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I. INTRODUCTION

Armor-piercing, fin-stabilized, sabot-discarding (APFSDS) kinetic energy projectile
configurations consist of long rod cone-cylinder bodies with a set of tail fins to provide
aerodynamic stability. An alternate design consists of a flared afterbody as the sta-
bilizing element. The flared projectile design has been investigated for training round
applications.1-3 Recently, interest has been generated in extending the flight Mach num-
ber for APFSDS projectiles as high as 8.0. Investigations of electro-magnetic (EM)* and
electro-thermal (ET)® gun propulsion systems as well as ramaccelerator (or in-bore ramjet)
gun systems® have shown that the projectile muzzle velocity could reach 3 km/s. These
projectiles generally fly low altitude trajectories at small angles of yaw. Under these con-
ditions the effects of aerodynamic heating and thermal damage to the projectile become
critical design issues. The need for computationally rapid projectile design codes that
can accurately predict aerodynamic drag and moment coefficients as well as surface heat
transfer, is apparent. These codes form the initial stage of a design cycle that also in-
cludes real-gas (equilibrium-air or reacting-flow) Navier-Stokes fluid dynamics codes that
are computationally expensive.

Preliminary design and evaluation of proposed projectile configurations require rapid,
reasonably accurate methods to predict aerodynamic characteristics. Two different ap-
proaches have predominantly been employed to calculate aerodynamic coefficients using
predictive methods: computational fluid dynamics (CFD) using numerical techniques to
solve the full Navier-Stokes equations and rapid engineering approximate codes using semi-
empirical and analytical methods. The first approach is more generalized and can accept
a wide variety of freestream conditions and body geometries. In principle, the results ob-
tained are more accurate than those obtained using the second approach; however, CFD
methods require considerable computational time and cost, and their accuracy depends
on selected numerical grid sizes. These difficulties have restricted CFD applications from
engineering problems where rapid design tools are required. Instead, CFD serves as a
followup to engineering design codes, where the latter is used to rapidly narrow the field
of viable projectile design candidates while the former is used to finalized the design and
assess the aerodynamic impact of fine geometric changes.

Engineering design codes employ approximate linear analyses as well as experimental
data. Most of the classical techniques have been proven over the years to be accurate aero-
dynamic predictive methods. However, a considerable amount of research is still needed to
improve and extend these predictive tools. In general, the areas of necessary improvement

1Ceimins, 1., “Drag and Stability Tradeoffs for Flare-Stabilized Projectiles,” U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory,
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD., report in preparstion.

2 Celmins, 1., “Aerodynemic Charscteristics of Fin- and Flare-Stabilized 25mm XM3910 Prototypes,” BRL-TR-2532, U.S.
Army Bellistic Research Laboratory, Aderdeen Proving Ground, MD., Dec. 1987.

3Mermagen, W.H., and Yalamanchili, R.J., “The Effect of Perforations on the Ballistics of a Flare-Stabilized Projectile,”
ATAA-86-2024, Proceedings of the 13th AIAA Atmospheric Flight Mechanics Conference, Williamasbury VA, Axgust 15-20,
1986.

4 Gerner, J. M., Ziclinski, A.E., end Jamison, K.A., “Design and Testing of s Mass-Stabilized Projectile for a« Small Caliber
Electromegnetic Gen,” BRL-MR-3744, U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving Grosnd, MD, April 1989.

5Pengelley, R., and Sweetman, B., “FMC’s CAP (Combustion Asgmented Plasme) Gun,” International Defense Review,
July 1989, pp. 813.815.

® Hertzbery, A., Bruckner, A.P., and Bogdanoff, D.W., “Ram Accelerator: A New Chemical Method for Accelerating Pro-
Jectiles to Ultrakigh Velocities,” AIAA Journal, Vol. 26, No. 2, February 1988, pp. 195-208.




' include extended scope of applicability, ease of usage, and code robustness.

This report examines an engineering design code, INTERACT, written at the U.S.
Army Ballistic Research Laboratory,” that employs a viscous-inviscid interaction pro-
cedure for evaluation of axisymmetric projectiles. Separate solution methods for inviscid
(Euler) and viscous (boundary layer) flowfields are coupled by an interaction model that in-
cludes an iterative solution procedure. Inviscid methods include: linearized perturbation
theory, second-order shock-expansion theory, modified-Newtonian theory, and combina-
tions of these theories for certain sections of the projectile geometry. The viscous method
employed is a finite-difference, second-order, Keller-Box scheme for standard and inverse
solutions of the boundary-layer equations. INTERACT yields body surface flow profiles
and boundary layer profiles in less than one minute of run time on minicomputers. These
surface profiles represent converged solutions to both the inviscid and viscous equations
rather than an inviscid solution updated by the presence of the boundary layer. The ca-
pability of computing local reverse flow regions is included. The procedure is formulated
for supersonic and hypersonic Mach numbers including both laminar and turbulent flow
Reynolds numbers. Real-gas and high temperature effects are not included in the aerody-
namic analysis. Approximate methods for aerodynamic heat transfer analysis, assuming
gas at chemical equilibrium, have been included. The heat transfer equations use body sur-
face flow distributions and compute the surface heat transfer coefficient and local Stanton
number.

Computations of surface pressure profiles for Mach numbers 2 thru 5 and 8 are com-
pared to wind tunnel measurements on cone-cylinder-flare projectiles. Computations of
aerodynamic stability (center of pressure) for Mach numbers 3 thru 6 are compared to
wind tunnel measurements on a cone-cylinder-flare projectile. Computations for surface
heat transfer coeflicient are compared to results obtained from wind tunnel measurements
on cone-cylinder-flare, flat plate, and blunt-cone models at Mach numbers 5 and 10.

II. BACKGROUND

In recent years engineering design codes have been constructed for the rapid prediction
of aerodynamic coefficients. Two classes of codes have emerged: semi-empirical methods
and component build-up methods. The code derived in this report addresses a third class;
viscous-inviscid interaction methods. Some of the available codes are described below and
summarized in Table 1.

Semi-empirical codes are formulated from a database of experimental and test data
spanning certain ranges of Mach and Reynolds numbers and for certain projectile configu-
rations. A specific code is usually limited to either spin-stabilized, small L/D projectiles or
non-spinning, fin- or flare-stabilized long-rod configurations. Limitations on the accuracy
and/or applicability of the code occur whenever the flight conditions and/or projectile
geometry exceed the range of the database. Examples of semi-empirical codes for spin-
stabilized projectiles consisting of a conical or ogival nose section, cylinder mid-section, and

"Nuses, M.J., “Computational Aerodynamics for Arisymmetric Cone-Cylinder-Flare Projectiles in Swpersonic Flight,”
ATAA-85-1837, Proceedings of the 12th AIAA Atmospheric Flight Mechanics Conference, Snowmass CO, August 15-21, 1985,




boattail or flared afterbody include: McDRAG,® Donovan and Wood,? Donovan,!® and
Morris.!!  For fin- and flare-stabilized long-rod projectiles the codes include: Donovan,
Nusca, and Wood,'? Donovan and Grollman,'® and Donovan.!* The PRODAS code by
Whyte et.al.1%17 is formulated to predict the aerodynamics of both spin- and fin-stabilized
projectiles and includes interior, exterior, and terminal ballistics modules.

Component build-up codes are formulated using classical theories for the prediction
of linear aerodynamics, and semi-empirical formulae for special cases (e.g. high angle
of attack, turbulent flow). In these schemes, various theories or semi-empirical formulae
are applied to isolated sections of the projectile configuration and then combined with
predicted interference effects to yield the overall aerodynamic coefficients. While these
codes are more easily extended to flight conditions outside the range of test data, often each
element of the scheme does not have the same range of validity as other elements. Examples
of component build-up codes include; McCoy’s combination of Van Dyke hybrid theory
with Van Driest boundary-layer theory,'® the USAF Missile DATCOM code,!® and the
Naval Surface Warfare Center Aerodynamics Prediction (NSWC-AP) code.?® Application
of the DATCOM and NSWC-AP codes to both spin-stabilized and fin-stabilized projectiles
has been evaluated by Vukelich and Jenkins,?! Sun and Cummings,?? and Mikhail.?3

Viscous-inviscid interaction theory is essentially an extension of the Euler/boundary-
layer theories. Euler/boundary-layer theory uses a solution procedure for the inviscid
(Euler) flow equations to determine the edge velocity boundary condition for the boundary-
layer solution. Once the boundary layer has been computed, the inviscid procedure is used

8McCoy, R.L., “McDRAG - A Compxter Program for Estimating the Drag Cocfficients of Projectiles,” BRL-TR-2293,
U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, Abderdeen Proving Ground, MD, Feb. 1931.

®Donoven, W.F., and Wood, S.A., “Antomatic Plotting Routines for Estimating Aerodynamic Properties of Spin Stabilized
Projectiles in Flat Fire Trajectories at 2<M<5,” BRL-MR-3204, U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving
Ground, MD, Oct. 1932.

10 Donovan, W.F., “Hypothetical Zero Yaw Drag Trajectory of Spinning Projectiles Between M=5 and M=10," BRL-MR-
3404, U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving Grownd, MD, Nov. 1934.

1 Morris, M.A., “A Computer Program to Predict the Major Acrodynamic Coefficients of Conventional Shell and Bullet
Body Shapes,” RARDE Memorandsm Report 9/81, June 1931,

12 Donovan, W.F., Nusca, M.J., and Wood, S.A., “Automatic Plotting Routines for Estimating Static Aerodynamic Proper-
ties of Long Rod Finned Projectiles for 2<M<S5,” BRL-MR-3123, U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, Aderdeen Proving
Groxnd, MD, Aug. 1931.

13 Donovan, W.F., and Grollman, B.B., “Procedure for Estimating Zero Yaw Drag Coefficient for Long Rod Projectiles at
Mach Numbers from 2 to 5,” BRL-MR-2819, U.S. Army Ballistic Rescarch Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving Grownd, MD, Mar.
1978.

14 Donovan, W.F., “Axtomatic Plotting Routines for Estimating Static Aerodynamic Properties of Flared Projectiles for
2<M<35,” BRL-MR-3573, U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, Mar. 1987.

15 Whyte, R.H., “SPIN-73, An Updated Version of the SPINNER Compster Progream,” U.S. Army Picatinny Arsenal Teck-
nicel Report TR-43538, November 1973.

16 WAyte, R.H., Burnett, J.R., and Hathaway, W.H., “FIN-81 A Compsuter Program to Predict Fin Stabilized Projectile
Acerodynamic Coefficients and Stebility Parameters,” General Electric Armament Systems Dept., Apnil 1981.

17 Fischer, M.A., “PRODAS User Manual - Version 3.1,” General Electric Armament Systems Dept., February 1989.

18 McCoy, R.L., “Estimation of the Static Aerodynamic Characteristics of Ordnance Projectiles at Supersonic Speeds,” BRL
Report No. 1682, U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving Grownd, MD, Nov. 1978.

19 Vakelich, S.R., and Jenkins, J.E., “Missile Datcom: Aecrodynamic Prediction of Conventional Missiles Using Component
Build-Up Technigues,” AIAA-34-0333, 1984.

P Deven, L., end Mason, L.A., “Acrodynamics of Tactical Weapons to Mach Number 8 and Angle of Attack 180°; Part II,
Computer Progrem end Users Guide,” NSWC TR 81-353, Navel Surface Warfare Center, Sept. 1981.

21 Yukelich, S.R., and Jenkins, J.E., “Evaluation of Component Buildup Methods for Missile Aerodynemic Prediction,”
AJAA Josrnal of Spacecraft and Rockets, Vol. 19, No. 6, Nov/Dec 1952, py. 481-488.

