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Abstract

The supersonic flight community is currently faced with two cavity-under-cross-flow related
problems, one being the high noise levels inside the cavity and the other being the return
of a store into the cavity after being released from inside. This thesis provides a systematic
framework to understand the dominant physics in both problems and to provide solutions
for ameliorating the problems. For the first problem, an innovative cavity acoustics model
is developed that rigorously explains the role of leading edge microjets in cavity noise
suppression and predicts the magnitude of noise reduction for a given control input (that
is the steady pressure at which the microjets are fired). The model is validated through
comparison of its noise reduction predictions with experiments done using the Florida State
University cavity and wind tunnel for different microjet pressures and under Mach 2.0 and
Reynolds number 3 million flow, with the microjets being of diameter 400 microns. Based
on the cavity acoustics model, optimization of the control input is performed for microjet-
based noise suppression of a general cavity under external cross-flow. The resulting control
strategy for the FSU cavity is that of an open loop steady microjet firing with the pressure
being uniform along the leading edge. This corresponds to a noise reduction of 9 dB OASPL
and 20 dB SPL at the dominant tone. The cavity also exhibits saturation in noise reduction
for microjet pressures higher than 30 psig.

The second problem that the thesis is concerned with, is that of unsuccessful store drops
from an external bay of an aircraft in flight. A group of researchers under the DARPA-
funded HIFEX Program is currently developing an effective control mechanism to ensure
safe release of a slender axi-symmetric store from a rectangular cavity under supersonic
external cross-flow. The actuator being tested under this program is based on a tandem
array of microjet flow injectors distributed in the spanwise direction near the leading edge
of the cavity, and the control input is the steady pressure levels at which the microjets
are fired. In order to optimize the control input to ensure safe store departure, a low
order model that reliably predicts the trend in the store drop trajectory in the presence
of microjets becomes necessary. In this thesis, a suitable low-order model is developed
with separate components to predict the pitch and plunge motion of the store when it is
inside the cavity, when it is passing through the shear layer at the mouth of the cavity
and when it is completely outside the cavity. The model is based on slender axi-symmetric
body aerodynamics, thin shear layer at the cavity mouth, high Reynolds number external
cross-flow, plane shock waves associated with the microjet actuators, no-flow condition
inside the cavity and inconsideration of the cavity acoustic field. The model is validated by
comparing with the results of store drop experiments performed under the HIFEX Program
at Mach 2.0 and 2.46 using a generic sub-scale weapons bay for different control inputs. The



store drop was observed experimentally and predicted by the model to fail when microjets
were switched off and successful with microjets on. However, with an increase in microjet
pressure, the store drop became unsuccessful. Finally, an optimization of the control input
to ensure clean store departure for a host of drop conditions is performed using the low-order
model.

Although the underlying time scales of the cavity noise and store release problems are
different with the result that the two problems have distinct governing equations and so-
lutions, a notable common thread for both the problems is the microjet-dependent control
parameter (that is the microjet-cross-flow momentum flux ratio}. Microjets introduce mo-
mentum flux into the cavity noise dynamics, that damps out noise inside the cavity. The
magnitude of noise reduction is saturated at higher momentum ratio (or higher microjet
pressure) because of nonlinear damping effects. The addition of momentum flux also cre-
ates a virtual obstruction to the external flow which gets decelerated, compressed and turns
away from the cavity, thereby affecting the forces on the store and in turn its separation tra-
jectory. Lower microjet momentum ratio causes the store to drop successfully while higher
ratio results in its return towards the cavity because of the nonlinear interaction between
the normal force and moment on the store, and store velocity and angle of attack together
with the external flow turning angle.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This thesis discusses two problems related to a cavity when it is exposed to a supersonic
cross-flow. Problem (I) is the high noise levels observed inside the cavity, and problem (II)
is the return of a store into the cavity after being released from inside. The thesis provides
a systematic framework to understand the dominant physics in (I) and (II), and to provide
solutions for ameliorating the problems, based on a microjet-based actuator array near
the cavity leading edge. In particular, this document quantifies the extent of disruption
of the dominant mechanism behind (I) because of the introduction of microjets, and the
influence of the actuator on forces and moments on the store and on its drop trajectory
in (II). The thesis also identifies the most relevant microjet-dependent control parameter
that characterizes both (I) and (II), and provides a strategy for optimization of the control
input to alleviate the two problems. The problem statement, background and the thesis
contributions for (I) are outlined in Section 1.1 and for (II) in Section 1.2 in the current
chapter. A brief comparison and the connection between (I) and (II) are made in Section

1.3, and the scope of this thesis is enumerated in the concluding section of this chapter.

1.1 Problem (I): Cavity Noise Under Supersonic Flow

The first problem that the thesis deals with is that of high noise levels produced when a
cavity, such as the open internal bay of an aircraft, is exposed to an external cross-flow.
Noise levels of around 170 dB noise have been observed in a cavity under Mach 2.0 flow [1],
as illustrated in Figure 1-1. Such noise levels can potentially be harmful to the structural

life of weapon systems inside a weapon bay and to landing gear deployment. The problem

21



170
e

= 160}
UM !‘ ;5155-
g

/ ( " - 5 150

L 145/

L
| :40' 7 Freq (kHz2)
3 5 10 15 20

Figure 1-1: High acoustic noise inside a cavity exposed to external cross-flow with M = 2.0, Re
= 3 million (based on cavity length) and L/D = 5.1.
statement related to (I) is outlined in Section 1.1.1, its background explained in Section

1.1.2, and the contributions of this thesis towards solving (I) is given in Section 1.1.3.

1.1.1 Problem Statement

A group of researchers under the DARPA-funded HIFEX Program [1, 2, 3, 4] has, through
an extensive set of experimental investigations, zeroed in on the leading edge microjets as
the most effective actuator for problem (I), that uses the smallest flow rate. This thesis
develops a model-based optimal closed-loop control strategy for this problem. This strategy
is depicted in Figure 1-2. The pressure sensors on the cavity walls measure noise based on
which the control input, which in this case is the steady pressure at which the microjets

can be fired at the leading edge, is given.
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Figure 1-2: Illustration of optimal closed-loop control strategy to be employed in this thesis for
cavity noise reduction.

The model to be employed for control should necessarily be reduced-order and para-
metric (say, in p,), thus allowing for closed-loop optimization. The model should also
reliably capture the correct trend in the change in OASPL (Overall Sound Pressure Level)
of pressure sensors with variation in control input. Along with these features, the model
developed in this thesis also identifies the most relevant microjet-dependent control param-
eter that characterizes the extent of disruption of the dominant mechanism behind problem

(I) because of the introduction of the actuator.
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From what follows, it is expected that for an uncontrolled cavity and for a cavity with
uniform spanwise microjet firing, the flow dynamics inside is two-dimensional, while the flow
dynamics due to non-uniform firing is three-dimensional. Hence, the thesis first discusses a
two-dimensional model valid for the no-control and uniform firing cases, and then a three-
dimensional model valid for non-uniform firing. The three cases are depicted in Figure 1-3.

The three-dimensional model is subsequently used for developing the appropriate closed-

no fising uniform firing non-uniform firing
M, =2 M =2
Lot M =2 S
— —-

(a) 5y ©

Figure 1-3: Classification of models used for various types of cavity-under-external-cross-flow
problems in this thesis.
loop optimal pressure profile. The study is limited to obtaining a steady optimal pressure
profile for firing microjets.
To validate the predictions of the model, suitable tests were conducted on a cavity at
the Florida State University (FSU) wind-tunnel experimental facility. These tésts include
flow visualization and noise measurements from pressure sensors on the cavity walls. More

details of the facility are available in Zhuang et. al. [1]

1.1.2 Background

Cavity flow under the influence of an external cross-stream can exhibit the following kinds
of dynamics — bulk mode (Helmholtz mode), acoustic mode (longitudinal and transverse),
Rossiter mode and wake mode {5]. In general, the nature of cavity flow depends on the
external flow Mach number and L/D ratio, where L is the cavity length and D is the cavity
depth. It also depends on L/W (where W is the cavity width), the level of turbulence
and thickness of the boundary layer in the incoming stream. However, it is more useful to
look at the cavity flow in the L/D — M plane which contains the dominant factors. Such
a scheme is shown in Figure 1-4. As the figure illustrates, low speed (M <~ 0.1) cavities
typically exhibit fluid-resonant (acoustic) mode oscillations if they are either very shallow
(L/D >~ 13) or deep (L/D <~ 0.5); otherwise they exhibit bulk mode oscillations. Higher
speed cavities exhibit Rossiter and wake modes.

Rossiter and wake modes are the most dominant types of dynamics in the typical regions

of operation of the internal bay. Rossiter mode [6] has been one of the most extensively
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Figure 1-4: Different flow regimes seen by a cavity under external cross-stream.

studied cavity modes for both subsonic and supersonic flows and is a result of an edge-
tone phenomenon. It arises when a jet (in this case, the downstream propagating shear
layer disturbances) hits an edge and tones are produced. The tones propagate upstream
and further excite vortical disturbances at the leading edge, which propagate downstream
in the shear layer and complete a feedback loop. Figure 1-5 illustrates the feedback loop

characterizing this phenomenon.

