBOLS . . . . . . . e 27
APPENDIX . ........... e 29
DiStribution List . . . o o oot e 33



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

vi




re

Ot B W N =

10
11
12
13

14
15

List of Figures

Page
Schematic of coning motion. . . .. ... ... ... ...... e 17
Coning motion with respect to non-rolling coordinates. . . . ... .. .. .. 17
Components of coning motion. . . .. ... ... ... ... ......... 17
Schematic of the SOCBT configuration. . .. ... .............. 18
Pitch-damping moment coefficient versus Mach number for various body lengths,
SOC configuration. . . . . . . . .. . .. e e 18
Pitch-damping moment coefficient versus Mach number for various body lengths,
SOCBT configuration. . . . ... ... .. .. ... .. 19
Magnus moment coefficient versus Mach number for various body lengths,
SOC configuration. . . . . . . . .. . . . . e e 19
Magnus moment coefficient versus Mach number for various body lengths,
SOCBT configuration. . . . . . . ... .. ... . ... ..., 20
Pitch-damping force coeflicient versus Mach number for various body lengths,
SOC configuration. . . . . . . . . . . .. i e e e 20
Schematicof the ANSR. . . . . . ... ... . . ... ... . ... .. . ... 21
Pitch-damping moment coefficient versus CG location, Mach 1.8, ANSR. .. 21
Pitch-damping moment coefficient versus CG location, Mach 2.5, ANSR. .. 22
Pitch-damping force coefficient versus body length, middle CG location ,
ANSR. . e e 22
Magnus moment coefficient versus CG location, Mach 1.8, ANSR. . . .. .. 23

Magnus moment coefficient versus CG location, Mach 2.5, ANSR. . . .. .. 23

vil



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

viii




I. INTRODUCTION

Prediction of the in-flight motion of projectiles requires the determination of the aero-
dynamic forces and moments that act on the body. These aerodynamic forces and moments
may be determined by experimental or theoretical means, such as Computational Fluid
Dynamics. From a computational standpoint, much of the research effort has focused on
determining the static aerodynamics such as drag and pitching moment. Only a limited
-number of studies have focused on numerical prediction of dynamic aerodynamic deriva-
tives such as pitch-damping force and moment. In the current research effort, a parabolized
Navier-Stokes technique has been adapted to predict the pitch-damping force and moment
using steady coning motion.

By applying linear flight mechanics theory such as that developed by Murphy,! it can
be shown that aerodynamic side force and moment coeflicients acting on a projectile in
steady coning motion can be related to the pitch-damping force and moment coefficients. In
steady coning motion, the longitudinal axis of the missile performs a rotation at a constant-
angular velocity about a line parallel to the free-stream velocity vector and coincident with
the projectile center of gravity (CG), while oriented at a constant angle with respect to the
free-stream velocity vector. This is shown schematically in Figure 1. The use of steady coning
motion to determine the pitch-damping aerodynamic coefficients provides an interesting and
cost-effective approach for determining the aerodynamics that are normally associated with
unsteady or time-dependent motions.

Previously, Tobak, Schiff, and Peterson? examined the aerodynamics of bodies of revo-
lution in coning motion and proposed that the nonlinear aerodynamic forces and moments
acting on a body performing large amplitude non-planar motions could be composed of four
characteristic motions: (1) steady angle of attack, (2) pitching motion, (3) rolling motion,
and (4) coning motion. Typically, the linear aerodynamic force and moment formulation
considers only forces and moments due to the first three motions, and assumes that a non-
planar motion can be described by the vector sum of two independent planar motions. The
addition of coning motion allows for coupling between planar motions in the nonlinear for-
mulation. Their nonlinear theory also confirms the linear theory result that the side force
and moment due to coning motion is related to the linear pitch-damping coefficients.

To provide additional validation for the theory, Schiff and Tobak3® performed wind
tunnel experiments on a conical body undergoing separate or combined spinning and coning
motions. Their results showed that at low angles of attack the slopes of the side force and
moment with angle of attack normalized by the coning rate were in good agreement with
predictions of the damping-in-pitch force and moment coefficients obtained using linearized
theory. They also demonstrated that the Magnus force and moment (variation of side force
and moment with spin rate and angle of attack) was small; thus, the linear pitch-damping
coefficients could be determined from the side force and moment due to coning alone.

Subsequently, Schiff* computed the supersonic inviscid flow about a conical body un-
dergoing coning motion. To compute the flow around the body in coning motion, Schiff
made use of a rotating coordinate frame. Within the rotating coordinate frame, the flow
was steady; thus, the steady Euler equations could be solved. The governing equations were
modified to include the centrifugal and Coriolis force terms. His computed results com-
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pared well with experimental results and with estimates of pitch-damping coeflicients using
a linear theory. Later studies by Agarwal and Rakich,® and Lin® also employed rotating
coordinate frames to compute the supersonic viscous flow about conical bodies in coning
motion. More recently, Weinacht and Sturek? performed computations for finned projectiles
in coning motion to determine the pitch-damping coefficients.

In each of the previous efforts, the pitch-damping coefficients were determined from
the side moment due to steady lunar coning motion which required the Magnus moment
to be neglected. The predictions of the pitch-damping coeflicients presented in this report
were determined from the side moment due to a specific combination of spinning and coning
motion which allows the side moment due to this motion to be directly related to the pitch-
damping force and moment coeflicients. These motions will be defined in more detail in the
next section.