226un, J., and Cummings, R.M., “Evaluation of Missile Aerodynamic Characteristics Ussn, Rapid Prediction Technigues,”
AIAA Josrnal of Spececrsft and Rockets, Vol. 21, No. 6, Nov/Dec 1984, pp. 513-520.

23 Mikhail, A.G., “Interactive Inpst for Projectile Fast Design Codes Package,” BRL-MR-3631, U.S. Army Balilistic Research
Leborstory, Aderdeen Proving Groxnd, MD, October 1987. ’




to recompute the flow over the original body combined with the boundary layer displace-
ment thickness. The procedure is uncoupled and does not recompute the boundary layer.
A version of Euler/boundary-layer theory has been applied to spin-stabilized projectiles
in transonic and supersonic flight by Sturek, Nietubicz, and others.?¢2¢  The code by
Sturek et.al.?* computes the inviscid (Euler) flow over a projectile using a finite-difference
MacCormack technique. The effect of the boundary layer on the flowfield adjacent to the
surface of the body is accounted for by adding the local displacement thickness to the
local body radius and solving the inviscid flowfield with an adjusted boundary condition.
The present code, INTERACT, includes an interaction model for the viscous and inviscid
theories allowing the independent solutions to be coupled. Thus, the resulting flowfield
represents a solution to the boundary-layer equations and the Euler equations simulta-
neously. The use of an inverse solution to the boundary-layer equations (i.e. specified
boundary layer displacement thickness and computed edge velocity) is a necessary element
of the procedure. Similar techniques have been successfully used for aiifoils in low speed
flow,27-30 The application of this method to supersonic flow is cutlined by Nusca’ and
described in Section II1.3 of this report.

Aerodynamic heating analysis for projectiles flying at Mach number 5 was examined
by Sedney®! in 1958. This analysis assumed that the projectile geometry can be repre-
sented by two-dimensional components for which approximate values of the heat transfer
coefficient have been documented by Van Driest.3? This analysis yielded the surface tem-
perature versus time of flight (or range) for small L/D, spin-stabilized projectiles. Since
then multi-dimensional analyses and rigorous experimental tests have yielded closed form
formulae for the calculation of heat transfer coefficients on general axisymmetric geome-
tries. These formulae relate surface heat transfer to computed (or measured) boundary
layer profiles and boundary layer edge flow properties (i.e. velocity, pressure, entropy).
Some examples of this work include Rubesin and Johnson,* Young and Janssen,* Eckert,35
Fay and Kemp, Crabtree et.al.,?” Fancett,3® DeJarnette et.al.,*® and recentiy Hoffmann
et.al.*® In particular, Fancett® and Hoffmann*® have assembled engineering heat transfer
formulae and applied these methods to axisymmetric projectile configurations. The work
of Fancett3® is used here (Section IV) to compute surface heat transfer coefficients from

24 Siurek, W.B., Duyer, H.A., Kayser, L.D., Nietsbicz, C.J., Reklis, R.P., and Opalka, K.O., “Compuiations of Magnss
Effects for a Yawed, Spinning Body of Revolstion,” AIAA Jowrnal, Vol. 16, No. 7, July 1978, pp. 687-692.

25 Sturek., W.B., Mylin, D.C., and Bush, C.C., “Computational Paremetric Study of the Acrodynamics of Spinning Slender
Bodies at Supersonic Speeds,” AIAA-80-1585, Proceedings of the Tth AIAA‘ Atmospheric Flight Mechanics Conference, August
11-13, 1980. X

26 Nietubicz, C.J., Danberg, J.E., and Inger, G.R., “A Theoretical and Experimental Investigation of & Transonic Projectile
Flow Field,” BRL-MR.3291, U.S. Army Ballistic Rescarch Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving Grosnd, MD., July 1933,

37 Pleteher, R.H., “Prediction of Incompressidle Turbulent Separating Flow,” Jowrnal of Fiuids Engineering, Vol. 100, Dec.
1978, 9. 427-493.

3 Kwon, O., and Pletcher, R.H., “Prediction of Incompreasible Separated Boundary Layers Including Viscous-Inviacid In-
teraction,” Transactions of the ASME, Vol. 101, Dec. 1979, pp. 466-472.

2 Williams, B.R., “The Prediction of Separated Flow Using A Viscons-Inviscid Intersction Method,” Acronsstical Josrngl
Maey 1985, pp. 185-197.

3 fm, B.J., “A Coupled Viscid-Inviscid Calenlation Method for the Prediction of Unsteady Scparated Flows Over An Airfoil,”
ATAA-88-0566, Proceedings of the 26th AIAA Aerospace Sciences Meeting, Remwo NV, Jan. [!-14, 1988,

3 Sedney, R., “Aerodynamic Heating Problems In Shell Design,” BRL Report No. 1043, U.S. Army Ballistic Research
Leboratory, Aberdeen Proving Grownd, MD, March 1958,

32 Van Driest, E.R., “The Problem of Aerodynamic Heating,” Acronastical Engineering Review, Vol 15, No. 10, October
1956, pp. 26-41.




laminar and turbulent flow profiles as determined by the INTERACT code.

Table 1. AERODYNAMIC DESIGN CODES FOR AXISYMMETRIC BODIES

Code Inviscid Methods Boundary Layer Inviscid/BL  Heat Transfer
o Methods Interaction
MCDRAG?® Similarity rules Flat plate None None
empirical
Donovan, Wood® Empirical data Flat plate None None
curve fits empirical
Donovan (flare)!* Empirical data Flat plate None None
curve fits empirical
McCoy!® Van Dyke hybrid, Van Driest flat Single None
Linear potential plate theory iteration
DATCOM*® Component build-up Flat plate None None
Slender body theory empirical
NSWC-AP?® Van Dyke hybrid, Van Driest flat None None
2nd-order Shock/Exp, plate theory
Newtonian theory
INTERACT Linearized perturbation, 2D/Axisymmetric Multiple Algebraic,
2nd-order Shock/Exp 2nd-order iteration assumes
with flare corrections, finite difference  w/convergence chemical
Newtonian theory solution criteria equilibrium
(No attempt made to include all available codes)

3 Rubesin, M.W., and Johnson, H.A., “A Critical Review of Skin-Friction snd Heat-Transfer Solstions of the Leminer
Boundary Layer of s Flat Plste,” Transactions of the ASME, Vol. 71, No. 4, Masy 1949, pp. 356-388.

3 Young, G.B., and Jenssen, E., “The Compressible Boundary Layer,” Journal of Acronastical Sciences, Vol. 19, Apnil
1952, pp. 229-236.

3 Eckert, E.R., “Engincering Relations for Friction end Heat Transfer to Surfaces in High Velocity Flow,”
Journal of Aeronastical Sciences, Vol. 22, No. 8, August 1955, pp. 585-587.
—ui'cy, J.A., and Kemp, N.H., “Theory of Stagnation-Point Hest Transfer in & Partislly lonized Distomic Gas,”

Vol. 1, No. 12, Dec. 1963, pp. 2741-2751.

37 Crabtree, L.F., Dommett, R.L., and Woodley, J.G., “Estimation of Heat Transfer to Flat Plates, Cones and Blunt Bodies,”
RAE TR No. 3637, July 1965.

38 Fencett, R.K., “Heat Transfer to Slender Projectiles at Mach Numbers Between S and 10,” RARDE Memorandwm Report
2/70, 1970.

3 DeJarnette, F.R., Hamilton, H.H., Weilmuenster, K.J., and Cheatwood, F.M., “A Review of Some Approzimate Methods
Used in Aerodynamic Heating Analyses,” AIAA Journal of Thermophyaics, Vol. 1, No. I, Jen. 1987, pp. 5-12.

Ofofman, K.A., Wilson, D.E., end Hamburger, C., “Aerothermodynamic Analyees of Projectiles at Hypersonic Speeds,”
AIAA-2185, Proceedings of the 7th AIAA Applied Aerodynamics Conference, Seattle WA, July 31 to August 2, 1989,




III. INTERACTION MODEL

1. Inviscid Methods

The inviscid flowfield is governed by the Euler equations (i.e. Navier-Stokes equations
with zero kinematic viscosity or infinite Reynolds number) which describe the conservation
of mass, momentum and energy for a compressible flow.

%+V~(p‘7)=0 (1)
p%‘ti =-Vp (2)

2 -t
p;% (e + Vy) ==V -(pV) (3)

These equations can be solved by finite-difference techniques requiring extensive com-
putational resources. However, finite-difference methods are not the preferred choice for
aerodynamic design codes since, for general geometries, grid generation requires skilled
interaction between the code and operator. Previous aerodynamic design codes have uti-
lized linearized perturbation, shock-expansion, and modified-Newtonian theories to solve
the inviscid flowfield (see Table 1). These methods are suitable choices for the present
code, since they yield accurate solutions when applied within the limits of each theory, do
not require grid generation, and run for less than one minute CPU time on minicomputers.
Linearized perturbation and shock-expansion theories are limited to pointed slender bod-
ies, while the limits on freestream Mach number and flow deflection angle for each theory
are quite different. Linearized perturbation methods are based on linearized solutions of
Equations 1-3 written in velocity potential form. Shock-expansion theory is based on an
assumption of locally two-dimensional flow with a correction for axisymmetric effects. For
a flared afterbody, a special correction is required. Linearized perturbation theory is more
generally applicable to irregular body shapes, but imposes greater restrictions on the body
fineness ratio and freestream Mach number than does shock-expansion theory. Modified-
Newtonian theory can be applied on the forebody section of projectiles with blunt cone or
blunt ogive geometries.

Based on the freestream Mach number, the INTERACT code employs the most suit-
able method or combination of methods for a given projectile geometry, thus accounting
for most cases of interest to the projectile designer. These methods are reviewed in the
following subsections.

a. Linearized Pertvrbation Theory

Assuming that the flowfield over the body is steady and irrotational, then -g; = 0 and
V x V =0. It can be shown,!! that Equation 2 reduces to

dp = —pVdV (4)




The irrotational flow assumption is exactly true for the flow behind an attached oblique
shock wave on a wedge, and approximately true for a sharp-nose slender body in supersonic
flow. If the slender body is moving supersonically, the attendant shock wave will be slightly
curved, and hence, strictly speaking, the flowfield will be slightly rotational. However, it
is usually practical to assume V x V' =~ 0 for such cases. It is then convenient to define a
velocity -potential, ®, such that V = V® where Vx V = V x V& = 0, with & a scalar.
Application to the continuity equation (Equation 1) and to Euler’s equation (Equation 4)
for isentropic flow (i.e. dp/dp = a?), yields the Velocity Potential Equation:

o2 2 &2 Q ‘I’ $.P, ®, 0,
(1= =52 + (1= )y +(1 - —1)8us — 2= 80y — 2~ "%, — 2579 = 0 (5)
where
a? a} — 51(®2 + 92 + ®2), the local speed of sound

the total speed of sound, constant for a calorically perfect gas

The Velocity Potential Equation (Equ. 5) is a non-linear partial differential equation
that is exact within the framework of irrotational, isentropic flow. It applies to all values of
the Mach number. Equation 5 can be applied to a slender body in uniform flow where the
freestream velocity (Vi) is only slightly disturbed (perturbed). The analysis of this type
of flowfield is referred to as small- perturbation theory. The body causes a disturbance of
the uniform flow and the velocity is written in terms of the perturbed velocity components,
it, 9,1, in the z,y, z directions where V® = V' = (Vo + @)t + (8)] + (@)k. The perturbed
velocity potential, &, is defined using:

O(z,y,2) = Vo + ¢I>(a: Y,2)