3
Uy,
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shear layer structures

Acoustics HTrailing Fdge

Figure 1-5: Rossiter mode feedback loop and its components.

The frequencies of these cavity tones depend on the cavity geometry and flow conditions

and is given by Rossiter’s [6] modified formula [7]:

U N —pu
e ) S Y (1.1)
1+ 2k
where fy is the frequency (Hz) of the Nth mode, N = 1,2,--., p is a phase constant

between the downstream propagating vortical disturbances and the upstream propagating

acoustic waves, 1/k is a vorticity parameter, v is the specific heat ratio. p and k are
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typically obtained empirically. The Rossiter’s modified formula is obtained by matching of
time scales of the shear layer oscillations and acoustic waves, where ‘time scales’ refers to
the frequency and phase of oscillation.

‘There are currently two interpretations for the driving mechanism for cavity tones under
Rossiter mode and are delinecated in Figure 1-6. The mechanism, given by Rossiter [6], is
the momentary flow separation at the leading edge that results in periodic shedding of
localized vortices. A literature survey, however, indicates that vortical shedding has not
been observed at all Mach numbers (only between 0.4—1.2) using current experimental
techniques. The alternative mechanism, given by Tam and Block [8], and Bilanin and
Covert [9] among others, is the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability of the free shear layer formed
at the cavity lip. The flow separation in the first interpretation and Kelvin-Helmholtz
instability in the second one are initiated by disturbances in the boundary layer at the
upstream end and sustained by excitation due to acoustic waves at the leading edge inside
the cavity. We can, however, treat the two explanations as equivalent in the sense that
vortical disturbances mentioned in the first interpretation arise due to Kelvin-Helmholtz
instabilities.

U, U
—me- I

incoming L
boundary layer momentary flow convective amplification
@ separation leading to ® of disturbances along
vortex shedding shear laver

Figure 1-6: Two interpretations of the driving mechanism for cavity tones under external cross-
flow.

The noise generation mechanism at the trailing edge can be attributed to the streamwise
impingement of shear layer on the trailing edge, as outlined in Figure 1-7. The impingement
results in creation of a high-pressure center at the trailing edge. The transient nature of the
impingement results in acoustic waves being produced. As explained in Tam and Block [8],
these acoustic waves can be accounted for by introducing a periodic line source of monopoles
at the trailing edge. The streamwise pressure gradient due to impingement of the shear layer
on the trailing edge is: V,p' = pooUZ2; and thus, the strength of the equivalent monopoles
is proportional to peUZ.

In contrast to the Rossiter mode, the wake mode [10] frequency is independent of Mach
and Reynolds number. The wake mode is accompanied by coalescence of vortices shed at the

leading edge into large scale structures, violent ejection of the vortices at the trailing edge
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Figure 1-7: Possible mechanism for generation of acoustic waves inside the cavity under external
cross-flow.

and flow separation at the leading and trailing edges. It has not been frequently observed

in practice and would not be discussed further in this document.

1.1.3 Contributions of Thesis

This thesis uses the framework of Tam and Block [8] and Bilanin and Covert {9] to develop
a low order parametric model for the Rossiter tones. An order-of-magnitude analysis per-
formed on the Navier-Stokes equations determines the simplified governing equation for the
cavity acoustics, which is the wave equation, similar to Refs. [8, 9]. The solution of this
equation is determined by the techniques of Green’s function, method of images and proper
orthogonal decomposition. The first two solution techniques are similar to Refs. [8, 9] and
the last method is a contribution of this thesis. This document also proposes an original
technique of incorporating the effect of microjets as an actuator in suppressing the cavity
tones. The most relevant microjet-dependent control parameter for the cavity noise reduc-
tion problem, identified by this thesis, is the microjet-external-flow momentum flux ratio.
The thesis also identifies the underlying mechanism, based on microjet injection, by which
noise is suppressed inside the cavity. Using the model, this thesis predicts the magnitude of
noise reduction inside the cavity for a given microjet pressure distribution that is validated
by experiments performed at the Florida State University wind tunnel [1]. In addition, the
thesis develops a strategy for optimizing the microjet-based control input for noise reduction

inside the cavity.
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1.2 Problem (II): Store Separation From Bay Under Super-

sonic Flow

In addition to high noise inside a cavity under external cross-flow, the aircraft industry is
faced with problem (II), i.e. it has been observed that a store, when released from an internal
aircraft bay, can return back under suitable flight conditions. Instances of unsuccessful
store drops under subsonic [30] and transonic [31] flows have been found in the literature.
In addition, recent experiments under the DARPA-funded HIFEX Program [2, 3, 4] have
illustrated the problem under supersonic flow conditions. It should be noted that unsafe
store separation is a dangerous problem for an aircraft while it drops weapons from its
internal bay. To ameliorate this problem, a group of researchers under the HIFEX Program
is currently developing an appropriate control strategy to ensure safe release of a slender
axi-symmetric store from a rectangular cavity (bay) with an external supersonic flow. The
effectiveness of various flow-disrupting actuators has been studied by the group, and the
most promising one is based on an array of microjet flow injectors distributed in the spanwise
direction near the leading edge of the cavity. The associated control input is the steady
pressure levels at which the microjets are activated. The same actuator has been shown
experimentally in [2] and through a low-order model (Chapters 2-3 of this thesis) to be
effective in quietening the shear layer at the cavity opening and reduction of the cavity tones.
In addition, this actuator introduces shocks which in turn induce additional corrective forces
and moments on the store when it is external to the bay, thereby enabling control of its
trajectory for ensuring safe separation. As in section 1.1, we discuss in sections 1.2.1, 1.2.2,
and 1.2.3, the problem statement for (II), its background, and the contributions of this

thesis in solving (II), respectively.

1.2.1 Problem Statement

The development of an effectual control strategy for safe store separation from a cavity
under cross-flow necessitates a low order model that accurately predicts the trend in the
store trajectory, i.e. whether the store is ejected from the cavity safely or returns back
into the cavity, under given initial drop conditions and a given control input. This trend
is potentially influenced by a host of factors (Figure 1-8), including the inhomogeneous

flow field generated by the wavy shear layer structures at the cavity opening, the potential
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induced by the store motion, the shock waves introduced by the microjets and at the store
nose, and noise inside the cavity, all of which should be incorporated in the model. What is
examined in this thesis is an investigation of the forces and moments on the store due to these
factors, a low-order model that captures the dominant mechanisms, and an optimization

scheme for the control input to ensure safe store separation.

presence of
cavity walls

homogeneous flow field due to wavy
shear layver structure

potential induced by store motion

ara \'il}"

Figure 1-8: Different factors affecting the store release trajectory under supersonic cross-flow and
in the presence of microjet-based actuators. Labels ‘a” and ‘b’ indicate different rows
of microjets located near the cavity leading edge.

shock due to flow injectors

1.2.2 Background

The dynamics of a slender body separating from a rectangular cavity under a cross-flow
is difficult to analyze, expensive to experiment upon and is mostly used for military ap-
plications. As such, limited models are available in literature and the pertinent ones are
outlined here. The problem of store release from a cavity under subsonic flow has been
extensively analyzed by Shalaev, et. al. in Ref. [30]. In this paper, a low-order model of
the store dynamics is derived, based on slender body potential flow theory, and results in
a set of ordinary differential equations for the store motion which is analytically solvable
under suitable conditions. This model is shown to predict the store trajectories observed in
sﬁbsonic wind tunnel experiments. However, in the paper, neither a detailed discussion of
the underlying mechanisms nor a qualitative analysis of the conditions for unsafe departure
is carried out. In Ref. [31], the store separation from a cavity under transonic flow has
been studied by the same authors. A similar model as in [30] is developed here too, but
results in a set of nonlinear differential equations for the store trajectory that cannot be
solved analytically. This model is then used to show conditions under which unsafe store
departure occurs. However, no experimental confirmation is carried out. Also as in [30], the

mechanism for unsuccessful store drop is not investigated in detail. Finally in [33], the same
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problem is considered in supersonic flow, with the treatment being similar to [31]. Ref. [33]
predicts the conditions for unsafe store ejection and also discusses the store interaction with
shock waves due to the parent body from which the store is separated. However, as before,
no detailed insight into the mechanism for failure in store drop is found and no experimental
validation is carried out.

An alternative approach for external store separation found in the literature [34] is
based on grid testing. In this method, the store aerodynamic load at any position in
the grid is assumed to be a function of only its free stream aerodynamics and the parent
aircraft induced aerodynamics at that flow field position. The free stream aerodynamics is
a property of the store alone while the aircraft induced aerodynamics is determined by the
aircraft flow field, with the mutual interference between the aircraft and the store being
considered a secondary effect. The aerodynamic loads are then fed into a six degrees-of-
freedom (6 DOF) program based on Newton’s laws to compute the external store release
trajectory from an aircraft. An improvement over this approach is tried in a store separation
problem for the SH-2G helicopter [35] in which a linear interference effect between the
store and the helicopter is incorporated in the 6 DOF program. To reduce the cost of
testing, a judicious combination of wind tunnel testing and CFD analysis is used. This
method is validated by comparing with experimentally available store release trajectory
data. However, the limitations of this approach are lack of available free stream data for
all store shapes for all possible pitch angles, lack of physical insight into the problem and

expensive experiments required.

