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Fig. 3 Effect of centerbody on separation angle of attack.
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Fig. 4 Effect of centerbody on lip and diffuser axial static pressure
distribution with attached flow.

terbody, and then with an extended centerbody (bottom of
Fig. 1). Reynolds number of the internal flow, based on
throat diameter, D,, was approximately 5x10°.

Inlet flow separation resulting from high angle of attack is
readily identified by the traces of total pressure distortion
shown in Fig. 2. With both the conventional and extended
spinners, an abrupt increase in distortion indicates the onset
of inlet flow separation. The traces indicate that the design of
the centerbody has a surprisingly large effect on the
separation angle, c,

The effect of the centerbody on the separation angle is
shown in Fig. 3 as a function of lip contraction ratio and inlet
flow. This figure shows that a large improvement in the
separation angle was obtained with the extended centerbody
for all contraction ratios. Note that with the extended cen-
terbody; an increase in the separation angle was obtained with
increasing lip thickness. However, with the conventional cen-
terbody an “‘optimum ’’ contraction ratio appears to exist. (A
contraction ratio of 1.34 is better than both 1.30 and 1.38 at
most values of M,.) A possible explanation for this behavior
may be deduced by examining the axial distribution of surface
static pressure measured within the inlet from the highlight to
the diffuser exit. :

Figure 4 shows the axial static pressure distribution
measured at 30° angle of attack with both the conventional
and extended centerbodies. The inlet lip contraction ratio is
1.38 with both inlets, and both have attached flow. As in-
dicated by Fig.3, the inlet with the conventional centerbody is
on the verge of flow separation at a 30° angle with M, =.54.
However, with the extended centerbody separation did not
occur until the angle of attack was more than doubled to ap-
proximately 65°. Figure 4 indicates that the presence of the
extended centerbody greatly reduced the diffusion rate just
downstream of the throat. However, the pressure distribution
on the lip was only slightly affected. The conclusion is that
with the conventional centerbody, the critical element in
determining tolerance to angle of attack may have been the
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diffuser. An ‘“‘optimum’’ lip may result because large values
of contraction ratio can result in a thicker initial boundary
layer at the diffuser entrance thereby increasing the likelihood
of diffuser separation. Alternatively, the high surface velocity
encountered with a thin lip may lead to weak shocks which in-
teract with the boundary layer to cause premature separation
on either the lip or within the diffuser.

The reduced adverse pressure gradient obtained in the dif-
fuser with the extended centerbody caused the inlet lip to
become the critical element, thereby resulting in the observed
increase in separation angle.

Conclusions

Model test results indicate that an extended centerbody may
be very effective in improving inlet tolerance to angle of
attack. The improved performance was obtained by reducing
the adverse pressure gradient just downstream of the throat.
The benefit of this effect could possibly be obtained with a
short conventional centerbody by recontouring the diffuser or
by using an extended throat to reduce the adverse pressure
gradient.

Results suggest that with a given diffuser and conventional
centerbody, increasing contraction ratio will improve angle-
of-attack performance to the point where the diffuser
becomes the critical element. A further increase in contraction
ratio may then actually result in poorer inlet performance.
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Errata

Influence of Rainfall Intensity
on Erosion of Materials at
Supersonic Velocities

George F. Schmitt Jr.
Air Force Materials Laboratory,
Wright—Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio
[J. Aircraft 12, 761-762 (1975)]

N page 761, column 2, paragraph 3, the last sen-

tence should read: The mass encountered is calculated
from the water concentration and the swept volume a par-
ticular specimen encompasses as it travels down the track.
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