Substituting this expression into Equation 5, we obtain the velocity potential equation
for the perturbed flow:

i 85 0w @ (v+1) @ (y-1) (#+w?)) da
— 2 —_— — — = 2 — —_— ——
(1= M%)z + 3 % M2 ((7+ Dy + 7t

+ M2

@ (r+1) #
-V + 5t
(y+1) w®

(
( L)%
+ M;Ev'i:(lm)(z ) () (B3

where

4 Anderson, J.D., Modern Compressible Flow with Historical Perspective, McGrew-Hill, 1932.




@ =al - B2V + i + 97 + W)
M, = oo/aoo

Assuming that #,%,and w are small compared to V., then @/Ve,9/Veo, 0 /Veo &
1 and (©/V)?,(3/Veo)?, (9/Vio)? € 1. We can therefore exclude from Equation 6 the
term M2 (v + 1)(1i/ V)84 /0z in favor of (1 — M?2))8ii/dz except when My, ~ 1 and the
terms M2 (v —1)(i1/ Vo0 )89 /8y and M2 (v —1)(i/ V)0 /82 in favor of 85/3y and G /0z,
respectively, for M,, < 5 (approximately). We then obtain the Prandtl-Glauert equation:

32@ 32@ 32<P
+

or in axisymmetric form (w = 0),

62@ GZQ 62<I>
2
B T Br? " rort 0 ®

where, = /M2 -1

Equation 8 is a linear equation that is valid for inviscid, irrotational, isentropic flow with
small perturbations to the freestream flowfield. In addition, flows for which .8 < M, < 1.2
and M,, > 5 (approximately) have been excluded. Von Karman and Moore*? showed that
Equation 8 can be solved by placing a source distribution along the axis of the body and
using the method of superposition of elementary solutions. This method is restricted to
axisymmetric flow (i.e. the body is at zero incidence and w = 0). The source strength of
each element is f(£)d€, located at z = £ + Br. Integration over all sources for the entire
length of the body (z = 0 to L) yields the following relation for the perturbed velocity

potential:
z-0r
f(€)de - F(€)de o)

L. =z - &) - V(= €)2 - g2

where, r = /4% + z7; the radial distance from the axis of the body.

&(z,r) =

Equation 9 applies to a pointed body where f(¢) = 0 for £ < 0 (z < 0). The
change in the limits of integration is a consequence of the imaginary contribution to é
if £ > z — Br (i.e. the influence of sources downstream of z is not considered for purely
supersonic flow). Using the transformation é = z—fr cosho, d = \ﬂz —§€)? - B%*rido and
applying the method of superposition of elementary solutions (i.e. f (§) = A; = constant
for §i-1 < € < &, dividing the body axis into n simple parts (i = 1,...,n) and imposing
separate sources in these parts), the velocity components, i, #, are then expressed as*?

(i, ;) = Z A; (cosh" ‘,3_ 3 — cosh™! i'-—:—Eﬂ) (10)

2 Liepmann, H.W., and Rosko, R.A., Elements of Gasdynamics, Wiley, NY, 1957 (pp. 227-230).




s@nr) ==L 2 (V-G - flm = Gar - F) ()

=1 "1
where, §; = z; — Br; and A; = f'(£;) = constant.

Combining Equations 10 and 11 with a tangent flow boundary condition on the body
surface, dr;/dz; = ¥;/(Vo + 1) yields a system of three linear equations for the unknowns
4(zi,ri), U(zi,r;), and A;. Since A; is a function of A; for j = 1,...,i — 1, the solution
is marched from A; = 0 at z = 0 to z = z;. The solution must be started from the
nose of the body. Application of Equations 10 and 11 for the solution of the inviscid flow
over a slender body has been termed linearized perturbation theory. The mathematics of
Equations 10 and 11 dictate the following condition for the flow deflection caused by the
body nose angle (4,). For i = 2:

iz = Az(— cosh™[(z2 — &)/(Bra)])
2 = —Az (—\/(3?2 -&) - ﬁz"g)
Therefore, (z; — £;)/(Br2) > 1 and (22 — &) — #%r2 > 0 and thus

1
>
Btané,

2
v

(12)

Since the solution must be started from the nose of the body, Equation 12 determines
the range of applicability of the theory, assuming that the flow remains attached to the
body. Equation 12 is equivalent to the limit 6, < i = arcsin(1/M,) (i.e. that the
freestream Mach number lines reside outside the body surface). Figure 1 displays this
limit for 1 < M, < 10.

Other body surface flow properties, C,, (local pressure coefficient), V;/V, (local tan-
gential velocity), and pi/p (local flow density) can be obtained from

= =
c =2 (PP, pi _ (1+3MI\" (13)
P YMZ \pn poo " P 1+ 2207
14+ 21M2 Vi M; |1+3IM2
".’ = 2 2 = iai = iGoo 2 A — 4 2 00
Vu? + v} = Mia; = M;a T+53M2 ° Ve Mo\ 1+ 5M7 (14)
£ _ (Pi/Poo )P0y (15)

Poo P MEV?
where, M, and p, are the Mach number and pressure behind the nose shock (see Equ 18
and 19).

b. Second-Order Shock-Expansion Theory

Solutions of the inviscid flow about simple geometries can be obtained easily if the -
flowfield consists entirely of shock waves and/or expansion waves. For generalized (i.e.

]




first-order) shock-expansion theory, the flow over an axisymmetric body at zero incidence
to the freestream is assumed to be locally two dimensional. Therefore, the continuity
equation (Equation 1) is only approximately satisfied. Shock waves are assumed to be
oblique, straight, and attached to the body. Body surface properties of the flow (pressure,
Mach number, and density) can be obtained by application of the oblique shock relations
for the flow behind a shock wave attached to the nose of the body, and the Prandtl-Meyer
function for compressions and expansions caused by changes in body slope downstream of
the nose. Eggers et.al.*® documented the generalized shock-expansion theory for supersonic
flow. Second-order shock-expansion theory was proposed by Syvertson and Dennis* to
correct the first-order results for non-isentropic and axisymmetry effects.

In general, an oblique shock wave is three-dimensional and curved. However, it is
usually sufficient to consider the flow at an arbitrary point to be locally two-dimensional
and the shock to be straight. It is then possible to derive the oblique shock relations from
Equations 1-3 together with the requirement that the entropy (s) does not decrease. The
gas is assumed to be adiabatic and perfect. The total enthalpy (k:), total temperature
(T:), total pressure (p;), and total speed of sound (a;) are constant across the shock. All
oblique shock relations used in this section are derived in Reference 45.

The Prandtl-Meyer function for an isentropic flow expansion is used to determine the
flowfield properties downstream of a curved surface (convex or concave) where shocks are
not involved. Locally two-dimensional flow is assumed. This function can be used over a
sharp concave corner (e.g. cylinder-flare junction), although it is not formally valid since
the flow is not isentropic. As a result, a second-order correction is required and will be
discussed latter in this section. For a perfect gas, the Prandtl-Meyer angle, v, through
which the stream turns in expanding from M = 1 to a supersonic Mach number, M, is
given in Reference 45 as

=\/-}—E—iaxctan\/:—;—i(Mz—1)—a.rctan\/M2—l (16)

For first-order shock-expansion theory, we begin the inviscid flowfield solution at the
nose of the body. For a nose half-angle, §,, and freestream Mach number, M, the shock
wave half-angle, 8,,, the Mach number behind the shock, M,, and the static pressure jump
across the shock, pn/peo, can be determined from the oblique shock relations:4*

_ (r+1)ML,
cotd, = tané, (2(M3° 26, — 1) 1 (17)

_ (v +1)*M2 sin’6, — 4(M? sin’ 6, — 1)(yM2 sin’ 8, +1)

7 _ 18

M. [2yM2 sin? 6, — (v — 1)][(y — 1)M2 sin? 6, + 2] (18)
2520 _ (m_

p_’f_" _ M., su; 1"1 (=1 (19)

$3Eggers, A.J., Savin, R.C., and Syvertson, C.A., “The Generslized Shock-Erpansion Method and Its Application to Bodies
Traveling at High Supersonic Airspeeds,” Journal of Aeronastical Sciences, Vol. 22, No. 4, April 1955, pp. 231-233.

44 Syvertaon, C.A., and Dennis, D.H., “A Second-Order Shock-Erpansion Method Applicable to Bodies of Revolution Nesr
Zero Lift,” NACA TN-3527, Jen. 1956.

45 Ames Rescarch Staff, “Equations, Tables, and Charts for Compressible Flow,” NACA Report-1135, NASA Ames Aere-
nastical Laboratory, Moffet Field CA, 1958.
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Equation 17 is solved iteratively. The shock wave must be attached to the nose of the body
s0 that 0 < 6, < 8max, Where éimax is determined iteratively from the following equations:*®

(Y 1)MZ =4+ /(7 + 1)[(7 + 1)ME +8(y — 1)MZ, + 16]

. 2
sin’ O = oy ML (20)
_ (y+DML,
cot Snax = tan Opax (2(Mg° S0 e — 1) 1 (21)

Figure 2 shows the nose half-angle limit, émay, for 1 < M, < 10.

A value for v, is obtained using Equation 16 and M,. For all body points, ¢, down-
stream of the nose, v; = 8, — §; + v, where §; is the local body slope. Since, v; = f(M;),
Equation 16 can be used iteratively to obtain the value of M;, the local Mach number.
Other body surface flow properties, C,, (local pressure coefficient), V;/V, (local tangential
velocity), and p;/p (local flow density) can be obtained from Equations 13-15.

The second-order theory** accounts for non-isentropic and axisymmetric effects using
the first-order results, denoted with the subscript s (e.g. p, and M,).

Di = DPcone; — (pcone,» - P-.-)exp("clﬁ) (22)

¢ = (z;siné, — r; cos b,)/(r; cos §; — z;sin §;) (23)
_ Ypo M2 Q.  sing;

v= 2(M32. — 1)(Pcone; — Ps;) (Qai " sin 6“) (24)

1 (1+ () M?)#ﬁ 25

Y=w\To 0z

where peone, is the pressure on a cone of half-angle §; for M, (see IIL.1.c).

For flare afterbodies, allowance must be made for the non-isentropic nature of the
flow thru the shock wave. Robinson*® derived a second-order correction for flares with the
assumption that 9p/8z = 0 at the cylinder-flare junction, thus restricting these results to
bodies with long cylinder sections.

