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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS
Foundations for Finite-State Modelling of
a Two-Dimensional Airfoil that Reverses Direction
by
Jake Michael Oscar Welsh
Master of Science in Aerospace Engineering
Washington University in St. Louis, 2022

Professor David Peters, Chair

Current 3-D finite-state wake models are incapable of simulating a maneuver in which the
sign of the free-stream velocity changes direction and the rotor enters its own wake — as
might occur in the case of a helicopter which ascends and then descends. It is the purpose
of this work to create a 2-D finite-state wake model which is capable of handling changes in
free-stream direction as a precursor to development of a 3-D model that can do the same.
The 2-D finite-state model used for reentry modifications is an existing model created by
Peters, Johnson, and Karunamoorthy. By the addition of a parameter which changes the
sign of the free-stream accordingly, a model capable of handling forward and backward flight
is developed and tested.

Upon testing of the model for an oscillatory free-stream which changes direction, it was
discovered that the presence of a singularity causes the system to become unstable. This
behavior was determined to be due to a Floquet instability which occurs in periodic free-
streams that reverse direction.

Several analytical expressions for the motion of a segment of vorticity in the wake are de-
veloped and presented as test cases for future work on an oscillatory free-stream. The
finite-state model is found to accurately approximate the effect of the wake vorticity on the
airfoil airloads, paving the way for future investigations when the airfoil changes directions

and enters its own wake.



Chapter 1:

Introduction

1.1 Previous Work

Three papers form the foundation for the work presented here. The most influential being
Finite-State Airloads Modeling with Compressibility and Unsteady Free-Stream by Peters
and Barwey. The paper compares the results of finding the effect of free-stream oscillations
and compressibility on the lift of thin airfoils in two dimensions using a finite-state model to
those of Isaacs and the Arbitrary Motion Theory.

Peters and Barwey’s paper combines elements from two other papers, Finite-State Air-
loads for Deformable Airfoils on Fized and Rotating Wings, by David Peters and Mark John-
son, and State-Space Inflow Models for Rotor Aeroelasticity, by David Peters and Swami-
nathan Karunamoorthy. Modifications to the concepts presented in these three papers are

the subject of the research presented here.

1.2 Motivation for Extending Model

The finite-state model described in Peters and Barwey does not incorporate the effects of
reverse flow upon the lift generation. Reverse flow is when the flow impinges upon the trailing
edge of the airfoil, as happens over part of the rotor blade in forward flight. The original
theory by Peters and Johnson includes the effect of reversed flow on the Kutta condition but
not on the induced flow due to shed vortices.

The goal of including reverse flow into the 2-D model is to eventually extend the model



to 3-D such that it will be capable of simulating what happens when a vehicle (most likely
a helicopter or similar vehicle) were to change direction and fly back into its own wake.
Whether that be vertically such as take-off and landing in its own wake, or horizontally by
flying forwards and then changing directions and flying backwards. Being able to compute
the physics of performing such a maneuver in a flight simulator will increase the overall
accuracy of the simulation, improving flight training programs or saving time and funds

during design analysis.

1.3 Current Approach

Beginning from the model presented in Barwey, a mirror-image approach was taken to gener-
ate a model capable of handling reverse flow. By flipping the direction of the airfoil and the
freestream, and performing a change of variables, a finite-state model which could operate in
reverse flow was developed. The results of this new model showed a singularity which would
occur when the flow would change direction.

Several processes were implemented to determine the source of the singularity, which
resulted in the determination that the instability was a Floquet instability caused by energy

being transferred into the system by the flow changing direction.

1.4 Closed-Form Benchmarks

The next goal was to replace the bound vorticity, I', developed by an airfoil dependent on
angle of attack with that of a specified I'. In this way a user of the model can input whatever
bound vorticity is created by any object in flight and thus make the code more viable for
general use. The finite-state model was re-derived to implement such a scenario but needed

a closed-form model to compare results with.



A closed-form equation describing a smooth segment of vorticity developed by some
arbitrary shape in flight was chosen to compare results with due to its simplified form.
Expressions of the segment’s vorticity were developed to describe what would happen as a
segment is generated at the trailing edge of the airfoil, and then what would happen as the

complete segment would move further away and eventually return to the airfoil.



Chapter 2:

Fluid Mechanics of Basic Equations

There are three texts which form the basis for the research presented in the following chapters.
The first is Ref. [1], Finite-State Airloads for Deformable Airfoils on Fized and Rotating
Wings, by David Peters and Mark Johnson. The second is Ref. [3], State-Space Inflow
Models for Rotor Aeroelasticity, by David Peters and Swaminathan Karunamoorthy. The
final is Ref. [2], Finite-State Airloads Modeling with Compressibility and Unsteady Free-
Stream, by David Peters, Dinesh Barwey, and Mark Johnson. For ease of reference, these

three papers will be refferred to as the Johnson, Swami, and Barwey papers respectively.

2.1 Johnson’s Airloads

Johnson’s paper presents a state-space method for the development of lift and drag on a
deformable airfoil in both two and three dimensions. Johnson describes an airfoil placed in
a 2-D coordinate system with an airfoil placed on the x-axis such that —b < & < b. The
flow velocities in the x and y-directions are described by uy and vy respectively. He then
describes the airfoil in terms of the Glauert Variable ¢, which allows him to convert the
airloads equations into ordinary differential equations via Glauert Expansion. The airfoil
coordinate system is shown below, and is subsequently used in the analysis presented in
Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 with the exception that the airfoil never leaves the x-axis so the
value of h(zx,t) is zero.

Johnson’s derivation is highly descriptive throughout the process, and results in a general
airloads model which he then converts to matrix form to solve for an expression for the lift

and pitching moment using state-space methods. However, an issue with Johnson’s model is

4
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Figure 2.1: General Airfoil Coordinate System (Taken Directly from Ref. [1])

that an expression for A\g (which is a forcing function) was not provided, and the user would
have to provide their own expression for it via their own means. Swami’s paper remedies

this.

2.2 Swami’s Coefficients

Swami’s paper outlines the development of a state-space inflow model using 2-D thin airfoil
theory. He then extends the model to a case where the bound circulation is changed by the
effects of dynamic stall.

Like Johsnon, Swami uses a state-space representation of the induced velocity coefficients,
A, to describe the airloads on the airfoil. However, Swami also developed an expression for

Ao in terms of the A, and binomial expansion coefficients, b,,:

A—lim (2.1)
O_anlnn .

This allows the model to solve for the value of Ay without needing the expression given to

5



it via other means. Swami’s results matched those of Theodorsen and Wagner using this

method.

2.3 Barwey’s Unification

Barwey’s paper set out to combine and apply a unified version of Johnson and Swami’s
papers. Barwey takes the airloads equations for Johnson and uses them in conjunction with
Swami’s equation for )\g. Barwey subsequently tests the effects of an airfoil placed in a
periodic free-stream and compares his model to existing data from Isaacs and Greenberg,
finding that the finite-state model accurately approximates the results of both. The results
of the airloads from this paper are provided in the Appendix.

The results presented for the oscillatory flow in Barwey form the starting point for the
research presented in the following chapters. It is desired to create an extension of Barwey’s
finite-state model such that the model is capable of handling flows which move in reverse.
Testing the finite-state model against the results of Barwey’s oscillatory flow provides ex-

perimental data with which to validate the reverse flow version.



Chapter 3:
Extensions From Mirror-Image

Approach

3.1 The Original Peters-Barwey Model

It is important to first understand the finite-state inflow theory in its mathematical form.
In Peters and Barwey a derivation of a nondimensional state space model for determining

the Glauert induced flow coefficients, A,,, shown below.
[A{NY + G0 () {A} = {e}(@o + @1/2)" (3.1)

Eqn. (3.1), when coupled with the equations below, where [A] and {c} are defined later in

this chapter, provides a full description of the loads upon a thin airfoil.

_ 1 _
Lc - '&0(71)0 + 511_)1 - )\0) (32)
I T\ A
o= 3 ;bn)\n (3.3)
_ B 1 -
Clc = (U}Q + 511}1 — )\Q)/UO (34)

Eqn. (3.1) is the nondimensional matrix form of the differential equations for induced flow.



The inflow in index form is given by:

b(/\() — 5)\2) + U,()/\l = F/ﬂ' (35)
b . .
2—()\71,1 — )\n+1) —+ uO)\n = F/(mr) n Z 2 (36)
n
1 1
I' = 27rb(w0 + §U}1 - )\() - 5)\1) (37)

Where the b,, coefficients used in Eqn. (3.3) are defined by:

(N+n+1)! 1

b, = (—1)"*! N 3.8
(=1) N—n—1)ime "7 (38)
by = (—=1)NH (3.9)

It is important to note the definitions: w§ = uja + wpcr + h — ad, wy = &, and 4y =

1 + psin(k7). Velocities (ug, An, wy) have been nondimensionalized on the average free-
stream velocity (vp). Lift has been normalized on Ly = 2mpbvs. Time is nondimensionalized
such that 7 = vot/b and ( )* is the derivative with respect to 7. In order to transform
differential equations Eqn. (3.5) and (3.6) into the finite-state model (Eqn. (3.1)), the
differntial equations must be nondimensionalized.

Peters and Barwey test three cases of a: a = 1, @ = sin(k7), and a = cos(k7), and
determine the lift and lift coefficients developed by each case after all transients have decayed
from the system.

Expanding out the [A] and {c} matrices created from Eq. (3.1), it can be seen that the

matrices follow a set pattern for any number of states N.
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3.1.1 Validation of the MATLAB Model

The first step in the project was to take the theory described above and recreate it using
MATLAB. Using the [A] and {c} matrices from before and N = 8 states, first a case of
a =1—e7 with ug = 1 and p = 0 was tested in a numerical ode solver (ode45) to
determine the model’s validity. The results of the lift and lift coefficient are shown below. A
factor of @« = 1—e7" was chosen as the test condition for the ODE solver due to its simplicity
as well as its asymptotic nature. It can be seen that the values for lift and lift coefficient
approach 1, as was expected, thus verifying that the time-step simulator was correct.