In the current report, predictions of pitch-damping for axisymmetric shell were made
using combined spinning and coning motions. The flow field about these projectiles in steady
coning motion has been successfully computed using the parabolized Navier-Stokes (PNS)
computational approach of Schiff and Steger.8 The computations are performed in a rotating
coordinate frame similar to that employed originally by Schiff. Code modification required
to implement the rotating coordinate frame, including the addition of the centrifugal and
Coriolis source terms and changes to the shock fitting algorithm, are discussed. From the
computed flow field, the side moments due to coning motion, spinning motion, and combined
spinning and coning motion are used to determine the pitch-damping coefficient. Computa-
tions have been performed for two generic shell configurations, a secant-ogive-cylinder (SOC)
and a secant-ogive-cylinder-boattail (SOCBT). The PNS predictions are made for various
length-to-diameter ratios and supersonic Mach numbers, and compared with predictions
made using an Euler code originally reported by Schiff. Results are also presented for a
series of ogive-cylinder configurations that have been fired through an aerodynamics range
located at the former Ballistic Research Laboratory.! Comparison between PNS results and
range data are made.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In this section, the moment expansion of a symmetric missile is first introduced. Two
types of coning motion are described and related to the pitching motion of the missile body.
Finally, the moments produced by both types of coning motion are related to the various
moment components in the moment expansion. In particular, the pitch-damping moment is
related to the side moment due to coning motion.

1The U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory was deactivated on 30 September 1992 and
subsequently became a part of the U.S. Army Research Laboratory (ARL) on 1 October
1992.




1. Moment Expansion.

It is common in aeroballistic applications to utilize a missile-fixed, non-rolling coordinate
system to describe both the kinematics and the system of forces and moments that act
on the projectile in flight.! The non-rolling coordinate system affords some simplifications,
particularly in describing the kinematics. In this report, the primary reason for initially
describing the aerodynamic moments using the non-rolling coordinate system is the fact that
the description is well-established. The non-rolling coordinate frame is an orthogonal right-
handed system (Z, §, Z) centered at the body CG. The z-axis is aligned along the projectile
longitudinal axis with the positive direction oriented towards the projectile nose. The z-axis
is “initially” oriented downward with the  — Z plane perpendicular to the ground. The
angular motion of the non-rolling coordinate frame is such that, with respect to an inertial
frame, the Z-component of the coordinate frame’s angular velocity is zero. Although the
time-dependent orientation of the non-rolling frame may be hard to visualize, the non-rolling
frame is essentially equivalent to the “fixed-plane” coordinate system for small amplitude
motions. In the fixed-plane coordinate system, the & — Z plane remains perpendicular to the
ground for all time. Further details on these coordinate frames can be found in Reference 1.

The moment expansion developed by Murphy?! for a symmetric missile in the non-rolling
coordinate frame is shown in Equation 1. The moment formulation uses complex variables
to separate the moment components, Cyn and C,, that are oriented along the § and % axes,
respectively. The third moment component, the roll moment, can be handled separately and
is not of consequence in this study.

! . ) .
G +iCn = [(5)Cnpa + Coy = iCm,JE - g[cmq +4Cmg )€ (1)

In the moment expansion, the pitching moment coefficient, C,,,, and pitch-damping
moment coefficient, Cpn, + YCrm,, produce moments that are proportional to the complex

yaw, 5 , and yawing rate, E ’, respectively. (In the analysis presented here, there is no need to
distinguish between pitch and yaw and the terms may be interchanged. The usage follows
that of Murphy.l) The Magnus moment coefficient, C,, ., accounts for a side moment due to
flow asymmetries from a combination of spin and angle of attack.

Experimental procedures to determine both the pitching and Magnus moments are
conceptually easy to devise because these moments depend on the angle of attack and not
the angular rate. For instance, the pitching and Magnus moments can be determined from
wind tunnel measurements of pitch-plane and side moments on a spinning flight body held at
a fixed angle of attack. Since this is a steady motion for axisymmetric bodies, computational
analogs based on steady flow techniques can be easily implemented. In contrast, the fact
that the pitch-damping moment is produced by the angular rate seems to imply that a
time-dependent motion is required to produce the moment. One obvious unsteady motion
that might be considered is a planar constant amplitude pitching motion. Experiments and
computational approaches can be devised to determine the pitch-damping moment from
unsteady motions, but this may be an unnecessary complication. It is possible to devise
motions that still produce an angular rate, but when viewed in the appropriate coordinate
system, are steady motions. Coning motion represents one such motion.



2. Relation Between Coning and Pitching Motions.

As was discussed previously, in steady coning motion, the longitudinal axis of the mis-
sile performs a rotation at a constant angular velocity about a line parallel to the free-stream
velocity vector and coincident with the projectile center of gravity, while oriented at a con-
stant angle with respect to the free-stream velocity vector. This is shown schematically in
Figure 1. In the context of this report, coning motion also requires the center of gravity to
traverse a rectilinear path at constant velocity. With respect to the non-rolling coordinate
frame, the vertical and horizontal components of the angle of attack, o and 3, vary in a
periodic fashion as the projectile rotates about the free-stream velocity vector, as shown in
Figure 2. However, the total angle of attack, a; = v/a? + (2 is constant.