The effect of axisymmetric flow on flare pressure values, p;, is computed using an
exponential curve fitted to the pressure gradient downstream of the cylinder-flare junction,

(9p/0z)F-

Pi = Peonep — (Pconer — Psr) €xp(—1) (26)
_ _a£ r—-ZTF
" (az)}? ((pconep - P.,)COS&?) (27)
o) _ 1 2BF .
(3—’) P (3 — tan jip/ tan(fF — .sp)) ; sindr (28)

4 Robinson, M.L., “Bosndary Layer Effects in Supersonic Flow Over Cylinder-Flare Bodies,” WRE-Report-1238, Australian
Defense Scientific Service, Weapons Rescarch Establishment, July 1974.
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where

zrp = the location of the cylinder-flare junction from the nose of the body

ps, = pressure downstream of the flare shock (two-dimensional calculation)

M,, = Mach number downstream of the flare shock (two-dimensional calculation)
Pooney = cone pressure using flare angle ér

ir  =urcsin(1/M,,)

Br = 7p‘FMl2p/[2(M3p -1)

0r = shock wave half-angle on a wedge of half-angle 6 and for M,

c. Cone Surface Pressure

Both linearized perturbation and second-order shock-expansion theories require an
accurate calculation procedure for the cone surface pressure at the nose of the body.
Second-order shock-expansion theory requires cone pressure calculations for additional
body angles. Due to the frequency at which cone pressures must be evaluated for a given
body, fast but accurate calculation methods must replace advanced cone flow theories,
such as that of Taylor and Maccoll.*”

First-order slender-body theory is accurate for cone half-angles, § < 5° in supersonic
flow (M., < 4) and prescribes the cone surface pressure coefficient as

2 1

C, = 26 (105 %~ E) (29)

Second-order slender-body theory is accurate for § < 10° in supersonic flow (M < 4)
and imposes a mathematical limit on § and M,, (Note: cot /8 > 1 and cot?§ — 52 > 0)
similar to linearized perturbation theory (see Equation 12). The cone surface pressure is

prescribed as
2u v

Cp = T (‘7;)2 (30)

where

u = —acosh™! SM)
v = ay/cot? 6§ — 52
a = Vetand/[y/cot? § — B2 + tan § cosh™(cot §/B)]

Linearized perturbation theory could also be used. However, slender-body theory
(Equ. 29-30) as well as linearized perturbation theory have limitations in flow deflection
angle and Mach number that are unacceptable for a general projectile design code. Two-
dimensional shock theory for surface pressure on a wedge is is more general (see Figure
2), but does not include the necessary axisymmetric effects that are present in cone flow.
A method that corrects the wedge theory for a cone would be the best choice. Using
Equations 17 thru 19 for the wedge theory and Reference 47 for the cone theory, Figure

7 Taglor, G.1., and Maccoll, J.W., “The Air Pressnre on & Cone Moving ot High Speed,” Proc. Royal Soc. (London), Ser.
A, Vol. 179, pp. 278-311.
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3 shows Cp,u./Cprusye V8- 10810(Meo6) for 5° < 6 < 30° and 2 < M, < 10. The data can
be fitted by a fifth-order polynomial using a least-squares technique. Thus C,,,,, can be
determined from C;, . (Cpcone/Croes.)-

d. Mo@iﬁed-Newtonian Theory

The local pressure coefficient at a point ¢ on the body can be estimated from the
freestream Mach number, M, ratio of specific heats, v, and the local body surface incli-
nation, §;, using*®

Cpi = (Cp)maxsin®é; (31)

(o = 2 (r+12M% \"OV (15 4 29ME 1 (32)
P ML [\47M2 - 2(y - 1) v +1

The body surface inclination angle is given by siné; = (Vie/ | Veo |) - #. Other body surface
flow properties at point i on the body are obtained from C,,, p,, and M, where subscript
n denotes static flow properties behind the projectile nose shock.

P _ Co(PVE/2) + P

14((v=1)/2)M32
poe p°°(1+(&-1)%)M?)

2 [ 1+3im2\]1
M= [“/ -1 ((pf/pn)z"""’”)} (34)

The Newtonian model assumes that the freestream flow is a stream of particles in
rectilinear motion. Upon contact with the body, this stream looses momentum normal to
the body surface but retains momentum tangential to the surface. These assumptions are
reasonably similar to the case where the freestream Mach number is large, i.e. hypersonic
flows. Modified-Newtonian theory can be applied to blunt bodies. For blunt-nose pro-
jectiles modified-Newtonian theory can be combined with second-order shock-expansion
theory to provide inviscid flow surface profiles over the entire projectile. In contrast, lin-
earized perturbation theory can be applied solely to pointed-nose projectiles.

(33)

2. Viscous Methods

The viscous flowfield is considered to be limited to projectile surface boundary layers.
For steady two-dimensional/axisymmetric flow, the governing boundary-layer equations
describe the conservation of mass, momentum, and energy in a compressible flow.

d(rkpu)  a(r*pv)
3z + Y 0 (35)
S S U S Y (e
puaz+pv3y—_dz+r"3y r (uay-—puv)] (36)

8 Anderson, J.D., Hypersonic and High Temperatsre Gas Dynamics, McGraw-Hill, 1989.
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0H _O0H 10 { ( 1) 6" & Oh ’T}] (37)

pU"a_+ V= T3 1—— u— - a -

Oy rk 6y P Prdy

where k is 1 for axisymmetric flow and 0 for two—dimensxona.l flow.

The boundary conditions for Equations 35-37 are prescribed as zero velocity on the
walls and lim,_.,. @(z,y) = @.(z),limy, h(z,y) = h.(z) at the boundary layer edge.
The boundary layer edge velocity and enthalpy, u. and h., are prescribed as well. The
reference velocity is the freestream value, V,,. The coordinate r denotes the distance
along the surface measured from the stagnation point or the leading edge of the body. The
coordinate y is measured normal to the body surface, which is at a radius of r from the
body centerline. The equations are written for turbulent boundary layer flow and thus the
overbar (%) represents a time-averaged quantity and the turbulent transport properties are
represented by —pu'v’ and —pv'h’. Closure assumptions must be made for these terms.
The Boussineq eddy-diffusivity concept*® is used for that purpose.

— pu'v’ = Pen(05/By) (38)
— 'R’ = P(€m/Prec)(0h/By) (39)

The eddy viscosity, €, is defined in terms of an inner and an outer region within
the boundary layer and is based on the mixing length, L,,, concept.’® The concept
does not apply within the sublayer, therefore the calculation is started at a small distance
from the wall, y.. An intermittency term, wy,, is often introduced such that, wy = 0
for fully laminar flows, 1 for fully turbulent flows, and a function of z for transitional
flows. Transitional flows are not considered here. The turbulent Prandt! number, Pr,., is
a constant .9 throughout the boundary layer which is a good mean value for air.

(em)inner = L2 r I a thr for 0 <y< Ye (40)
(em)outer =a u, I 6* | Wer for Ye S y S Ye (41)

where,

a = .0168

6 = [ (1= (pu)/(peuc))dy

Ln = xy[l —exp(-y/T)

X = .4, the von Karman constant

I' = Van Driest damping length constant

For continuous boundary-layer profiles, (€m Jinner is applied until (€m Jinner¥e = (€m Jouter-
Cebeci4®30 generalized the definition of the Van Driest damping length constant, T, to
compressible boundary-layer flows with pressure gradients, heat and mass transfer.

, -1/2 1/2
e (1) (2) " (2)
N7 \pw Puw
 Cebeci, T., and Smith, A.M.O., Analysis of Turbulent Bosndary Layers, Academic Press, 1974.

30 Bredshaw, P., Cebeci, T., and Whitelaw, J.H., Engineering Calcslation Methods for Turbulent Flow, Academic Press,
1981.
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where,

N =[1-118(pu/pe)(pe/pu)p* ]/

p* = (peuc)/(peud) duc/dz

u, = (ru/pu)/?

't = empirical constant which can be expressed as a function of Reynolds number.

Equations 35-37 apply to attached laminar and turbulent boundary-layer flows. Ef-
forts to solve Equations 35-37 with flow separation (i.e. negative wall shear) are compli-
cated both by the need to account for downstream conditions after separation and by an
apparent singularity at the separation point. There is considerable analytical and numer-
ical evidence that such a singularity exists when the steady boundary-layer equations are
solved in the conventional manner with a specified boundary layer edge velocity or pressure
distribution. The separation singularity has been discussed, for example by Brown and
Stewartson.®! Numerical integration of the boundary-layer equations past the point of
flow separation gives rise to an instability in the computation. To continue the solution
downstream, it is therefore necessary to impose an asymptotic boundary condition of some
kind (usually for the pressure) as z — 00.52 A stable, but approximate, downstream solu-
tion can be obtained without such a boundary condition using the FLARE technique first
proposed by Flugge-Lotz And REyhner;*® They neglect the 5u(8%/dz) term in Equation
36, which is the cause of the instability, whenever ¥ < 0. Williams®* used the FLARE
approximation in an iterative solution procedure called DUIT. This procedure solved
the boundary-layer equations using both a standard and an inverse method (see Section
II1.2.b) and links these solutions together by an iteration method. The FLARE approxi-
mation, used with a standard solution of the boundary-layer equations, accurately predicts
the pressure at the boundary layer edge, but not the skin friction. However, Cebeci®*® and
Carter®® have shown that iterative procedures employing FLARE can accurately predict
the skin friction. FLARE approximations have also been investigated by Kaufman®” and
McDonald and Briley.5®  In the present model, the FLARE approximation is employed
in both standard and inverse boundary-layer solutions as

T%:Cﬁ|ﬁ|g_—: , C=10 when >0 and C £0.2 when ¥<0 (43)

Despite the utility of the FLARE approximation, the belief that the boundary-layer
equations should nevertheless describe thin separation bubbles persists.®® This idea has
led naturally to the hypothesis that the singularity results from a failure to allow in some

51 Brown, S.N., and Stewartson, K., “Laminer Separation,” Annual Review of Fluid Mechanics, Vol. 1, 1969.

52Stewartson, K., end Williams, P.G., Mathematikg, Vol. 20, 1973, pp. 95-108.

53 Flugge-Lotz, I, end Reyhner, T.A., “The Inmterection of e¢ Shock Wave with & Laminar Bosndary Leyer”
Internationsl Journal of Non-Linear Mechanics, Vol. 3, 1968, pp. 173-199.

S Wiiliams, P.G., “ A Reversc Flow Compstation In The Theory of Self-Induced Separation,” Lecture Notes in Physics,
Vol. 35, Proceedings of the 4tk International Conference on Numerical Methods in Fluid Dynamics, Springer- Verlag, 1975.

88 Cebeci, T., “Separsted Flows and Their Representstion by Bosndery Layer Eguations,” Report ONR-CR 215-234-2, Office
of Navel Research, Arlington, VA, 1976.

36 Carter, J.E., “A New Boundary-Layer Interaction Technigue for Separated Flows,” NASA TM-78690, June 1973

57 Kasfmann, K.C., and Hoffmen, G.H., “A Unified Approsch to Direct and Inverse Bosndary Layer Solutions.”
Internationsl Journal for Namerical Methods in Fiuids, Vol. 8, 1988, pp. 1367-1388.

S5 McDonsld, H., and Briley, W.R., “A Survey of Recent Work on Interscting Bosndary-Layer Theory for Flow Witk
Separation,” Numerical and Physical Aspects of Aerodynamic Flows II, (Cebeci, ed.) Springer-Verlag, 1984.

5% Briley, W.R., and McDonald, H., “Numerical Prediction of Incompressible Separation Bubbles,” Journal of Flsid
Dynemics, Vol. 69, Pt. 4, 1975, pp. 631-656.
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manner for interaction with the inviscid flow. Since the usual singularity is manifested
by an infinite boundary layer displacement thickness and an infinite streamwise gradient
of the wall shear at separation, efforts have been made to compute inverse solutions to
the boundary-layer equations by specifying a smooth displacement thickness and comput-
ing the resultant velocity distribution. There is extensive numerical evidence that this
procedure removes the singularity at separation.

Equations 35-37 can be solved in a standard or inverse procedure, with each having
particular applications and advantages. In the standard solution, the pressure gradient
(dp/dz) imposed upon the boundary layer by the inviscid flowfield is specified. The numer-
ical integration of the equations then yields u(z, y), T(z,y), h(z,y), B(z,y), 6°, and C; =
27, /(pu?,) where 7, = pdu/8y. In the inverse solution, the boundary layer d1spla.cement
thickness, 6°, or skin friction, Cy, distribution is specified. The numerical integration of
the equations then yields u(z,y), 7(z,y), h(z,y), p(z,y), and p. or u. distributions. The
boundary layer edge pressure and velocity are related by, —dp/dz = p.u.du./dz, (Euler’s
equation).

a. Standard Solution Procedure

The boundary-layer equations can be numerically integrated using the CS method
by Cebeci and Smith.*® In the CS method, Equations 35-37 are transformed into nearly
two-dimensional form using the Mangler transformation and the Levy-Lees transformation
in .order to remove the singularity at £ = 0 and stretch the coordinates in the z and y
directions. The combined Mangler-Levy-Lees transformation is given by

d€ = peptetie[r(z)/L-]*dz and dn = [pu./(2€)"/*](r(2)/L.]*dy (44)

where L, is a reference length. The stream function, ¥, is defined in terms of 5,4, and v.
A dimensionless stream function, f, is related to i as follows:
i) oy -
W(z,y) = (26)/2LEf(€,n) where 2L = rkpa, —22 L rkp (45)
Oy oz
Equation 35 is automatically satisfied by the definition of 3. Equations 36 and 37 become
the transformed momentum and energy equations for two-dimensional and axisymmetric
laminar and turbulent boundary layers. For convenience the overbar, (%), notation has
been dropped.