Next, the three cases of & = 1, a = sin(k7), and o = cos(kT) were tested. In all three of
these cases, = 0.8 and k = 0.2. The results of which are shown below.

After running the simulator for all three cases, it was found that results exactly match
the graphs provided in Barwey for the same g and k. The Greenberg conditions of the
same « values were also tested, and the graphs produced also match the Greenberg graphs
provided in Barwey, further proving the MATLAB model’s validity. These can be found in
the Appendix along with Barwey’s original results.

The Peters and Barwey paper creates a concise and direct method for developing the
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loads on an airfoil, but fails to include reverse flow due to the shed vortices into its analysis.
In the paper by Johnson and Peters, a similar state space method is developed, however
including a factor f for the inclusion of reverse flow. In the next section, a description of
implementing this factor from Johnson into the method developed in the Barwey paper is

provided.

3.2 The Reverse Flow Model

To derive the equations used for reverse flow, the same principles used to derive the original
state space model in both Barwey and Johnson were applied, however with the direction of
the flow moving in the negative x direction.

The process was to first set up a mirror image (over the y-axis) of the flow impinging
on the airfoil and then use the Johnson and Barwey equations to write those in the same
form as the existing theory. Then, by comparison of the original and mirror-image variables,
it was possible to write a change of variable to transform the mirror-image system into the
original system. Comparing those equations with the original equations, it is important to

note that some terms are of the same sign and some are of opposite sign. The opposite terms

10
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Figure 3.4: Lift and Lift Coefficient of o = cos(kT)
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are the ones that need to be changed for reversed flow. Thus, they are given the reverse-flow

parameter f so that they will work in either regime. When flow is forwards, f = 1, when

flow is backwards, f = —1. The mathematical conversion process is described below:
1 1

G = 27rb(w0 + 50)1 — ]{?0 — Ekl) (311)
b(k‘o — 51{52) + ,u()kl = G/7T (312)

b . . i
%(l{in_l — kp+1) + pokn, = G/(nm) n>2 (3.13)

L N

ko= 5 ; bykn (3.14)

In order to return to the original forward flow domain, the following change of variables

is applied:
G = —-T
Ho = —Uo
wp, = (=1)"w,
k, = (=1)"\,

Following the change of variables, Eqns. (3.11) — (3.14) transform into:

1 1
b()\o — 5/\2) + Uo/\l = —F/ﬂ' (316)
b . : :
n
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Ao = 12(—1)” b An (3.18)

n=1
Finally, replacing the —1’s with the factor for reverse flow, f, the following final system of

equations is achieved.

I = 2mb[f (o — o) + %(wl — ) (3.19)
]:—‘ T — even
LN RS (3.21)

an fT/(nm) n=odd

[ R
=5 Y Fhadats Y bk (3.22)
n=1,3,5,7... n=2,4,6,8...

With the final equations developed, a new set of matrices for [A] and {c} is derived by
converting Eqns. (3.19) — (3.22) into a nondimensional state space matrix form similar to

that of Eqn. (3.1), shown here:

[A{A} + () {Aa} = {c}(fbo +w1/2)" (3.23)

The new [A] and {c} matrices follow the same pattern and have the same element values
as the matrices developed in the original Barwey Model from Eqn. (3.10). However, the new

matrices have an overlay of f factors multiplied element-wise to each of the element values.
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The overlay of both matrices is shown below:

o r - r f

for 7

o r - r. f
A=\ f . f . f .| c=1. (3.24)

for o r f

for 7

In this way, when the free-stream is moving forwards (uo > 0), the matrices are identical to
the ones developed before. However when the free-stream is moving backwards (ug < 0), all

the elements with an f overlayed will have their values multiplied by —1.

3.2.1 Validation of the Reverse Flow Model

Full Forward Flow

To test the validity of the new state-space model, Eqn. (3.23), the model was run with the
original forward flow conditions to ensure that the new model worked in the forward regime.
In this case, ug = 1+ psin(k7) and f = 1. There are four cases of angle of attack which were
tested with o = 1 —e™ ", a = 1, a = sin(k7), and o = cos(kt). These conditions should
be identical to Eq. (3.1) since f = 1. The results of which confirmed this as they exactly

matched the results shown in Figs. 3.1 — 3.4.

Full Reverse Flow

Once the new state-space model was verified to work in the forward flow regime, it was

time to test it in the reverse regime. No data for reverse flow exists to compare to, so to
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overcome this the model was tested with opposite conditions as the original forward flow
model. The original model uses positive inflow with a positive airfoil angle of attack, so
by implementing a negative inflow with a negative angle of attack, the airfoil will "see” the
same inflow conditions as the original forward flow conditions. The results of these conditions

should exactly match the original results.

< - . =

U o | Ll C

Figure 3.5: Original (Left) and Mirrored (Right) Flow Systems

To invert the free-stream conditions, a free-stream of ug = —1 — psin(k7) and a reverse
flow factor of f = —1 was used. To reverse the airfoil motion, the four test conditions became
a=—-14e7, a=—-1, a =—sin(kr), and o = —cos(kt). The results of these conditions

exactly reproduced the results of Barwey (Figs. 3.1 — 3.4) just as the forward case had. As
such it can be stated that the reverse flow model was valid for simulating flows with negative

free-streams.

Transitional Flow

With a verification of the new reverse flow state-space model completed, it was time to
develop a model capable of transitioning between forwards and reverse flow. Up until this

point g < 1, and as such the inflow of uy = 1 + psin(k7) or ug = —1 — psin(k7) always

15



remained completely forwards or backwards, respectively. The transitional flow simulation
will analyze the results of cases in which u > 1, which simulates oscillatory inflows that
change direction during the course of the simulation. From this point on, uy = 1+ psin(k7)
always.

To implement transitional flow into the simulation, the MATLAB sign() function was
used on f. The line f = sign(u0) will cause MATLAB to assign f = 1 when wy is positive,
f =0 when ug is 0, and f = —1 when wug is negative. First the simulation was tested with
i < 1 to ensure the sign() function was working correctly, then the case of © > 1 was
examined. It became immediately apparent that that the ode45 solver was running into a
singularity problem when f switched from positive to negative causing the code to ”blow

up” and time march to values of infinity. This can be seen in the figure below:

Lift vs Time for N = 8 States Lift vs Time for N = 5 States
7000 7 20
6000 i
15 - /
5000 /
101
4000
£ 3000 £ st _ /
{ ot
2000
1] Ry
1000 /
/ BNy |
1] \ o A !
\ o A
LT %
1000 : 10 -
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Nondimensional Time, 7 Nondimensional Time, 7

Figure 3.6: Transitional Flow Lift Response for N =5 & N =8

3.3 Numerical Issues and Attempts to Mitigate Them

Upon further inspection of the singularity, it was discovered that when extending the time-

span over multiple periods, the singularity only produced unstable results for cases of N > 5.
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Lift vs Time for N = 5 States

Lift vs Time for N = 4 States
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Figure 3.7: Singularity Lift Response Over 4 Periods

3.3.1 A More Robust Model
Initially, it was feared that the new state-space model was not robust enough to handle
the switch from forward to reverse flow, and as such a more robust model was developed.

Eqn. (3.23) was multiplied through by f algebraically resulting in the following equation:

[AI{A}" + fao(t){ A} = {c} (fbo +01/2)" (3.25)

In this new configuration of Eqn. (3.25), the robustness comes from the fact that the {\,}
vector is never negative. Multiplying both [A] and {c} by f does not change the values of
the elements in the matrices, but it does cause all of the terms that already had an f term
to now include an f? term. All f? terms become 1, since f can only be 1 or —1, and both

values squared produce 1. This changes the overlay of the f terms to now become:
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B B
f o r . f
fr - f
A=y f . f . d=\f (3.26)
fr - f
f o f

To verify this new robust model, three cases of f were examined, as well as four cases of
a and ug. In the MATLAB script, f is determined by user input and can be one of three
options: £ = 1 (only forwards), f = -1 (only reverse), and £ = sign(u0) (transitional) to
accommodate all possible cases of f. As a sanity check, four cases were run with the full
reverse flow option to ensure that the robust model was achieving correct results. These
cases are as follows:

a=1,uy =1+ usin(kr)
a=—1,uy = —1— psin(kr)
a=1uy=—1— pusin(kr)
a=—1uy =1+ psin(kr)

In this "sanity check,” p = 0.8 and £ = 0.2 which are the same conditions outlined in the
Barwey paper, allowing results to be compared to the known correct ones. The results of
this sanity check can be found in Figs. 5 — 8 in the Appendix. It is noted that the first
and second cases exactly reproduce the results of the old model which were proven to match
Barwey. The third and fourth cases are reflected versions of the original model which was

expected. The results of all four of these cases validate the robust model.
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When the robust model was run with ;1 > 1, it again yielded the results shown in Fig. 3.6
in which a singularity occurred when the flow transitioned from forwards to reverse. Similar
to Fig. 3.7, the robust model was capable of solving the linear system without becoming
unstable for the case of N < 5. From this point on during the model’s analysis, the robust
model from Eq. (3.25) was used to synthesize results. While the robust model did not solve
the singularity issue, it did prove that the singularity was not caused by a switching of {\,}

values from positive to negative.

3.3.2 Soft Reverse Flow

Due to the sharp nature of the kink in the graphs at the singularity’s occurrence, it was
hypothesized that the ode4b solver was having difficulty fitting a fourth-order curve through
a non-differentiable point. Several theories about the nature of the numerical error were
conceived, the first of which considered that perhaps the sharp instantaneous jump in the
reverse flow factor from positive to negative 1 was causing issues for the solver.
To combat this, a “soft” reverse flow factor was developed:.
Ug

e (3.27)

Vo + 0.01)2

The soft reverse flow equation creates a continuous curve through the step function for f
when f is close to 0, eliminating the discontinuity that occurs during the switch from forward
to reverse flow, shown below. Testing this however, did not result in any improvement to

the singularity, ruling out the f factor as a source of error.