Both of these components of the angle of attack, when plotted as a function of time,
are sinusoidal, constant amplitude pitching motions that are out of phase with each other
by one quarter of a cycle, as shown in Figure 3. By decomposing coning motion in this
fashion, it can be observed that coning motion contains a specific linear combination of two
orthogonal planar pitching motions. As will be shown later, this particular combination of
planar pitching motions yields a non-zero angular rate which is a requirement for producing
the pitch-damping moment.

The term “steady coning motion” describes the rotation of the longitudinal axis of the
body about the free-stream velocity vector, but does not completely describe the motion of
the body. In particular, the projectile may rotate (or spin) about its longitudinal axis. In
this report, two particular forms of coning motion, steady lunar coning motion and steady
combined spinning and coning motion, are utilized. The two motions differ in their treatment
of the angular velocity about the longitudinal axis.

In steady lunar coning motion, the angular velocity of the projectile results purely
from the rotation of the projectile about the free-stream velocity vector. This produces a
component of angular velocity along the projectile axis, which by definition is the spin rate
of the projectile in the non-rolling coordinate system. The relation between spin rate, p, and
coning rate, ¢, for the case of steady lunar coning motion is

p=¢cosa, = ¢y . (2)

In steady combined spinning and coning motion, the angular velocity of the projectile
consists of the vector sum of two angular velocity vectors. The first vector produces a
rotation of the projectile’s longitudinal axis about the free-stream velocity vector (coning

moﬁion), #, and the second produces a rotation of the projectile about its longitudinal axis
(spinning motion), f.s. In general, there is no requirement for the spin rate to be coupled
to the coning rate. However, in the context of this report, combined spinning and coning

motion requires that p.; be equal in magnitude but opposite in sign to the component of ¢

along the longitudinal axis, p.yf = —¢ cosa;. In this case, the total angular velocity of the
body about the longitudinal axis is zero; hence, the spin rate in the non-rolling coordinate

system is zero.

p=0. (3)



By specifying both the coning rate and the spin rate, the projectile angular motion is
now completely defined. For the particular case of steady lunar coning, the motion can be
decomposed into a combination of two orthogonal planar pitching motions, plus a spinning
motion at angle of attack. Likewise, steady combined spinning and coning motion can be
decomposed into two orthogonal pitching motions.

Planar pitching motion is clearly a time-dependent motion that produces a time-
dependent flow field about the projectile. Steady lunar coning motion, on the other hand,
should produce a steady flow field when viewed from the appropriate coordinate frame, such
as the coning coordinate frame. In the coning frame, the z-axis is aligned with the longitu-
dinal axis of the missile and is identical to the Z-axis in the non-rolling frame. The plane
formed by the z-axis and z-axis in the coning frame is parallel to the pitch plane. The y-axis
is oriented normal to the pitch plane so that an orthogonal right-handed coordinate system
is formed.

For steady lunar coning motion, the coning frame and the body rotate at the same
angular velocity, thus there is no rotation of the pitch plane with respect to the body. Because
the boundary conditions in the coning frame do not introduce any time-dependency into the
problem, when observed from the coning reference frame, the resulting flow field is expected
to be steady for small angles of attack and for small coning rates. It is important to realize
that because the coning frame is rotating at a constant angular velocity and because the
body does not rotate with respect to the coning frame of reference, there is no requirement
for the body to have any special forms of geometric symmetry (i.e., axisymmetry) for steady
flow to exist. Steady flow modeling techniques can be applied to determine the flow field
due to steady lunar coning motion under the constraints that both the coning rate and the
angle of attack are small. (Clearly, the flow may become unsteady at high coning rates or
high angles of attack, in much the same way the flow over a body at fixed angle of attack at
high incidence can become unsteady due to vortex shedding.)

For the case of steady combined spinning and coning motion, the body will rotate in
the coning reference frame with a rate of rotation which is proportional to the coning rate,
(pesy = —¢ cosay). This rotation does not produce a time-dependent boundary condition
for axisymmetric bodies and a steady flow field can exist. However, for non-axisymmetric
~ bodies, the rotation of the body in the coning reference frame will produce a time-dependent
(periodic) boundary condition and flow field. Thus, when combined spinning and coning
motion is utilized, a steady flow field is only possible for axisymmetric bodies.

The steady nature of the flow in the coning frame makes the coning frame a desirable
coordinate system for performing the fluid dynamic computations. Since the coning reference
frame is a non-inertial system due to the rotation of the coordinate system, the governing
equations for the fluid dynamics must be modified. Further details on the implementation
of the rotating frame are provided in the discussion of the computational approach.

3. Relation Between Side Moment Due to Coning and Pitch-Damping Moment

To develop the relation between the side moment due to coning motion and the pitch-
damping moment coefficient, it is convenient to resolve the moment components in non-



rolling coordinates into moment components in the coning coordinate frame. This relation is
shown below. Here C,, is the in-plane moment coeflicient (the moment which causes rotation
of the body in the plane of the attack of attack), and C, is the side moment coefficient (the
moment that causes rotations of the body out of the angle of attack plane). Also shown are
relations for the complex angle of attack and angular rate. These relations, valid for steady
coning motion, have been simplified from the general case of arbitrary motion.?

