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A viscous—inviscid interactive coupling method is used for the computation of unsteady transonic flows. A lag-
entrainment integral boundary layer method is used with a transonic small-disturbance potential code to compute
the transonic aeroelastic response for two wing flutter models. By varying the modeled length scale, viscous effects
may be studied as the Reynolds number per reference chord length varies. Appropriate variation of modeled
frequencies and generalized masses then allows comparison of responses for varying scales or Reynolds number.
Two wing flutter models are studied: one a 4% thick swept wing and the other a transport aircraft wing. Calculations
for both wings show limit cycle oscillation behavior at transonic speeds in the vicinity of minimum flutter speed
indices with amplitudes which are affected by Reynolds number.

Nomenclature

A, B, E,F,G,, H constants in variable expressions

c = wing root chord length

e = error between viscous and inviscid
u velocities at the edge of the boundary
layer

fi = variable expressions

H = boundary layer displacement shape

_ factor

= boundary layer compressible shape

factor

K; = displacement thickness integrator gain
constant

K, (8%) = displacement thickness integrator
variable gain

M = Mach number

m= pud* = boundary layer mass flow rate

oy = dynamic pressure at flutter, psi

Re = Reynolds number per root chord length

s = Laplace transform variable

t = Ut/c, nondimensional time

t = time, s

u = perturbation velocity component in
x direction

X, ¥, 2 = nondimensional Cartesian coordinates

Ziip = wing tip, trailing-edge displacement, in.

Ziip = Zp/M, scaled wing tip, trailing-edge
displacement

o* = boundary layer displacement thickness

® = boundary layer momentum thickness

A = 1,/l,, model to aircraft length ratio

Ao = flutter model scale factors in Table 1

P = gas density

10} = nondimensional perturbation velocity
potential

wr/w, = ratio of wing flutter frequency to first

torsion mode frequency
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Subscript

e = boundary layer edge
Superscripts

i = “outer” inviscid flow
v = “inner” viscous flow

Introduction

HE onset of transonic shock-induced flow separation is known

to be associated with a variety of nonclassical aeroelastic
instability and response phenomena [1-13] variously referred to as
single degree of freedom flutter, limited amplitude flutter, limit cycle
oscillations (LCO), control surface buzz, shock-induced oscillations
(S10), and buffeting. A characteristic of the “instabilities” involved
is a tendency to grow to a constant or bounded “limit amplitude”
which can vary from a nuisance level to levels large enough to cause
structural failure. In the latter case, the nonclassical response,
generically referred to herein as LCO, is typically observed near the
flutter boundary, making a distinction between the two response
mechanisms difficult. Edwards and Malone [14] and Edwards [15]
reviewed these features of transonic aeroelasticity, concluding that
1) computational capability for such cases would require modeling of
dynamically separating and reattaching viscous boundary layers and
2) such capability was then not yet mature for wings or more
complete configurations.

Interactive boundary layer modeling (IBLM) provides an
alternative to such direct computation of flows involving viscous
shear layers. Separate computations are made for an inner viscous
boundary layer region and an outer inviscid flow region as illustrated
in Fig. 1. The velocity component in the freestream direction is u.
Subscript e denotes the edge of the boundary layer, while
superscripts i and v denote inviscid and viscous variables. Green
et al. [16] developed an integral boundary layer lag-entrainment
method to compute displacement thickness §*, which was used to
update the flow tangency boundary condition of the inviscid solver.
This “direct” solution method for the entrainment equation becomes
singular at flow separation and “inverse” computation methods [17—
22] have been developed in attempts to treat flow separation.