3.3.3 The Stop-Start Method

The next method tested was to stop and start the solver before and after the singularity.

Since it was known that the model was capable of finding the correct solution in the forward
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e -

Figure 3.8: f Factor Behavior: Original (Left) and Soft (Right)

regime and the backward regime separately, it was theorized that by skipping the transition
between the two, the solver could work correctly in each regime separately. Upon closer
inspection of the nature of the singularity, it was found that the singularity was beginning
before the nondimensional time reached the point where g crossed the transition point from
positive to negative.

In the case N = 6, the solution was going unstable when 4y < 0.03, and for N = §, the
solution went unstable when uy < 0.05. To skip this zone where the solution went unstable
before 4y = 0, the solver would stop when u#y, < 0.05, and then linearly approximate the
{\.} vector across to g = —0.05. It would then use approximated {)\,} as the new initial
condition for the section of the solution in the reverse regime. Unfortunately, this stop-start
method did not alleviate the instability as the solver continued to expand to infinity after it

would skip across the sections where |ug| < 0.05.

3.3.4 A New Solver

Because the robust model worked for cases of N < 5 states, it was thought that perhaps
ode4b was not sophisticated enough to solve how stiff the differential equation was. However
after testing all differential solvers provided in MATLAB, as well as an implicit differential
equation solver, all solvers tested were still unable to handle cases of N > 5 without running

into the same singularity.
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Figure 3.9: Singularity Behavior Just Prior to uy Transition

Next, it was theorized that perhaps due to the size of the [A] matrix, the eigenvalues were
so large that the solver was losing numerical precision through the jump. All solvers provided
by MATLAB maintained double-precision accuracy. As such, a differential equation solver
was written from scratch, using a fourth-order Runge-Kutta method as well as MATLAB’s
variable precision arithmetic (VPA). VPA allows for manual entry of the precision of variables
to any specified number of digits. After running the written solver using up to 100 digit
precision, it was found there was no difference between the original ode45 results and the
new VPA results. It was at this point it was decided that the singularity was not caused by

numerical imprecision.

3.3.5 The Modified Free-Stream Method

With numerical errors ruled out, the singularity must be driven by physics. It was hypothe-

sized that as the flow velocity approached zero, there existed a buildup of shed vorticity off
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the trailing edge of the airfoil. Since the free-stream here is essentially zero, the vorticity
being shed is not being pushed downstream and is creating a concentrated load at that point.
This concentrated load would explain the kink in the graphs as the flow crosses zero, as well
as why the instability begins before the flow changes direction.

To combat this, a new free-stream velocity model was used in the state-space model,

which prevented the flow from going below a set minimum value. The equation for the

Tonod = Sign(Tio) * \/ UG + U, (3.28)

The wgp0q prevents the free-stream from becoming less than |t,,;,|, meaning it will instan-

Uopoea Can be seen below:

taneously change from +,,;, t0 —,;, When g would have normally crossed 0 without the
modification. Because ugp0q never approaches 0, the shed vorticity will always be pushed
downstream, preventing it from building up into a concentrated load. A visualization of

Uonoa 18 shown below.

—
'F-’H-r__- ;o U'{-(\-,.'n
4 ~Ug,, \
| L T o

Figure 3.10: Free-Stream (Left) and Modified Free-Stream (Right) Visualization

After implementing gpyoq With ,,;, = 0.05 into the model, it was found that macro-
scopically there was little difference between the g and tgy,q method on the lift. Upon
close inspection however, it was seen that the tgy.q method delayed the start point for the

instability from what would have normally been g < 0.03 to @y = 0 for the case of N =6,
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old 10 648 649 650 651 652 653 654 655 656 657 658
-0.5747 -0.5768 -0.5784 -3.7936) -12.4415 -18.3722 -15.5710 -0.5726 27.5386 67.1286 4.6814e+03

New ,[0 648 649 650 651 652 653 654 655 656 657 658
-0.5728 -0.5748 -0.5764 -0.5788 -0.5808 -0.5828 -0.5848 -0.5867 1.5172 13001 4.5993e+03

uo 648 649 650 651 652 653 654 655 656 657 658
0.0426 0.0381 0.0334 0.0292 0.0248 0.0204 0.0161 0.0118 0.0075 0.0033 -8.9412e-04

Figure 3.11: Delay of Singularity Using #%ga0.¢ Compared to Original Results

and from uy < 0.05 to ug < 0.01 for N = 8. Below is the raw MATLAB data from the
original response and using the gy, method for the case of N = 8.

To provide insight into what is being displayed: the bottom row shows the value of g
from index 648 — 658. The index values are directly proportional to time in the simulation,
where index 658 is the exact time in which 4y becomes 0, signifying the point which the flow
transitions from forwards to reverse. The top row shows the value of A from the original
model at the corresponding times. As it can be seen by the red box, the value of A\q abruptly
jumps at index 651 - signifying the beginning of the singularity. The middle row shows the
value of \y using the gy;,q method. As can be seen in the green box, the singularity does
not occur until index 656. Thus the singularity was delayed using the gy, method. There
is no row showing the true value of #ys.q since it would be held constant at 0.05. However,

the corresponding indexes representing time for gy;.q are represented by the bottom row.

3.3.6 An Unforced Model

Next it was proposed to run an unforced model through the problem areas of |tg| < 0.05 to
see if that would become unstable or not. This model ran on essentially the same concepts
as the start-stop model described before, except instead of using linear interpolation across
the problem zone, the model would “turn off” the forcing function by setting the right side

of Eq. (3.25) to 0, and then have it "turn on” again after it made it through the problem
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area. This simplified unforced model is described here:
(A} + fao(r){A} =0 (3.29)

This method produced promising results, while it still grew in magnitude, it did so at a
slower rate than the original model. This can be seen below, as the peaks of the unforced
model were lower than those of the original. It also delayed the instability from occurring

until ug = 0 for all cases including N = 8, which was better than the ugy;,q method.

40
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Figure 3.12: Comparison of Original Model to Unforced Stop-Start Model (N = 5)

To examine the long-term periodic nature of the unforced model, the original simulation
was run for one period of @y. The {\,} vector calculated at the end of the period then served
as the initial condition of the unforced model, Eq. (3.29). This unforced model was then
allowed to run for several more periods to see whether the model would decay to a stable

value or expand to infinity. It was discovered that for values of N < 5, the solution would
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decay to a steady state. However for situations of N > 5, the solution would expand to

infinity.
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Figure 3.13: Unforced Response with N =5 (Left) and N = 6 (Right)

The results of all three tests, the tgy,q method, the turn-off and on method, and the
complete turn-off method, revealed some very insightful information about the nature of the
singularity’s occurrence. First, it was hypothesized that the shed vorticity was building up
into a concentrated load. The implementation of the gy, method and the fact that it
delayed the instability’s occurrence proved that this phenomena was contributing to the sin-
gularity. The turn-off and on method showed that the unforced function still went unstable,
but with a decreased magnitude, while delaying the instability’s occurrence better than the
Ugpnroq method. Lastly, the completely unforced model found that the simulation approaches

a steady state solution when N < 5 but still amplifies when N > 5. It is believed the cause

of this is due to a Floquet instability.

3.3.7 A Floquet Instability

In Peters and Barwey, the time varying inflow was oscillatory, but remained in the forward

flow regime for the entirety of the simulation. By changing p > 1, a time varying periodic
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inflow that switches between the forward and backwards flow regimes seems to be the cause
of a Floquet instability. This instability did not occur in the forwards regime and as such
was never observed previously. Looking at the graphs of the instability in Fig. 3.7, it can be
seen that the unstable solution expands in a straight line. This provides more evidence for
a Floquet instability since vorticity dies out as a function of % according to the Biot-Savart
Law and the inverse of such would be a straight line.

In an attempt to further confirm the hypothesis of the existence of a Floquet instability,
two new free-stream models were developed and tested, both of which involve removing the
periodicity of the free-stream equation. In retrospect, a periodic inflow that shifts from for-
wards to reverse continuously is a phenomena which would most likely never exist in a real
world application. It is highly doubtful that a helicopter will be flying up and down or for-
wards and backwards in an oscillatory manner. Instead, it is more likely that a helicopter will
move from flying forwards to flying backwards one single time, or to go forwards-backwards-
forwards and continue flying in the forwards direction. The reader could also replace the
words “forwards” and “backwards” with “up” and “down” and the scenarios would still
apply.

To test these two scenarios, free-stream functions of the following two equations were
used to simulate a ”"Reversal” or ”In and Out” motion. The ”Reversal” equation maintains
a constant forward flow, a smooth transition to reverse flow, followed by constant reverse
flow. The ”In and Out” equation is a constant forward flow, a dip into reverse flow, followed

by a return to constant forward flow.

Ug =1 0 < kr <27
Reversal uy = cos(kT) 2m < kT < 3w (3.30)
up = —1 kT > 3w
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g =1 0 <kt <2m
Inand Out ¢ @y = (1 — %)+ Lcos(kr) 21 < k7T < 47 (3.31)
g =1 kT > 4r
A visualization of these two free-streams is shown below. In both cases of testing, a was

held constant at 1 to eliminate an independent variable.
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Figure 3.14: Free-Stream Case Visualization

The reversal case produced plots which very quickly spiked in magnitude, but decayed

out back to values of -1 with time as the constant free-stream took effect.
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Figure 3.15: Reversal Case Lift Results
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Similarly, for the in and out case, the plots quickly spike in magntitude but then settle

back to a stable value of 1 as the free-stream remains steady.

N=5 N=8

2% 14000
20 12000 |
10000 |

15
8000

10
g £ o000 f

5
4000 1

0
2000
5 ok

10 -2000
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

Figure 3.16: In and Out Case Lift Results

Because the reversal case and the in and out case both result in steady state stable
responses over the long period, it can be stated with confidence that an oscillatory free-
stream which changes direction becomes unstable due to the presence of a Floquet instability.
This claim is backed by the fact that Floquet instabilities only exist in periodic systems. The
absence of the instability in a system which is non-oscillatory implies that the instability is
caused by the oscillatory nature of the system.