1.2.3 Contributions of Thesis

The model followed in this thesis is based on the store separation work carried out for
supersonic flows in Ref. [33]. By using a careful investigation of the force and moment
- expressions on the store obtained from the reference, we obtain a set of parametric nonlinear
ordinary differential equations that enables us to identify the mechanism and, therefore, the
criteria for unsafe store release from a cavity. We believe that the mechanism governing
the trajectory of a store released from a cavity onto a supersonic cross-flow has not been
identified before, and is therefore an important contribution of the thesis. A more important
contribution is the extension of the model to include the effect of microjets on the store

trajectory. The model identifies the most relevant microjet-dependent control parameter
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(that is the microjet-cross-flow momentum flux ratio) and the underlying process by which
the store trajectory is influenced, thereby predicting the microjet pressures for realizing
a successful store departure. The model is also used to determine the optimal microjet
pressure diétribution for a clean weapon release and this control strategy is shown to agree
with experimental observations made by the HIFEX group [2, 3, 4] for different supersonic
Mach numbers. Finally, the model suggests better choices for the actuator parameters at

some of the operating conditions.

1.3 Comparison of Cavity Noise and Store Release Problems

As the above discussions indicate, this thesis contains two distinct contributions which were
presented in sections 1.1 and 1.2. Here, a brief comparison and connection between the two
contributions are made. The underlying time scales of the cavity noise and store release
problems are different, with the dominant frequencies being in the MHz and KHz ranges
resbectively. As such, the govérning equations and solution tools for both problems are
different. The cavity acoustics problem is governed by the damped wave equation, while the
store release trajectory is governed by the Laplace Equation in the store cross-section plane.
The wave equation is solved using the techniques of Green’s function, method of images
and proper orthogonal decomposition; the Laplace Equation by multipole expansion and
conformal transformation. Further, the wave equation gives the pressure perturbation inside
the cavity, which is then summed over all frequencies to give the overall sound pressure level.
On the other hand, the Laplace Equation gives the velocity potential of the store which
is converted to pressure using the Bernoulli’s equation and then integrated over the store
surface to give the normal force and moment on the store which in turn determine the store
release trajectory.

A notable common thread for both the problems is the microjet-based actuation system.
Microjets introduce momentum flux into the cavity noise dynamics, that manifests itself as
an active damper which suppresses noise inside the cavity. The magnitude of noise reduction
is saturated at higher momentum ratio because of nonlinear damping effects. Interestingly
enough, the same momentum flux introduction also creates a virtual obstruction to the
external flow because of which leading edge shock waves are created along with external

flow deceleration, compression, and flow turning. These effects affect the normal force and
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pitching moment on the store and therefore influence whether the store drops safely from
the cavity or not. Both the extent of noise damping and the strength of the shock waves
are determined by the shape of the micro-shock structure at the exit of the micfojet nozzle.
These dependencies are accurately quantified in the current document, and the strategies to
optimize the control input for both the noise reduction and safe store separation problems

are derived.

1.4 Scope of Thesis

This thesis outlines the development of a reduced order model for optimal control of noise
inside a cavity under supersonic cross-flow, and a low order model for optimization of the
control input of the drop trajectory of a store released inside a bay under supersonic flow.
The actuator used in both problems is microjet-based fluid injection system placed at the
cavity leading edge, with the injection being transverse to the external flow direction.

Chapter 2 discusses the development of a reduced-order model to describe the tones
in the absence and presence of microjets at the leading edge. Further, two microjets-
on cases are tackled: (i) microjets are fired with uniform pressure along the leading edge
(referred to as uniform control), and (ii) microjets are fired with pressure that varies in a pre-
defined manner along the leading edge (referred to as non-uniform control). This chapter
also describes the experimental arrangement used in Florida State University (FSU) for
demonstrating microjet-based cavity noise reduction phenomenon.

Chapter 3 uses the three-dimensional acoustics model developed in Chapter 2 to optimize
the control input for nbise suppression inside a cavity under supersonic cross-flow, using
microjets at the leading edge. This study is limited to the control input being a steady
spanwise microjet pressure distribution. The strategy is also derived based on the proper
orthogonal decomposition technique and implemented using the FSU experimental setup.

Chapter 4 deals with the second problem that the thesis is concerned with: the problem
of safe store separation from a cavity under supersonic cross-flow using microjet-based
actuator. This chapter outlines the development of an appropriate low order model that
predicts the correct trend in the store drop trajectory. It also analyzes the low-order in
terms of the store drop behavior for two cases: (I) when microjets are off, and (II) when the

microjets are switched on. It then compares the low order model predictions with results
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from experiments performed by the HIFEX group. Finally, it describes an optimization
process to find the best control input (in terms of microjet-free-stream momentum ratio)
that would ensure a successful store drop from a cavity under supersonic cross-flow.
Chapter 5 summarizes the work done and conclusions made therein. It also gives an
outline for the extensions that can be made to the reduced-order models related to cavity

acoustics and store release trajectory under supersonic cross-flows and their limitations.



Chapter 2

The Cavity Acoustics Problem

In this chapter, we derive a reduced-order model to describe the tones in a cavity under
supersonic cross-flow. Section 2.1 describes the microjets-off case and outlines the assump-
tions involved in developing the reduced-order governing equations and the derivation of the
same from the Navier-Stokes equations. Section 2.2 explains the process of suppression of
tones inside a cavity under supersonic cross-flow using microjets at the leading edge. It also
describes the experimental arrangement used in Florida State University (FSU) for demon-
strating microjet-based cavity noise reduction phenomenon. Finally, section 2.3 outlines the

derivation of the governing equations for the cavity acoustics problem with microjets-on.

2.1 Cavity Tones in the Absence of Microjets

This section discusses the development of a reduced-order model to describe the tones in a

cavity under supersonic cross-flow in the absence of microjets.

2.1.1 Cavity Acoustics Model

The motivation behind the proposed reduced-order model (to be used for cavity tones
control) lies in two independent pioneering works by Tam and Block [8], and Bilanin and
Covert [9]. During the decade of 1970, these authors developed models predicting the
frequencies of the tones in a two-dimensional rectangular cavity under external flow. The
acoustic presence of the trailing edge and cavity walls was modelled by a periodic line source
at the trailing edge and suitably placed images of the line sources respectively. The model

agreed well with experimental results for speeds ranging from low subsonic to low supersonic
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“flows (M = 0.4—1.2). These studies are used as a starting point for constructing the desired

reduced-order model.
Since the cavity tones are essentially a two-dimensional phenomenon, we consider a
two-dimensional reduced-order model for the same. The model domain is restricted to the

internal cavity volume bounded by the cavity walls and the shear layer which is at the

cavity lip, as illustrated in Figure 2-1.

Figure 2-1: Configuration of supersonic cavity flow used in the model.

Based on shadowgraph and PIV visualization studies [1], the following assumptions are

made with regards to the internal cavity flow field:

(1) The shear layer separates the cavity flow field from the external supersonic stream.
The supersonic flow does not expand into the cavity and there is no Prandtl-Meyer

expansion fan inside the cavity.

(2) The mean convective flow inside the cavity is ignored. In practice, a reverse flow with
speeds up to 40% of the external flow stream has been observed. This is neglected in

the first-order proposed model.

(3) The mean static pressure is assumed to be uniform inside the cavity. In practice, the

mean static pressure varies by about 15% along the streamwise direction.
(4) Static temperature and mean density is assumed to be uniform all over the cavity.
(5) Effects of gravity and viscosity are ignored.

These assumptions are outlined in Figure 2-2. Based on the assumptions, the flow inside
the cavity can be considered as isentropic. Then we can apply the isentropic flow, mass and

momentum conservation equations respectively to the inner cavity volume as follows:

p =t (2.1)
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Figure 2-2: Illustration of the assumptions behind the reduced-order cavity acoustics model.
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Here - indicates (zero-mean) perturbation quantities and ‘" indicates the mean component.

We use Eqns. (2.1)-(2.3) to obtain the governing equation as follows:
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We then use an order-of-magnitude analysis to identify the dominant groups (details given

in Appendix A). The governing equation obtained on keeping the dominant terms is given
by:

82 p/

——55%‘— — Ezvzp' =0 (25)

with the equation valid for 0 < U%la <02,0< U% . <0.1,4< % < 6and 0.3 < M, <5.
Here, the subscript ‘a’ refers to the amplitude of the quantity.

Eqn. (2.5) can be solved using Green’s function technique and method of images, similar
to Tam [8] and Covert’s [9] work. Green’s function method is used to derive the pressure
field in an infinitely long two-dimensional quiescent medium while the method of images is
used to account for reflection of waves at the cavity walls, as illustrated in Figure 2-3.