Com+iCn = e "0, +iCh)

¢ = betrt
Zoo d.f . él ivét
f£'=— = 157-\—,6" (4)
d(5)

The moment formulation cast in terms of the in-plane and side moments can be written as
follows:

! bl
Con+iCr = Cono8 4+ H{(5)Crpab + 5(%)[0,,1,, +4Cm]} (5)

The resulting expression for the in-plane and side moments is independent of time for the case
of steady coning and spinning motions. The in-plane moment (real part) results only from
the pitching moment, while the total side moment (complex part) consists of contributions
from the Magnus moment and pitch-damping moment. For each type of coning motion of
interest in this report, the side moment assumes a particular form depending on the spin
rate.

4. Side Moment for Lunar Coning Motion

As discussed previously, with respect to the non-rolling coordinate system, lunar coning
motion produces a component of angular velocity along the longitudinal axis of the missile
which by definition is the spin rate of the projectile (Equation 2). For this type of coning
motion, the side moment can be written as

él
C‘" = 6(—\7)(70’1}’0 + [Cmq + 7Cm(,]) ' (6)

The notation can be simplified by noting that the right-hand side of Equation 6 is simply
the variation of side moment with coning rate, valid for linear variations of side moment with
coning rate.

aC,

* %)
This relation is identical to that presented by Schiff and Tobak3 for bodies of revolution.
Equation 7 relates the variation of the side moment with coning rate, Cy,;, to the pitch-
damping coefficient, [Cm, +7Cm,], and the Magnus moment coefficient, Cy,,. Assuming that
the side moment due to coning and the Magnus moment can be determined, this relation
will allow the pitch-damping coefficient to be determined.

= §(Cnyo + [Cmq + YCrmal) (7)

Despite the fact that lunar coning motion requires that the Magnus moment be de-
termined (or assumed negligible) in order to determine the pitch-damping coefficient, this

6



motion is useful. Because the body does not rotate with respect to the pitch plane while
undergoing coning motion, the flow, when observed in the coning coordinate frame, will
be steady for axisymmetric and non-axisymmetric bodies. In many cases, particularly in
supersonic flow, the Magnus moment may be neglected without any appreciable loss of ac-
curacy. This approach has been recently applied to predict the pitch-damping for six-finned
projectiles.” It should be noted that non-axisymmetric bodies with aerodynamic coefficients
which exhibit a significant dependence on roll angle may need to be treated with a more
general aerodynamic formulation!® 11 than is presented here.

5. Side Moment for Combined Spinning and Coning Motion

The second type of coning motion discussed here uses a specific combination of coning
and spinning motions to cause the component of the total angular velocity along the longi-
tudinal axis of the missile to be zero. In other words, both the non-rolling coordinate frame
and a body fixed coordinate frame will not rotate with respect to each other. Thus, the spin
rate of the projectile, as observed from the non-rolling coordinates, is zero (Equation 3).

It should be noted, however, that the coning coordinate frame rotates with respect to the
non-rolling coordinate frame and the body-fixed coordinate frame. In the coning coordinate
frame, then, the body appears to perform a spinning motion since the body-fixed coordinate
system rotates with respect to the coning coordinate frame. The spin rate in the coning
coordinate frame will be p.y = —v¢. In this report, this motion is called “combined spinning
and coning motion,” because in the coning frame (which is the coordinate frame in which the
computations are performed), the motion is a specific combination of spinning and coning
motion. In the coning frame, this motion is a steady motion for axisymmetric bodies only.
The presence of spin and angle of attack produces a periodic motion for non-axisymmetric
bodies, thereby eliminating steady flow computational approaches from consideration.

For this type of coning motion, the side moment can be written as

Cn = 8(2)(Comy +1Cma] ®)

In this case, the side moment is directly proportional to the pitch-damping moment coef-
ficient. In contrast to side moment due to lunar coning motion (Equation 6), no Magnus
moment term appears here. Despite the simplicity of this expression, the Magnus effect has
not been entirely removed from the problem. In the coning frame, the combination of-angle
of attack from the coning motion and the spinning motion produce a Magnus-like effect.
Thus, any approach, whether it be computational or experimental, which uses this motion
must be capable of modeling both of these effects. For example, a coarse grid CFD compu-
tation which does not resolve the viscous effects sufficiently to properly model the Magnus
problem will produce pitch-damping results which will be in error by the degree to which
the Magnus moment is improperly determined.



6. Side Force due to Coning Motions

Similar expressions relating side force due to coning to the pitch-damping force co-
efficient can be developed using the same approach used in analyzing the moments. The
resulting expressions for the side force coefficients are similar in form to the expressions for
the corresponding side moment coefficients for both types of motions.

For the case of lunar coning motion, the slope of the side force with coning rate, Cy, isa
function of the pitch-damping force coefficient, Cy, +vCn, and the Magnus force coefficient,
Cy,a-

Cy, = 6(7Cy,a + [Cn, + 7Cn,]) (9)

Like the side moment due to lunar coning motion, determining the pitch-damping force
coefficient from the side force due to lunar coning requires that the Magnus term be ignored
or determined from another source.

For combined spinning and coning motion, the slope of the side force with coning rate,
Cy,, can be directly related to the pitch-damping force coefficient, Cn, + ¥Ch,.