Edwards [23] summarized developments of such inverse
computational methods by many authors [17-22,24-31] and
extended the inverse method of Howlett [30] with a then-new
interactive viscous—inviscid coupling procedure capable of treating
transonic shock-induced separation and reattachment of unsteady
flows about airfoils. The method was implemented in the
Computational Aeroelasticity Program—Transonic Small Disturb-
ance (CAP-TSD) code [32,33] and provided the first numerical
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Table 1 Mach scaling used for flutter model testing

Parameter Symbol Ratio—model/aircraft
Length A L/l
Density Ay P/ Pac
Velocity Ay Vi !/ Vae

Mass Ao AmAd
Frequency Ay Av/A

Force Ap A APAT
Torque Ar AoARA]
Dynamic pressure Ay AA%
Reynolds no. ARe ApAyAgftac/ 1

computation of the experimentally observed hysteresis in a Mach
number of transonic SIO about the 18% thick circular arc airfoil. The
method was further extended in the CAP-TSDV code [34] to enable
viscous treatment of wings (“V” signifying the stripwise
implementation of the viscous boundary layer model). Applications
are given of transonic flutter and LCO for two wing flutter models.
Bartels [12] and Bartels and Rothmayer [13] developed an IBLM
with a fully unsteady finite-difference boundary layer model
interacted with a two-dimensional TSD code and presented many
SIO calculations. Dreim et al. [35] present results using the CAP-
TSDV code of LCO behavior observed on the B-2 bomber. Huttsell
et al. [36] present results from this code and from a higher order
Reynolds averaged Navier—Stokes code of wing-control surface
buzz. More recent computations of LCO with the CAP-TSDV code
are given in [37,38] while alternative computational methodologies
for computation of LCO behavior are given in [39,40].

In this paper, calculations of wing flutter are presented for two
cases: a 4% thick swept wing flutter model [34], and a thicker
transport aircraft wing flutter model [41]. Viscous effects are shown
for both models, including examples of LCO. The effect of model
scale, and thus Reynolds number, is studied for both models.
Evidence of a significant effect of Reynolds number for flutter and
LCO conditions involving separation onset is shown.

Mathematical Method

Details of the inviscid flow equation, the boundary layer
equations, the modifications to boundary conditions, and the IBLM
coupling procedure are summarized in this section. Further details
are given in [23,34].

Inviscid Flow Equation

The CAP-TSD potential equation code is used in this analysis. The
CAP-TSD code uses an approximate factorization algorithm for a
time-accurate solution of the unsteady TSD equation [31,32]

oy O, s, s
¥+3x+8y+82_0

with
Jfo=—Ad, — B, fi=E¢,+ Fi¢; + G,
f2:¢y+Hl¢'x¢y f3:¢z

where ¢ is the inviscid-disturbance velocity potential and A = M?,
B=2M? E, =1-M* F=—-1[3-Q2-pIM?, G =—iM?*

Fig. 1 Sketch of shock-boundary layer interaction.

and H, = —M?. The Mach number is M and the ratio of specific
heats is y. For the 2-D version of the code f, = G| = 0. The code
contains modifications to these coefficients developed by Batina [42]
to approximate the effects of shock generated entropy and vorticity.

Lag-Entrainment Boundary Layer Equations

The effect of a turbulent viscous boundary layer is modeled in the
quasi-steady manner of Green et al. [16] by solving a set of ordinary
differential equations, termed the boundary layer equations (BLE),
for the integral boundary layer quantities: momentum thickness 6,
shape factor H, and entrainment coefficient C - The various closure
parameters in these equations are given in [30]. In this form, the
equations are suitable for attached flow boundary layers and provide
the boundary layer displacement thickness

§*=H6

This provides a direct calculation of the viscous modification to
the airfoil shape to be implemented in the boundary conditions as
discussed in [34].

At separation, the equations become singular and an alternative
inverse IBLM is used as described by Howlett [30], Melnik and
Brook [18], and LeBalleur and Girodroux-Lavigne [19]. In this form,
the equation for 6 is replaced by an equation for the viscous edge
velocity u}, and 6 and 6* are obtained from the interactive boundary
layer coupling method described next.