A major conclusion, therefore, is that — as the research proceeds to study flow reversal —

only one or two flow reversals per case should be considered rather than periodic reversals.
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Chapter 4:
Closed-Form Validation of

Finite-State Model

In this section, closed-form results for cases without a Floquet instability are developed, so
that they can be used in future validations. In the test case chosen, the equation describing
the total bound vorticity for an airfoil in terms of angle of attack (Eqn. (3.7)) is replaced
with a specified I'. The purpose of doing so is to generalize the finite-state model such that
any arbitrary geometry can be represented within the model, so long as the user knows the
equation for the total bound vorticity that geometry generates.

Since one goal of the project is to extend the effects of changing direction such that
the vehicle is capable of flying back into its own wake, the closed-form solution will allow
changing the free-stream direction. Up until now the model assumes that once the free-
stream changes direction, all shed vortices instantaneously flip to the other side of the airfoil
and they are still downstream in the eyes of the free-stream. It is desired to keep these
vortices upstream of the geometry so it can fly back into the vortices it has previously shed.
This is an important phenomena that occurs in the real world when a helicopter descends
back into its own wake.

In order to replace the blade angle of attack time history with that of an arbitrary I,
the finite-state model will need to be altered and re-derived. Similarly to the reverse model,
no previous experimental or theoretical data exists to compare results to. To combat this, a
"simple” mathematical equation representing I will be chosen. This equation will be simple

enough that a closed-from analytic solution for the \,,’s can be derived using the Biot-Savart
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Law. This will provide a lift response with which to compare the finite-state results and

determine their validity.

4.1 Derive an Arbitrary Total Bound Vorticity Model

The same equations that derived the the Reverse Flow Model are utilized to generate the

Arbitrary I' Model. These being Eqn. (3.20) — (3.22). The equation for the total bound

vorticity of an airfoil, Eqn. (3.19), will be replaced with that of an arbitrary I
Nondimensionalizing the induced flow equations and converting to matrix form while

leaving I' as an arbitrary constant results in the following equation:
[A{A} + tio(T){An} = {c}T/7 (4.1)

This results in a new definition for the [A] and {c} matrices given below:

L0 L= 1) af b ef W ][]
L 0 -1 0 0o 0 .. 1
0 : 0 — 0 0 if
A=1 0 0 T . c=|1 (4.2)
0 0 o L 0 -% s/
0 0 0o 0 4 0 .. :

It is important to note that the new [A] and {c} matrices are much simpler in form than the
original ones in terms of angle of attack. It is also important to recognize that the f factors

only exist in the first row of the [A] matrix and in the odd rows of the {c} vector.
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4.2 Total Bound Vorticity Representation

Following its derivation, the Arbitrary I' model was tested in MATLAB. In order to de-
termine the model’s validity however, a closed-form representation of a I' simple enough to
solve for lift response analytically was chosen. It is important to note that the governing
differential equations for induced flow do not require T', they require I, and by extension the
nondimensionalized I'*. Because of this, the I' ”chosen” will just be whichever I' produces a
simple equation for I'*.

The I'* chosen is given by:.

o (2 ) (4 4

The variable T is constrained by 0 < T' < 27” and represents the nondimensional distance a
fluid particle will travel. This ['* produces a smooth ”segment” of vorticity with a length
of 2% and a maximum value of 1 occurring at the midpoint. A visualization of the vorticity

segment using £ = 0.2 can be seen below.

4.3 Closed-Form Solution Using Biot-Savart Analysis

4.3.1 Governing Equations of Closed-Form Analysis

In order to solve for the lift due to the vorticity segment in closed-form, it is imperative to

define the equations used to do so. The Biot-Savart Law is given by:

v=_— (4.4)
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Figure 4.1: Total Bound Vorticity Segment Shape Visualization

Since the segment shape has been defined by I'*, the Biot-Savart Law can be re-written as:

f\*
= 4.
v / v dr (4.5)

Once v is known, Eqn. (4.6) can be used to determine \.

1 /[ v
A= — —dx 4.6
0 7T/_b\/l—xQ (4.6)

4.3.2 Gamma-Off Outside Segment Theory

For simplicity, the first case to analyze is that of a vorticity segment which is already fully
developed and placed at the trailing edge of the airfoil, which will move downstream with
time. Only the homogeneous response to this segment will be solved by setting I'* = 0 in

the inflow equation. Thus, the only induced flow impinging on the airfoil comes from the
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vorticity segment.

Governing Variable Definitions

This analysis is rather complex in its definition and thus it is important to clarify the
variable definitions and their relationship to the segment’s geometry and the airfoil. Below
is a visualization of the Gamma-Off vorticity segment in reference to the airfoil. All distances
are nondimensional. T" describes the distance by which the vorticity segment is constrained.

r represents distance along the x axis beginning from the trailing edge of the airfoil.

J

\h,
e @y

A4

Figure 4.2: Outside Segment Gamma-Off Geometry Visualization and Coordinate Definitions

Closed-Form Induced Flow Derivation

Beginning with the integral version of the Biot-Savart Law, the integral bounds can be

described as:

D+Ty F*
v = / dr (4.7)

D 2mr

Eqn. (4.7) describes the induced flow at location D. T} describes the endpoint of the vorticity

2

segment, or in this case, 57.

Next, because d' = [*dT, a change of variable of r = T + D is made to convert the
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integral to:
2w

* r*
v = /0 et (4.8)

Allowing the definition of T'* from Eqn. (4.3) to be substituted into Eqn. (4.8) resulting in

the following two integrals:

ko[0T K2O[E T
~ £ dT| — dT
! [”2/0 T+D ] [%3/0 T+D

To evaluate these integrals, the following two indefinite integral definitions were taken

(4.9)

directly from Ref. [4].

b
/ ’ dT:E——ln|ax+b|+C' (4.10)
ar +b a a?
/ v ir — 1( +b)* — 2b(az + b) + b* In laz + b|| + C (4.11)
wr T =5 |glae ax n |ax .

Using these two integral definitions and modifying them such that « = 1 and b = D to
match the conditions in Eqn. (4.9), the following final result for induced flow due to the
vorticity segment is given. A complete derivation showing intermediate steps is provided in

the Appendix.
v=1, KD {1_ (1+kD)ln

T w2 27

/i_g + 1” (4.12)

Closed-Form )\, Derivation

With an expression for the induced flow developed, the next step is to find an expression
for the average induced flow over the airfoil, \g. The definition of \q is given by Eqn. (4.6).
Similar to the induced flow, a change of variable must be made to solve the integral. Fig.
4.2 shows the coordinate definitions used to change variables.

Re-writing the A definition using x = D — s — b results in the following equation. The
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integral bounds have been changed from —b — b to s — s + 2b.

s+2b
Mo =+ v(D) dD (4.13)
) JI—(D—s—b)p

This equation was was instead integrated numerically in MATLAB using the trapezoidal

method.

4.3.3 Gamma-Off Outside Segment Motion Results

Closed-Form Results

In order to plot Eqn. (4.12) and by extension Eqn. (4.13), values must be chosen for k£ and
D. Similar to the previous chapter, a value of k = 0.2 is used in all subsequent analyses. In
this chapter the value of 2% is the length of one vorticity segment. Plotting Eqn. (4.12) for

three vorticity segment lengths (0 < D < 3 x 27) gives the following results.

0.35
03F
0.25 4
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Figure 4.3: Closed-Form Gamma-Off Induced Flow Results
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To validate the closed-form response a sanity check was performed. At large D, the
vorticity segment should behave like that of a concentrated vortex in reference to its effect

on the airfoil. It was calculated that the total vorticity within the segment is:
4 2
r=- <3> (4.14)

Applying the Biot-Savart Law shows that at large D, the induced velocity generated by the

segment should approach that of a concentrated vortex:

2T

- DD (4.15)

v

Plotting Eqn. (4.12) against Eqn. (4.15) for 100 segment lengths gives the results shown

below.

Induced Velocity, v
=

Derived Closed Form Solution '".
Concentrated Vortex Solution y

103 102 107! 10 10! 102
Mondimensional Distance, D

Figure 4.4: Closed-Form Sanity Check Results

Since the two equations converge for large D, it is verified that Eqn. (4.12) is correct.
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Finite-State Results

Similarly to the finite-state results presented in the previous chapter, the model was used in
conjunction with ode45 to find a time history of the response. As before, initial conditions
for the {\,} vector were set to 0. Previously, the solver was run for several periods of
in order to allow transients to dissipate. This time, the solver will run one ”period” of
response for Eqn. (4.1) for a single vorticity segment length 27” with ”Gamma-On” using
the ' presented in Eqn. (4.3). It will then switch to the "Gamma-Off” condition while it
completes the time history response. The Gamma-On section gives the solver the correct
starting point for generating a solution that compares with the closed-form. The Gamma-Off
section describes the solution which is compared with that of the closed-form.

It is important to note that, because the solver is being tested with a constant free-stream
value of uy = 1, space and time are directly proportional. This is why comparing a time-
history generated by the finite-state model to a distance-history given by the closed-form
solution is viable.

The complete time history response of the finite-state results are shown below. The bulge
on the left side of the plot is the Gamma-On portion to prepare the initial conditions. This
segment is omitted when comparing to the closed-form Gamma-Off solution.

After using a trapezoidal numerical integrator to solve for the closed-form \g with Eqn.
(4.13), it is possible to compare the finite-state results with the closed-form solution. This
is plotted below.

The x-axis has been defined by s, the nondimensional distance between the trailing edge
of the airfoil and the leading edge of the vorticity segment. One can see that the finite-state
is a good approximation to the exact. Naturally, as more states are added, the finite-state
results will converge to the exact. Here, convergence is not of interest as much as how to

reverse the free-stream direction. Again it is possible to plot the time history against the
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Figure 4.5: Finite-State Ao Time History Response — Gamma-Off
distance history because they are equivalent for the case uy = 1. In both plotted solutions,

a case of V = 10 states was used in the finite-state analysis.