Cy; = é[Cn, +1Cn,] (10)

7. Determination of the Pitch-Damping Coefficients.

The particular approach discussed here for determining the pitch-damping coefficients
requires that the side force and moment due to coning ( Cy; and C,, ) be determined. By
computing the side force and moment at least two different coning rates, the variation of
side force and moment can be determined. If steady combined spinning and coning motion
is used, the pitch-damping coefficients are easily determined because these coefficients are
directly proportional to the side force and moment due to coning as shown in Equations 8
and 10. On the other hand, if steady lunar coning motion is used, the Magnus force and
moment must be determined from another source before the pitch-damping coefficients can
be determined (Equations 7 and 9 ). Often the Magnus force and moment are small in
relation to the pitch-damping coefficients and can be ignored when determining the pitch-
damping coeflicients from the side force and moment due to steady lunar coning motion.

Since many projectile and missile applications deal with small amplitude motions, it is
customary to linearize the equations of motion. Thus, the pitch-damping force and moment
coefficients often appear as Cn, + Cn, and Cp, + Cn,, because the cosine of the angle of
attack, v, is nearly 1. This notation is adopted in the remainder of this report.

Finally, since the results presented in this report were obtained using steady motions,
the two types of coning motion are referred to as “lunar coning motion” and “combined
spinning and coning motion” in later sections of this report with the understanding that
these are, in fact, steady motions.



III. COMPUTATIONAL APPROACH

Computation of the viscous flow field about the axisymmetric shell configurations was
accomplished by solving the thin-layer Navier-Stokes equations using a PNS technique. The
computations were performed in a coordinate frame that rotates at the coning rate of the
projectile. The fluid flow relative to the rotating coordinate frame does not vary with time,
allowing the steady (non-time-varying) Navier-Stokes equations to be applied. The solution
of the steady Navier-Stokes equations can be performed at a reasonable computational cost.
To implement the rolling coordinate frame, the governing equations were modified to include
the effects of centrifugal and Coriolis forces. The steady, thin-layer Navier-Stokes equations
in cylindrical coordinate form are

OE O0F 090G N 1 {05 4
a£+6n+0c+H°+H'Re(ac+S°) : (11)

Here, E‘, P , and G- are the inviscid flux vectors, $ is the viscous flux vector, H, and S. are
inviscid and viscous source terms due to the cylindrical coordinate formulation, and H is the
source term containing the Coriolis and centrifugal force terms which result from the rotating
coordinate frame. Each of these vectors are functions of the dependent variables represented
by the vector g7 = (p, pu, pv, pw, €), where p and e are the density and the total energy per
unit volume, and u, v, and w are the velocity components in the axial (z), circumferential
(#), and radial (r) directions. The flux terms are
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I Y da*> 1 0q
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+ma(ul: + gfd’ + w(,) (16)
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P
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Ne = J(rede = dere) e =J(zere)  me = J(-zedy) (19)
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J =1/ (ze (dnre — b¢rn))

The pressure, p, can be related to the dependent variables by applying the ideal gas
law.

p=(y—-1) [e - §q2] | (20)

The turbulent viscosity, g, which appears in the viscous matrices, was computed using
the Baldwin-Lomax turbulence model.12

The thin-layer equations are solved using the PNS technique of Schiff and Steger.8 Fol-
lowing the approach of Schiff and Steger, the governing equations, which have been modified
here to include the Coriolis and centrifugal force terms, are solved using a conservative, ap-
proximately factored, implicit finite-difference numerical algorithm as formulated by Beam
and Warming.13

Following the approach of Schiff and Steger, the equations are first linearized and placed
in delta form, where the equations are solved for the difference in the dependent variables
rather than the variable itself. This set of equations is then factored using the approach of
Beam and Warming. The following set of equations is obtained.

[4+ 0 - a)a¢ (8,57 + 5+ /)| Ag = RES 21)
[4+ (1 - g (507 - = (8087 + 12.) )| A = Aing: (22)
RHS = —(&i- AN§ +a(B - BY) = [(6/ 7)™ ES = (&/7) EZ™Y]

—(1 = Q)AL{S, [T (E[TY + (ne/rY(FIY + 5i*(G/JIY]
+8¢ [CTY(BJIY + (/YT (FTY + G(G1T))
+H 4+ A - };—e (&S‘” + Scj) + @) (23)

The form of the equations, as well as the notation, is similar to that used by Schiff and
Steger. Here, A, B, C, and M are the Jacobian matrices of the flux vectors E,F,G and S.

11



Further details on the definitions of these matrices can be found in Reference 8. The impor-
tant difference here is the addition of the matrices D and H due to the rotating coordinate
system. Although the Jacobian matrix, D, can be included in either the circumferential in-
version or the normal inversion, including this term in the circumferential inversion simplifies
slightly the implementation of the shock fitting boundary conditions. (A listing of the terms .
in the Jacobian matrix, D, is found in the Appendix.) Two additional Jacobian matrices,
D. and M., appear in these equations and are due to the linearization of the inviscid and
viscous cylindrical coordinate source terms, H, and S..

The computations presented here were performed using a shock-fitting procedure re-
ported by Rai and Chaussee.’4 This procedure solves the five Rankine-Hugoniot jump con-
ditions, two geometric shock-propagation conditions, and one compatibility equation to de-
termine the values of the five dependent variables immediately behind the shock, as well
as the position of the shock. By including the implicit part of the source term due to the
rotating coordinate frame in the circumferential inversion, the shock-fitting procedure of Rai
and Chaussee can be used without modification, as long as the correct free-stream conditions
are specified as shown here in non-dimensional form.

p =1
pu = My cosa; + r{d.sina;cos ¢
pv = My sina;cosd —rQd.cosay + (T — To4)S2 sina, sin ¢
pw = My sina;cosd — (z — z5)8sin o, cos ¢
1
e = L/(v(y=-1)+ §{M3° + r?Q%(sin® o cos? ¢ + cos® ay)

—2r(z — 7.4) cos a; sin oy sin @ + (z — ,)?N2 sin’® oy} (24)

At the body surface, no-slip, constant wall temperature boundary conditions were ap-
plied. For the cases with spin, the circumferential velocity, v, was set equal to the local
velocity of the body surface due to solid body rotation.

