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Fundamental modeling of a flexible aircraft with a flying wing configuration, attached to a system of bungee cords,
was developed in previous work of the authors. Herein this work is extended to include the capability of modeling a
general configuration that can be represented as a collection of nonlinear beam finite elements. This allows one to
model configurations with fuselage(s) and tail(s) in terms of beam finite elements. The finite element formulation is
based on the fully intrinsic beam formulation, so that multiple beams are included by enforcing appropriate
continuity conditions on velocity and angular velocity at nodes where beams intersect. Geometric constraints
imposed by bungee cords attached at different points along a structure modeled with these beam elements make the
system statically indeterminate. This brings certain strain-displacement relations and displacement variables into
the formulation. Two in-depth parametric studies on how ground-vibration testing parameters affect the modal
characteristics of highly flexible aircraft are presented as follows: 1) the effect of different bungee cord locations and
2) the effect of a fuselage structure on the modal characteristics. A comparison of results from the parametric studies
provides information on how the shape of a highly flexible wing affects its modal characteristics and which
eigenmodes associated with fuselage motion are involved in the low-frequency structural modes. In addition, for
conventional configurations with highly flexible wings, the existence of modes identified in ground-vibration testing
as predominantly rigid-body motion is discussed. Moreover, when such modes do exist, the extent to which they

involve structural deformation and the effect of ground-vibration testing parameters on them is studied.

Nomenclature

Bungee Formulation

B = reference point of rigid body
B; = unit basis vector of body fixed
reference frame

B* = center of mass of rigid body

C = rotation matrix from inertial frame to
body reference frame

Fy = Lagrange multiplier interpreted as
tension of kth bungee cord

g = acceleration of gravity

K = kinetic energy

K, = stiffness of kth bungee cord

Ly = natural length of kth bungee cord

m = mass of rigid body

n; = unit basis vector of inertial frame

0 = origin of the inertial frame

P = potential energy

P, = point in rigid body attached to kth
bungee cord

Pop = position vector from O to B*

(on = point in inertial frame attached to kth
bungee cord

Xp = x - B; matrix components in body fixed
reference frame basis

X, = X - n; matrix components in inertial
basis

A = identity matrix

5 = variational operator

0A = virtual action
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dq = virtual displacement

14 = virtual work

oY = virtual rotation

€ = slack variable for kth bungee cord

i = Lagrange multiplier to enforce the unit
vector condition for each

& = position vector from B* to arbitrary
point in the body

O = stretch of kth bungee cord

T = unit vector along kth bungee cord

Multiple-Beam Formulation

B = deformed beam reference frame (B
frame)

CB = rotation matrix from B frame to i

F = internal force measures in B frame

g = measure numbers of gravity vector in B
frame

H = angular momentum measures

i = inertial frame

M = internal moment measures in B frame

P = linear momentum measures

Vv = velocity measures in B frame

X = nodal variables

X = element variables

Y. = internal strain measures

Su = virtual displacement

) = virtual rotation

K = internal curvature measures

Q = angular velocity measures in B frame

I. Introduction

ITH the advent of highly flexible aircraft, the results of
ground-vibration testing (GVT) should be understood afresh
in light of how those results apply to the aeroelastic behavior of such
aircraft, because the shape of the vehicle in a trimmed flight condition
might be very different from that of a GVT configuration suspended
from bungee cords. Van Schoor and von Flotow [1] noticed the large
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tip deflection of the wing in flight when they developed the human-
powered aircraft Michelob Light Eagle. Therefore, the wing bending
stiffness was modified, and wires were attached to each wing, so that
the deformed shape of the flexible wing in GVT would match that of
the wing in a 1 g trimmed flight condition as closely as possible.

In ausual GVT, abungee cord or a soft supporting (airbag) system
[2]is attached or located close to the center of mass. This choice will
lead to a wing deflection opposite to that of the in-flight shape
configuration for highly flexible aircraft due to gravity. A current
lack of understanding raises new questions about how the GVT
process should be conducted for highly flexible aircraft with high-
aspect-ratio wings.