4.3.4 Gamma-Off Inside Segment Theory

As mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, one of the goals of the project is to test the

finite-state solver with a vehicle that flies back into its own wake. In order to do this, a

closed-form solution must be developed describing the effect of the vorticity segment while
it engulfs a portion or the entirety of the airfoil.

Governing Variable Definitions

The visualization of this condition is very similar to that of the outside segment theory,

Fig. 4.2, except for the addition of the term e. The singularity at = b prevents a regular

integral from being taken across the vorticity segment. Instead, a Cauchy integral must be
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Figure 4.6: Ao Comparison of Finite-State Results and Closed-Form Solution

used, with a limit on either side of the singularity. The variable € describes a small distance
before or after the integration point. Taking the limit as ¢ approaches 0 will provide the
solution of the Cauchy integral.

€ describes a small distance either before or after the point at which the vorticity segment
is being integrated. It serves as a limit variable in the integration bounds. The Cauchy

Integral is defined as:

a 1 b—e 1 a 1
yg dr = lim —/ dx + / dx (4.16)
o r—0b e—0 g b—= pre T —0b

Where 0 < a < b.
Below a visualization of the Gamma-Off Inside vorticity segment . The reference is

exactly the same as Fig. 4.2 except in the inside case D will be negative.
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Figure 4.7: Inside Segment Gamma-Off Geometry Visualization and Coordinate Definitions

Closed-Form Induced Flow Derivation

The starting point for the derivation is Eqn. (4.8), the Biot-Savart Law with the change of

variable » = T'+ D subbed in. Applying the Cauchy Integral formula results in Eqn. (4.17).

(4.17)

D—e F* 27“ F*
— ——dT + — 0 dr
/0 2r(=T — D) /—D+e 2m(T'+ D)

For simplicity solve each integral on the right hand side separately, subbing in the equation

e
4T =1
é 27(T + D) Py

for ['* from Eqn. (4.3).
Evaluating the integrals and taking the limit as € goes to 0 results in the final equation
for induced flow while inside the vorticity segment:

2 2
2_W+1’:|+k_{_2l+@_l)2 ‘—4—1” (4.18)

k|27
=— |——DlI
! 772{ " kD 273

k

Similarly to the outside segment, a complete derivation with intermediate steps can be found

in the Appendix.
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To solve for )¢, the same method used in Eqn. (4.13) is used. The only difference is that

D is negative.

Future Work

A vorticity segment which returns to engulf the airfoil has yet to be tested. At the moment
there are no such data for the closed-form analysis or the finite-state solution, however this
section provides a closed-form analytical solution which is prepared to compare to the finite-
state solution once it is ready. More on this is presented at the end of this chapter in Section

4.5.

4.3.5 Gamma-On Partial Segment Theory

It is desired to understand the effect of a vorticity segment before it is fully developed by the
airfoil. This case will be referred to as Gamma-On since the I'* function is nonzero during

this phase.

Governing Variable Definitions

In order to develop an analytic expression for a partial vorticity segment, it is again important
to understand the variable definitions and their relationship to the geometry, as it is different
from the Gamma-Off case described before. Below is a visualization of the Gamma-On
condition at an arbitrary time during the segment’s development. As can be seen, most of
the variable definitions are similar to those of the Gamma-Off, aside from the addition of
the A term, which describes the distance the airfoil is ”within” the vorticity segment. All
the vorticity to the left of the airfoil’s trailing edge is "phantom vorticity” as it has yet to
be developed. As time moves forwards, the area of the phantom vorticity becomes smaller

as the segment moves right with the airflow and continues to be generated. Once the entire

41



segment has been developed such that A = 0, the equations governing the motion of the

segment switch over to those of the Gamma-Off condition.
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Figure 4.8: Partial Segment Gamma-On Geometry Visualization and Coordinate Definitions

Closed-Form Induced Flow Derivation

Similar to the previous two closed-form derivations, the analysis begins with a modified
version of Eqn. (4.8), with the bounds changed to accommodate the partial nature of the

segment. This variant is given by:

2w

E S
= ————dT 4.19
! /A 2n(T' + D) (4.19)
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The bounds only go from A — 2% because the left portion of the segment is nonexistent.

Subbing in Eqn. (4.3) and splitting into two integrals gives:

2w 2 2w 27
TT(E—T)(k F 2 i 2
/k (% ) (%) T ﬁ/k T .rl_ k /k " 7

Evaluating the integrals results in the final equation for induced flow due to a partial

(4.20)

segment:

k [2
v=— [—W—A+Dln]A+D|—Dln
™ |k

2T
— +Dj ...
=

+

k? o2 2D A?
- — —_AD-D?1
27 { R "

2
% + D‘ + D?In|A + D@ (4.21)

A complete derivation with intermediate steps is available in the Appendix.

To check this expression, two conditions can be examined. As mentioned before, when
A — 0, the expression should match that of the Gamma-Off Outside Segment. The other
is that as A — 27“, the value of v should also go to 0 since the entire segment would exist
in the phantom regime. Applying both of these checks does result in the expected results,
giving validity to the expression.

An interesting condition to analyze is what happens when D — —A. This is the case for
which the infinite inflow from the wake cancels the infinity from the bound vorticity. Thus,
the inflow from the wake should be infinite. In order to check this, the value of D = D + ¢
is substituted into Eqn. (4.21) and then the limit is taken as € — 0. Sparing the derivation,

doing so results in taking the natural log of 0 and sending the value of the expression to oo.

An Alternate Method

During the course of the development of an expression for )\g, it was found that there is an

alternate method to solve for the value of A\ by use of an integral transform method described

43



in Helicopter Theory by Wayne Johnson. The original plan was to develop an expression for
Ao similar to that of Eqn. (4.13) using the correct bounds and coordinate substitutions that
apply to the Gamma-On condition. However, at the time it was theorized that the coordinate
transformation method may be able to provide a complete analytical expression for \y since
the integrand is easier to integrate after the transformation. This would eliminate the need
for numerical integration and provide a more complete expression for the average induced

flow over the airfoil. The method and results of doing so are presented next in Section 4.4.

4.4 Closed-Form Solution Using Helicopter Theory

Integral Transform Method

4.4.1 Governing Equations of Closed-Form Analysis

In his section on Two-Dimensional Unsteady Airfoil Theory from Helicopter Theory, Wayne
Johnson introduces a conversion for )\, for Glauert Coefficients in the 6 regime to the &

regime. On page 477 of Ref. [5], he describes the transformation in the following four lines:

Ay = 2/ Acosnd db
0

:%/Oﬂ[;ﬂ/oo 75 }cosn@d@
LR ]

_ 1 /b %[ VA S ] INCORRECT] (4.22)

In Eqn. (4.22), the 7, term describes the wake vorticity function, or I'* for the case of the
vorticity segment, and b describes the airfoil half chord as it does in the analysis presented

in this paper. It will be shown later that Eqn. (4.22) has a misprint and should include an
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additional factor of 27 in the third and fourth lines.

4.4.2 Vorticity Segment Coordinate Transformation

For simplicity, the original coordinate system representation of the segment from Section
4.3 will be referred to as the "T-regime” and the coordinate system using W. Johnson’s
transformation will be referred to as the ”&-regime.”

Gamma-Off Condition

Below is a visualization of the coordinate transformation between the T and & regimes.

T

_b ! +

Figure 4.9: Gamma-Off Coordinate Transform Visualization
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The following variable definitions exist for the Gamma-Off Condition:

T=¢(—s—b

E=T+s+0b

r=—-D+s+b

D=—-x+s+b

xr—&=—-D-T

E—x=D+T

The boundaries on the integral of Eqn. (4.22) of b < £ < oo describe the area of the
entire wake. It is only of concern to calculate the area of the wake such that ~, # 0. For

Gamma-Off thisis 0 < T' < 2?“ in the T regime. Applying the variable definitions from

above:
2T
0<T < —
k
2
O<é—s—b< —
§—s k:

2
s+b<5<%+s+b

These integral bounds will be applied in the derivation in section 4.4.3.

Gamma-On Condition

Below is a visualization of the coordinate transformation between the T and & regimes for

the Gamma-On Condition.
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Figure 4.10: Gamma-On Coordinate Transform Visualization
The following variable definitions exist for the Gamma-On condition:
T=¢(+A-D

E=T—A+b

=u
=T —-A+b
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r=—-D—-A+0b

D=—x2—-A+b

r—&=(-D—A+b)— (T—A+b)

=—-D-T
E—x=D+T
For the Gamma-On condition the nonzero area of the wake is given by A < T < 2?” in

the T regime. To convert the integral bounds to the £ regime:

27
A<T < —
k
2
O<§+A—b<%

2
b<£<%—A+b

4.4.3 Closed-Form Induced Flow Derivation in ¢ Regime

With the coordinate transformations definitions determined, it is time to apply Eqn. (4.22)
to the vorticity segment. To do so, two alterations must be made to Eqn. (4.22).

The first is to divide the —% coefficient by 2. This is done because Fourier Coefficients
of % — % when n = 0. The second is to multiply the entire equation by —1. Looking at line
2 of W. Johnson’s Eqn. (4.22), note that the inside integral is defined by the term ;—jg In

the previous analysis in the T regime, the integral was defined by %‘ As shown in Section

4.4.2, in the T regime z — £ is equivalent to —D — T for both the Gamma-On and Off cases.
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Therefore:
o T

r—§& —-D-T

so the conversion in this case must be such that:

[ Yuw
_>_
D+T xr—£

With both adjustments applied to satisfy the conditions of the previous closed-form analysis,

the fourth line of Eqn. (4.22) becomes:

1 [e-vEswy
Ao—% ) %u[ b”\/m ]d§ (4.23)

Apply n=0:
(4.24)

1 [
= | vy
o L
Eqn. (4.24) expresses )¢ in the £ regime. However, the integral bounds will need to be

adjusted using the conversions defined in Section 4.4.2.