The computational results presented here were obtained using a grid that consisted of
60 points between the body and the shock. In the circumferential direction, gridding was
performed over a 360° sector because of the lack of symmetry from the combination of angle
of attack, spin, and coning motion. Thirty-six grid points were used in the circumferential
direction. Grid resolution studies showed virtually no difference in the computed aerody-
namic coefficients as the number of grid points were increased from 36 to 72 circumferential
points using cylindrical coordinates. (Supplementary calculations showed that grid inde-
pendent solutions required more than 36 points when using Cartesian coordinates.) The
computations were performed using a Cray X-MP supercomputer and typically required less
than 20 minutes of CPU time for complete calculation over a single configuration.

IV. RESULTS

Computations were performed to determine the aerodynamics of several axisymmetric
shell configurations in steady coning motion. The first set of predictions is for two generic
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shell configurations: an SOC and an SOCBT. Calculations were performed over a range of
Mach numbers and body lengths. The PNS results were compared with Euler code results.
A second set of results was obtained for a series of ogive-cylinder configurations (Army-
Navy spinner rocket [ANSR]) which were fired through an aerodynamics range located at
the former Ballistic Research Laboratory. The computational results are compared with the
aerodynamics determined from the in-flight motion of the projectile.

1. Results for the SOC and SOCBT

A schematic of the SOCBT configuration is shown in Figure 4. The SOC is identical
to the SOCBT configuration except that the boattail is replaced by a cylinder. The PNS
results were compared with pitch-damping results obtained using the inviscid code developed
by Schiff.4 Results were obtained for three body lengths (5, 6, and 7 calibers) and a range of
supersonic Mach numbers. The CG position used in the calculations was located at 60% of
the body length from the nose. The PNS (viscous) results were obtained using the combined
spinning and coning motion approach. The Euler (inviscid) results were obtained using lunar
coning motion, since the spin boundary condition required by the combined spinning and
coning motion is incompatible with the requirement for zero shear at the body surface in the
inviscid approach.

Figures 5 and 6 show the variation of the pitch-damping moment coefficient as a function
of Mach number for the three body lengths. In the supersonic regime, the pitch-damping
moment shows a decreasing trend with increasing Mach number. The inviscid results at
L/D =7 show a maximum near Mach 2. The results also show a significant increase in the
pitch-damping moment with increasing body length. The effect of the boattail is to reduce
the pitch-damping moment by 20-30% compared with the cylindrical afterbody.

The comparison of the pitch-damping moment predictions from the PNS approach
and the Euler approach shows differences of less than 4% across the range of parameters
considered here. This is not surprising since the pitch-damping appears to be primarily an
inviscid phenomenon. However, the degree of agreement between the PNS and inviscid code
is not an absolute indicator of the magnitude of viscous effects since there does appear to
be some code-to-code variation of the predicted pitch-damping which is on the order of the
viscous effect. The relevance of these differences is probably not significant, especially in
light of difficulties in measuring this coefficient experimentally.

The PNS predictions shown previously were obtained using the combined spinning and
coning motion. This allowed the pitch-damping force and moment to be determined directly
from the side force and moment. As mentioned previously, the accuracy of this approach
depends on the degree to which the Magnus moment is accurately predicted. In earlier
studies, a numerical capability for determining Magnus force and moment at small angles
of attack has been already established.15This capability is based on the same numerical
approach as applied here.

Figures 7 and 8 show predictions of the Magnus moment coefficient for the cylindrical
and boattailed afterbodies. This coefficient would give the expected differences between
using lunar coning motion and combined spinning and coning motion to determine the
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pitch-damping moment. For the cases examined here, the Magnus moment is less than 4%
of the pitch-damping coefficient. The biggest differences were observed for the boattailed
configuration, which has a larger Magnus moment and a smaller pitch-damping moment than
the SOC configuration. Thus, using lunar coning motion and ignoring the Magnus moment
contribution still yields accurate values of the pitch-damping coefficient for the configurations
and conditions under consideration here.

The predicted variation of the pitch-damping force coefficient with Mach number for
the SOC configuration is shown in Figure 9. These results were obtained from the side force
due to combined spinning and coning motion. The results show a strong decrease in the
coefficient with increasing Mach number across the range of parameters examined here. The
results also show an increase in the coefficient with increasing body length. The PNS results
are in good agreement with Euler results.

2. Results for the Army-Navy Spinner Rocket

Computations were performed for the ANSR series of projectiles. These projectiles
were fired in an aerodynamics range, and the aerodynamics determined from the projectile
motion.!® The projectiles consisted of a 2-caliber ogive nose with several different length
cylindrical bodies, as shown in Figure 10. The total body lengths were 5, 7 and 9 calibers.
For each body length, projectiles were fabricated and fired with three different CG locations.
This allowed the aerodynamic forces to be determined from the variation of the aerodynamic
moments with CG location.