The governing equation for obtaining the Green’s function is as follows:

d’p
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Figure 2-3: lllustration of the method of images for solving the pressure perturbation field inside
the cavity under external cross-flow.
This equation is same as (B.3) in Appendix B where the solution procedure is detailed.
Then the solution inside the uncontrolled cavity based on Green’s function and method of
images is given by:
1 w 1 w
Pz, y,tw) = é% {Hé ) (-g (L —x)? +y2> +Hé ) <E (L + z)? +y2) +

Here w is the frequency of a cavity tone in radians per second and is given from Eqn. (1.1).
It may be noted that IV = 4 corresponds to the most dominant tone in the FSU cavity and
our region of interest is between N = 1 to 8 that corresponds to frequencies less than 12000
Hz. This limitation arises from the sampling frequency of the instrumentation used in the
cavity experiments. Also H(gl)(~) is the first order first kind Hankel function [11].

The other unknown in Eqn. (2.7) is @ which is the strength of the source introduced in
the problem and can be determined by matching the experimentally obtained spectrum with
the spectrum predicted from this model. The latter is obtained by summing the pressure

given by Eqn. (2.7) over all major Rossiter frequencies from N =1 to 8 as follows:

8

Pz,ut) = Y Py twn) (2.8)
N=1

The matching between the model and experimental spectra is done so as to equalize the
SPLs (Sound Pressure Levels) at the different tones and is illustrated in Figure 2-4. Apart
from the peak matching, it is clear from the figure that there is a discrepancy in frequencies
of about 10% between the values predicted by Eqn. (1.1) and the experimentally obtained
ones. The reason is that the values of 1 and k used in Eqn. (1.1) (that are, respectively, 0
and 0.6 for the FSU cavity) are commonly accepted values used in literature. It was further
observed that in order to match the frequencies exactly; the values of i and k need to be

changed for each tone. So no attempt was subsequently made to refine the frequencies used
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in the model and the 10% difference was considered to be acceptable.
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Figure 2-4: Matching of experimental and model-predicted SPLs at the cavity leading edge. The
experiment was conducted with external flow having M = 2.0, Re = 3 million (based
on cavity length) and cavity having L/D = 5.1. Uncertainty in experimental SPL
was +0.5dB and uncertainty in frequency +40Hz which is 0.8% of the dominant
tone.

Now we consider the effect of assumptions (2) and (3) on the pressure field inside the

cavity. The governing equation in the presence of a uniform reverse flow U, due to pressure

gradient inside the cavity is:

d a9 \?
(anra—I) P -V =0 (2.9)
We have:
LA 2m(N — U
of B 1= _ 7WN-p) U (2.10)
U’r% UrL \/I—AE—EW +% U, '
+31 M2

This ratio is 3.2 at the dominant frequency, and so the inverse term UT% is not negligible.
The presence of the term U,.% would change the Hankel function in Eqn. (2.7) but the
change can potentially be absorbed by the acoustic source strength (). In this first order
model, the reverse flow effect is ignored and the pressure field given by Eqns. (2.7) and (2.8)

is considered to describe the uncontrolled cavity.

2.2 Effect of Microjets on Cavity Tones

In this section, we explain the process of suppression of tones inside a cavity under supersonic

cross-flow using microjets at the leading edge.
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2.2.1 Noise Suppression Using Microjets

There are several ways of suppressing the cavity tones. One option is to disrupt the feedback
loop that causes the tones, thereby reducing the acoustic noise level. This can be realized
by passive and active devices located at the leading or trailing edge (depicted in Figure
2-5). Several noise control devices in literature have also been observed at the upstream
end or inside the cavity, all fulfilling the objective of breaking the feedback loop. Spoilers,
ramps and vortex rods are examples of the passive devices [5] that have been used for noise
suppression while active devices include piezoelectric flaps {12}, pulsed air injectors [13],
powered resonance tubes [14], jet screens (currently being tested at Boeing) and microjets

[1]. In general, passive devices tend to exhibit undesirable performance at off-design con-
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Figure 2-5: Various passive devices used for cavity tone suppression in literature and device
location relative to the cavity.

ditions. As for the active devices, all the air injection systems, except for microjets, need
a significant mass flow (1-10% or higher) to be effective. In contrast, microjets require less
than 1% [1]. The reference mass flow here is the amount of free flow through an area equal
to the cavity side wall. Microjets have the additional advantage of high momentum flux
when compared to other air injection systems. Piezoelectric devices have been shown to
work at low subsonic flows but their effectiveness in high speed flows remains to be seen. A

detailed review of noise suppression techniques is given in Cattafesta, et. al. [15]

The arrangement for realizing microjet-based control for noise reduction in the FSU
cavity is shown in Figure 2-6. In this configuration, there are three microjet banks connected
to a pressure-regulated nitrogen supply chamber. Each bank feeds four microjets; the three
banks thus take care of the entire set of 12 microjets (of diameter 400 um each). The
pressure regulation of microjets is done manually and hence only steady-input control can

be implemented.
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Figure 2-6: Experimental arrangement for realizing control in the FSU cavity. The control input
is given in terms of the three microjet pressure banks, from bottom to top.

2.2.2 Observations After Using Microjets

i

The following changes were observed from flow visualization and noise measurement studies

in the FSU cavity after introduction of microjets:
e Damped pressure perturbation field inside the cavity.

e Decrease in frequency of the dominant cavity tone and similar behavior in the other

tones.
e Weak shock observed at the cavity leading edge.

e Deceleration and turning of external flow behind the shock.

A simple explanation for the decrease in frequency of the dominant cavity tone is as follows.
Because of decelerated flow behind the shock, the modified Rossiter frequency expression
becomes:

Us, N—pu

!
flr=—2
1+355 M3,

n % (2.11)
where the notations follow from Figure 2-7. Since Uz, in the numerator has the dominant
effect on the frequency, it is clear that the latter would decrease with decrease in flow
velocity, in other words, with increase in microjet pressure input. This is because the shock
strength increases with microjet pressure input and flow speed behind the shock decreases
with increase in shock strength. The dominant frequency for different microjet pressures is
shown in Table 2.1 (taken from Zhuang, et. al. [1]) and illustrates this phenomenon.

The free stream speed, used for computing the dominant frequency from Eqn. (2.11) in

Table 2.1, was derived from oblique plane shock relationship. The reason for using plane

39



Table 2.1: Dominant cavity frequency predicted by model and obtained from experiments done
on FSU cavity (under M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million flow). Re is based on cavity length.

Dy, PSig No control | 30 100 | 200
Experiment (KHz) 5.55 5.35 ( 5.31 | 5.16
Model (KHz) 5.66 5.36 | 5.33 | 5.12
U, M, U, M
AN o 2
(éx, M, : streamwise component

microjel

Figure 2-7: Effect of leading edge shock on the external cross-flow over the cavity.

shock relationship is that the characteristic wavelength of the acoustic waves is typically
negligibly smaller than the shock radius of curvature for most of the shock region. Now
the shock properties (orientation and strength), used for the calculations in Table 2.1, were
obtained from flow visualization experiments. It would be useful at this stage to develop a
model that can predict the shock properties (orientation and strength) given the microjet
pressure. Appendix C gives the details of such a model. The model in Appendix C was
validated by comparing its predictions with the flow visualization experiments. Such a
model can be used in applications that require resulting shock properties given a jet-in-

cross-flow, e. g. the present problem.

Another consequence of the presence of leading edge shock is the apparent change in
the acoustic source strength which in the presence of the microjets is given as: Q' o< paU3.
Now from the shock relationship, -’% > 1 and % < 1, with the inequalities being not very

p2U2

far from unity. So we have O (}:‘;.TJ%_) = 1. That is, the change in acoustic source strength

is not expected to be significant due to the presence of shock.

2.3 Cavity Acoustics Model in the Presence of Microjets

This section describes a reduced order model for the cavity tones phenomenon under su-
personic cross-flow and in the presence of leading edge microjets. Two cases are tackled:
(i) microjets fired with uniform pressure along the leading edge (referred to as uniform
control), and (ii) microjets fired with pressure that varies in a pre-defined manner along the

leading edge (referred to as non-uniform control).
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2.3.1 Uniform Control Case

Keeping the observations of Chapter 2.2 in mind, the reduced-order model in the presence
of uniform microjets is derived as follows. Microjets are introduced in the cavity acoustics
model through a forcing term addition to the momentum conservation equation while the

mass conservation equation is left untouched. The reason, as mentioned before, is that

pjetUjet Ajet
Poo Uoo Lcavity Wcam’ty

the mass injection ratio ( ) < 1% while the momentum injection ratio
jel U 2 . . . Ly%]
(%ﬁéﬁ) > 1 for typical microjet pressure profiles. So the mass addition effect of the
microjets is neglected. It may be noted here that the subscript ‘jet’ refers to the mean flow
conditions at the microjet nozzle exit.
Having neglected the mass contribution of microjets, the governing equations for this
problem are given by Eqns. (2.1), (2.2) and the following momentum conservation equation:
Dw
Z = —Vp+ Fa (2.12)
ot
Following the procedure adopted in obtaining Eqn. (2.5), we get:

0%y
8%t

—

—2vp = V- F, (2.13)

Now the forcing term on the right hand side of this equation can be obtained from the
isentropic flow relationship applied at the microjet nozzle exit, with the mean nozzle flow
assumed to be isentropic and sonic. The microjet flow structure at the nozzle exit is
illustrated in Figure 2-8 and the detailed derivation of the forcing term is shown in Appendix

D.