For the type of GVT under consideration in this paper, the vehicle
is modeled by a collection of geometrically exact, nonlinear intrinsic
beams [3—-5] suspended from bungee cords. Here the term “intrinsic”
refers to the special characteristic of a formulation to be without
displacement and rotation variables.

Suspension of the model using bungee cords inevitably introduces
a small amount of elastic deformation into the modes that would be
the rigid-body modes of an unrestrained vehicle. These new modes
we refer to as “GVT rigid-body modes” to distinguish them from true
rigid-body modes. Previous work [6] showed that, to widely separate
the frequencies of GVT rigid-body modes from those of the lowest-
frequency elastic modes in a highly flexible aircraft restrained by
linearly elastic bungee cords, the cords should be carefully
positioned and their stiffnesses chosen sufficiently low.
Consequently, these low stiffnesses can result in large elongation
of the bungee cords.

Although the main interest of the present study is not the nonlinear
dynamic analysis of the bungee cords per se, the nonlinear dynamic
behavior of the GVT bungee system needs to be described properly
for large elongation. Various mathematical stress—strain relations
and strain energy functions have been proposed to improve
correlation with experimental data in the range of large elongation.
One approach depends on materials [7] and a piecewise linear
approximation in the range of 2-250% elongation [8]. Another
approach is to express the strain energy function in terms of an
infinite series of strain invariants [9,10]. Finally, Arruda and Boyce
[11] expressed the final form of strain energy function in terms of
strain invariants with additional parameters such as chain density,
Boltzmann’s constant, and temperature.

In addition to a linear bungee model, the current analysis is based
on the Hencky strain energy function, which has showed good
accuracy for moderate deformation of several real materials [12] and
good agreement with experimental data for large axial elongation
[13]. Besides the bungee system, especially for large flexible space
structures, a zero-spring-suspension system [14—16] can be used to
make a sufficiently low bungee stiffness available. It provides
negative stiffness to compensate for the stiffness associated with the
suspension system, which is attached to the structure, by adapting
proper mechanisms under a prestressed load.
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Fig. 1 Schematic of a bungee connection to a finite element node.

II. Bungee Formulation

In this section a formulation for a nonlinear bungee system is
presented, with the bungee elongation described in terms of the
Hencky strain energy [12,13] along with the previous linear model
[6]. Figure 1 shows the schematic of a bungee connection to a finite
element node. Consider a node attached to a support Q, by a bungee
cord. The point O is the origin of the inertial frame and n; is an inertial
frame basis unit vector. The point B* is the center of mass of the rigid
body, and the point B is the origin of the reference frame with the unit
basis vector B;. The point P, is taken to be the kth point in a rigid
body attached to a bungee cord.

The linear bungee formulation in the previous work [6] is given for
k=1,2,...,Nas

Kko'k — Fk =0
— Fi(pog, — Pos» — CT pgep,) + 247, =0
efi=0

)
b+ o —€ + 1 (Pog, — Pos — CTppep) =0

T —
T, o, —1=0

O-k_;%:()

where the subindex £ is for the kth bungee cord, K| is the stiffness of
the kth bungee cord, o, is the deflection, F, and u, are the Lagrange
multipliers, €, is the slack variable, ¢, is the natural length of the
bungee cord, 7, is a unit vector along the taut cord, Poo, =
Pyg, -1, Dopr = Pop- - m;, Pprp,, = Pyp, - B;, and Tk, = The "My

In Eqgs. (1), the third, fourth, and sixth equations are related to the
slack conditions. The sixth equation is an additional equation for the
slack condition of bungee cords. When a simple spring model is
needed, slack variable €, along with the third and sixth equations can
be eliminated from the bungee formulation. When compared to the
resulting governing equations in previous work [17,18], the one
derived in the present analysis section has a much simpler compact
matrix form to avoid unnecessarily long algebraic geometric
relations and thereby ease numerical computations.