Numerical Implementation

From the leading edge of the airfoil, the boundary layer is
approximated by the turbulent boundary layer on a flat plate. At a
specified point, numerical integration of the inverse boundary layer
equations is implemented with a fourth-order Runge—Kutta method.
For the Mach number range studied, it was found that the inverse
equations, in conjunction with the coupling method described next,
converged rapidly for attached flow upstream of regions of flow
separation (and also for downstream regions of reattached flow). This
obviated the use of the direct boundary layer equations, thus
circumventing the numerically troublesome switching between the
direct and inverse equations in separating flow regions, where the
largest parameter gradients occur.

Interactive Boundary Layer Coupling Method

Because the intended applications of the IBLM include cases of
wing flutter, including SIO and LCO, the coupling method was
developed based on the observation that at the transonic flow
conditions of interest, the flowfield is frequently inherently unsteady,
displaying oscillating shocks and separating and reattaching
boundary layers. The interacting boundary layer method is thus
regarded as a simulation of two dynamic systems, the outer inviscid
flow and the inner viscous flow, whose coupling requires active
control elements to minimize the coupling error between the two
systems. The elements used, illustrated in analog block diagram
fashion in Fig. 2, include a variable gain integral control element for
the displacement thickness and a first-order smoothing filter for the
momentum thickness estimate [23,34]. In Fig. 2 s is the Laplace
transform variable, a is the lag constant in the momentum smoothing
filter, the mass flow parameter is m = piu’8*, and O is the smoothed
momentum thickness. The input to the integral control element is the
error in the boundary layer edge velocity e(x) = ul(x) — ul(x).
Finally, K5 and K, (6*) are constant and variable gains.

For the 3-D code, the boundary layer and interactive coupling
equations are solved independently at each spanwise chord station on
the wing. This is accomplished at each time step, within the Newton
linearization iteration loop of the approximate factorization solution
algorithm of the resulting CAP-TSDV code, where the appended V
indicates the IBLM capability.
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Fig. 2 Schematic diagram of variable gain, integral control, and
viscous—inviscid interative coupling method.

Scaling and Reynolds Number Modeling

The scaling relations used for flutter models, referred to as Mach
scaling [43.,44], are given in Table 1. In constructing a flutter model,
all of the scaling parameters A, must be considered. The situation for
a computational simulation of Reynolds number effect is much
simpler, because there are no constraints on “model” size. Assuming
the simulated model responses are to be computed for the same gas,
same Mach number, same dynamic pressure, and same relative
deflections, we have A, =Ay =1, =1, leaving the following
scaling relations for computational aeroelasticity:

generalized masses:

modal frequencies:

Reynolds number per root chord:
)‘Re = )‘l

In cases such as the present, where experimental data from actual
wind-tunnel models are available and we wish to predict the behavior
of a larger flight vehicle, the roles of “aircraft” and model in the
scaling relations are reversed. For example, if we wish to predict
computationally the response of a flight vehicle 20 times larger than
the flutter model, the computational aeroelastic analysis should be
performed by modifying the aeroelastic equations of motion of the
flutter model with A, = 20, A,, = 8000, A, = 0.05, and A, = 20.
That is, generalized masses are increased by A3, modal frequencies
are decreased by A, and the Reynolds number increased by A;. The
procedure for studying the effects of scale or Reynolds number on,
for example, flutter, is thus, determine the computational aeroelastic
modal root loci for the two length scales (i.e., modal frequencies and
dampings versus dynamic pressure); and then, compare the scaled
frequency A,w, and damping g, with those obtained from flutter
model tests or computation with A; = 1. Also amplitude effects such
as wingtip motion can be compared using the scaled deflection

Ziip = Ziip/ M-

Model Descriptions and Results

Wing Flutter Models

The first wing flutter model, shown in Fig. 3, is the AGARD
standard aeroelastic configuration [45,46], which was tested in the
Transonic Dynamics Tunnel (TDT) at NASA Langley Research
Center. It is a semispan wall-mounted model having a quarter-chord
sweep angle of 45 deg, a panel aspect ratio of 1.65, and a taper ratio of
0.66. The wing had a NACA 65A004 airfoil section and was
constructed of laminated mahogany. The wing is modeled
structurally using the first four natural vibration modes, with natural
frequencies ranging from 9.6 Hz for the first bending mode to
91.54 Hz for the second torsion mode. The CAP-TSDV calculations