8= 'microjet pressure (steady control input)

Figure 2-8: Close-up of flow structure near the exit of microjet nozzle in the presence of external
cross-flow. Adapted from Papamoschou and Hubbard [16].

After deriving the forcing function, Green’s function and method of images can be used
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to get the pressure field inside the controlled cavity, as before. Using the separation of
variables p’ ~ F(z,y)P(t), the governing equation for Green’s function is given by (details

given in Appendix D):

&P oU, . dP 9

% 08 g O pP— 2.14

&ty Wty 0 (=14)
which is the same as Eqn. (D.12) in Appendix D. Here, %}J’i (t) is the transverse microjet
velocity gradient at the jet exit and acts as the damping factor for the two-dimensional

model, resulting in noise reduction.

Having obtained the governing equation for the Green’s function, we proceed as follows.
Eqn. (2.14) is simulated to find the forcing term, inertia term and the pressure perturbation
response for a given microjet pressure input. The following ratio is then calculated:

au dP
F —=E(L) S
Forcing Term g; (2.9) 3y (1) G

Inertia Term Y F(z,y) %J;
wl

(2.15)

where the summation is done over all Rossiter frequencies. On plotting this term versus

the non-dimensional pressure perturbation term % measured at the leading edge, it was

; . Forcing Term ;
found for all control inputs that the ratio m — 0.1 (i.e., becomes negligible)

after some time t = t,. This is illustrated in Figures 2-9 and 2-10. So the forcing term is

01 Negligible below this line

0.05 . A . . F i
0.05 0.1 0.15 02 025 03 03 04

Amplitude of Pfﬁu

Figure 2-9: %%f‘%% versus -‘-;_?i measured at the leading edge for 30 psig microjet pressure.
External flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million (based on cavity length).
Cavity dimension: L/D = 5.1.
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Figure 2-10: Response of %'— measured at the leading edge (LE) for 30 psig microjet pressure. The
initial conditions (at t = 0) correspond to uncontrolled cavity condition and were:
%l = 0.36 and %’1—’ = 0 (arbitrary). Also, T refers to the time period corresponding

to the dominant cavity tone. External flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million
(based on cavity length). Cavity dimension: L/D = 5.1.

switched off after time ¢ = ¢, and the damping factor due to microjet introduction is then:

P (t,)
P(0)

d, = (2.16)

where P (0) is the no-control value. After the forcing term is switched off, the pressure field
resembles the uncontrolled field, except that the ‘virtual’ acoustic source strength is now

reduced. So the damped solution is given by:

poatiad) ~ 2 [ (2 m) B (TR T R)+

Hél) ( \/(L + (y +2D)? )] exp(iw't) + (-)*  (2.17)

where the acoustic source strength in the presence of control is:

Q p2U3

The total pressure field is obtained by summing the pressure given by Eqn. (2.17) over all

major Rossiter frequencies from N =1 to 8 as follows:

p'(z,y,t) Z P2,y twy) (2.19)
N=1

The model predictions and the experimental results for the FSU cavity are compared in
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Figures 2-11 and 2-12. The model and experimental results both show similar saturation

=
7]

') — — ———=

5 —— Expenimental data

- = — Model prediction

Decrease in (

No micrajet 10 20 30 40 50 6l 70 BO
Microjel pressure, psig

Figure 2-11: Model prediction versus experimentally observed OASPL reduction corresponding
to the pressure transducer location at the middle of the leading edge. External
flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million (based on cavity length). Cavity
dimension: L/D = 5.1. Uncertainty in experimental OASPL: £1.0dB.

160 g.= 30 psig
140
E .
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--- Experimental result (OASPL = 150 dB)
60 . : J

2 10

4 6
Frequency (kHz)

Figure 2-12: Model prediction versus experimentally observed SPL spectrum corresponding to
the pressure transducer location at the middle of the leading edge and 30 psig
microjet pressure. External flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million (based on
cavity length). Cavity dimension: L/D = 5.1. Uncertainty in experimental SPL:
4+0.5dB. Uncertainty in frequency: +40Hz.

behavior in the noise reduction ability of microjets with increase in microjet pressure. Both
suggest that for the FSU cavity, OASPL reduction at the leading edge is saturated for
microjet pressure 30 psig and above. This validates the model ability to predict the correct
trend in noise reduction with change in the control input. However, the prediction of
the frequency spectrum for both the control-off (Figure 2-4) and control-on (Figure 2-12)
situations is not good compared to the experiments. This can be attributed to a first order
simplified model being used for this problem. Figure 2-13 shows the spectrum for control-off
and control-on situations obtained from the FSU experiments. The figure illustrates the
shift in frequency of the dominant tone that was mentioned earlier. Also, the FSU cavity

shows a maximum SPL reduction of 20 dB and OASPL reduction of 9 dB at the leading
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Figure 2-13: Experimentally observed SPL spectra corresponding to the pressure transducer
location at the middle of the leading edge. The two spectra are for the microjets-
off and 30 psig microjet pressure respectively. External flow conditions: M = 2.0
and Re = 3 million (based on cavity length). Cavity dimension: L/D = 5.1.
Uncertainty in experimental SPL: £0.5dB. Uncertainty in frequency: +40Hz.

The following is an explanation for the observed saturation behavior. The reduction
in OASPL is an increasing function of the magnitude of the damping factor. The latter,
in turn, is an increasing function of the mean transverse microjet velocity gradient. The
microjet velocity gradient varies with increasing microjet pressure as shown in Figure D-1
(Appendix D). Clearly the saturation in the microjet velocity gradient results in satura-
tion in noise reduction inside the cavity. The reason for the saturation in microjet velocity
gradient is not clear at this stage but Eqn. (D.15) in Appendix D provides some insight.
It is evident that the barrel shock shape at the exit of the microjet nozzle must change
increasingly slowly with increasing microjet pressure and converge to a particular shape at
high microjet pressure in order for Figure D-1 to hold true. The validation for this hy-
pothesis of the shock structure behavior requires the development of a relationship between
the shock structure and microjet pressure. This in turn could be found using in-depth
gas dynamic analysis (possibly two- or three-dimensional flow analysis) or using detailed
flow visualization experiments done near the microjet nozzle exit but is not possible using
current knowledge bank. This relationship, if developed in future, would shed light on the
aforementioned behavior.

It is to be noted that the parameter, microjet-cross-flow momentum ratio as defined in
Eqn. (C.2), is directly proportional to microjet pressure. Therefore, Figure 2-11 also shows

saturation of the magnitude of noise reduction with increasing momentum ratio.
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2.3.2 Non-Uniform Control Case

For the non-uniform control case, we need to consider the flow dynamics in the spanwise
direction in addition to the details considered till now. But first, we discuss every conceivable
flow dynamic mode that can be realized in a three-dimensional cavity. Table 2.2 shows all
possible acoustic tones in the three-dimensional FSU cavity. However, the only observed

Table 2.2: All possible acoustic tones in the 3-D FSU cavity under M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million
flow. Re is based on cavity length.

Type of N=1|N=2|N=3|N=4

tone (Hz) (Hz) (Hz) (Hz)
Rossiter 1417 2834 4250 5667
tone, fn

Streamwise_ 1506 3011 4518 6023

C

tone, fr = 51
Spanwise ) 8748 | 17496 - -

tone, fi = o
Streamwise_ 3822 11468 — —

tone, fp = ;5

frequencies in the experiments were of the Rossiter tones because of their self-sustaining
nature and this phenomenon is two-dimensional (i.e., is restricted to the streamwise and
transverse plane). So the governing equations for the uncontrolled and controlled three-
dimensional cases are Eqns. (2.5) and (2.13) respectively, i.e. same as in the two-dimensional
model, except that separation of variables for the pressure perturbation field in the three-

dimensional case is given by:
p ~P(t)F(z,y)®(2) =P(t)R(r)T(¢) @ () (2:20)

Here & (z) is a spanwise mode shape to be determined in chapter 3 and z is in the spanwise
direction.

The solution process is development of Green’s function and application of the method-
of-images, same as in the two-dimensional case. The governing equation for Green’s function

is (details in Appendix E):

&P dP

where fi (t) is the three-dimensional damping factor that is obtained by integrating the
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transverse microjet velocity gradient along the leading edge and is given by Eqn. (E.7) in

Appendix E and repeated here for convenience.