67y +58" +Ne= (171 =2 (7L - %) (46)
(g +aaf f') +fa' =% (f Z‘E’ ‘;’g) (47)
where,
() =d/om
f = ufu.
b =(1+7)*K(1+¢€h)
K =pp/pepe
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& =pen/n

A =(2¢/u.)(du./dE)

c = p./p

g = h/h.

a = (1+7)*(K/Pr)[1 + ¢} (Pr/Pr.))

az = (1+7)*K(ul/k)[1 - (1/Pr)]

T = the transverse curvature parameter, 0 for zero yaw

The boundary conditions and eddy viscosity formulae are also transformed. Equations
46 and 47, for a given pressure gradient parameter ), contain only derivatives in the body-
normal direction, 5. The equations can therefore be solved using a marching technique
from an initial solution at £ = 0 to any location downstream on the body. It is exactly
this characteristic that leads to the instability for separated flows, discussed above, and
for which the FLARE approximation is applied to the f8f /3¢ term in Equation 46.
The initial solution (at £ = 0) can obtained from the compressible similar boundary-layer
equations for which solutions are well known.*?

The CS method uses the Keller Box Scheme to numerically integrate Equations 46 and
47. The scheme is accurate and efficient for solving laminar and turbulent boundary-layer
equations. The scheme was developed by Keller, and the application to boundary-layer
equations was given by Cebeci and Smith.*® One of the basic features of the scheme is
to write the governing system of partial differential equations in the form of a first-order
system. Thus derivatives of some quantities with respect normal variable, 7, must be in-
troduced as new unknown functions. Derivatives with respect to all other (streamwise)
variables occur only to first order, as a consequence of the boundary-layer approxima-
tions. With the resulting first-order system and the use of an arbitrary rectangular grid,
centered-difference quotients and averages at the midpoints of the grid cells yield second-
order accurate finite-difference equations. The scheme is unconditionally stable, but the
equations are implicit and highly nonlinear. Newton’s method is used as a solution tech-
nique along with block-tridiagonal factorization.

b. Inverse Solution Procedure

Inverse solution of Equations 46 and 47 has been shown to be useful in the numerical
integration of the boundary-layer equations past the point of vanishing wall shear stress
(i.e. separated flow) by Cebeci.®! In the inverse solution procedure, the boundary layer
displacement thickness, 6*, or skin friction, Cy, distribution is specified.

2T,
c,=2lv (49)
=202
Pl
80 Keller, H.B., “A New Difference Scheme for Parabolic Problems,” Nymerical Solutions of Partial Differential Equations
11, (Bramble ed.) Academic Press, 1970.
8 Cebeci, T., “An Inverse Boundary-Layer Method for Compressible Laminar and Turbulent Boundary Layers,” AIAA
Josrnal of Aireraft, Vol. 13, No. 9, Sept. 1976, pp. 709-717.
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The numencal integration of the boundary-layer equations then yields the boundary layer
profiles as well as the edge velocity (from which the edge pressure can be computed using
Euler’s equation, Equation 4).

To describe the inverse solution procedure of Cebeci, assume (or solve for using the
standard solution procedure) the quantities f, f.f 9,9 )\ andu.at z =z,_,. Atz =2
the solution of Equations 46 and 47 for a given §* is required. To start the calculation it
is necessary to know A(z;) and u.(z;). A value of A(z;) is chosen (possibly extrapolated
from upstream values), and a value for u.(z;) is calculated from the definition of A. Using
a central finite-difference for A(z;_,/2) in terms of A(z;) and A(zi-1), u.(z:) is determined
obtained using
MZicay2) + 2w;
/\(1'.'-1/2) — 2w;

where w; = z;_1/2/[zi — zi=1] and A(zi_12) = [Mai) — AM(zi-1)]/2

(50)

u(z:) = —u(zi-1)

Once A(z;) and u.(z;) are known, then the standard solution procedure can be used to
solve for the boundary layer profiles and 6* (denoted 67) at £ = z;. Recall that the desired
value for the displacement thickness is 6°. The function = is then formed:

r[Mzi)] = 6 - & (51)

A(z;) is determined such that n{A(z;)] = 0. This roctfinding problem can be efficiently
solved using the secant method.®? For two initial guesses, A%(z;) and A!(z;), an iteration
procedure can be formed such that

) W[’\i(xi)]
m[Xi(zy)] = 7w [A (2)]

A (z)) = Nz (M(z:) = XN (z)) (52)
Equation 52 converges rapidly for most applications and yields the values of A(z;) and thus
u.(z;) for the specified value of the displacement thickness, 6*(z;). The same procedure
can be used for a specified Cjy.

Cebeci® has shown that the inverse solution procedure yields good results for nearly-
separated (i.e. negligible wall shear) and separated (i.e. negative wall shear) flows, when
compared to data measured for decelerating flows and flows with strong adverse pressure
gradients. In some cases the inverse solution method yielded results that were superior
when compared to those of the standard solution method.

Carter® has employed an inverse approach for an incompressible boundary-layer solu-
tion using a different iteration procedure than described above. This approach is adequate
for solving two-dimensional, as well as three-dimensional, laminar boundary layers that
were undergoing separation and reattachment.5®

92 4nderson, D.A., Tannehill, J.C., and Pletcher, R.H., Computational Fluid Dynamics and Heat Transfer, Hemisphere
Publishing Corp., McGraw-Hill, 1984.

83 Cebeci, T., Khelil, E.E., and Whitelaw, J.H., “Calculation of Separated Boundary-Layer Flows,” AIAA Journel, Vol. 17,
No. 12, Dec. 1979, pp. 1291-1292.

84 Carter, J.E., “Inverse Solstions For Laminar Boundary-Layer Flows With Separation and Reattachmeni,” NASA TR
R-447, Nov. 1975.

85 Edwards, D.E., Carter, J.E., and Smith, F.T., “Analysis of Three-Dimensional Separated Flow with the Boundary-Layer
Equations,” AIAA Journal, Vol. 25, No. 8, March 1987, pp. 380-387.
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3. Interaction Method

For aerodynamic design calculations it is common to obtain the pressure distribution
about a body using an inviscid flowfield solution. The inviscid solution provides the nec-
essary boundary condition for solving the boundary-layer equations. For large freestream
Reynolds numbers and smooth body geometries, the presence of the viscous boundary
layer only slightly modifies the the inviscid flow over the body. An improved inviscid flow
solution can be obtained by augmenting the physical profile of the body with the boundary
layer displacement thickness. The improved inviscid edge velocity distribution can then
be used to obtain yet another viscous flow solution. In principle, this viscous-inviscid in-
teraction procedure can be continued in an iterative fashion until the pressure distribution
about the body converges. In practice, however, severe underrelaxation of the changes
from one iterative cycle to another is often required to achieve convergence.%? For high
Reynolds number flows, where the boundary layer is attached, the improvement in solu-
tion accuracy gained from viscous-inviscid interaction is negligibly small. In these cases
it suffices for engineering design purposes to compute the inviscid and viscous flows inde-
pendently, in order to determine the pressure and skin friction drag, respectively. Flows
which separate or contain separation bubbles are a noteable exception. The displacement
effect caused by the separated regions of the flow locally alter the pressure distribution in
a significant manner. A rapid thickening of the boundary layer under the influence of an
adverse pressure gradient (e.g. near a flared afterbody), even without separation, can also
alter the pressure distribution to an extent that a reasonable solution cannot be achieved
without viscous-inviscid interaction. Indeed, without accounting for displacement effects,
the solution obtained may predict flow separation when the flow does not separate at all.

The essential elements of a viscous-inviscid interaction calculation procedure are: 1) a
method for obtaining the inviscid flowfield about a body of arbitrary cross section in order
to account for viscous flow displacement effects, 2) a technique for obtaining a solution
to the boundary-layer equations suitable for the problem at hand - an inverse boundary-
layer procedure would be appropriate for a flow which may separate, and 3) a procedure
for relating the inviscid and viscous flow solutions in a manner which will drive the changes
from one iteration cycle to the next toward zero. The techniques required for items 1 and
2 have been described in the previous sections. The interaction procedure is described in
this section.

A number of viscous-inviscid interaction schemes have been proposed. Briley and
McDonald®® used a time-dependent interaction scheme for incompressible flows with thin
separation bubbles. They also surveyed a wide range of interaction schemes. Carter®
developed an interaction scheme for transonic and supersonic separated flows that was
used for incompressible separated flows by Kwon and Pletcher.?® This later scheme is
employed in the present model.

The interaction calculation proceeds in the following way. First, the inviscid edge
velocity and the boundary layer flow are computed up to the beginning of the specified
interaction region (z = z;). A standard solution to the boundary-layer equations is em-
ployed. These two solutions do not change. Next, an initial boundary layer displacement
thickness, 6*(z), distribution is chosen over the interaction region, z; < £ < z3. This

19




initial guess is purely arbitrary, but it should match the §*(z) computed by the standard
method at z = z;. The boundary-layer solution is obtained by an inverse method using
this §°(z) as a boundary condition, yielding the edge velocity distribution, u.y(z). Now
the inviscid solution is used to obtain u.is(z) using the body profile augmented by the
displacement thickness, 6*(z). The u.(z) from the two calculations, boundary-layer and
inviscid; will not agree until convergence has been achieved.

The difference between u.(z) calculated for inviscid and boundary-layer lows can be
used as a potential to calculate an improved distribution for §°(z). A suitable scheme
follows from the observation that the volume flow rate per unit width in the boundary
layer tends to be preserved, i.e. u.6* ~ constant. This implies that a local decrease in
u.(z) (associated with a more adverse pressure gradient) causes an increase in §°(z) and
a local increase in u.(z) (associated with a more favorable pressure gradient) causes a
decrease in §°(z). This concept is used to compute the new distribution of §*(z) using

1
ey =6 () (53)
ue,irw

where i denotes the iteration level. At convergence u. 5 = U, iny; thus Equation 53 repre-
sents an identity thereby having no effect on the final solution. Equation 53 only serves
as a basis for correcting §* between iterative passes. No formal justification for the use
of Equation 53 is required so long as the iterative process converges. However, Carter
has derived a formal justification of Equation 53 based on the von Karman momentum
integral for boundary-layer flows. Kwon and Pletcher?® have found that convergence can
be accelerated by augmenting Equation 53 with successive over-relaxation (SOR):

) =P |6 ()] + 1 - RO (54)

e inv

where RF is the relaxation parameter. Kwon and Pletcher®® found that 1.2 < RF < 1.8
produced adequate convergence acceleration.

The viscous-inviscid interaction procedure is completed by making successive passes
first through the inverse boundary-layer scheme, then through the inviscid flow scheme
with 6* being computed by Equation 53 and 54 prior to each boundary-layer calculation.
Convergence is said to have occurred when

l Ue bl — Ueiny l

< the prescribed tolerance (55)

Ue inv

4. Small Yaw Procedure

The calculation of the surface pressures on a body of revolution is considerably more
complicated when the body is inclined to the flow. When the body is not inclined, the
meridian lines on the surface are coincident with the streamlines, and the analysis used
for the nonlifting body is adequate. At incidence, the streamlines deviate considerably
from the meridian lines because of the crossflow component of the flow on the surface. If
the shape of the streamlines can be approximated and this shape used to generate a body
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of revolution, it is reasonable to assume that the analysis for the nonlifting body can be
used to provide the pressure variation along a meridian of this body of revolution and,
therefore, along the streamline itself.