Fig. 3 Planview of AGARD Wing 445.6 standard aeroelastic
configuration.

were performed on a 150 x 30 x 80 point computational grid with
100 points along each of 15 spanwise chords on the wing. Other
computational conditions were nondimensional time step dt = 0.05,
one Newton iteration, and Ky = 0.00030.

The second wing flutter model, shown in Fig. 4, is a transport
aircraft wing configuration also tested in the TDT. The semispan
wing-fuselage model was mounted on the wind-tunnel sidewall and
tested in air, with experimental flutter data obtained for Mach
numbers from 0.628 to 0.888. The wing has a taper ratio of 0.29 and a
midchord sweep of 23 deg. The airfoil thickness varies from 13% at
the symmetry plane (for the extended wing-alone configuration
analyzed) to 8.5% at the wing tip. Six natural vibration modes were
included in the calculations, with frequencies ranging from 4.3 to
62.7 Hz. The CAP-TSDV calculations were performed on a 100 x
50 x 80 point computational grid with 45 points along each of 33
spanwise chords on the wing. Other computational conditions were
nondimensional time step dt = 0.03, one Newton iteration, and
K5 =0.00010.

AGARD Wing 445.6 Flutter Calculations

The majority of published calculations for this model (actually a
series of models with similar planforms) are for the “weakened
model no. 3” tested in air, because this test covered the largest
transonic speed range and showed a significant transonic dip effect.
Edwards [34] summarizes a number of these calculations from both
inviscid and viscous methods. Many authors have reported flutter
calculations for this model in very good agreement with those given
in [34] and with experiment for the subsonic flutter points. A small
but significant improvement in agreement with the experimental
flutter speed index is shown in [34] for the CAP-TSDV result versus
the inviscid CAP-TSD result. There is an unresolved disparity for the
two low supersonic flutter points with the consensus of the computed
flutter speed indices (both inviscid and viscous) being significantly

-

Fig. 4 Transport aircraft wing flutter model mounted in the NASA
Langley Transonic Dynamics Tunnel.



1866 EDWARDS

higher than experiment. The focus upon this case is unfortunate in
that the model tested in air resulted in unrealistically large mass ratios
and small reduced flutter frequencies. In addition, there are no strong
transonic or viscous effects at the experimental flutter conditions
reported for this model. Even for the M = 0.96 condition there are no
strong shocks on the wing and the boundary layer remains fully
attached.

Models Tested in Heavy Gas: Itis thus desirable to study results for
the weakened models nos. 5 and 6 which were tested in heavy gas and
had more reasonable ranges of mass ratio and frequency. CAP-
TSDV calculations for these cases are shown in Fig. 5. Again, for
these cases with M < 1.0, the CAP-TSDV results are in excellent
agreement with experiment for M = 0.74 and 0.92. Because of
issues with experimental flutter testing very near M ~ 1.0,
calculations have not been attempted for the third experimental
flutter point at that Mach number. Instead, calculations at M =
0.90-0.96 revealed an interesting minimum feature in the flutter
speed index parameter at M = 0.95. Figure 6 shows flutter
boundaries for five values of the scale factor A, ranging from 1 to 40
and covering Reynolds number per root chord from 3.5 x 10° to
140 x 10°. Insets show typical time histories for converging and
diverging responses from which the stability boundaries were
determined. For all the values of A, there is a minimum flutter speed
index near M = 0.95 seen in the faired curves connecting the data
points. For Mach numbers below this minimum, there is a small,
monotonic decrease in flutter speed index with increasing Reynolds
number. The amount of the decrease is less than 1%. At M = 0.94
and 0.96 there is a reversal of this trend, with the flutter speed index
for A = 40 increasing over that for A = 20.