1 7 9
1 TRT, ¢ 5\ 2 pf
fl(t)z——( ¢2<z)[ —{—ps +(2 —} -
82 (2)d () !‘ w6
[5RT, vl 100} (=
2 pom ay}d(w>) (2:22)

0
where the individual terms are defined in Appendix E. It follows that f; (#) consists of two

components: (i) £ which is the mean transverse microjet velocity gradient at the cavity
leading edge and is independent of time, and (ii) the rest of the expression which are
dependent on the ambient noise and thus on time. It also follows that an increase in &
results in a larger value of f; (¢) and thus causes a greater reduction in the cavity noise
level. We now seek to find the relationship between the control input, p,, and the damping
factor, fi (t). From the results of flow visualization experiments shown in Figure D-1 of
Appendix D, it follows that £ and p, are increasing functions of each other. Moreover, if
we replace £ by p, in Eqn. (2.22) and remove the time-dependent term altogether, we get

the following parameter:

P ORI
(P, 2®@pu) =

. (2.23)

[ ®*(2)d ()

where ® represents the element-by-element multiplication of two vectors. It follows from the
aforementioned argument that f; (¢} is an increasing function of the parameter (®,® ® p,)
that, in turn, explicitly depends on p,. This relationship is exploited in the next chapter

to optimize the control input for microjet-based cavity noise suppression.

It is noted that to account for the discrete number of microjets, the contribution of
microjet velocity gradient in the integration done in Eqn. (2.22) was taken only at the

points where the microjets are present. Also the pressure field inside the cavity for the
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microjet-off and microjet-on cases, respectively, are as follows:

Pz, tw) = % {Hél) (%\/(L —x)? +y2> +H(§U (%\/(L + )2 +y2> +

Hél) (%\ﬂl’ —~x)% + (y + 2D)2)} ® (z) exp(iwt) + (1)* (2.24)

' ’ . /
Pyt~ o 10 (S -0+ )+ 10 (S rap )+

!

HY (% \/(L — )2+ (y+ 2D)2>} P (2) exp(iw't) + ()" (2.25)

where the acoustic source strength in the presence of control is given by Eqn. (2.18).

2.4 Summary

In this chapter, we developed a reduced-order model to describe the cavity tones under
supersonic cross-flow, in the absence and presence of microjets. Further, two microjets-
on cases were tackled: (i) microjets fired with uniform pressure along the leading edge
(referred to as uniform control), and (ii} microjets fired with pressure that varies in a pre-
defined manner along the leading edge (referred to as non-uniform control). The framework
developed for the uncontrolled cavity tones model was based on the Navier-Stokes equation
and order-of-magnitude analysis. The presence of microjets was treated by introducing an
equivalent momentum flux to the cavity dynamics such that an active damper term was
added to the governing equations. This chapter also describes the experimental arrangement
used in Florida State University (FSU) for demonstrating the microjet-based cavity noise'

reduction phenomenon.

48



Chapter 3

Optimization of Control Input for
Microjet-Based Cavity Noise

Suppression

The three-dimensional acoustics model from Chapter 2 is used in this chapter to optimize
the control input for noise suppression inside a cavity under supersonic cross-flow, while
applying microjets at the leading edge. This study is limited to the control input being a
steady spanwise microjet pressure distribution. In section 3.1, we give the problem formu-
lation for optimizing the control input. Standard solution techniques for an optimal control
problem are discussed in section 3.2. Section 3.3 gives an outline of the proper orthogonal
decomposition and recursive proper orthogonal decomposition based techniques that are
adopted here to optimize the control input for cavity noise suppression. In addition, section
3.4 discusses the experimental results of the optimization process and their implications,
and section 3.5 summarizes the results of optimization of the control input for the cavity

acoustics problem under supersonic cross-flow.

3.1 Problem Formulation

Since the aim is to maximize the amount of noise reduction inside the cavity by using

microjets under a pre-specified mass flow constraint, the relevant optimization problem can
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be defined as follows:

Maximize f (t)

subject to mass flow constraint (3.1)

where fi (¢) is the damping factor defined in Eqn. (2.22). This follows the rationale that
maximizing the damping factor would result in maximum noise reduction. Also from section
2.3.2, we know that f1 (¢) is an increasing function of the parameter (®, ® ® Pu)- Therefore,

the optimization problem (3.1) can be reformulated as:

Maximize (&, ® @ p,,)

subject to mass flow constraint (3.2)

3.2 Standard Optimal Control Solution Methods

When optimal control formulations for a linear process involve a quadratic performance
criterion, the Liapunov equation technique found in standard control textbooks such as [18]
guarantees the existence of the optimal control i.npu’c. In this case, a linear control! law
suffices. However, the determination of the optimal control law for non-quadratic perfor-
mance criterion, and possibly for nonlinear processes, must be approached by the methods
of the calculus of variations or dynamic programming. The general methods of obtaining
the optimal control law using the variational approach are obtained from a standard text-
“book on optimal control theory, such as [19] or [20]. Also, Ref. [21] outlines the theory and
application of optimal control theory specifically for nonlinear processes. In Ref. [22], the
technique of dynamic programming is used to derive the optimal control law for both linear

and nonlinear processes.

3.3 New Approach for Optimizing Control Input

In the optimization problem for cavity noise suppression given in Eqn. (3.2), the perfor-
mance criterion is expressed in terms of ¢ and the control input p,, where ® is as yet not
determined. Hence, the standard tools mentioned in section 3.2 for determining the opti-

mal control strategy is not useful here. Instead, we adopt proper orthogonal decomposition



(POD) and recursive proper orthogonal decomposition (RePOD) based techniques here to
obtain an estimate of the optimal control strategy. The rest of this section is organized
as follows. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 outline the POD algorithm and the POD-based tech-
nique for obtaining an estimate of the optimal control strategy, respectively. Lastly, section
3.3.3 describes the RePOD-based technique for obtaining an estimate of the optimal control

strategy.

3.3.1 Proper Orthogonal Decomposition

In order to solve the optimization problem given by Eqn. (3.2), the spanwise mode shape
® (z) is required and the analysis done so far does not provide a procedure for obtaining
@ (z). However, it is desired to have ® (z) such that the error between the pressure perturba-
tion signal and the expression used in its place in Eqn. (2.20), i.e. |[p' — P (¢) F (z,y) ® (2) ||,
is minimized for given = and y (z and ¢ being the variables of interest here). This is
equivalent to performing a proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) on p’ in z and ¢t. The

algorithm for performing POD is given below.

Expressing p’ as a function of only z and ¢, and noting that p’(z,t) is a zero-mean flow
variable, the POD method seeks to generate an approximation for p’ by using separation of

variables as
!
P(z,t) =) _ai(t)gi(2) (3.3)
i=1

where a;(t) is the ith temporal amplitude, ¢;(z) is the ith spatial basis function, ! is the

number of modes chosen, and ¢ and z are the temporal and spatial variables respectively.

The set of realizations from a plant required for the POD basis calculation is typically
obtained experimentally or computationally and as such is discrete in nature. So, what

follows in this section refers to discrete nature of the variables concerned.

Let m be the number of temporal points in the flow data ensemble, and n be the number
of spatial points (depending upon the number of sensors). The POD method consists of
finding ¢;(z) such that the projection error p'(z,t) —p(z, ) is minimized. This optimization
problem can be stated as follows. Denote {¢;(2)}z=2,. . 2, = ¢ € R*, i =1,---,1. The

.....
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optimization problem is then given by:

Min Jy (g1, 00) = STy 1Y = oy (Y k) b2
® (3.4)

subject to: ¢l = 6,51 <i,j <1 ¢ =[1,..., ]

where Y; € " is the vector of flow datap’ at time t =¢;,1.e. Y; = {p'(z1,¢;), -+, (2. 1)}
Also, (yJ,Tng) in the cost function is the kth temporal amplitude ay at time ¢;. So the ex-
pression within the first summation sign is || Y; — b1 ag¢r))? which refers to the projection
error for the data Y;. The constraints imply that {¢;|¢ = 1,.-- ,{} satisfy the conditions of
orthonormality.

From Volkwein [17], ¢ from Eqn. (3.3) is a POD modal sct if it is a solution to the
optimization problem (3.4) for any value of I < m. The POD modal set can be obtained
using the method of snapshots {23, 24] as follows.

Denote Yj(zx) = p'(zx,t;). Also, let the matrix ¥ be formed as follows: ¥ = [YIT, R AN
Then, a singular value decomposition of the matrix ¥ gives: ¥ = BY AT, where A and B

are unitary matrices, and

g1
02
Y= ,O01 202 2 -+ 2 0y
24}
Then
¢7;(Zk) = ;n:l ﬂlﬁ?—?—(g—kl,z = 1, ,L k= 1, ey T (35)

The eigenvalues corresponding to the POD modes are the squares of the singular values

{02,038, - ,0’?}, and represent the ‘energy content’ of the modes.

3.3.2 POD-Based Optimization Procedure

The POD-based optimization procedure is as follows.

1. Measure pressure data from sensors distributed at a particular x, y with varying z and
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t, for the case of flow without microjets.

2. Perform a proper orthogonal decomposition on the data snapshots collected in step 1

by the method shown in section 3.3.1.

3. Determine the dominant spanwise mode shape and denote it as ® (z) as used in

Eqn. (3.2).

4. Perform steps 1-3 for various microjet pressure distributions and obtain the corre-

sponding OASPL reduction magnitude in each case.

5. Plot the OASPL reduction versus (®, ® ® p,).

=]

. Identify the best microjet pressure profile from this plot.