The approach taken in this report, after Jackson et.al.,% is to obtain the coordinates
of the streamlines in the vertical plane (¢ = 90°) for the body of revolution at angle of
attack, a, by transforming the body-axis coordinates (z,y) into the wind-axis coordinates
(Zwind, Ywina). In the wind-axis system, the circumferential angle, ¢, is transformed to Q
where ¢ = 0° and 2 = —90° correspond to the windward side and where ¢ = 180° and
2 = +90° correspond to the leeward side; thus 2 = ¢ — 90°. This transformation results
in a rotation of the coordinate system. If the body has a blunt nose cap of radius r,,
the center of rotation is taken to be the center of the cap. The streamline for 2 = 0° is
approximated by the body-axis coordinates of a meridian for the true body shape. These
assumptions imply that the coordinates of the streamlines on the body at angle of attack
vary from body-axis coordinates at 2 = 0° to wind-axis coordinates at Q = +90°. This
variation is represented for —90° < 2 < 90° by the expressions:

4. [ralcosa —1) + 2 + (ycosa — (z — rn)sina)sina
wind = cosa

- z) sinQ? + (56)
Ywind = (ycosa — (z — r,)sina — y)sinQ + y (57)

Using Equations 56 and 57, the coordinates of the streamlines in the wind-axis system
are obtained, and these coordinates are used to generate bodies of revolution for each cir-
cumferential angle, §2, of interest. Estimates of pressure distribution along the body-axis
meridians are obtained by applying the analysis used for the nonlifting body to equivalent
bodies generated from the streamlines. The use of this concept involves two basic limita-
tions: (1) the angle of attack, a, is small enough for the stagnation point to remain on
the nose cap (if the body is blunt) and (2) the angle of attack is small enough for the
coordinates of the equivalent body for 2 = 90° (leeward side) to remain positive.

Such a system of transformations result in engineering estimates of the streamline
shape as well as the pressure variation along the meridians. An examination of these
transformations (Equations 56 and 57) shows the incidence approaches zero (a — 0°) as
the approximate streamline shapes approach the body meridian shapes (i.e. true streamline
shapes at 2 = 0°,¢ = 90°). This approach should, therefore, be valid for the case where
the body incidence is small and crossflow on the projectile is negligible.

IV. HEAT TRANSFER ANALYSIS

Hypersonic projectiles which attain speeds of 2 to 3 km/s at sea level (Mach number
6 to 9) are exposed to extreme thermal and aerodynamic loads. The stagnation point heat
flux can exceed 10 kW/cm? while stagnation pressures range from 40 to 100 atms. These

8 Jackson, C.M., Sawyer, W.C., and Smith, R.S., “A Method For Determining Surface Pressures on Blunt Bodies of .
Revolution at Small Angles of Attack in Sepersonic Flow,” NASA TN D-4865, November 1965.
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instantaneous loads can be considerably larger than those encountered by reentry vehicles.
However, the residence time in this environment is much less than the corresponding
time of maximum aerobraking of reentry vehicles. Consequently, an accurate prediction
of the thermal loads is crucial in determining an optimal configuration and material for
hypervelocity projectiles. A poorly conceived design could result in substantial material
loss and projectile deceleration. This subsequent degradation in kinetic energy could defeat
the purpose of the design. Overall, the design objective is to simultaneously reduce the
aerodynamic drag and the surface heat flux.

In general, the aerothermodynamic environment is strongly dependent upon the pro-
jectile shape, Mach number, and the Reynolds number (and Knudsen number for high-
altitude flight). The surface temperature of the projectile, which also effects the flowfield,
is a function of the surface heat flux, geometry, and physical properties. Certain struc-
tural effects result from this rapid transient heating. In a precise analysis, the heating
and structural problems are coupled, and it is only with certain approximations that the
two can be treated separately. In this report structural heat conduction is not addressed.
The aerodynamic heat transfer to the projectile surface is calculated assuming a constant
projectile wall surface temperature.

Computational procedures for aerothermodynamic prediction of high-speed projectiles
may be categorized as: reliable semi-empirical methods based on benchmark solutions
and experimental data or advanced numerical schemes (e.g. real-gas CFD codes) for the
solution of the entire flowfield. The approximate methods yield results with only a fraction
of the computational time required for the numerical schemes. In addition, the code
development based on these approximate methods is straightforward, while the numerical
schemes usually require substantial code development, input setup, and grid generation.
Approximate algebraic equations have been developed which accurately predict stagnation
point and laminar or turbulent heat transfer distributions for axisymmetric bodies. These
equations assume that the flowfield is a continuum and chemical nonequilibrium effects
are insignificant. Projectiles usually achieve significant heating rates at sufficiently low
altitudes where these assumptions are reasonable. When the geometry and the subsequent
flowfield are more complicated, the numerical schemes will be required.

Before presenting the formulae for heat transfer prediction used in this report it is
appropriate to review some basic tenets of aerodynamic heat transfer. The phenomenon
of heat transfer between a flowing fluid and a body immersed in the fluid is a classical
engineering problem. For the purposes of this analysis aerodynamic heating is defined
as the heating of a body due to the high speed flow of a gas over the body, including
negative heating (cooling), of the body. The basic principles of aerodynamic heating are
contained in boundary layer theory. In the boundary layer, kinetic energy is transformed
into thermal energy by frictional forces and compression forces. The temperature of the gas
in the thin boundary layer is raised, and the amount of heat transferred is proportional to
the difference between the body surface temperature and some representative temperature,
T,, of the hot gas. Denoting ¢., as the heat transfer to the wall per unit area and per unit
time from a fluid of temperature T, to a body of surface temperature T, then Newton’s
law relates ¢, to a heat transfer coefficient, C), as

‘jw = Ch(Tr = T.,,) (58)
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The gas temperature T, is called the recovery temperature and is defined from the freestream
temperature, Mach number, Prandtl number, and ratio of specific heats using*?

T. =T, +P ‘—’é—r(1 pr(1=2) M2 59
"°°+’2c,‘°°+’(2)°°) (59)
At the stagnation point on the body, Pr = 1, and the recovery temperature is equivalent to
the total temperature, T, of the fluid. The determination of C), and thus ¢, is complicated
due to the dependence on T,,. In general, the wall temperature is based on solving heat
conduction equations within the body based on values of ¢, as input. However, ¢, depends
on T,,. Thus, the heat conduction equation, which is linear, has a nonlinear boundary
condition. However, the dependence of ¢, on T, /T, is not very strong®. Thus, for a
first approximation, ¢, may be considered to be independent of T,, (or T,, = constant)
for short time of flight simulations. More accurate results could be achieved using a heat
transfer/conduction interaction method.

In this report, separate algebraic formulae are used to compute the heat transfer rates
at the projectile stagnation point and along the projectile surface for laminar and turbulent

boundary layers. The boundary layer properties required for these formulae are computed
using the INTERACT code described in section III.

Heat transfer rates at the stagnation point on a blunt-nose projectile are calculated
using correlation formulae for a gas in chemical equilibrium. These formulae are given by
Fancett® based on the work of Fay and Kemp.*® In this formula the stagnation point
heat transfer rate, ¢, in kW/m?, is computed from the freestream velocity, V., in m/s, the
normal shock stagnation pressure, (p;), in atm, and the blunt-nose radius, r, in cm. The
expression is formally valid for a constant projectile wall temperature of 300K.

Gn = 2.428x107* (Vo)1 ((pe)n/ra)? (60)
where, (pt)n = M%ﬁ"—_ll

Rubesin and Johnson® and Young and Janssen* have shown that if the values of the
density and viscosity in a boundary layer are calculated with relationships which hold for
constant property fluids at an intermediate “reference enthalpy”, defined by an empirical
expression, then they accurately describe the actual conditions in a supersonic boundary
layer. Eckert3® used this “reference enthalpy” technique to calculate heat transfer rates in
a zero pressure gradient flow. He used the empirical expression for “reference enthalpy”
temperature, T*, suggested by Young and Janssen® which involves the body wall (T,),
freestream (7T, ), and the recovery (T,) temperatures in Kelvin.

T =T + T—'"-g& + .22(T, — Ts) (61)
Fancett3® derived an expression for the laminar and turbulent heating rate distributions
over a wall, ¢, in W/m?, using these techniques. For a laminar boundary layer:

“\1/2
Guw = 3.32 @— pt (Pr)" Y2 ¢, (T, -T.) (62)
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For a turbulent boundary layer:

»

. -\ - - Reﬂ
Gu =176 (logioRe;)™* ¢ u* —2 (T, - T.) (63)

where ¢ is the body surface distance from the stagnation point in m, ¢, is the specific heat
at constant pressure in J/(kg-K) for air at freestream conditions, u* is the local viscosity
in kg/(m-s) based on Sutherland’s law and T, Re}, is the local Reynolds number based on
the local density, viscosity (using T*), and o, and Pr* is the local Prandtl number based
on u* and c,.

The specific heat at constant pressure used in Equations 62 and 63 can be formulated
to include real gas effects in the form of a temperature dependence.*? For a diatomic gas,

such as O;: ; 6, /27 \
=Rt R (sinh(o., /2T)) (64)

where, 6, = 2230K for O,, T is the gas temperature in K, and R is the specific gas constant
in J/kg/K. Note, for T < 8,,c, — (7/2)R, and T > 6,,¢, — (9/2)R.

The Stanton number distribution over the projectile surface is computed from the heat
transfer rate distribution. The Stanton number based on boundary layer edge conditions
and Stanton number based on freestream conditions are defined as

_ Gu
Ste = peuccy(T, — To,) (65)
Ste = St. ;”—‘Z—L (66)

V. CODE VALIDATION

1. Flow Profiles

In this section pressure coefficient distributions over projectile surfaces as predicted
using the INTERACT code are compared to measurements on wind tunnel models. These
models were instrumented with surface pressure taps and transducers with a reported
accuracy of about 2% of the freestream pressure.™68 Since the INTERACT code has been
setup for solely axisymmetric geometries, fin-stabilized projectiles are not addressed in this
report. Instead, long-rod projectiles that are flare-stabilized are considered. Preliminary
design investigations for hypersonic projectiles have also considered flare-stabilization over
the use of fins, primarily due to the enhanced resistance to thermal damage in flight.

Figure 4 shows the pressure coefficient distribution along a 5-degree cone, cylinder
midsection, and 4-degree flare afterbody tested in a wind tunnel at Mach = 2 and a
Reynolds number, based on total body length, of 7.6 million (Re based on body diameter

6T Weshington, W.D., and Humphrey, J.A., “Pressure Measurements on Fosr Cone-Cylinder-Flare Configurations at Super-
sonic Speeds,” U.S. Army Missile Command Report No. RD-TM-69-11, 20 Oct. 1969.

% Grey, J.D., “Laminar Boundary-Layer Separation on Flared Bodies at Supersonic and Hypersonic Speeds,” U.S. Air Foree
Systems Command AEDC-TR-64-277, Jan. 196S.
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of .5 million).%” For free flight at sea level the Re would be 15 million for Mach = 2. The
model was at zero yaw. The cone section extends to z/D = 5.6, the cylinder section extends
to /D = 14.2, and the flare afterbody extends to the total body length of about 16.2
calibers. The numerical prediction using the INTERACT code is shown with an inviscid
(Re = o0) calculation. The prediction that couples the viscous effects with the inviscid
flow yields the best comparison with the measured data. Note that both calculations
reproduce the second-order effects over the cylinder and flare sections. Note also that
the fully-coupled solution indicates a small degree of boundary-layer-induced upstream
influence at the cylinder-flare junction.