To replace the previously developed linear bungee model with a
nonlinear model, the corresponding potential energy is modified,
replacing the usual quadratic term in the stretch with the Hencky
strain energy [12,13], given by

N
1 ANE
Phencky = Y 5 Kel3[ 1+ 5 2
Hencky ;2 k k|: ( +Kk)i| 2)
This yields a nonlinear bungee formulation, which is summarized as

Bh(l =+ Uk/zk)

K.l —F, =0

T T o/, k

— Fi(pog, — Pos+ — CTpB*Pk) + 2, =0
6ka=0

3

b+ o —€ + 1 (Pog, — Pos — CTppep,) =0

T —
T, T, —1=0

o= =0

Thus, only the first of Eqgs. (1) is modified to produce the nonlinear
analysis.

III. GVT in Multiple-Beam Configuration

GVT for conventional aircraft can be modeled by extending the
fully intrinsic beam formulation [4] to treat structures made up of
multiple beams, henceforth referred to as the “multiple-beam
formulation.” Figure 2 represents conventional aircraft in GVT as a
multiple-beam structure. Both tips of beam 1 are attached to bungee
cords, and the connection point between beams 2 and 3 is also
attached to a bungee cord.
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Fig. 2 Schematic of a conventional aircraft GVT, modeled as a
multiple-beam structure restrained by bungee cords.

What follows is a brief description of how the fully intrinsic beam
formulation [4,5] can be modified to treat a multiple-beam
configuration. In Fig. 2, beams 1 and 2 share a node, and beams 2 and
3 share a node. Virtual displacements and rotations at the common
nodes where beams intersect are not independent, thus yielding
relations between virtual displacement and rotational variables in
both beams such that

Su beaml = CBlesubeamZ waeaml = CBIBZ&I//beamZ (4)
where CP1%2 is the rotation matrix from B, (reference frame of
beam 2) to B, (reference frame of beam 1).

The separate nodal equations at the common node will be summed
up as one set of nodal equations by the relation of the virtual
displacement and rotation (8ttyam; » and 8Yeum; ») given in Egs. (4).
(This is a direct consequence of the derivations in [3-5], in which a
detailed description of the nonlinear intrinsic formulation can be
found.) As separate beams, the nodal equations regarding beam 1 are

AN oA

Fr—Cp B+ g+ =P, — QP =0

N L N (5)
M —Cl M} + s+ € gn+ i —H, —QuH— V. P =0
For beam 2, they are
Fy =GRy + pmgy + " = Py — QP =0
M — G M+ i+ @€ gy + i — H, ©)

At the common node these will reduce the separate nodal equations
as follows:

Fy =Gl Fl+ 0, + ' = P = QP
+ CBB(FT — CM ) =0
b~ liy)=
~ AT A n n n oA (7)
M’rl - C;’r M;l + ﬁns gr + ,,;ln _Hr - QrH;l
SN A Srm Aml orm
-V, P+ CBE(M) — CjyMy)=0

In Egs. (7), several terms such as 4”@, f", Py, i, ﬂmg""gg, m",
and I:I'b" in beam 2 are dropped from the separate nodal equation
because those become redundant if beam 1 is taken as the master and
beam 2 is relegated to slave status at the common node. The resulting
equations count as only one set of governing equations, and the
process leads to aloss of six nodal equations. These lost equations are
compensated by the continuity conditions at the common node, viz.,

Vbeaml = CBIBZ VbeamZ Qbeaml = CBIBZQbeamZ (8)
Moreover, the boundary conditions for the gravity vector at the
common node are given by

gbeaml = CBIBZ gbeamz (9)

Finally, Eqs. (7-9) are new types of nodal equations if beams
intersect. And these equations are also involved in the eigenanalysis
for the linearized dynamics about the nonlinear static equilibrium
state. Moreover, to determine a static equilibrium, Egs. (7-9) are also

used, dropping all the dynamic terms such as flf, Vf s ﬁ:’ and H :l But
Eqgs. (8) are not necessary because V and Q become zero at static
equilibrium and thus need not be included as variables.