Steps 4 and 6 need further explanations. From Figure 2-11 and from the similar govern-
ing equations of the uniform and non-uniform control problems given by Eqns. (2.14) and
{2.21), respectively, we expect the cavity to exhibit a similar saturation behavior in the
noise reduction ability of microjets with increase in (®, ® ® p,) for the non-uniform control
problem. Therefore, the microjet pressure distributions used in step 4 are varied so as to
obtain (®,® ®p,), < (®,2®pu), < (®,% ®pu); < --- until saturation is observed. This
can be realized by gradually increasing the mean microjet pressure profile. In step 6, the
best microjet profile corresponds to the minimum (®,® ® p,) that satisfies the mass flow
constraint and provides maximum noise reduction. This solution, based on the aforemen-
tioned physical insight, is thought to provide a good estimate of the optimal solution to

Eqn. (3.2).

3.3.3 RePOD-Based Optimization Procedure

The approximate optimal control strategy derived so far is a particular case of the general
real-time control theory that requires the implementation of an on-line proper orthogonal
decomposition of the data snapshots collected from the cavity pressure sensors and on-line
variation of microjet pressure. The latter is based on solving Eqn. (3.2} in a real-time
environment. Now, the theory and procedure of realizing on-line proper orthogonal decom-
position is given in Ref. [25]. A summary of the technique of recursive proper orthogonal

decomposition (RePOD) is given here.
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Suppose we begin at time t,,, with the flow data set [Y{", ..., ¥,L], where the notations
are given in section 3.3.1. When a new measurement set Y741 at time %,,4, is given, then

the updated basis function is given by:

oAJg
Am+1)  _ {m) _. 5> 0
¢z d)z S 8€b7 l(f,l:d)l("ﬁ (5 )
l
- ¢§m) +s <Ym+1 - Z(Y'r;lﬁ-l(bk)d)k) (Y;g—f-l(bi) oy (3.6)
k=1 e
where i =1,--+ |1, s is a step-size chosen suitably (typically, by inspection) and the super-

scripts ‘(m)’ and ‘(m + 1)’ on the mode shape refer to the computation done at time ¢,,
and ty, 41 respectively.

Also, on-line variation of inicrojet pressure can be implemented by an appropriate
choice of valves to modify the pressure such that the response time of the valves is sig-
nificantly slower than the time scale associated with the dominant Rossiter tone. This
requiremént enables us to use the on-line proper orthogonal decomposition algorithm given
in Eqn. (3.6). Finally, the optimization problem Eqn. (3.2} can be solved real-time using

standard techniques{26].

3.4 Experimental Results

The POD-based approximate optimal control solution of Eqn. (3.2), as given in section
3.3.2, was experimentally implemented using the FSU cavity with four leading edge and
three trailing edge pressure sensors, and one sensor in the middle of the leading edge face of
the cavity. These sensors were used for computing ® (z) in the optimization process. The
results are outlined in Figure 3-1 for the leading edge.

Both model and experimental results (Figure 3-1(b)) show similar saturation behavior
in the noise reduction ability of microjets at the leading edge with increase in microjet
pressure. In fact, the point of saturation suggested by the model and experiments is around
(®,® ® pu) = 30 psig. This validates the model ability to predict the correct trend in noise
reduction with change in the control input, as in the two-dimensional case. Also the optimal
control input can be chosen, based on the mass flow constraint. However, as expected, the
prediction of the frequency spectrum for the control-on (Figure 3-1(a)) situation is not good

compared to the experiments and is henceforth not discussed.
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Figure 3-1: Model prediction versus experimentally observed SPL spectrum (a) and OASPL
reduction (b) corresponding to the pressure transducer location at the middle of the
leading edge. External flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million (based on cavity
length). Cavity dimension: L/D = 5.1. Uncertainty in experimental SPL: +0.5dB.
Uncertainty in frequency: +40H z. The microjet pressure naming convention is based
on Figure 2-6.

It may be noted that it was not possible to directly measure ®(2) from the leading
edge sensors in the presence of microjets because lack of space excluded the possibility
of including both microjets and sensors at the leading edge. A multivariate ARX model
(details in Appendix F) was used to predict the leading edge sensor readings from the trailing
edge pressure sensors for various microjet pressure profiles. @ (2) was computed using the
predicted leading edge pressure data. It was found that the predicted normalized ® (z) was
very similar to the experimentally obtained one from the microjet-off case. Hence, ® (z)
used in Figure 3-1 was obtained from the experimental leading edge pressure data under

the control-off condition.

Optimization results for the trailing edge are shown in Figure 3-2. The figure clearly
illustrates the effect of saturation of the noise suppression ability of steady microjets al-
though here the noise reduction after saturation is not as flat as in the leading edge case.
While implementing the optimization process, the presence of trailing edge sensors made it

possible to estimate @ (z) for each case of microjet input. This proved fortuitous when com-
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pared to the leading edge optimization process because the mode shape at the trailing edge
varied with different microjet input. Also, it was observed[1] that there is a poor coherence
between the leading and trailing edge sensor readings except at the Rossiter frequencies.
Hence the cavity acoustics model is expected to predict the trailing edge noise not as well
as at the leading edge. This is because the model relies on good coherence between the
two. The relative poorer model performance is illustrated in the form of a gap between the
model-predicted and experimentally obtained noise reduction at high microjet pressures in
Figure 3-2. On the other hand, the gap between the two is close to the uncertainty in the
trailing edge pressure sensor; hence we consider the model to be validated. Also based on
the model and experimental data, we can take the point of saturation as (®,® ® p,) = 30
psig because increasing microjet pressures further does not result in drastic gain in resulting

noise reduction.

&

(d)l@@p" ), psig

Figure 3-2: Model prediction versus experimentally observed OASPL reduction corresponding
to the pressure transducer location at the middle of the trailing edge. External
flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million (based on cavity length). Cavity
dimension: L/D = 5.1. The uncertainty in the pressure sensor reading was +1.5dB
and in frequency was +£40Hz. Also the initial conditions for determining d, were:

2 — 1.98 and %P;,' = 0 (arbitrary).

2|

It is to be noted that the parameter, microjet-cross-flow momentum ratio as defined
in Eqn. (C.2), is directly proportional to the microjet pressure. The reason is that in the
expression for momentum ratio given in Eqn. (C.2), the term jet density is proportional
to the microjet pressure. Therefore, Figures 3-1(b) and 3-2 also show saturation of the
magnitude of noise reduction at the leading and trailing edges, respectively, with increasing

momentum ratio.
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3.5 Summary

In this chapter, we derived an estimate for an optimal control strategy that guarantees noise
suppression inside a cavity under supersonic cross-flow, while applying microjets with steady
pressures at the leading edge. The derivation was based on the three-dimensional acoustics
model from Chapter 2 and on proper orthogonal decomposition of the pressure perturbation
data along the spanwise direction at the desired location inside the cavity. The strategy
was implemented using the FSU experimental setup and illustrated saturation of the noise
reduction ability of microjets above a certain pressure level. Because of the early saturation
behavior of the cavity acoustics system, the RePOD-based optimal control strategy is not
necessary for this problem. On the contrary, the best estimate for the optimal control
strategy is to fire the microjets with a steady pressure profile that satisfies the mass flow
constraint and corresponds to a value of (@, ® @ p,,) which is as close to the saturation point
as possible. Since a particular value of (®,® ® p,) can result from several p,, (z) profiles, it
follows that the best estimate does not give a unique microjet pressure distribution for the

cavity acoustics problem under supersonic cross-flow.
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Chapter 4

Store Separation From Bay Under

Supersonic Cross-Flow

In chapters 2 and 3, we developed and validated an approximate optimal control strategy for
suppressing noise inside a cavity under supersonic cross-flow using leading edge microjets.
The next problem is to use microjet-based actuator to control the trajectory of a store that
is released from inside the cavity into external supersonic flow with the goal of achieving a
safe drop. This can be done by deriving a low order model for predicting the correct trend
in the store trajectory in the presence of microjets. This chapter outlines the development
of an appropriate low order model in section 4.1. In section 4.2, we analyze the low-order in
terms of the store drop behavior for two cases: (I) when microjets are off, and (II) when the
microjets are switched on. We then compare the low order model predictions with results
from experiments performed under the DARPA-funded HIFEX Program [2, 3, 4] in section
4.3. Finally in section 4.4, we describe an optimization process to find the best control
input (in terms of microjet-free-stream momentum ratio) that would ensure a successful

store drop from a cavity under supersonic cross-flow.

4.1 Store Release Model Development

The model, used to optimize the microjet-based control input for safe store ejection, is
restricted to the pitch and plunge motion of the store. Additionally, it is assumed that the
store release is an ejected drop from the middle of the cavity. The development of the store

release model is further based on the following five major assumptions:
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(M1) The store is thin and axi-symmetric, and the vertical store velocity and angle of attack

(M2)

are small. Then the following hold true:

bo v,
§=2 &1
AT

(e}

=eLO0(1),a =

Q’u'Q)

=0(1). (4.1)

S~

Here * indicates dimensional quantities, [, is the store length, a, is the maximum store
radius, V; is the characteristic plunge speed, Uy, is the undisturbed free stream velocity
and 6U,, is the scale of the vertical velocity perturbations in the external free stream.
Also & is the store angle of attack in radians and « is the appropriately scaled angle of
attack. Eqn. (4.1) illustrates the slender body assumption that is later used to simplify
the model governing equation. A related extension to this set of assumptions is flow
attachment to the store surface at all stages in the store trajectory. These assumptions
are not critical when the store successfully departs from the cavity. However, they
become critical after the store starts to return towards the cavity because it tends to
exhibit large angle of attack followed by flow separation. Now, since the objective of
this model is to predict whether the store departs successfully or not, we are justified
in applying this set of assumptions to predict the store vertical motion till the point
where the store starts to turn back into the cavity or till the store makes a successful

drop outside the cavity.