Figure 5 shows the pressure coefficient distributions along the same configuration as
Figure 4 but at Mach numbers of 2 and 4 (Reynolds number held constant). Both the
measured data®” and the INTERACT calculations indicate that the stabilizing effect of
the flared afterbody (caused by pressure levels that are higher than the cone pressure) is
reduced with increased Mach number. Agreement between the code and data is slightly
better for Mach = 2 at a constant Re. For these wind tunnel tests®” the Mach number
is increased by increasing the supply (total) pressure (i.e. static pressure reduced), while
holding the total temperature constant, thus resulting in a constant Re value. Whereas
for free flight, an increase in Mach number from 2 to 4 results in an increase in Re from 15
to 30 million. This effect on the boundary-layer thickness in an adverse pressure gradient
can be overpredicted by the turbulence model, especially on the flare.

Figures 6 and 7 show the pressure coefficient distributions along projectiles with 6-
degree and 8-degree flare afterbodies for Mach numbers 2 thru 5 and Re = 7.6 million.®’
The numerical predictions using the INTERACT code reproduce pressure levels and trends
well. For a flare angle of 8-degrees and Mach number 5 (Figure 7), the boundary layer over
the flare thickens rapidly and reduces flare pressures. The calculations do not adequately
simulate this effect. Investigation reveals that steep flare angles for low Reynolds number
(less than 10 million) flows repeatedly demonstrate this effect in wind tunnel experiments.
Although this effect is included in the code through the viscous-inviscid coupling (see
discussion below), the magnitude of the predicted effect is smaller than measured. However,
the flare pressure level at the end of the body is reproduced by the code.

This phenomena is further demonstrated in Figure 8. This figure shows the pressure
distribution measured in a wind tunnel® along a 20-degree flare with Re = 18 million.
Two sets of data are shown. For M,, = 3, the cylinder section of the body was shorter
and thus the flare begins at z/D = 5.8, while the M,, = 8.1 flare begins at z/D = 6.8.
The flares for both models are of equal length. This geometry represents a severe test of
the INTERACT code, since a flare angle of this magnitude causes rapid boundary layer
thickening immediately after the cylinder-flare junction. This effect may not be reproduca-
ble using the current turbulence model. However, as an illustration of the viscous-inviscid
coupling, these cases were computed. For the M, = 3 case an Euler/boundary-layer so-
lution and the coupled viscous-inviscid solution are compared to the measured data. The
trend of reduced pressure over the inviscid result downstream of the cylinder-flare junction
is modeled by the coupled solution. The overall computed pressure level on the flare is
10% smaller than measured. This is produced by the cylinder flow that is not fully recom-
pressed (i.e. C, < 0) at the flare junction, as required by the second-order shock-expansion
inviscid theory (section III.1.b). For the M,, = 8.1 case, the coupled INTERACT solution
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" compares well with the measured data. Again, the magnitude of the initial pressure level
reduction is overpredicted, but the overall flare pressure is reproduced. The cylinder flow
for this case was nearly recompressed (i.e. Cp, ~ 0) as required by the theory.

Figure 9 shows the pressure coefficient distribution measured for a 6~degree flared body
at Mach = 2, Re = 7.6 million, and one-degree of yaw.®” Computations using INTERACT
for the windward and leeward sides (¢ = 0°, ¢ = 180°) are com;»red to the data. Cone
and cylinder section pressure levels for the windward side are slightly overpredicted and
underpredicted for the leeward side. Pressure levels on the flare afterbody are reproduced
by the code. Recall that the small yaw procedure used in INTERACT (section III1.4)
assumes no cross flow over the body. Small cross flow effects on the surface pressure are
illustrated on the cone and cylinder sections. The effect of these pressure differences on
the aerodynamic stability predictions is addressed in the following subsection.

Overall, the ability of the INTERACT code to reproduce body surface pressure coef-
ficient distributions has been demonstrated. The wind tunnel measurements available for
comparison were for low Re values of 7 to 18 million (relative to corresponding free flight
Re values of 15 to 60 million) and in some cases steep flare angles (= 6°). The trend of
reduced pressure (relative to the inviscid value) downstream of the cylinder-flare junction
is simulated by the viscous-inviscid interaction scheme. With increasing Mach number,
reduced flare pressure levels are observed and computed. It is important to remember that
these numerical simulations were performed in under one minute of CPU time on a VAX
8600 minicomputer.

2. Aerodynamic Stability

The design of projectile configurations with sufficient aerodynamic stability to sustain
small-yaw flight is one of the most essential requirements of the initial design cycle. Non-
spinning (or slowly rolling) projectiles must be designed to maintain static stability over
the entire Mach number range in flight. Therefore, the engineering design code must
reliably predict the location of the center of pressure, z.,, as a function of Mach number.
The INTERACT code predicts surface pressure and skin friction distributions over the
projectile as a function of the circumferential body angle, ¢, for a given M., and a. The
coefficients of pressure drag (Cp,), normal force (Cxn), and pitching moment (Cps) are then
computed from integrations of surface pressure using

Axial Force 1 L jor
CDP B qoo‘lsz/4 - 1|-D2/4 /0 -/0 Cpr tan 5d¢dx (67)
Normal Force
Cn = oo D?/4 7rD2/4/ / C,r cos ¢dgdz (68)
Pitching Moment
CAI - qWD”-D2/4 7|'D3/4 / / C T COS ¢d¢dz (69)

Skin friction drag coefficient can also be computed. The moment coefficient is referenced to
the nose of the projectile and is defined using pitch up as positive. The center of pressure,
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also referenced to the nose of the projectile, is computed from Cn and Cy using

Tp =~"FA (70)

Center of pressure data has been measured in a wind tunnel for a 9.5°-cone, cylinder
midsection, and 5°-flare configuration at Mach numbers 3 to 6.3 and small yaw.*® The
Reynolds number (based on total length) varied as a function of the Mach number between
1.2 and 6.8 million. These values of wind tunnel Re give rise to unusually thick boundary
layers as observed in the test.®9 Table 2 shows the measured and computed zo, values
(referenced to the nose of the projectile) along with the relative errors in the predictions.
The INTERACT code and the NSWC-AP code?® are used to supply predictions. The
codes were run with @ = 1.0° whereas the measurements were taken at an unreported
angle of attack. However, center of pressure is usually insensitive to the value of a for
small yaw.

Table 2. VARIATION OF CENTER OF PRESSURE WITH MACH NUMBER

Comparison made for 9.5° Cone - Cylinder - 5° Flare and a = 1.0°

Xep (cal) from the nose
Msx Re(L) Measured NSWC Code % error INTERACT Code % error

3.0 6.8x10° 4.71 4.37 -7.2 5.21 +7.2
4.2 5.8x10° 5.05 4.55 -9.9 5.25 +3.9
50 3.1x106 5.77 4.72 -18.2 5.30 -8.1
6.3 1.2x10°¢ 5.39 4.87 -9.6 5.08 -5.8
ave : -11.2 +6.25

The NSWC-AP code averages 11.2% error in z, for this configuration, underpre-
dicting the measured values. The INTERACT code averages +£6.25% error in z., values.
The trend in measured center of pressure indicates that z, moves rearward as the Mach
number increases with an shift forward on the projectile for M, = 6.3. The forward shift
is due to the decrease in Re and thickening of the boundary layer at the cylinder-flare
junction thus decreasing flare effectiveness. The INTERACT code predicts the onset of
this phenomena. The INTERACT code was run using linearized perturbation inviscid
theory with a coupled finite-difference boundary layer solution. The NSWC-AP code uses
second-order shock-expansion inviscid theory with a de-coupled empirical boundary layer
solution. As noted in section IIl.1.a, linearized perturbation theory more closely approxi-
mates the Euler equations. Investigations using the INTERACT code reveal that the loss
of flare effectiveness at Mach = 6.3 is a direct result of viscous-inviscid interaction at the
cylinder-flare junction.

This analysis of predicted aerodynamic stability represents one particular projectile
configuration. The INTERACT code should be checked with other wind tunnel and free

% Dennis, D.H., “The Effects of Bosndary-Layer Separation Over Bodies of Revolution With Conical Tail Flares,” NACA
RM-A57130, Dec. 1957.
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flight measurements of center of pressure as these data become available. The favorable
comparison with measured data for a 5° flared projectile is encouraging especially since
calculations were performed interactively on a VAX 8600 minicomputer.

3. Heat Transfer Profiles

In this section wall heat transfer rate, ¢, and Stanton number, St, predicted us-
ing the INTERACT code are compared to measurements on wina tunnel models. Three
configurations are examined: a flat plate with sharp leading-edge, a blunt cone, and a cone-
cylinder-flare. The surface heat transfer data referenced in this report, were measured on
wind tunnel models using either temperature sensitive paint or surface thermocouples.3®

For the paint tests, the wind tunnel model is electrodeposited with copper to a thick-
ness of .02 cm. The paint is made from materials of calibrated melting points suspended
in an inert, nonflammable liquid. The paint is applied to the model and allowed to dry to
a dull, opaque film. When heat is applied, the film liquefies at its temperature rating to
within an accuracy of 1°C.3 For the thermocouple tests the model is usually made of steel
and is hollow. Thermocouples are spot welded to the inner surface of the model and the
lead wires are passed out of the model thru a base seal. The air temperature inside the
model is usually at the initial tunnel ambient value, which acts as an insulator to prevent
heat loss from the inner surface. The thermocouples are calibrated at equilibrium when
immersed in water baths of various temperatures. Paint and thermocouple tests yield the
time variation of the model wall temperature, 87,,/8¢, during the tunnel run. Local heat
transfer rate is obtained from these data 'assuming that the diffusion time through the
model wall is very small compared to the tunnel run time (about 10 sec.) and using the
“thin wall” heat balance relation,3®

. oT,
Qu = pwc,,wlw—é-t— (71)

where py, cp,, and l,, are the model wall density, heat capacity and thickness, respectively.

Local heat transfer rates have been measured along a flat plate 52 inches (1.32 m) in
length and aligned to the freestream flow at a Mach and Reynolds number of 10.53 and 25
million (based on total length), respectively.” The plate wall temperature was conditioned
to 4-times the freestream value before the test. Flow visualization tests indicated that
boundary layer transition from laminar flow started at .23 m from the leading edge with
full turbulent flow developing at .5 m. The INTERACT code is setup for both laminar
and turbulent boundary layer solutions with transition specified at a discrete point. A
boundary layer transition model is not included in the code. Therefore, for the flat plate
calculation, transition was specified at .23 m from the leading edge.

Figure 10 shows a comparison between heat transfer rate measurements along the
plate and the INTERACT code. Since the plate has a sharp leading edge, the stagnation
point value is theoretically infinite. The computed laminar heating rates slightly underpre-
dict the data. The maximum heating rate after transition to turbulent flow is reproduced

T Holden, M.S., “An Experimental Investigation of Turbulent Boundary Layers at High Mach Number and Reynolds Nam-

ber,” Cornell Acronastical Laboratory (Calspan), Buffalo NY, Report No. AB-5072-A-1, Nov. 1972 (sec also NASA CR-
112147).
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by the code at the specified location. The computed gradient for turbulent heating along
the remainder of the plate compares well with the data. The turbulent heating level is
overpredicted by the code and is probably a strong function of the turbulence model.
Overall, with the exception of flow transition, the INTERACT code simulates flat plate
aerodynamic heating within acceptable design accuracy. It should be noted that the hyper-
sonic flat plate problem is not trivial since it involves strong shock-wave/boundary-layer
interaction along the boundary layer edge, particularly near the plate leading edge,*® and
is a good test of the inviscid-viscous interaction scheme.