Further numerical experimentation at M = 0.96 revealed
interesting nonlinear response features. It was found that the
estimated damping of the flutter mode was dependent upon the
amplitude of the response time history. Figure 7 shows two instances

0.50 —

Flutter [~

speed
index

O Experimental
O CAP-TSDV

0.25
0.4 1.2
Mach number

0.6 —

offe,

0.4 1.2
Mach number

Fig. 5 Comparison between experimental and calculated flutter speed
index and frequency for the AGARD Wing 445.6 tested in heavy gas.

0.3

of this behavior on the “backside” of this transonic dip in the flutter
boundary for A;s of 1 and 40. In each case, stability boundaries
inferred from responses with larger amplitudes of motion lead to
lower flutter speed index values. Such amplitude dependent stability
behavior is an indication that nonlinear processes are involved, and
that nonlinear response mechanisms, such as limit cycle oscillations
may be anticipated. This was investigated by calculating a simulated
wing “tip rap” response for M = 0.96 and Q = 0.75 psi, shown in
Fig. 8. The interpolated flutter dynamic pressure from the
experimental data for this Mach number is Q = 0.757 psi. The
early portion of the response indicates positive damping of the flutter
mode and also a higher frequency mode. The damping of the flutter
mode decreases as the response amplitude decays to approximately
0.12 in. peak to peak, where stable limit cycle oscillations persist.

This limit cycle behavior was further studied by sequentially
increasing the dynamic pressure between computed runs from Q =
0.5 to 0.81 psi. The resulting tip deflection time history is shown in
Fig. 9. Twelve sequential computer runs with a total of 24,000 time
steps are shown. The dynamic pressure was incremented as indicated
in steps between restarted runs. For Q < 0.60 psi, the response is
damped and for Q = 0.70 psi, small neutrally stable oscillations are
seen. With Q increased to 0.78 psi, slowly divergent oscillations
develop and with further increase to 0.81 psi, the divergent
oscillations grow with increased negative damping until the
amplitude reaches approximately 0.12 in. peak to peak. The growth
of the oscillations then quenches and it appears that a limit cycle
condition will again develop, although further calculations are
needed to fully establish this feature.

7‘1 Re x106
o1 35
o4 14
¢ 10 35
A 20 70
0.42 N 40 140
0.41f
Flutter
speed
index
0.40f

0.39
0.88 090 092 094 096 0.98
Mach number
Fig. 6 Calculated effect of Reynolds number on flutter near minimum
transonic flutter speed.

A, Rex10®

0.42r

0.41F
Flutter
speed
index
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0.88 090 092 094 096 0.98
Mach number
Fig. 7 Calculated effect of motion amplitude upon flutter boundary
near minimum transonic flutter speeds.
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Fig. 9 Calculated AGARD Wing 445.6 response in heavy gas for M = 0.96 and increasing dynamic pressure; A; = 1.

This same sequence of increasing dynamic pressure calculations
was performed for A, = 10, or Re = 35 x 10°, and the results are
shown in Fig. 10. A very similar behavior is shown in Fig. 9 for
A; = land Re = 35 x 10°. Hence, for this wing geometry and “test”
conditions, the nonlinear effect of motion amplitude dominates the
effect of Reynolds number.

This limit cycle behavior for this model was only observed for the
highest calculated Mach number M = 0.96, which lies on the
backside of the small transonic dip seen in Fig. 5. At this Mach
number and for the wing motions calculated, the flow is fully
attached with no significant transonic features. The boundary layer
coupling method performed well, with well-converged displacement
thickness profiles. Numerical flow visualizations of the wing
pressure showed details which are possibly key to this nonlinear
response behavior. At this Mach number and for this thin wing,
significant regions of near sonic flow develop adjacent to the wing
upper and lower surfaces as the wing oscillates. Very high frequency
upstream moving pressure waves are seen in the visualizations which
are consistent with forward propagating Mach waves. At a given
point on the wing, the frequency of these pressure waves is 10—
20 times the flutter mode frequency for this case. The amplitude of
these calculated limit cycles is small and no mention of such behavior
isreported [46]. Itis unlikely that such small motions, even if present,
would have been detected because they would have been heavily
masked by the model response to tunnel turbulence.