Additionally, the strain-displacement relation is needed to relate
the locations of bungee cords attached to beams 1 and 2. First, the
attachment point for one of the three bungee cords is chosen as a
reference. Then, one may integrate the strain-displacement relations
to obtain locations of the other bungee cords. For example, if the
attachment point at the left tip of beam 1 is taken as the reference
shown in Fig. 2, two sets of strain-displacement relations are
required: one from the reference point to the right tip of beam 1 and
another from the reference point to the tail end of beam 2.

IV. Final GVT Formulation
in Multiple-Beam Configuration

The element equations of the intrinsic beam formulation are

rn+1 n ~ - “n =
F[ dl_F, +(Izn+kn)Fn+Mngn_P —Q P'=0
M/H—l _Mn - o _ . - .
@ EOM @+ ey - H
&0
‘7?+1_‘7? =n TnNYn ~ Znyon =n (10)
T+(K +EYWV' + (e, +y)QR" —y"=0
{2”+1 _ o B o .
] T r+(lzn+kn)9n_lzn=0
Hn+1 on
8 —&r =n N\ on
—a + ' +k)g"=0

These nodal equations are modified as follows if the node is attached
to a bungee cord (case 1) or the node is a common node (case 2):
FL—Cy By + gy + " — Py — 0, P) — Fux,,
=0 <«casel
Fy = Gl B} gy + ] = Py = QPL + OO (FY = G )
=0 <« case?2 an

M= G M + p7E g0+ — H, — QL H! — VP
— pep,(Fyti,)) =0 < case 1

M= GV + € gr 4 — H — QL H — VP
+ CBB (M} — CA’;”,:M}") =0 <« case?2

The variables \7, and Q, of the beam formulation are related to the
position of a rigid body mounted at a node by kinematical relations

X (m)

Vg = pop + S~2BPOB = ‘;gm) QB = —CmCrTn =Q, (12)

Additionally, six conditions from CTC = A are required to

determine the orientation of the rigid body because no parameter-

ization of rotation is introduced; thus, C has 3 degrees of freedom.
The strain-displacement relation is

J ) ] )
Chiipos:,, = Chpos, + Y CP(7 +epdli (13)

Jj=1

and the relations to connect the orientation are expressed as
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~ Bt T = xn Anl fokn Ap A pxn ~n
G =A (14 By — Gl By + gy + " — P — Fy o, — Fim,,

=0 <«casel
g;"szLOO _1JT (15) N AT A A Nk A~ AT A
an _ Cnr F*n + nn Ajn + *1n _ Pr + CBIBZ F*m _ Cm F*m
For each bungee cord (k =1,2,...) e T f (F) 1 7

=0 <« case?2 20)
(1 £,
Kkgkw_ F,=0
1+ Uk/gk ~ .

SrEn AnT rskn A Asn kN !
— Fi(pog, — Pos — C"pep,) + 21147, =0 M" = C, M) + 0" gyt +m* —H,
&F, =0 (16) — ﬁBPk(chqr,’jB + F,frchq) =0 <«casel
bt o=+ 7, (Pog, = Pos = C'pan) =0 W C N+ o g 4 e — B

T 1 N N

T, T, —1=0 + CBiB (M — C_”;Z‘TM’}“) =0 <« case?2
O — f;% =0

The linearized continuity conditions for a multiple-beam structure
The 12 boundary conditions, which are F ,1 =F I,V =y ,l = are
MY*! =0, complete the dynamic formulation. . B B o A BB A

Vbez\ml =Ccn 2VbeamZ Qbeaml =% ZSZbeamZ
21

. . e . . o* = CBiBagx
V. Linearization for Eigenanalysis 8beaml beam?
For eigenanalysis, the set of governing equations derived in the
previous section is linearized about a static equilibrium state. Let X
be each state variable:

The linearized kinematical relations at the nodes to which bungee
cords are attached are