Figure 11 shows a comparison between measured and computed heat transfer rate
along a 15-degree cone with a 20% nose bluntness. These data were gathered during actual
high altitude (> 200,000 ft) flight tests at Mach number 10.6 and a Reynolds number of .38
million (based on total length).” The cone wall temperature was measured at a constant
value 1.76-times that of the freestream static value before data acquisition. The data have
been normalized by the stagnation point heat transfer. The calculation overpredicts heat
transfer along the blunt nose but reproduces the constant level of heating along the cone
section of the body. For this simulation, modified-Newtonian inviscid theory and laminar
boundary layer modeling were employed. The discontinuities in the otherwise smooth
distribution o heat transfer are caused by rapid boundary layer growth near the stagnation
point and body slope change at the cone junction (z/D = .06). This problem is also
dominated by strong shock-wave/boundary-layer interaction. Overall, the INTERACT
code predicts the heating rate to within design accuracy.

Figures 12-14 show comparisons between computed and measured Stanton number
(non-dimensional heat transfer, see Equation 66) along a 5-degree blunt cone, cylinder
midsection, and 5-degree flare afterbody projectile as determined in a wind tunnel by
RARDE.® The freestream Mach number and Reynolds number were 5.2 and 1.7 million
(based on total body length), respectively. Both zero yaw and small yaw cases were tested.
Some tests were also performed for Re = .65 and 3.1 million. The body surface temperature
was conditioned at .51-times the freestream static value of 1482 R before the tunnel was
started.

Figure 12 shows that the INTERACT calculations reproduce the zero-yaw measured
data very well. Heating levels on the cone, cylinder, and flare sections are predicted.
Figure 13 shows a comparison between the computed and measured zero-yaw values and
the transverse plane (¢ = 90°) values at 1.25° angle-of-attack (a). Since the code does not
account for cross flow, both calculated distributions are identical (see Equations 56-57).
The measured data show a cross flow effect on the heating rates such that the discrepancy
between measured and computed rates is < 16%. Cross flow effects slightly increase
aerodynamic heating on the flare.

Figure 14 shows a comparison between the computed and measured heating rates in
the windward (¢ = 0°) and leeward (¢ = 180°) planes for a = 1.25°. Once again, the cross
flow effects have not been accounted for in the INTERACT code. On the cone section, the
measured trend of higher heat transfer on the windward side of the projectile is reproduced
by the code, however the magnitude of the difference is underpredicted. On the cylinder

" Goodrich, W.D., Li, C.P., Houston, C.K., Chis, P.B., and Olmedo, L., “Nsmerical Compuiations of Orbiter Flowfields
end Leminar Hesting Rates,” AIAA Jowrnal of Spacecraft and Rockets, Vol. 14, No. 5, May 1977, pp. 257-264.
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section, the same trend applies to the measured data. The calculation predicts a reversal
in which higher heating rates occur on the leeward side at the end of the cylinder. On the
flare afterbody, both measured and computed results show that heat transfer is somewhat
higher on the windward side of the projectile. Flare heating rates are reproduced very well

by the INTERACT code.

Table 3 shows a comparison between the computed and measured heating rate at a
point on the 5-degree flare for three values of the Reynolds number. The heat transfer rate
on the windward side for a = 1.25° is normalized by the rate for zero yaw. The error in
prediction is 1% to 1.5% for smaller Re and 12% for large Re values. This illustrates that
cross flow effects on heat transfer on the flare become increasing important with increasing

Re.

Table 3. EFFECT OF REYNOLDS NUMBER ON FLARE HEAT TRANSFER

Comparison made at X/D = 17.6

duw,a = 1.25° ¢ = 0° normalized by ¢,,,a = 0°
Re (L) Measured Computed % error

.65 million 1.249 1.268 1.5
1.7 million 1.092 1.103 1.0
3.1 million 1.723 1.511 12.3

Figure 15 shows a comparison between the computed and measured heating rates
along a 10-degree flare on the same projectile model. The zero-yaw and a = 1.25° windward
side are compared. The trend and overall magnitude of the data are predicted by the code.
Lower heating rates measured near the cylinder-flare junction are not predicted.

Figure 16 shows a comparison between the computed and measured Stanton number
along a 15-degree cone, cylinder midsection, and 10-degree flare afterbody projectile as
determined in a wind tunnel test.”? The freestream Mach and Reynolds numbers were
4.98 and 7.9 million (based on total body length), respectively. The model was at zero
yaw. The wall temperature was cooled to .17-times the freestream stagnation value of 710
R or precisely the freestream static value before the test. The heating rates on the flare
afterbody are underpredicted by about 14%. This discrepancy may be due in part to the
steep flare angle where rapid boundary layer thickening occurs on the flare.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

An engineering design code utilizing viscous-inviscid interaction has been developed
to obtain aerodynamic and heat transfer predictions for axisymmetric projectiles at high
speed. Separate solutions for inviscid and viscous flowfields are coupled by an iterative
interaction model. Inviscid methods include linearized perturbation, second-order shock-
expansion, and modified-Newtonian theories. The boundary layer equations are solved

"Schclcr, J.W., and Ferguson, H., “Investigation of Separstion and Associsted Heat Transfer and Pressure Distridution
on Cone-Cylinder-Flare Configurstions at Mach Five,” ARS Journal, Vol. 32, No. 5, May 1962, pp. 762-770.
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using a second-order, finite-difference scheme with specified edge velocity (standard) or
displacement thickness (inverse). The procedure has been formulated for supersonic and
hypersonic Mach numbers, small angle-of-attack, and Reynolds numbers for laminar and
turbulent flow. The capability of computing local reverse flow regions is included. Ap-
proximate methods for stagnation point, laminar, and turbulent heat transfer analysis are

also included.

Computations of projectile surface pressure distribution for Mach numbers 2 thru 5
and 8 have been compared to wind tunnel measurements on several cone-cylinder-flare
configurations. Computations for surface heat transfer coefficient have been compared
to results obtained from wind tunnel measurements on flat plate, blunt cone, and cone-
cylinder-flare models at Mach numbers 5 and 10. These tests show that the code is able to
predict the surface pressure and heat transfer to a reasonable degree of accuracy. Trends
in pressure and heat transfer with Mach number, Reynolds number, flare angle, and small
angle-of-attack have been reproduced. Pressure distributions along the projectile surface
have been integrated to yield force and moment coefficients and center of pressure predic-
tions. These predictions reproduce wind tunnel data to a reasonable degree of accuracy.
Predicted aerodynamic heat transfer distributions along the projectile surface can provide
input to heat conduction codes that compute material stresses and deformations due to
thermal loads.

The INTERACT code yields boundary-layer and surface profiles and heat transfer
rates in about one minute of interactive run time on minicomputers. Grid generation is
not required and input parameters are read from a namelist. The code includes an extensive
dictionary of input parameter definitions, and issues warnings when these parameters are
improperly used in an individual or global sense. The code has been written using standard
FORTRAN 77 and can be run on personal computers. INTERACT is highly suitable for
projectile design studies aimed at maximizing aerodynamic performance while minimizing
aerodynamic heating. In addition, INTERACT can be used to test and improve various
algebraic turbulence models.
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Figure 5. Comﬁa.rison of Wind Tunnel Data (C,) with INTERACT Results; 4° Flare,
Mach = 2,4
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Figure 6. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (Cp) with INTERACT Results; 6° Flare,

Mach =245
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Figure 7. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (C,) with INTERACT Results; 8° Flare,
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10° Cone — Cylinder — 20° Flare
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Figure 8. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (Cp) with INTERACT Results; 20° Flare,
Mach = 3,8.1
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Figure 9. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (Cp) with INTERACT Results; 6° Flare
Mach =2, a=1° , ’
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Figure 10. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (gw) with INTERACT Results; Flat Plate,
Mach = 10.53
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15° Cone with 20% Bluntness
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Figure 11. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (g,,) with INTERACT Results; Blunt Cone,
Mach = 10.6
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Figure 12. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (dw) with INTERACT Results; 5° Flare,

Mach = 5.2
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Figure 13. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (¢,) with INTERACT Results; 5° Flare,
Mach = 5.2, a = 0° and 1.25°
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Figure 14. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (g,,) with INTERACT Results; 5° Flare,
Mach = 5.2, a = 1.25°
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Figure 15. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (g,,) with INTERACT Results; 10° Flare,
Mach = 5.2, a = 0° and 1.25°
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Figure 16. Comparison of Wind Tunnel Data (§,,) with INTERACT Results; 10° Flare,
Mach = 4.98
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List of Symbols

speed of sound

source strength, f(£)

pressure drag coefficient, Equation 67

skin friction coefficient, 27,/(pV2)

heat transfer coefficient, ¢,,/(T, — Ty,)

normal force coefficient, Equation 6§

pitching moment coefficient, Equation 69
pressure coefficient, 2(p — Poo)/(PeoV2) = 2(p — Poo)/ (1P M)
specific heat at constant pressure

specific heat at constant volume

characteristic diameter; caliber diameter of the projectile
d/0t + ud/0z + vd/0y + wd/0=

internal energy

dimensionless stream function

total enthalpy

static enthalpy

characteristic length; total length of the projectile
boundary layer mixing length

Mach number, V/a

number of body surface points

static pressure

Prandtl number, pc,/k

heat transfer per unit time per unit area

dynamic pressure, 1/2p,, V.2

radial coordinate, (y? + 22)"/2

Reynolds number, pVL/u

specific gas constant

entropy

Stanton number, ¢/(puc,(T. — Ty,))

temperature

time

velocity components in the cartesian coordinate system
magnitude of V or (u? + v? + w?)!1/?

velocity vector, V = ui + vj + wk

spacial cartesian coordinates

Bk

(32)i + (307 + (59)k i

Gy -8+ (5 -85+ (G- 5k

absolute value

Greek Symbols

a

angle of attack
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( M2 - 1)1/2

Van Driest damping length

ratio of specific heats, ¢,/c,

local body surface slope

boundary layer displacement thickness, f§(1 — (pu/pcu.))dy
boundary layer eddy viscosity

shock wave angle

pressure gradient parameter, (2€/u.)du./d§
molecular viscosity

Mach angle, arcsin(1/M)

Prandtl-Meyer expansion angle (Equ. 16)
transformed coordinates

density

body surface distance

shear stress .

velocity potential scalar, V& =V

perturbation velocity potential scalar, d=%—Vez
circumferential body angle, ¢ = 0° for windward, ¢ = 180° for leeward
stream function, ¥, = r*pu, ¢, = r¥pv

wind-axis circumferential body angle, = ¢ — 90°
boundary later intermittency factor

é" QM M

MU TR >

=

DO W 3 9

&

Superscripts

iteration level

1 for axisymmetric, 0 for two-dimensional
perturbation quantity

unit vector

time averaged quantity

turbulent transport property

rate

reference enthalpy quantity (except 67)

| R LS

A N
.
N et N

Subscrigts

bl boundary layer result

cone flow quantity on a cone

cp center of pressure

e boundary layer edge quantity
F flow quantity on a flare, or flare location
: body surface point index

inv inviscid result

max maximum

n nose point on the body surface
r reference quantity

s first-order quantity
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t

tr

vis

w

wedge
wind
z,Y,2
IT,yy,z22
o

o0

total or stagnation quantity

turbulent quantity

viscous result

body surface wall quantity

flow quantity on a wedge

wind-axis coordinate system
first-derivative with respect to z,y, or z
second-derivative with respect to z,y, or z
based on the body surface distance
freestream quantity
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