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I. Introduction

ULTIDISCIPLINARY constraints were developed for a two-

dimensional gradient-based aerodynamic optimization
method [1-4]. Thickness constraints [4] and a cross-sectional area
constraint [5—7] were added to maintain structural integrity and to
optimize for fuel volume, respectively. Curvature constraints [8]
were added to control geometric oscillations. This work focuses on
implementing a stowability constraint within a high-lift configura-
tion. Significant work has been done on high-lift design
optimization. Lin and Dominik [9,10] have focused on designing
new high-lift components using both computational methods and
wind-tunnel testing. Kim et al. [11] have discussed an adjoint-based
method to optimize two-dimensional airfoils using the flap overlap,
gap, and shape as design variables. Nemec and Zingg [3] have also
discussed results for optimizing high-lift examples using the gap and
overlap as design variables. These are necessary, but not the only
important, components for the design of an airfoil, especially for
high-lift design. As stated by Mathews [12], “The design of high lift
systems cannot be based solely upon maximum aerodynamic
performance but is constrained by weight, cost, ease of manufacture,
maintainability, reliability and the mechanics of the flap movement.”
Van Dam et al. [13] developed a methodology that merges
aerodynamic data with kinematic analysis. This methodology allows
a general database of aerodynamic performance to be integrated
directly into the mechanism design and analyzed. This Note
illustrates how a stowable design space can be created that allows the
designer to generate a flap shape that will be stowable. This design
space is created by using the path that the flap will take during
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extension or retraction, which is determined from kinematic analysis.
The stowability constraint will provide the designer with another
option in high-lift design. This Note only focuses on adjusting the
stowable flap shape by having the flap shape as a design variable, but
this could easily be incorporated with the flap gap and overlap as
design variables.

II. Linkage System

In traditional kinematic linkage analysis, the parameters are
known and the trajectory path is determined. However, in this case,
the objective is to determine the linkage parameters so that a desired
trajectory path can be achieved. This is known as kinematic synthesis
and, due to the number of unknowns, it is an iterative process. Both
Norton [14] and Sandor et al. [15] have provided a very detailed
kinematic synthesis description for linkages. By using kinematic
synthesis, a stowable design space can be created. The first step was
to decide on critical but known values that could create the coupler
link for the four-bar linkage. Consider Fig. 1: on the main element
upper surface, the trailing-edge point is termed the upper shroud
point P,,. This point is where the flap upper surface and main element
meet. Equivalently, there is a lower shroud point P, on the main
element lower surface that is typically located at about 3% wing
chord from the stowed flap leading edge. P, is the flap leading-edge
location in its extended position. Because the flap chord is fixed
throughout the optimization, the flap leading edge in the stowed or
cruise position P, is known. The rigid-body points are determined
using the following equations:

P, =F, —(c, +tol)cost,
sz =0
Pbx = Mtex

P, =F, +(c,+tol)sing,

PZA:(I_CW —tol PuX=P2A+lper (1)

P, =M,(P,)+tol P, =M, —tol

where F,, and F,, are the flap trailing-edge coordinates, M,, and
M,, are the main element trailing-edge coordinates, tol is the
manufacturing tolerance and is specified by the designer, Lper s the
percentage of wing chord at which the lower shroud point will be
located and is typically 3%, and c, is the flap chord length
corresponding to the wing chord and is calculated as

Cy = Cpcos b, ?2)
where ¢/ is the flap chord and 6, is the angle between the flap chord
and wing chord in the stowed position. The final term 6, in Eq. (1) is
the total flap deflection angle in the extended position, which is

0= 0yp + 045 (3)
where 0, is the flap deflection angle relative to the flap chord.

The final value represented in Fig. 1, 04, is the tangent angle
between the main element upper surface and the upper cove line and
is specified by the designer. This variable allows for adequate space
above the flap for the spoiler to be stored and for manufacturability
concerns. During the iterative process, this angle will be checked
against the trajectory path, and if this angle is less than the selected
value, the process begins again.

Once the coupler points were determined, the flap movement
could be modeled as a four-bar linkage. Figure 2 shows the linkage
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Fig. 1 Essential points for creating the rigid body.
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Fig. 2 Four-bar linkage with necessary lengths and angles.

system lengths and angles. The goal is to determine where the pivot
points W, and U, and their corresponding angles 6 and o are located.
Begin by solving for the coupler lengths s, z, and v and angles (not
shown on diagram) by using the distance equation and the cosine
law. Next, the initial and final coupler positions are calculated using
the distance equation to solve for P,; and angle equations to solve for
¥, ¢, ay;, and §,,. At this point, two angles, 8,, and y,, are unknown
and so the iterative process begins. As an initial first guess, 8,, = 0,
and y,; = 0, + 5deg; y,, is initial set 5 deg greater than $,; so that
the right linkage pivot point will always be ahead of the left point,
thereby preventing the linkage arms from colliding.

The pivot points are found by writing a vector loop equation
around each pivot point W. and U,, respectively. The vector
equation is then rewritten in terms of its complex number equivalents
and rearranged into real and imaginary parts to obtain two equations
to solve for each pivot point.

With the initial pivot points determined, the trajectory path can be
traced from the flap-extended position to its retracted position.
However, to create the stowable design area, the path needs to finish
past the upper shroud point P,,. Therefore, the trace starts at the angle
0 and is incremented through the angle 8,, + 10 deg instead of f8,,.
The trajectory path for each coupler point is found using kinematic
linkage analysis, as discussed in [14,15]. Once the coupler path has
been determined, the last check is performed. The angle 6, is
calculated, and if it is less than the selected value, the iterative process
begins again with new values for 8,, and y», selected, then new pivot
points are calculated, and a new coupler path is finally determined.
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This process is repeated until 6., becomes greater than the selected
value.