‘7 ;km — * fz:‘" m 22
X = X + X*(1) (17) U+ 82" Poeg 22)
. . ey . and
where X, is the value at static equilibrium, and X*(¢) is the small
perturbation on each state. G = s 23)

So a small perturbation on each variable can be expressed as

One difficulty arises in the linearization of the additional equations

Pos' = Pos;, + for GVT modeling, namely, the set of relations between strain and

Ve=Vp +Vi=V; displacement/rotation variables. It is infeasible to get an analytic
“ . expression for the linearized version of Eq. (13), and the three
C=Cy+C*=(A-6)C, independent choicesA;; = 1,A;, = 0,A,; = 0fromEgs. (14) where
A pan+l
Q=Q,+ Q" =Q A;=(C" CI.)),;. So the one from a numerical perturbation of
X these equations with respect to each state is substituted for the
Fy=F, +F} (18) analytic counterpart, viz.,
Ty = rk”eq + Ty B _ Fnum(Xeq + q) - Fnum (Xeq - q) (24)
oy =0y, + 0} num 2q
My = P, + Wi where B, is the Jacobian matrix, ¢ is a numerical perturbation, and

€ =€, +€ - ) .

eq T T J iBl ;=

Coi1Pos: . — Cubop:, — 2 i=1 C (' + epdl
m+1 J

G =8, T 5 Fopm = Ap—1
A
The linearized element equations from the intrinsic beam Ay
formulation are 6x1
(25)
*n+1 Lok - -~ ~ = ~xn
FUZ 2B g g+ RF + R Foy + g =P -
dl gm=—0"Ccnl0o 0 —1J7 (26)
M}m_H - M Zn 7NN A g Zkn gy ~ =ny
—a + (Koq + K)M™ + K" Mgy + (€1 + Ve ) F™ For each bungee cord (k=1,2,...,),
+ J:/*”F:q + Mngng*n — I__I*n . 1-— ﬂn(l 4+ O'kcq/zk) U;: _ F]’; -0
gt g o o . 19) (1 + o0, /6)°
7}‘_'_ E,n + kn V*Il + E + _::l Q*n — —kn ~
dl (g ) (@1 + Veq) v = F{(CeqPog, — Poss, — peep) + Fp (w0 + G*Ceqp()Qk)
Q*n-%—l_"*n B o . +2( 5 4 *):0
! dl . + (’z:q + kﬂ)Q*n = I?*" Mk“l TkB TkBeq P (27)
g;kn+1 _ g*n - - - EkeqFZ + erqelt =0
r =n kn —xn =%n —pn — 0 . ~
Ta + (keq + 5™ + K785 of — zekeqez _ T[Beq (" + 6" CeqPoo,)
The nodal equations with the modifications for case 1 (for which + (CeqPOQk — Posz, — pB*Pk)TTI’:H =0
the node is attached to the bungee cord) and for case 2 (for which the g =0 oF =26, & =0
node is a common node) are linearized as follows: Kbeq “kp k keq >k
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Fig. 3 Static equilibria of cases 1-5 (from top to bottom, from left to right, the case number increases as the bungee cord location moves to the midspan).

The 12 boundary conditions, which are F}' = F™V* = p;'=
M =, complete the system of linearized equations.

VI. Parametric Study

The developed formulation is applicable to configurations that can
be represented as multiple beams. It is here applied to two
configurations, which will serve as illustrative examples: flying wing
configuration (FWC) and conventional aircraft configuration (CAC)
with wings, fuselage, and tail.

A. Effect of Bungee Cord Locations on Modal Characteristics

Because the wing is highly flexible and loaded by its own weight,
its deformed shape in GVT will differ according to the locations of
points to which bungee cords are connected. The study looks at
different bungee cord attachment points to observe differences in
modal characteristics affected by the deformed shape of the flexible
wing. Case 1 has the bungee cords attached to each tip of the flexible
beam, and case 5 has them attached close to midspan. Cases 2—4 are
intermediate cases between cases 1 and 5. The static equilibrium of
each case is shown in Fig. 3 with the given properties in Table 1.
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Fig. 4 Relative difference of four lowest elastic modes for cases 1-5 of flexible (left figure) and stiff (right figure) beams with respect to those of the free—
free beam; the horizontal axis corresponds to the case number.
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Depending on the locations of bungee cords, the deformed shapes of
a highly flexible beam in GVT are very different. For example,
cases 1, 3, and 5 show the configuration as a deformed U,
approximately flat, and as an inverted U, respectively.