Figures 11 and 12 show the variation of the pitch-damping moment coefficient with CG
location for the 5-, 7- and 9-caliber bodies at Mach 1.8 and Mach 2.5, respectively. In both
of the figures, the computed results are compared with the experimental measurements.
The computational results are considered to be within the accuracy of the experimental
measurement and are typically bracketed by the experimental data. For each body length,
computations were performed at each of three CG locations. Since the body rotates about
the CG, each computation produced a unique flowfield and pitch-damping coefficient. These
results are displayed by the triangular symbols in both of these figures. As well, once the
aerodynamics of a given configuration are determined, the CG translation relations! can be
applied to predict the aerodynamic coefficients for the same configuration with a different
CG location. Several of these relations are shown below.

Cn, = Cn,
C’ma = Cma - chCNa
éNq +Cn, = Cn, + Cn, + 55Cn, (25)

Cmy +Cma = Cmy + Cma — 5¢(CN, + CN,) + 5¢6Crma — $2,CN,

The aerodynamic coefficients for the modified configuration are denoted by the “*”, while

the aerodynamic coefficients for the baseline configuration are shown on the right-hand side
of the equations. The CG shift, s, is in calibers and is positive for a CG shift towards
the nose. Using these relations and the predicted aerodynamic coefficients for the middle
CG position, the variation of the pitch-damping moment coefficient with CG location was
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determined. This variation is shown in Figures 11 and 12 by the solid line. The difference
between the pitch-damping moment coefficients predicted from the CG translation relations
and the pitch-damping moment as determined from the direct computations is less than
0.1% . This serves as a consistency check for the computational approach.

It is noted that at both Mach numbers, for the middle CG position of the 9-caliber
body, there are several experimental data points which deviate from the trend shown by
the predictions and the apparent trend shown by the experimental data. The cause of this
deviation is unknown.

As seen above from the CG translation relations, the pitching moment coefficient varies
linearly with the CG shift. The slope of the variation is the normal force coeflicient slope,
Cn,. By firing projectiles with the same external shape but with different CG positions, the
normal force can thus be determined from the variation of the pitching moment with CG
location. A similar approach can be used to determine the pitch-damping force coefficient
from the variation of the pitch-damping moment coefficient with CG location. Because the
pitch-damping moment varies in a nonlinear fashion with the CG shift, a modified damping
moment is defined as

émq + Cmé - chéma = Cmq + Crng, - ch(CNq + CN&) . (26)

When the left hand side of this equation is plotted as a function of CG shift, the results should
be a line with slope equal to the pitch-damping force coefficient. For all practical purposes,
the determination of the pitch-damping force from range firings can only be obtained from
the variation of the pitch-damping moment with CG locations because the pitch-damping
force coefficient contributes little to the in-flight motion of the projectile. Hence, direct
determination is not practical.

From the CG variation of the pitch-damping moment, the pitch-damping force coeffi-
cient was determined from the experimental measurements. Figure 13 shows the variation
of the pitch-damping force coefficient with body length for the middle center of gravity loca-
tion. Note that, unlike the normal force coefficient, the pitch-damping force varies with CG
position. The agreement between the computational predictions and experimental results
are within the experimental accuracy and show the correct variation with body length and
Mach number.

As mentioned previously, the pitch-damping predictions were obtained using the com-
bined spinning and coning motion which allows the pitch-damping force and moment to be
determined directly from the side force and moment. The expected differences between ap-
plying combined spinning and coning motions, and lunar coning motion are reflected in the
Magnus moment coefficient. In the current effort, the Magnus force and moment have been
computed for the ANSR configuration and comparison made with range data obtained from
the same series of firings as shown in Figures 14 and 15. The computed results were obtained
for a fully turbulent boundary layer, although there is some evidence from the experimental
program to indicate laminar flow over a portion of the body, particularly near the nose.
The computational results are within the scatter of the experimental data for most of the
CG positions although several of the cases show an overprediction by as much as 30-40%.
The predictions show that determining the pitch-damping coefficient directly from the side
moment due to lunar coning motion (which requires the Magnus moment to be ignored) will
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result in errors of less than 5% for this configuration. .

Finally, using the Magnus results discussed here and the side force and moment due to
lunar coning motion, predictions of the pitch-damping coefficients (Equations 7 and 9) were
made and compared with the predictions of the pitch-damping coefficients obtained using a
single calculation utilizing combined spinning and coning motion. The maximum difference
between the two approaches was less that 0.1% . This demonstrates the lack of coupling
between the spinning and coning motions over the range of coning rates, spin rates, and
angles of attack considered here. (It is interesting to note that at higher angles of attack,
a nonlinear variation of Magnus moment with angle of attack was predicted. Even at these
angles of attack, no coupling between the coning and spinning motions was observed.)

V. CONCLUSION

A computational approach for predicting the pitch-damping coefficients using steady
coning motion has been successfully applied to several axisymmetric shell configurations.
Through the use of a combined spinning and coning motion, the pitch-damping force and
moment have been obtained directly from the side force and moment using a single cal-
culation. This approach does not require that the Magnus force or moment be ignored or
determined from an auxiliary calculation, as in the case of lunar coning motion.