Once the coupler path produces the required 6,,, a design space
domain is set up to dictate a stowable flap. On the upper surface
between P, and Py, the design space is dictated by the path of P4 and
is hence an arc of radius u;. The flap lower-surface design space
between the lower shroud point P, and leading-edge point P, is a
linear constraint. A linear constraint was used as this exposed area is
small and less critical than the upper surface. At the moment, only the
surface between the flap lower and upper shroud points is included as
aconstraint, as itis assumed that the initial flap shape aft of the shroud
points meets the main element high-speed lines. Therefore, to
complete the design space, a linear constraint was chosen between Py
and the flap trailing edge and then from the trailing edge to P,.

The optimization method uses a penalty method to activate the
constraint within the objective function. For each point on the flap
between P, and P, , the length r; from the pivot point U to the
current point is calculated and compared with the path radius u of Py.
If the length r; is greater than the radius u, a penalty is added to the
objective function using the penalty method [1]. For the lower
surface, each point between P, and P, is compared with the linear
constraint /,. If the y coordinate of each point is less than /,, a penalty
is added to the objective function.

III. Results

To illustrate this constraint, a single high-lift airfoil configuration
and flight condition was chosen. This constraint focuses on
modifying the flap surface between the upper and lower shroud
points to allow the airfoil to stow within the main element. Because
the flap geometries available for two-element configurations already
have stowable surfaces, the NLR 7301 [16] two-element
configuration was modified and used as the baseline configuration.
The two-dimensional gradient-based aerodynamic optimization
method development and documented by Nemec and Zingg [1-3]
and Nemec [4] was used for testing this example. The freestream
conditions are M, = 0.25, @ = 6deg, and Re = 2.51 x 10%, and the
flow is assumed to be fully turbulent. The airfoil shape is described
with B-spline control points, all of which except the leading-edge
point are used as design variables within the design space in this
example. The flap was rotated to a landing configuration of 30 deg
with a gap of 1.7%c and an overlap of 0%c.

As the example presented here is a landing configuration, the
optimization goal is to maximize the lift. The convergence criteria is
to reduce the norm of the objective function gradient by 3 orders of
magnitude. This convergence criteria was selected based on results
from previous test cases and from the work done by Nemec and
Zingg [3]. The initial lift coefficient is 2.63 and the goal is to increase
itby 10% t02.9. The stowable area for this configuration is based on a
flap deflection angle of 6, = 30 deg and a stowed angle between the
flap and wing chord of 0,; = 4 deg. A manufacturing tolerance of
tol = 0.1% was selected.

Two design examples were considered: the first has no constraints
and the second has a stowability and thickness constraint. Based on
the results from the first design example, the thickness constraint was
set to 2.5% chord and located at 40% chord.

The final lift coefficient for both example problems was 2.9 and
each converged in 14 and 28 iterations, respectively. The difference
between the first and second examples illustrates that the
computational cost of the stowability constraint is not significant.
The final geometries are shown in Fig. 3.

The first example final geometry exceeds the stowability
constraint on the upper surface between 115 and 119% wing chord
and just slightly on the lower surface between 94 and 95% wing
chord. At the current operating conditions, there exists a high
probability that the main element and flap surfaces would collide
during flap extension and retraction. By including the stowability
constraint in the second example, this concern is removed. To further
illustrate the differences between the two examples, consider Fig. 4,
which highlights the area around the upper shroud point. It is now
clear that the first example exceeds the stowability constraint,
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Fig. 3 Final geometries and stowability design area for modified NLR
7301 configuration with no constraints and with a stowability and
thickness constraint.
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Fig. 4 Geometry and design area near the shroud point for modified
NLR 7301 without constraints and a thickness and stowability
constraint.

whereas the second example is within the stowability design area.
Note that the second example begins to exceed the design area aft of
the shroud point; however, this area is not included within the
stowability constraint. Visually, the differences may still seem
insignificant, but consider this example: the McDonnell Douglas 90
wing [17] has a flap chord of 28 in. and a manufacturing tolerance of
0.01 in. For the example with no constraints, the stowability
constraint had a maximum violation of 0.0018% c, at 91% c,,, and
the example with two constraints had a maximum violation of
0.00041% c; at 96% c,,. If this is applied to the McDonnell Douglas
90 wing, the example with no constraints would exceed the
manufacturing tolerance by a factor of 4, whereas the example with
two constraints would only exceed the tolerance by a factor of 0.1,
which is within the design tolerance.

IV. Conclusions

To summarize, the stowability constraint was demonstrated for a
modified NLR 7301 configuration. The stowability constraint
influences the flap geometry from the lower-surface shroud point to
the upper-surface shroud point. Two design examples were
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considered, with the second example expanding on the previous
results. The first example did not have any constraints placed on the
optimization process to determine how the optimization would
progress. This example produced a thin flap that exceeded the
stowability area. To help resolve these issues, the second example
included a thickness and stowability constraint. This example helped
to produce a thicker airfoil that could now be safely stowed. By
including this stowability constraint, the designer can now include
the flap trajectory during the shape optimization process. Future
work would include an optimization with the flap shape, gap, and
overlap as design variables. Further, a multi-objective example
would be of interest, as it would allow for landing, cruise, and takeoff
scenarios to be considered.
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