One final computational experiment for this case involved
perturbing the LCO obtained at the end of the sequence shown in
Fig. 10. Figure 11 shows this result obtained by restarting from the
last sequence with all modal displacements and velocities doubled.
Instead of returning to the original LCO state, the response slowly
diverges to more than 5 times the original amplitude. Again, further
calculations are needed to establish the final state of the system.

Transport Wing Flutter Calculations

The transport wing flutter model shown in Fig. 4 was tested in the
Transonic Dynamics Tunnel at NASA Langley Research Center.
Gibbons [41] presents flutter calculations for the model including
spatial and temporal convergence studies, and surface pressure
coefficient comparisons for rigid and statically deformed cases, using
TSD, Euler, and Navier—Stokes methods. For the present study, the
effects of including viscous effects and varying Reynolds number by
varying the model scale were investigated using the CAP-TSDV
code.

Wind-Tunnel Model Scale, A, = 1: The model was constructed
from a stepped-thickness aluminum plate with end-grain balsa wood
providing the airfoil contour. The wing was mounted low on the
sidewall mounted fuselage model which had a circular cross section
with a conical aft end. The wing root angle of attack was varied
during the test to minimize loading on the wing. The maximum angle
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Fig. 10 Calculated scaled AGARD Wing 445.6 response in heavy gas for M = 0.96 and increasing dynamic pressure; A; = 10.

needed for this purpose was 0.2 deg at the highest tested Mach
number. This root angle was used for the calculations described next.
This resulted in calculated static tip deflections (for A, = 1) of
—1.33 in.at M = 0.628 and +1.35 in. at M = 0.888. The Reynolds
numbers for these two Mach numbers were 2.17 x 10° and
1.14 x 10, respectively, based on the 2.0-ft root chord. The model
had a 4.4 ft. semispan.

Contour plots of the upper and lower wing surface pressure,
displacement thickness, and skin friction are shown in Fig. 12 for

30
GAF1,

-30
0.5

2'Fip’()

t, chords traveled

Fig. 11 Effect of perturbation from limit cycle oscillation condition;
M =0.96, A, = 10, Q@ = 0.81 psi, heavy gas.

Pressure

/

Displacement Thickness

M = 0.888. Note the lower surface leading-edge suction peak and
mild inboard shock seen in the pressures. The lower surface
displacement thickness is similar to the upper surface with maximum
thicknesses below 1% except near the root where the lower surface
shock produces a thickness of approximately 1.5% root chord. The
skin friction reflects these features seen in the displacement thickness
and is informative regarding closeness to separation. The lower
surface trailing edge is separated at the root and there is a small
separation bubble just inboard of the tip and aft of the leading-edge
suction peak. The skin friction coefficient is low in the trailing-edge
region of the upper surface, reaching a minimum near 88% span. This
region and the upper surface separation bubble are key in the effect of
amplitude upon flutter mode response described next.

Calculated flutter speed indices and frequencies versus Mach
number are compared with experiment in Fig. 13. The linear CAP-
TSD, Euler, and Navier—Stokes results are from Gibbons [41] while
the four CAP-TSDV data points are new. Comparison of these flutter
boundaries leads to similar observations as for the 445.6 wing:

1) Inviscid calculations agree among themselves and are in very
good agreement with experiment for the lower Mach numbers. For
higher Mach numbers in the vicinity of the transonic dip region, the
inviscid codes become increasingly conservative. For this wing,
inviscid calculations should not be used for M > 0.80.