Table 1 Beam and bungee cord properties

Property Value Unit
m Mass per unit length 10 kg/m
14 Total length of wing 10 m
dl Element length 0.5 m
k Bungee stiffness 2000 N/m

Flexible Stiff

GJ Torsional stiffness 1.0x10* 1.0x10° Nm
El, Vertical bending stiffness 20x10*  2.0x10° Nm
EL Chordwise bending stiffness 40x10° 1.0x10® Nm

40
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20

Relative difference [%]
o
T

T
1%t sym. bending (n,)
15! antisym. bending ny) ||
2nd sym. bending ("2)
1%t sym. bending (ny)

OX% 0

Table 2 shows the 10 lowest eigenmodes and their eigenvalues for
flexible beam cases 1-5. Values for the four lowest eigenvalues of
stiff beams are added for comparison. (1, and n; are flapwise and
chordwise directions, respectively). The relative differences of the
four lowest elastic modes of a flexible and a stiff beam for cases 1-5
with respect to those of the free—free boundary condition are shown
in Fig. 4 in order to see the changes in the modal frequencies. The
horizontal axis corresponds to the case numbers (i.e., 1 on the

case number

horizontal axis indicates case 1). The left figure of Fig. 4 clearly

shows that the modal frequencies of the highly flexible beam are
affected in GVT. The modal frequencies of the U shape (case 1) and
inverted U shape (case 5) are most different from those of the free—
free beam. The result also indicates that some of the structural modes
such as first symmetric bending and first torsional modes are more

influenced.

The main contributors that lead the differences between modal

characteristics for cases 1-5 are both of the deformed shape, which is
determined by the location of points to which bungee cords are

Table 2 Eigenvalues of cases 1-5 with the four lowest eigenvalues of flexible and stiff beams (rad/s)

Flexible beam

Eigenmode Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 Case 5
(Lateral) swing +2.2574i +2.4468i +2.5309i +1.8278i +0.9163i
(Fore—aft) swing +2.6316i +2.6313i +2.6312i +2.4791i +1.3353i
Plunging +2.9358i +3.3532i +2.7378i +2.5110i +2.4492i
Twisting +4.5561i +3.6493i +3.5888i +2.6593i +2.6425i
Rolling +6.0353i +5.0162i +3.7530i +3.5289i +3.3556i
Pitching +12.082i +10.823i +10.161i +10.339i +10.807i
Ist sym. bending, 7, +12.582i +10.951i +10.583i +10.553i +10.860i
Ist antisym. bending, n, +29.326i +28.392i +28.480i +28.725i +28.526i
2nd sym. bending, n, +57.444i +56.919i +57.115i +57.003i +56.944i
1st torsional +90.817i +98.260i +100.23i +98.872i +97.895i
Stiff beam

Ist sym. bending, 7, +101.23i +101.04i +100.97i +100.99i +101.04i
1st antisym. bending, n, +283.17i +283.07i +283.08i +283.11i +283.09i
2nd sym. bending, n, +569.20i +569.15i +569.16i +569.16i +569.15i
1st sym. bending, n; +714.06i +713.96i +713.92i +713.93i +713.96i

Table 3 Eigenvalues of cases 1, 3, and 5 with the low stiffness (k = 20 N/m), and of the free—free flexible beam (rad/s)