Gamma-Off Derivation

Begin by substituting the I'* from Eqn. (4.3) into Eqn. (4.24) for 7,,. Alter the integration
bounds such that they match those determined for the Gamma-Off condition in Section

4.4.2.

2r 2
1 k+s+b%T_2k?T2

T )y JEoB

Substitute T' = £ — s — b also from the Gamma-Off portion of Section 4.4.2.

Ao dé (4.25)

:i/?“*b%(f—s—m—%(&—s—b)?
27 s+b \/52—b2

Ao dé (4.26)
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Expand into multiple integrals:

/%M ¢ __stb dg]...
stb \/52 —p2 \/52 — b2

k¥ [/QHS“’ € As+bE (4204 D)
44 stb \/52 — b2 \/52 —p2 /52 —p2

There are three indefinite integral definitions taken from Ref. [4] which will be used to solve

k
AO:%[

el (4.27)

for an expression for \g. They are as follows:

/ Var? + az? +b+C (4.28)
S VazZ +
/ Var?+b de \/_ Infzva+ vVaz? +b[+C (a>0) (4.29)

ZL'2 €T
/ ,—a—x2+bd$: %\/ax2 +b— \/_ln]g;\/_+ \/ang ’ _|_C (a > O) (430)

Using these three integral definitions with a = 1 and b = (—b?) gives the following final

result for an expression for A\g. A complete derivation with intermediate steps is provided in

the Appendix.

k s+b+B
A A-B b) In
0 2773[ Tls+9) 2,j+s+b+AH

B [(s+b)B (3+s+bA s+b+B

- — —1 2 A-B)...

4W4[ 5 5 +2n%+s+b+A+ (s +0)( ) ]

+b+B

o (82 Bt 2sb) In | o 4.31
[ + (s + +S>n%”+s+b+A (4.31)
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Where A and B are defined as:

A
\/—+32+23b+ ’ —(s+10)

B =+vs%2+42sb

Gamma-On Derivation

Begin by again substituting the I'* from Eqn. (4.3) into Eqn. (4.24) for 7,. This time
when changing the integration bounds use those defined for the Gamma-On condition from

Section 4.4.2.

27
L_A+b k 2
1 F pT 27r3 T

o b /€2 — 2

Substitute T'= & + A — b from the Gamma-On portion of Section 4.4.2.

Ao = d¢ (4.32)

L [FEA LA - b) — R+ A b

21 Jy Ve -1

Ao = d¢ (4.33)

Expand into multiple integrals:

Foar ¢ (A —b)
/S+b NG \/52_b2d5

k2[ ToAth e L 2AAD)E (A2 208D+ 1)

de|  (4.34)

- — +
At | S Ve = VEE b2 N
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Applying the three integral definitions of Eqns. (4.28) — (4.30) with @ = 1 and b = (—0?)

results in the final expression for Gamma-On \y:

Z_A+b+C
_ v _ k
Ao =55 [C+(A b) In ; H
k[0 b (2 —A+0)C
@{Eln%’r—AMjLC’_ > —M—b)‘j--l
b
o (A% = 2Ab + 7)1 4.35
{ * * )n%—A+b+CH (4.35)

Where C is defined by:

472 Ax
Co /2 2T A+ A2 — 27D
e T At

A full derivation with intermediate steps is given in the Appendix.

4.4.4 Integral Tranform Method Results

The transform found in Helicopter Theory provided an analytical expression for \q for both
the Gamma-Off and On conditions. The expressions however, have yet to be verified as
correct representations of the average induced flow over the airfoil. Fortunately closed-form
results for A\g have already been generated for the Gamma-Off condition and were presented

earlier in Section 4.3.3.

Gamma-Off Results

The following figure shows the results of plotting the T-regime Gamma-Off closed-form
results of Section 4.3.3 against those of the expression derived in the £-regime in Section
4.4.3.

Strikingly apparent is the fact that these two closed-form solutions are not in fact equiv-
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Figure 4.11: Closed-Form Gamma-Off Result Comparison

alent, seemingly ruining the validity of W. Johnson’s coordinate transform method as a valid
way of representing A\ for the vorticity segment. However with some troubleshooting, it was
discovered that multiplying Eqn. (4.31) by a factor of 27 results in an expression which

exactly matches that of the original from the T-regime. This can be seen in the next figure.

Gamma-On Results

Plotting the Gamma-On results of Eqn. (4.35) in conjunction with the Gamma-Off results
before the 27 factor is multiplied shows a smooth transition for A\g from Gamma-On to
Gamma-Off, which is expected since it describes the development of the vorticity segment
into the motion of the segment as it moves away from the airfoil. This smooth transition
can be seen in Fig. 4.13.

Similarly multiplying the Gamma-On expression by a factor of 27w and plotting it with

the other closed-form solutions results in a smooth transition into the Gamma-Off condition.
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Figure 4.12: Closed-Form Gamma-Off Result Comparison After 27 Adjustment

After paying scrupulous attention to the derivations of the Gamma-On and Off expres-
sions in the £-regime presented in Section 4.4.3, it was determined that a typographical error
in Ref. [5] results in the missing 2.

As such, the true final equation for Gamma-Off )\ is:

k s+b+B
N=—|A-B b1
0 WQ[ +(S+>n’%+s+b+AH

B [(s+b)B  ((+s+bA P s+b+B

o _ 2 2s+b) (A —B)...

2#’){ 2 7 T amEa e TR TNAE) ]

b+ B

o (2 b2+ 25b) In |— 4.36
{ s+ +S)n'%+s+b+A (4.36)
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Figure 4.13: Entire Closed-Form Result Comparison

Where A and B are defined as:

472 4
A:\/?+32+23b+?(3+b)

B =V5s2+2sb

And the true final expression for Gamma-On )\ is:

Aozﬁ[c+(A—b)1n

%—A+b+CH

2 b
K2 b2 b (22 — A +b)C
S Y —2(A-b)C...
273{2112%—A+b+c‘ 2 (A=HC }
b
c (A% = 2Ab + 7)1 4.37
{ * N )n%—A+b+CH( )
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Figure 4.14: Entire Closed-Form Result Comparison After 27 Adjustment

Where C is defined by:

472 Ax
C=4/—+—(0b-A A2 —2Ab
ER U

Finite-State Results

Running the finite-state model given by Eqn. (4.1) with initial conditions of 0 for the {\,}
vector gives the results shown below. These are presented against the closed-form solutions of
the coordinate transform method. Changing the number of states results in plots of varying
degrees of accuracy compared to the analytic solution.

Based off these results, the finite-state solutions for all 4 cases of N closely approximate

the close-form analytic solution for both Gamma-Off and Gamma-On. To determine the
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Figure 4.15: Finite-State Results for N = 8 — 11 Compared with Closed Form Solution
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optimal number of states, an error norm was calculated using the following equation:

N2 >~ (Experimental — Analytic)? (4.38)
error > Analytic? '

Running the cases of N =1 — 15 and plotting the error norm provides the following plot:
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Figure 4.16: Error Norm of Finite-State Solution for N =1 — 15

As can be seen, the case of NV = 10 results in the smallest error norm for the finite-state

model and is thus the optimal number of states.

4.5 Future Work

In order to test the Gamma-Off Inside Segment case, time and space must be expressed
separately. In all aforementioned analytical analyses, @ig = 1, allowing nondimensional time
and space to be directly proportional. Because of this, the finite-state results which exist

in the time regime could be plotted directly against the closed-form expressions which are
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described by nondimensional space. Once the vorticity segment begins moving backwards,
meaning that @y # 1, the finite-state results can no longer be plotted directly against the
distance expressions derived in Section 4.3.4.

In order to bridge the gap of distance and time, an expression to describe nondimensional
distance as a function of nondimensional time has been developed. The distance described
is that of s, the distance between the vortex segment and the trailing edge of the airfoil.
See Fig. 4.2 for a visualization. To describe this distance in terms of time, the following

equation has been developed:

70
S:/ up dr (4.39)
0

Where 75 is the time since the Gamma shut-off (which occurs the first time s = 0) and
Uy = :j—g, the free-stream velocity nondimensionalized by the average free-stream velocity.
There will subsequently be three definitions for the value of 4y depending on which type
of motion the vortex is exhibiting. The vortex will begin by moving away from the airfoil
at constant speed similar to the Gamma-Off Outside Segment condition described before.
It will then begin slowing down until it stops moving and then accelerates back towards the

airfoil before returning to a constant velocity in the negative direction in its third stage.

The three stages are defined as follows:

g =1 O<7<m
up = cos((1 —m)k) T <T<Ty

ug = —1 T>T

Where 7 is the time at which the segment begins slowing down and turning around and
Ty = 71 + 7 is the time at which the segment stabilizes to a constant negative velocity. It

takes 7 nondimensional seconds for the segment to decelerate to 0 and accelerate up to -1.
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Therefore for the first stage of 0 < 7 < 74:

T0
3:/ ldr
0

=75 (4.40)

For the second stage of 7 < 7 < 7y:

s=1+ / cos((1 —m)k)dr

T1

I % sin((70 — 1)) (4.41)

For the third stage of 7 > 7:

70
8:T1+/ (=)dr=m—T19+ 7

T2

= 27'1 + % — 70 (442)

The next work to be done in the project will substitute these definitions for s in con-
junction with the definitions for Gamma-On and Gamma-Off inside and outside the segment
to create a full analytic time history for a vortex segment which is developed, moves away,
and then returns and engulfs the airfoil. The closed-form solution will then be compared to
the finite-state results to determine the ability of the finite-state model to approximate the

effect of a returning wake on an airfoil.
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Chapter 5:

Conclusions

5.1 Extensions Using the Mirror Image Approach

Deriving and testing a reverse flow model developed several important conclusions. Firstly,
that MATLAB was capable of replicating the results of Peters and Barwey’s paper on mod-
elling airloads in an unsteady free-stream using ode45. After modifying the Barwey model
into the reverse flow model it was discovered that the model was capable of replicating the
original Barwey results in both the forwards and reverse regime. This gave validity to the
reverse flow model as a viable method of modelling free-stream flows which move forwards
or backwards. However it was subsequently found the model was incapable of handling an
unsteady free-stream which changed direction mid-simulation. A singularity occurred at the

transition point from forwards to backwards flow causing the response to become unstable.