2) For Mach numbers at and below the minimum transonic flutter
speed index, the viscous methods, CAP-TSDV and CFL-3D, are in

Skin Friction

Lower Surface

Fig. 12
a=0.2 deg,A; =1, and Re = 1.14 x 10°,

Contour plots of transport wing pressure and boundary layer parameters at statically deformed conditions: M = (0.888, Q = 79 psf,
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Fig. 13 Comparison between experimental and calculated flutter speed
index and frequency for a transport wing flutter model tested in air.

agreement and both provide good agreement with experiment,
largely correcting the deficiency in the inviscid methods.

3) Linear flutter calculations [41] are in excellent agreement with
experiment up to M = 0.85, but cannot be relied upon for higher
transonic Mach numbers. The good agreement in the lower transonic
speed range is due to well-known compensating defects of linear
theory wherein thickness and viscous effects are neglected.

All of the results discussed thus far were obtained from transient
responses of small amplitude, that is, wing tip response amplitudes
were less than several tenths of an inch. Under these conditions, no
large changes of the static aerodynamic loading occurred and
transient responses exhibited exponential stability, characteristic of a
“locally linear” system behavior. At M = 0.888 the CAP-TSDV
code was able to calculate large amplitude response motions which
demonstrated limit cycle behavior. The motion was calculated for the
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a) Amplitude decaying to limit cycle oscillation
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Fig. 14 Calculated limit cycle response for a transport wing flutter
model: M = 0.888, Q = 79 psi, A =1, and Re = 1.14 x 10°.

experimental “flutter” dynamic pressure of 79 Ib/ft>. The conditions
for the limit cycle are noted in Fig. 13 by the solid symbol indicating a
0.5 Hz increase in frequency over the small amplitude value.
Figure 14 shows two transient responses confirming the limit cycle
behavior. The motions were excited from converged statically
deformed conditions by multiplying the modal displacements and
velocities by factors of 5.0 for Fig. 14a and 0.5 for Fig. 14b. The
larger factor simulates a wing tip displacement of about 7 in.,
resulting in decaying oscillations to a limit cycle with an amplitude of
5-6 in. peak to peak. The smaller factor results in oscillations
growing in amplitude to the limit cycle. This behavior is similar to
model behavior observed during the test. Video tape of the model
motions at the experimental flutter conditions for this Mach number
shows the model to be undergoing constant amplitude wing
oscillations with amplitude of slightly less than one tip chord (6.3 in.)
peak to peak. This is in very good agreement with the calculated LCO
amplitude and frequency shown in Fig. 14. The author is unaware of
other computations of transonic LCO with this relative amplitude of
wing motion by any level of computational aeroelastic analysis code.
The plate construction of the model provides sufficient strength to
allow the model to sustain oscillations of this amplitude without
structural failure. Inspection of the wing boundary layer parameters
and surface pressures during the calculated limit cycle oscillations
confirmed that the flow over the wing was intermittently separating
and reattaching in the outboard upper and lower surface regions
described above. This apparently provides the mechanism needed to
quench the growth of the unstable flutter mode motions.

Effect of Reynolds number, L, = 10: A limited study of the effect
of Reynolds number on this LCO behavior at M = 0.888 was
conducted. Figure 15 shows the steady deformed wing pressure
contours. Comparison with Fig. 12 indicates modest changes in the
wing loading for the increased Reynolds number. Boundary layer
parameters (not shown) indicate that the displacement thickness over
the wing is approximately half that shown for A; = 1, accounting for
the increased gradients seen in ¢, in the inboard region of the lower
surface and the outboard region of the upper surface in Fig. 15. The
wing lift and moment coefficients decreased slightly from C; =
0.034 and C,; = —0.038 for A;=1 to C, =0.017 and C), =
—0.027 for A; = 1 and the scaled wing tip displacement decreased by
several tenths of an inch.
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Fig. 15 Contour plots of transport wing pressure at statically deformed
conditions: M =0.888, Q=79 psi, a=0.2 deg, A, =10, and
Re =11.4 x 106,
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Fig. 16 Calculated limit cycle response for a transport wing flutter
model: M = 0.888, Q =79 psf, A, = 10.0, and Re = 11.4 x 10°.