Eigenmode Case 1 Case 3 Case 5 Free—free beam
Ist sym. bending, n, +10.409i +10.195i +10.120i +10.096i
Ist antisym. bending, n, +28.382i +28.327i +28.309i +28.307i
2nd sym. bending, n, +56.942i +56.912i +56.893i +56.915i
Ist torsional +90.419i +100.19i +97.880i +99.551i
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y [m] -2 X [m] y [m] -2 x [m]
Fig. 5 3-D plot of GVT static equilibria of FWC and CAC.
attached, and a boundary condition due to bungee cords. To see only k=20 N/m from 2000 N/m. Cases 1, 3, and 5 (which are a
the effect of bungee cord locations, the bungee stiffness value should deformed U, approximately flat, and an inverted U, respectively), are
decrease to a low value because, as the bungee stiffness reduces, the simulated with the low bungee stiffness (k = 20 N/m).
analysis will nearly exclude the contribution of the bungee cords as a The results of low stiffness (k=20 N/m) cases are given in
constraining boundary condition to the beam. Here, it reduces to Table 3. Some changes in the four lowest eigenvalues are observed
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Fig. 6 First-fourth GVT structural mode shapes of FWC.
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Fig. 7 First-sixth GVT rigid-body mode shapes of CAC.

through comparing Table 2 of k£ =2000 N/m with Table 3 of
k =20 N/m, and these changes are directly related to the influence
of bungee stiffness on the modal characteristics. First, the first
symmetric bending eigenvalue in case 1 changes from £12.582i in
Table 2 to £10.409i in Table 3, which indicates that if bungee cords
are located at points where significant displacement occurs, the first

symmetric bending eigenvalue will be greater than the corresponding
first free—free beam symmetric bending eigenvalue (+10.096i). The
level of overestimation will depend on the bungee stiffness value.
Second, the first torsional eigenvalue in cases 1 and 5 does not change
much, from £90.817i to £90.419i and £97.895i to £97.8801,
respectively; and the eigenvalue for case 3 also does not change
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Fig. 8 First-fourth GVT structural mode shapes of CAC.

much, from £100.23i to ££100.19i. These results indicate that the
first torsional mode is not significantly influenced by stiffness values
of bungee cords because it does not contain significant amounts of
either longitudinal or lateral deflection.

In Table 3, the relative differences of each eigenvalue to those of a
free—free beam will only indicate the influence of the deformed shape
on its modal characteristic. First, case 1, which deforms the most
among the three cases, has the largest relative difference in first
symmetric bending eigenvalue with respect to the free—free beam
case. Second, the first torsional eigenvalue for case 3 (£100.19i) is
closest to the free—free solution (£99.551i), which shows that the
deformed U and inverted U shapes tend to lower the first torsional

Table 4 Beam and bungee cord properties

Property Wing Fuselage  Units
m: mass per unit length 7 7 kg/m
£: total length 10 4 m
d{: element length 1 1 m
GJ: torsional stiffness 1.0 x 10* 1.0 x 10* Nm?
EI,: vertical bending stiffness 2.0 x 10* 2.0x 10*  Nm?
EI;: chordwise bending stiffness 4.0 x 10° 4.0x10° Nm?
Bungees 1,2 Bungee 3
k: bungee stiffness 2000 1500 N/m
£,: bungee natural length 1 1.9 m

Table 5 Ten lowest GVT modes and corresponding eigenvalues of FWC

Eigenvalues, rad/s Description

0+ 2.1620i Swing mode (fore and aft) 4 plunging mode

0 £ 2.6468i Swing mode (lateral)

0+ 2.8578i Plunging mode

0 £ 5.4405i Twisting mode

0+7.1118i Pitching mode

04 7.3779i Rolling mode

0+ 13.589i 1st symmetric bending mode (vertical)

0+ 33.185i Torsional mode with 180 deg phase shift between right and left tips
0+ 37.935i Ist antisymmetric vertical bending mode

0 £ 49.569i Torsional mode with same phase between right and left tips (i.e., the torsional mode of the left wing is a mirror image of the right one)
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Table 6 Ten lowest GVT modes and corresponding eigenvalues of CAC

Eigenvalues Description

+2.3710i Swing mode (fore and aft)

+2.6261i Swing mode (lateral)

+3.3024i Pitching about tail

+5.1714i Twisting mode

+7.4294i Rolling mode

+11.896i Pitching mode

+14.298i 1st symmetric wing bending mode (vertical)
+30.961i Wing torsional mode with same phase between right and left tips
+32.925i Wing torsional mode with 180 deg phase shift between right and left tips
+35.340i 1st antisymmetric wing vertical bending mode

eigenvalue relative to the corresponding eigenvalue of the free—free
beam.