5.1.1 A Numerical Discrepancy

In an effort to discover and mitigate the source of the singularity, several investigative meth-
ods were applied. First, it was theorized the singularity was of numerical origin, and that the
solver was merely incapable of numerically integrating through the transition point. To test
this theory, first the model was re-written into a more robust form in which the {),} vector
never became negative, on the premise that perhaps the change from positive to negative
of the {\,} vector was the culprit. This was subsequently disproved as the results of the
robust model exactly matched those of the original reverse flow model.

Next the reverse flow factor f was changed such that it was a "soft” reverse flow factor
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by fitting a smooth curve through its step function. It was thought that perhaps the sharp
change of the step function was the cause of the singularity. This however, seemed to have
no effect on the development of the singularity.

Next it was hypothesized that removing the transition point altogether could make the
response stable, since it was known the model could handle generating a stable response in
the forwards and backwards regimes separately. During this inspection it was discovered that
the singularity was actually occurring just before the transition point, such that uy < 0.05.
By stopping the solver just before this point, linearly interpolating across the transition
point, and then using the interpolated point as the initial conditions for the section of the
response in the reverse regime, the model skipped the transition point entirely. This also
had no effect on the production of the singularity.

Perhaps the solver itself was not sophisticated enough to handle how stiff the model was.
As such, all the numerical integrators offered by MATLAB were tested with the model with
hopes that the stiff equation solvers could handle the transition point. This also provided
fruitless results.

Next it was thought that perhaps the solver was subject to precision error since running
the solver with a number of states less than 5 would not produce unstable results. Perhaps
double-precision floating point variables were simply not precise enough to handle the 5 x 5
and 8 x 8 matrix multiplication being conducted. A differential equation solver was then
written from scratch using MATLAB’s variable precision arithmetic (VPA) variables, which
allows for a user specified number of decimal precision. The solver used a fourth order
Runge-Kutta method with a decimal precision of 100 digits, and still did not return results
which mitigated the singularity. It was decided at this point that the singularity was not of

numerical origin.
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5.1.2 A Physics Problem

With numerical issues ruled out, the instability must be caused by physics. Based off the
observation of the singularity occurring just before the transition point, it was hypothesized
that vorticity was building up at the trailing edge of the airfoil. With essentially zero flow
speed, the vorticity being shed from the airfoil is not being pushed downstream and is
collecting into a concentrated load.

To test this theory a modified inflow expression was developed such that the free-stream
never became stagnant as its value approached 0. This would cause the shed vorticity to
be continuously pushed downstream and preventing the buildup. Despite not preventing
its occurrence, applying this method resulted in delaying the point at which the singularity
appeared, hinting that the vorticity buildup might be partially to blame.

Next it was hypothesized that the forcing function had an effect on the singularity through
the transition point. Similarly to the stop-start method, the solver was run in sections, but
instead of linearly interpolating through the transition point, the function would be ”turned
off” by setting the forcing function to 0 and then turning it back on once the transition point
had been crossed. Doing so resulted in producing a response which was still unstable but
which grew at a slower rate than the original model. A long-term periodic response was also
generated by turning off the forcing function after the production of the first period, which

produced stable results for the cases of N < 6, one more state than the original model.

A Floquet Instability

It was subsequently thought that the cause of the unstable nature of the response is due
to a Floquet instability. This was based off the fact that the instability did not occur in a
periodic free-stream which flowed only in one direction (like that of Barwey’s results) and

because the instability growth is linear. According to the Biot-Savart Law, vorticity dies out
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as a function of % and the inverse of such is a straight line, seen in the linear expansion of
Fig. 3.7.

To test this theory, two scenarios were developed in which the free-stream would only
change direction one time before becoming steady or two times before becoming steady.
These cases are actually more practical in nature since it is unlikely that a vehicle such as a
helicopter would be changing direction more than twice in any given maneuver. Testing both
of these free-stream cases resulted in a response which was stable during the long period.
The fact the response did not become unstable after one or two switches in direction lends
validity to the existence of a Floquet instability since they can only exist in periodic systems
and removing the periodicity of the free-stream erased the instability.

It is the belief of the author and Dr. David A. Peters that the flight of a vehicle in
a periodic free-stream which changes direction will result in the production of a Floquet
instability. More investigation into this theory should be conducted in the future by other
members of the research community to completely verify this hypothesis. If it is true, this
research will be the first instance of simulated data describing the existence of a Floquet

instability for oscillatory inflows which change direction.

5.2 Closed-Form Comparisons

Following the discovery of a Floquet instability for periodic free-streams which change di-
rection, research shifted to the other goals of the project. One being to replace the total
bound vorticity of an airfoil with that of an arbitrary I' function such that any shape could
be used in conjunction with the reverse flow model. The other goal is to study the effect on
a vehicle of performing a maneuver in which it flies back into its own wake.

First the finite-state model was re-derived using an arbitrary I', with new values for the

matrices described. In order to test this model, a closed form analytical expression for g
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needed to be developed to compare the finite-state results to. First a simple value for I'* was
chosen to make integration by hand easy for comparison. This expression would describe a
segment of vorticity which will subsequently be developed, move away from the airfoil, and

then return and engulf the airfoil again.

5.2.1 Gamma-Off Outside Segment

First since it involved more simple integration techniques, the case of a fully developed
segment (Gamma-Off) placed at the trailing edge of the airfoil which progressively moves
away from the edge as it is pushed downstream was analyzed. Using Biot-Savart analysis
to solve for induced flow due to the segment’s bound vorticity and numerical integration to
solve for the average induced flow over the airfoil, two analytical expressions describing v
and \g were developed.

These expressions were then plotted against the finite-state results for the same condi-
tions and found that the finite-state model was accurate at approximating the closed-form

expressions.

5.2.2 Gamma-Off Inside Segment

Similarly, expressions for v and Ay due to a developed segment engulfing the airfoil were also
developed. However, the expressions have yet to be tested against finite-state results, so the
finite-state model’s validity in its own wake has yet to be determined. The reason for the
lack of data is that in the case of a segment which returns to the airfoil, nondimensional
time and space can no longer be coupled since the value of 7, is no longer 1. An expression
relating time and space has been developed and presented, it just needs to be applied to the

finite-state model and the analytical solution. This will be completed in the near future.
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5.2.3 Gamma-On Partial Segment

After an expression was developed for v for the case of a segment which is in the process
of being shed from the airfoil (Gamma-On), it was realized that there is another method
for determining Ay from Wayne Johnson’s Helicopter Theory, allowing for a closed form

analytical expression to be determined instead of having to numerically integrate to find Aq.

5.2.4 Coordinate Transform Method

In order to use the equations presented in Helicopter Theory, the cases of Gamma-On and
Gamma-Off (Outside the Segment) had to be converted to the é-regime. The transformations
for doing this were developed and presented. The case of Gamma-Off while inside the segment
was not analyzed as it is believed the transform will not work in the &-regime and A\ will
have to be numerically integrated as before.

Both the Gamma-Off and Gamma-On conditions were derived in the transformed coor-
dinates. Testing them found that both of the expressions were off by a factor of 27 when
comparing to the closed form solutions of the previous method using numerical integration
for A\g. It is believed that the discrepancy comes from a typographical error in the book, since
the results of the two methods of closed-form analysis do not match. The finite-state results
also only approximate the closed-form expressions when they have the 27 factor applied.

Once the factor was applied, it was found that the finite-state model was accurate at
approximating the closed-form expressions, validating it as an accurate way of describing an
arbitrary bound vorticity for the cases of vorticity development and motion downstream. As
mentioned before, vorticity which returns to the airfoil has yet to be tested. Using error-
norms it was found that the optimal number of states to describe the segment motion is

N =10.
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Appendix

Complete Derivation of Induced Flow Due to

Gamma-Off Case While Outside Vorticity Segment

Biot-Savart Law:

r
V= —
2rr
Gamma Definition:
I' =0*dT

ool ) 0

D+T1 I*
V= / dr
D 2mr

Change of variable using r =T + d:

Biot-Savart Integral Form:

27

[ dr
B /0 2n(T' + D)

Substitute in I'* definition:

[FrE-ner,

2n(T + D)

2% 2]€_T . T2‘§2
= [ P _qr
/0 2n(T + D)

2% k‘_T _ k2T2
2 273
= < qT
/0 T+D




27 27
k[T KOE T
. dT| — dT
Y [”2/0 T+D ] [27r3/0 T+D

For simplicity, solve each integral separately. Assign left integral I and right integral II.

Begin with I. Use the following indefinite integral definition:

b
/ ’ deg——ln]aw—irbH—C’
ar +b a a?