The computational predictions for the SOC and SOCBT configurations showed good
agreement with results obtained with a previously published inviscid code. The results
‘showed an increasing trend in the pitch-damping coefficient with increasing length-to-diameter
ratio and a decreasing trend in the coefficient with increasing Mach number. The presence
of the boattail on the projectile produced a significant reduction in the pitch-damping mo-
ment compared with an equivalent length cylindrical afterbody. The predictions of both
the pitch-damping force and moment coefficients for the ANSR were seen to be in excellent
agreement with the data obtained from aerodynamic range testing. The computational re-
sults predicted the correct variation in the pitch-damping moment coefficient with changing
center of gravity location, body length, and Mach number. For each of the configurations
examined here, the effect of viscosity on the pitch-damping coefficients was small.

The use of the combined spinning and coning motion is currently being applied to
time marching codes for the prediction of pitch-damping at subsonic through low supersonic
velocities. In this velocity regime, it is expected that viscous effects will be of greater
importance than in the supersonic regime examined here.
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Figure 1. Schematic of coning motion.
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Figure 2. Coning motion with respect to non-rolling coordinates.
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Figure 3. Components of coning motion.
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Figure 4. Schematic of the SOCBT configuration.
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Figure 5. Pitch-damping moment coefficient versus Mach number for various body lengths,
SOC configuration.
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Figure 7. Magnus moment coefficient versus Mach number for various body lengths, SOC

configuration.
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Figure 8. Magnus moment coefficient versus Mach number for various body lengths,
SOCBT configuration.
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Figure 9. Pitch-damping force coefficient versus Mach number for various body lengths,
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Figure 10. Schematic of the ANSR.
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Figure 11. Pitch-damping moment coefficient versus CG location, Mach 1.8, ANSR.
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Figure 12. Pitch-damping moment coefficient versus CG location, Mach 2.5, ANSR.
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Figure 14. Magnus moment coefficient versus CG location, Mach 1.8, ANSR.
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LIST OF SYMBOLS

speed of sound

pitching moment coeflicient

slope of the pitching moment coefficient with angle of atta,ck
pitch-damping moment coefficient

side moment coefficient

slope of the side moment coefficient with coning rate
Magnus moment coefficient

slope of the normal force coefficient with angle of attack
pitch-damping force coefficient

projectile diameter

total energy per unit volume, non-dimensionalized by po.a?,

flux vectors in transformed coordinates

source term resulting from rotating coordinate frame
Jacobian

characteristic length, typically the projectile diameter
projectile body length

free-stream Mach number

pressure, as used in thin-layer Navier-Stokes equations,
non-dimensionalized by pe,a?,

spin rate in non-rolling coordinate frame, as used

in the aerodynamic moment equations and coeflicients
spin rate in coning reference frame

Prandt]l number

turbulent Prandtl number

Reynolds number, @¢upoo D/ oo

radial coordinate, non-dimensionalized by D

distance downrange

center of gravity shift, calibers

viscous flux vector in transformed coordinates

time

velocity components in x, y, and z directions,
non-dimensionalized by a,

Contravariant velocities of the transformed Nav1er—Stokes equations
free-stream velocity used to non-dimensionalize the coning rate,
spin rate, and the aerodynamic coefficients

axial, horizontal, and vertical coordinates with respect to

the body

axial location of projectile center of gravity with respect to the
axial coordinate,

Greek Symbols

a

vertical component of angle of attack in non-rolling coordinates
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Superscripts
).
y
)

.
~

Subscripts
(00)

total angle of attack, va? + 32

horizontal component of angle of attack in non-rolling coordinates
ratio of specific heats, as used in Navier-Stokes equations

cosine of the total angle of attack, as used in aerodynamic

force and moment formulations

sine of the total angle of attack

laminar viscosity

effective turbulent eddy viscosity

transformed coordinates in Navier-Stokes equations

complex quantity representing the components of the sine of the angle
of attack with respect to the non-rolling coordinate frame
density, normalized by ps

circumferential coordinate as measured from vertical axis

coning rate of projectile

nondimensional coning rate
coning rate of projectile, non-dimensionalized by a,/D

rate of change with respect to time
rate of change with respect to space
quantity is referenced to the non-rolling coordinate frame

denotes quantity evaluated at free-stream condition
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APPENDIX

This appendix provides a listing of the terms in the Jacobian matrix, D3 of the source
term, H. The superscript, j, denotes that D is to be evaluated at axial station j. The
components of the Jacobian matrix, D are determined from the source term, H, as follows.

0H,,
Dmn - a_qn— (27)
The non-zero elements of the Jacobian matrix are shown below.
Dyy = r0%sina;cosa;cos ¢ — (T — 2.,)02 sin? oy
Dys = 2§, sina;cos ¢
D,y = =20, sina;sing
D;; = (z- mcg)ﬂz sin o cos oy sin ¢ + er sin? a; cos ¢ sin ¢

D3, = 20 .sina;cos¢

Dy, = 20.cosa;

Dy = —rﬂf sin® @, sin ¢ — 1% cos® oy + (z — xcg)Qf sin a; COs Qi €OS ¢
Dy = 2Q.sinagsing

Dy = —2Q. cos oy

Ds; = —(z— xcg)ﬂz sin? a; cos?® a; + 22 sin a, cos a; cos ¢

D53 = (2 — 2.)? cos a;sin e sin ¢ + rQ? sin® o, cos ¢ sin ¢

Dsy = (z- xcg)ﬂz sin ay COs ay; oS ¢ — rﬂg sin® oy sin® ¢ — rﬂf cos® oy
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