Table 2 for the stiffer beam shows that the low structural modes are
separated enough from the GVT rigid-body modes induced by the
suspension system (i.e., bungee system), and the suspension system
has an ignorable effect on the modal characteristics. In addition, the
relative differences among the four lowest structural modal
frequencies for each case are not very noticeable, as shown in the
right part of Fig. 4 because the deformation in GVT is much smaller
than for the more flexible beam.

B. Modal Characteristics Comparison of FWC and CAC in GVT

GVT modal characteristics for FWC and CAC configurations are
compared while attempting to keep some of the properties as close to
equivalent as possible. For the FWC, the payload is located at
midspan, which corresponds to the total mass of fuselage for the
CAC. The static equilibrium of each case is shown in Fig. 5 with the
wing, fuselage, and bungee properties in Table 4. For simplicity the
tail(s) of the CAC can be replaced by a concentrated mass at the tail
end of the fuselage. Bungee cords 1 and 2 are attached to each wing
tip, and bungee cord 3 is attached to the fuselage tip for the CAC.

The GVT analysis gives information about two distinctive types of
modal characteristics. One is the GVT rigid-body modes (in which
the beam remains almost rigid), and the other is structural modes of
the flexible beam element. Usually, the GVT rigid-body modes in the
FWC will have six typical modes such as plunging, twisting,
pitching, rolling, and two swing modes. The six GVT rigid-body
modes in this exercise are quite similar to figures in the previous work
[6]. Figure 6 show the four lowest structural modes: first symmetric,
first antisymmetric bending, and two torsional modes. (Counterparts
for the CAC are given in Figs. 7 and 8.) The associated eigenmodes
are described in Tables 5 and 6.

In the CAC, some of the GVT rigid-body modes match those
of the FWC, and the four lowest elastic modes appear in both
configurations. However, the fuselage, tip mass, and additional
bungee cord attached at the tip end of fuselage can lead to an
unusual GVT rigid-body mode that can be described as “pitching
about the tail.” The fuselage inertia and tail mass also contribute
to differences in the structural modes, and they will tend to lower
the wing torsional mode in the same phase between the right and
left tips. Because of the relatively short fuselage length, however,
no structural modes of the fuselage appear among the lowest
structural modes.

VII. Conclusions

With the development of bungee and multiple-beam formulations,
an analysis for simulation of the GVT environment was conducted
for both a FWC and a CAC. The GVT analysis provides preliminary
information about the existence and makeup of modes dominated by
rigid-body motion and their proximity to low-frequency structural
modes for given configurations. This will enable one to determine
which modes should be targeted in GVT and what condition might be
best to widely separate the frequencies of GVT rigid-body modes
from those of low-frequency structural modes.

The results obtained showed that the deformed shape of highly
flexible wings significantly affects the modal characteristics,
especially for some low-frequency structural modes. Thus, for
accurate results the deformed shape needs to be considered in the
aeroelastic analyses of highly flexible aircraft. This is facilitated by
use of a fully nonlinear structural model; a single modal description
cannot describe accurately large deflections for highly flexible
aircraft. In addition, some of the structural modes are observed to be
affected by the locations of bungee cords, especially if a bungee cord
is attached to a wing at a point where the largest displacement of a
mode of interest mode occurs. Its location also should be chosen
carefully to extract modal frequencies dominated by structural
deformation for the free—free boundary condition. Otherwise, it is
inevitable that the GVT rigid-body mode induced by bungee systems
will couple significantly with low-frequency structural modes.
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