Apply to I by setting a =1 and b = D:

— (ﬁ> T — DT + D||f

k 2m 2T
2 Dk 2
I—%——Trz 111 _]{D_’_l’

Begin IT with the following indefinite integral definition:

x? 11
T = — |=(ax + b)? — 2b(az + b) + b*In |az + +
/ — d e {Q(a b) b(a b) +b la bq C

Apply to IT by setting a =1 and b = D:

2 1 2%
11 = (k—) [—(T + D) —2d(T + D)+ D*In|T + D|]

273 2 0

D2
- +D‘ - (7 _2p? +D21nyD\)]

K2\ |1 /2r 2 o 2
—(—)|=(Z+D) —2D (2 + D) + D21



2 2
:(k_) [1 (4l+@+p2>_@_2172...}

273 2\ k2 k k
2 D?
[---+D21n %+D‘—7+2D2—D21nyD\
Consolidate terms:
k2 22 21D 27
= — D?In|— +1
(27r3) {kﬂ T H
1 kD k*D? s
Im=--— In|l— +1
T w2 + 273 o kD + ’
Combine I — IT:
B 2 le 27T+1 1 kD k2D21 27r+1
T w2 t kD T w2 273 n kD
Final result:
1 kD kD 2
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Complete Derivation of Induced Flow Due to

Gamma-Off Case While Inside Vorticity Segment

Cauchy Integral Definition where 0 < a < b:

a 1 1—e 1 a 1
yg dmz—/ dx+/ dx
o r—0b g b—=x lte T —0b

Biot-Savart Law Integral Form:
D+Ty I*
v = / dr
D 27r

Change of variable using r =T + D:

2m

SR S
_/0 2n(T + D)

Apply Cauchy Integral Definition:

2w

§£k " - /_D_e i dT+/ P ar
o 2m(T+D) ~  J 21(=T — D) _pie 27(T + D)

Substitute in I'* definition:

[T

2n(=T — D) _pie 2m(T+ D)

Describe left integral as A and right integral as B.

Simplify A:
D—e —2kT k2T2
A= dr
L
k —D—e¢ T ]{72 —D—e¢ T2
=—— —dT + — ——dT
2 Jo -T—-D * 273 J, -T-D
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Call left integral I and right integral II.
Solve I using Eqn. (4.10):

k[P T k _D—
—— ——dl'=—— |-T+Dmh|T+ D ¢
2 /o 2n(=T — D) 2 =T+ DIn|T+ Dl

k
:F[—D—E—D1n|—D—€+D|—(—Dln|D|)]

k
F[—D—E—Dln| — €|+ DIn|D|]

k
I=—[-D—¢e¢—Dlnle|+ DIn|D|]

71-2
Solve II using Eqn. (4.11):
k2 —D—e T2 k2 1 —D—e¢
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273 | 2 2
Simplify B:
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Call left integral IIT and right integral I'V.
Solve IIT using Eqn. (4.10):

k[T k 2
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Solve IV using Eqn. (4.11):
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Solve for v by combining (I + II) 4+ (III — IV):

k 2
A+B=— [—D—e—Dln\e[+%+D—e—Dln
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Simplifying and taking the limit as e approaches 0:
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Complete Derivation of Induced Flow of a Partial
Segment Due to Gamma-On Case

Biot-Savart Law Integral Form:

D+Ty 1‘\*
V= / dr
D 2mr

Change of variable using » = T+ D with integral boundaries applied:

27

- —F* dT
N /A 2n(T + D)

Subbing in Eqn. (4.3) and splitting into two integrals gives:

2m 2 27 2w
TT(2 T (k 2z 2 2 o
/k CE-DG) gy ﬁ/k T _gr| - | 2 / L ar

Call the left integral A and the right B, solving each separately.

Integrate A using Eqn. (4.10):

2w

k [+ T k 2m
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w2 | k
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Integrate B using Eqn. (4.11):
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Solving (A — B) results in the final equation for induced flow due to a partial segment:
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Complete Derivation of Gamma-Off \; in £ Regime

Begin with Eqn. (4.24).

L[
A= — —d
=0 T
Substitute in I'* from Eqn. (4.3) for v,,. Alter the integration bounds such that they match

those determined for the Gamma-Off condition in Section 4.4.2.

273

Tl oo

Substitute T' = £ — s — b also from the Gamma-Off portion of Section 4.4.2.

2w 2
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Expand into two integrals:
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Expand left integral and call it I, doing the same to the right integral and calling it II.
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Begin with I. Call left integral 1 and right integral 2. Integrating 1 using Eqn. (4.28) results

in:
27 L s+b 2m o
k k f B k [ 62 — 62} T +s+b

213 Jor €2 — p2 273 s+b

S 27T+ +b2—b2— (s+0)2—102
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k
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Where A and B are defined as:

47
\/—+32+23b+?

B = +Vs2+2sb

Move to integral 2 and integrate with Eqn. (4.29).
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Solve for I by combining (1 + 2).

I—i[A—B—F(s—Fb)ln
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s+b+B
Zts+b+ A

Begin solving II by calling the left integral 3, middle integral 4, and right integral 5. Solve
3 using Eqn. (4.30).
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Solve 4 using Eqn. (4.28):
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Solve 5 using Eqn. (4.29):
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Solve for IT by combining (3 + 4 + 5):
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I ps+b+ Al

s+b+B
Zps+b+ A

Solve for the expression for Ag by combining (I + II):

k s+b+B
AM=-— |A—B b)1
‘ 27?3{ +<5+)n2§+s+b+AH

B [(s+b0)B (3 +s+bA 1 s+b+B

— - —1 2(s +b)(A—B)...

47?4{ 2 2 2 n%+s+b+A+ (s + ) )

+0+B

co (524 B+ 25b) In |
{ + (8% + 0" + 2sb) In = hrA

Where A and B are:

4n? 4
A:\/k—72+32+23b+—ﬂ(3+b)

k
B =+V52+2sb

Multiplying by a factor of 27 as described in Section 4.4.4 gives a final answer of:

k s+b+B
=—|A-B b)1 L

B [(s+b)B (3 +s+bA 1 s+b+B

— — —1 2s+b)(A—-B)...

w{ 2 7 T a M Ea e TR TIAE) ]

+b+B

o (24P 4 2sb) In |
{ + (s°+ 0" + 8)n%+s+b+A

The definitions of A and B remain unchanged.



Complete Derivation of Gamma-On )\j in £ Regime

Begin with Eqn. (4.24).

L[
A= — —d
=0 T
Substitute in I'* from Eqn. (4.3) for v,,. Alter the integration bounds such that they match

those determined for the Gamma-On condition in Section 4.4.2.

27 2
2T _A+b k k 2
1 [#720 5T — 75T

o b /€2 —p2

Substitute "= £ + A — b also from the Gamma-On portion of Section 4.4.2.

o d§

1 [FA E (e A—b) — E(e+ A D)

o= —
07 or b 2 —p2

dg
Expand into two integrals:

e ()

h= o | de...
k2 ETAT (24 26(A = b) + (A2 = 2AD + 1)) d
=y N ‘

Expand left integral and call it I, doing the same to the right integral and calling it II.

_i %—A-ﬁ-b é— (A_b)
1_27T3/b [\/er\/m] d¢

-_— N FoA+h 1% N 2(A — b)¢ N (A2 — 2Ab + b?) 2
4t ), /€2 — 2 /€2 — 12 /€2 — 2
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Begin with I. Call left integral 1 and right integral 2. Integrating 1 using Eqn. (4.28) results

in:
27
Sy - L WE—mE

213 J, 1/52_b2d£:ﬁ

k 2 ?
- = \/(—”—A+b) N

273 k
:2—7";3 [ 4k—7f+4%(b—A)+A2—2Ab
1= 50
Where C is defined as:
C= 4k—7f+4%(b—A)+A2—2Ab

Move to integral 2 and integrate with Eqn. (4.29).

27

ko[F A (A=) k oAt
v — A —Db)1 ’ 2 _ 12

7 ), o = g (Ao e+ vE T,
k 2 21 2
T

k 21
k Z_A+b+C

Solve for I by combining (1 + 2).

k Z_A+b+C

b
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Begin solving II by calling the left integral 3, middle integral 4, and right integral 5. Solve
3 using Eqn. (4.30).

2 pE-A4D 2 2 2 2t _A+b
_k_ é—dg__k_ § 52—b2+b—ln]§+V/52—b2]
At J, Ve —p o 4rt |2 2 b

2 Z—W—A b 2
:_E_KL__iJC+%m

2
21—A+b+c' _ <%ln|b|)}

44 2 k
2 Tp? 2t _A+b
- el (22
it |2 M ECAT b+ C 2

Solve 4 using Eqn. (4.28):

k2 28 _A+b ¢ k2 2 ALy
_r _ _ _ 2 _ 21k
T A e T e CS IV
/{52
Solve 5 using Eqn. (4.29):
L A2 onb i)t g = A annii) 7 _ e[ F A
AR e = A2 I+ B

2

= —k—(N — 2Ab + b%) {m

474

2
%—A+b+C‘—ln|b|]

k?2

5=
474

[(A? —2Ab+ ) In

b
%—A+b+CH

Solve for IT by combining (3 + 4 + 5):

b Z_A+b
_ C..
! %’T—A+b+0‘ ( 2 ) }

[~~—ﬂA—®C+%A2—mM+h%m

11 =
474

/{32 b2
L {5

b
%—A+b+CH
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Solve for the expression for Ay by combining (I + II):

ZL_A+b+C
_ v . k
k2T b (3 -A+b)C
— | =1 — -k —2(A-0b)C...
4%{211%—43+b+c‘ 2 ( ) }

[~-+(A2—2Ab+b2)1n

b
%—A+b+CH

Where C is defined by:

472 4w
— 4 D(p— 2 _
C kQ—%kjw A) + A2 —2Ab

Multiplying by a factor of 27 as described in Section 4.4.4 gives a final answer of:

)\0:£|:C+(A—b)ln

2
k* T2
— |=In
273 [2

Z_A+b+C

rorc))
b (32— A+0b)C

%—A+b+0’_ 2

—Z(A—b)C..l

[---+(A2—2Ab+b2)ln

b
2’f—AerJrCH

&

The definition of C remains unchanged.
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Figure 1: Peters-Barwey Paper’s Results for Airloads in a Periodic Freestream

(Taken Directly from Ref. [2])
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Figure 2: Greenberg Lift and Lift Coefficient of @ =1
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Figure 3: Greenberg Lift and Lift Coefficient of o = sin(kT)
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Figure 4: Greenberg Lift and Lift Coefficient of o = cos(kT)
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Figure 6: Robust Test Case with o = —1,uy = —1 — usin(k7)
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Figure 7: Robust Test Case with o = 1,uy = —1 — usin(k7)
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Figure 8: Robust Test Case with a = —1,up = 1 + usin(k)
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