Figure 16 shows the effect of the increased Reynolds number upon
the LCO behavior of the wing. If there had been no effect, the wing
oscillations would be expected to grow to a LCO condition with wing
tip motions of about +30 in., whereas the actual motion shown in
Fig. 16 has reached 60 in. and has not yet achieved stable limit
cycle conditions. Although the higher Reynolds number leads to
increased pressure gradients and hence slightly increased transonic
shock strength, the thinner boundary layer is apparently less prone to
providing the quenching mechanism for the LCO and larger wing
motions are required to induce such quenching. In the present case,
scaled LCO motions for the A; = 10 case are over twice the LCO
motions calculated and observed for the wind-tunnel model scale
which was tested. This might infer that the wind-tunnel flutter model
test provided an unconservative flutter boundary. On the other hand,
the large LCO motions observed during the test were correctly
interpreted by the test engineers as flutter. The ambiguity underlying
this discussion of stability for realistic flutter model testing should be
interpreted as a requirement for an expanded concept of stability for
transonic flutter computations and testing.

Conclusions

A viscous—inviscid interactive coupling method has been
described, directed toward the computation of unsteady separating
and reattaching transonic flows which must be treated in cases of self-
excited shock-induced oscillations and transonic flutter. Lag-
entrainment integral boundary layer equations and a transonic small-
disturbance potential code are coupled with a variable gain, integral
control coupling method.

Flutter calculations for the AGARD 445.6 flutter model are in
excellent agreement with experiment for M < 1.0 for models tested
in air and heavy gas. Calculations with the CAP-TSDV code are in
excellent agreement with results from a Navier—Stokes code at
M = 0.96. For Mach numbers below and very near unity, viscous
modeling is required for such thin wings to achieve acceptable
accuracy. In this region, calculations show evidence of small
amplitude limit cycle behavior. Effects of scale and Reynolds
number for this 4% thick model are small for Mach numbers less than
the minimum transonic flutter speed, less than 1% decrease in flutter
speed for increasing Reynolds number from 1 to 140 x 10°. For
Mach numbers just above the minimum transonic flutter speed,
nonlinear amplitude effects are larger than Reynolds number effects
for this wing. It is important to note that for this model and these test
conditions, there are no strong transonic flow features or shocks and
the flow is completely attached.

Flutter calculations for a transport wing model also show very
good agreement with experiment for the available test data up to
M =0.9. For this thicker wing, the requirement for viscous
modeling extends to lower transonic Mach numbers. Again,
calculations with the CAP-TSDV code are in very good agreement
with a Navier—Stokes code at M = 0.888 for small amplitude flutter
motions. For large amplitude wing oscillations, the CAP-TSDV code
predicts limit cycle behavior at this Mach number in very good
agreement with that observed during wind-tunnel tests of the model.
Also, the effect of a tenfold increase in scale or Reynolds number
leads to a thinner boundary layer, weaker viscous effects, and limit
cycle oscillation amplitude grows to over twice that which would be
calculated from scaling of the observed wind-tunnel flutter model
LCO amplitude.

Although these computational cases demonstrate a significant
capability available with this viscous coupling methodology along
with the CAP-TSD code, it is important to understand the limitations
as well as the benefits that are involved. There are obvious limitations
in the quasi-steady, two-dimensional, viscous boundary layer
modeling. The viscous—inviscid coupling method enables
computations for transonic shock-induced separation onset and
mild penetration into separated flow regions. However, solutions in
these regions are not strongly converged [34] and code failure can
occur with increasing penetrations. On the other hand, the simplicity
of the transonic small-disturbance potential equation and the lag-
entrainment boundary layer equations provides significant benefits
in efficiency which has been noted in [35-38]. Thus the CAP-TSDV
code is a candidate as a conceptual design level analysis tool or as a
screening tool for critical cases to be attacked with higher level
computational aeroelasticity codes.
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