The shear layer geometry is governed by:

ds
&—O <1 (4.2)

where J, is the shear layer thickness. In other words, Eqn. (4.2) illustrates the thin
shear layer assumption which implies that the shear layer can be treated as a flat free
slip surface with a tangential velocity jump and continuous normal velocity, pressure
and density across itself. A related extension to this assumption is that the wavy

structures that form inside the thin shear layer have a small slope.

(M3) The external cross-flow is of high Reynolds number, i.e.

5°Re > 1, Re = plfi”—l". (4.3)
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(M4)

Here Re is the Reynolds number based on the store length, jo is the free stream
density and [l is the free stream viscosity coefficient. This assumption allows us to

neglect viscous forces on the store.

Based on the slender body assumption (1), the shock waves associated with the store
nose when it is facing the external supersonic cross-flow are expected to be consider-
ably weak and consequently can be replaced by Mach waves. In addition, with the
application of flow injectors at the leading edge and upstream end of the cavity, shock

waves are introduced, as illustrated in Figure 4-1. It is reasonable to assume that the

Flow
injectors

.. Shear layer

Plane shock

Figure 4-1: Shock geometry outside the cavity due to application of microjet-based flow injectors

at the leading edge and upstream end.

associated shock wavefront radius is much greater than the store radius so that the
incident shock can be treated as a plane shock for this problem. Plane shock theory
together with assumptions (3) and (4) allow us to apply slender body potential flow
theory to the store when it is outside the cavity. Moreover, if the store is released
sufficiently away from the cavity leading edge, the store is not expected to intersect

the microjet shock line and so the associated diffractive effects can be neglected.

(M5) The mean convective flow inside the cavity is ignored. In practice, a reverse flow with

speeds up to 40% of the external flow stream has been observed. This is neglected in
this low-order proposed model. Thus, the store drop model consists of the motion of
a slender axi-symmetric body in a quiet medium inside the cavity. In addition, the
acoustic field inside the cavity due to Rossiter tones [Chapter 2] is neglected. The
reason is that the associated time fluctuations are short on the time scale of dropping
of the store [31]. In fact, the Strouhal number of dominant Rossiter tones is O (10)

while that associated with store drop is negligibly less than 1.
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The model also incorporates the factors that affect the store plunge and pitch motion given
in Figure 1-8, out of which, the wavy structures, the store induced poteutial, the leading
edge microjets and gravity can be treated as the primary factors and the cavity walls as
boundary conditions. We limit the scope of the model to first order effects since we can
introduce these factors separately.

The procedure employed for developing the first order model is as follows: Assumptions
(M2)-(M5) allow the use of potential function in solving the velocity field associated with
store motion. Using this method, it is first shown that because of the thin shear layer and
the thin store diameter, the wavy structures provide negligible influence on aerodynamic
forces and moments on the store. It is then shown that the velocity potential induced by
the store motion as it drops from inside the cavity satisfies the Laplace Equation in the
cross-section plane. Owing to the linearity of the problem, the Laplace Equation is solved
separately for the cases when the store is inside the cavity, when it crosses the shear layer
and when it is completely outside the cavity. The technique used for solving the Laplace
Equation is a combination of multipole expansion and conformal transformation.

The resulting model predicts that when the store just exits the cavity in the no-control
case, it experiences an aerodynamic force (in a direction normal to the external flow) and
pitching moment such that the linear velocity of the store becomes positive and the store
starts to return back to the cavity. When microjets are switched on, the external flow
stream is changed so that the force and moment on the store are altered mainly when the
store passes through the shear layer and when it is completely outside the cavity. These
changes cause the store to drop successfully from the cavity. The model is also used to
predict that when the microjet pressures are increased to higher values, the nonlinearities
in the normal force and moment cause the store to return back towards the cavity. These
predictions are then corroborated with experimental results [4]. Finally, the model is used
to optimize the control input in order to ensure safe store drop under a variety of drop

conditions.

4.1.1 General Governing Equation for Two Dimensional Model

Before deriving the two dimensional first order model, we consider the general problem of
- a slender axi-symmetric body falling through a cross-flow in the absence of viscosity and

body forces. To derive the governing equation for this problem, we use the equation of
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continuity:

1Dp -
——+ V- =0, 4.4
5ot Q (4.4)
Bernoulli’s equation for irrotational flow:
P dp 00 1/, 9
i ~U%), )
L5 % 3 (@-ue) (45)
and the isentropic flow relationship:
dp
2
= =7, 4.6
& (4.6)

- where p is the local pressure, p the flow density, ) the velocity field and ¢ the sound
speed. Also Poo is the free stream pressure and Uy, the free stream cross-flow velocity.
By eliminating density and introducing the velocity potential &, we get the full unsteady
potential equation [36] for the pitch and plunge store motion as follows:
1 {0%°®  0Q* - Q*?
Vo= |-—m+—F+Q V| 4.7
c? [652 + ot +Q 2 (4.7)
Moreover the relation between local sound speed and sound speed under free stream con-

ditions is given by:

AE=c —(y-1) [Mf + % (@*- U;)J . (4.8)

ot

Here ~ is the ratio of specific heats and ¢y is the free stream sound speed. In the presence
of plane shock near the cavity leading edge, these quantities refer to the region in front
of the shock. Gravity does not influence the velocity potential as the associated Froude
number Fr = gl;l > 1, where g is the acceleration due to gravity. The reference frame for

Gto

this particular problem is illustrated in Figure 4-2.

4.1.2 Contribution of Wavy Structures to Store Force and Moment

‘We now consider the effect of the wavy shear layer structures on the normal force and pitch-
ing moment on the store. A shear layer is typically formed between the no-mean-flow inside

the cavity and the external uniform flow outside the cavity. Small vortical disturbances
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Figure 4-2: Reference frame for the general problem of a slender axi-symmetric store falling
through a cross-flow in the absence of viscosity and body forces.

which originate at the upstream boundary layer and at the leading edge due to excitation
by the Rossiter tones [Chapter 2], get amplified as they propagate downstream inside the
shear layer. This gives rise to wavy shear layer structures that convect downstream. These
wavy structures result in non-uniformity in the flow domain outside the cavity. Then the
shear layer, according to assumption (M2), can be treated as a free slip surface with a
tangential velocity jump and continuous normal velocity, pressure and density across itself,

with the slip surface now consisting of wavy structures.

Because of assumption (M5}, we can use the full potential equation given by Eqns. (4.7)
and (4.8) to model the velocity potential induced by the wavy shear layer structures. To
identify the expression for the loads, the technique of Ref. [33] is adopted in which a combi-
nation of non-dimensional analysis and the method of perturbations is used to identify the
dominant terms in Eqns. (4.7) and (4.8). Then we perform an order of magnitude analysis

on the force and moment expressions to quantify the effect of the wavy structures.

The non-dimensional scheme is given by:
X'=—§—,Y’=—£,Z’:—;— (4.9)
L, L, Lo

where L, is the cavity length. Another useful parameter to consider is the Strouhal number

S = 7 gj where 1, = ‘S—éﬂ is the characteristic time scale for the store plunge motion.
Now, since we are interested in finding the first order effect of the presence of the wavy
structures, we neglect the presence of the store. In that case, the method of perturbations

results in:

[X +f,053¢—3+---] (4.10)



where Uy is the external cross-flow velocity relative to the wavy shear layer structure
and is typically %& Also ¢ is the perturbation velocity potential induced by the wavy
structures. Here it is assumed that the wavy structures are uniform along the cavity width.
The explanation is that the cavity dynamics dominated by Rossiter tones [Chapter 2] can
be treated as two-dimensional and microjets, whenever present, are fired uniformly along
the spanwise direction. For a two-dimensional flow problem, the flow perturbation [37] is
of the order §5, where 6; = -%: < 1.

Next, we substitute Eqn. (4.10) in (4.7) and (4.8), and use (4.9) to get:

MZ, —(v—1)4d (;@ + 5 (53¢X + 650y + 2¢X)>J [pxx + dyy| puds =S E(btt +
288 [8shx Pxt + dxt + 85y dye] + uds [(1 + 5s¢;X)2 dxx + 5sq33?f¢3YY]
(4.11)
where u = —2"— < O(1). Eliminating terms with &, 52, 53’_ -+ and assuming S < d;, we get:
B*éxx —dyy =0 (4.12)

where (3% = Mg'o’,. -1
Assuming that the wavy structure has small slope, the associated boundary condition

is given by [33]:

¢ dh (X')
= — (4.13)
'\, _, X'
where the non-dimensional wavy structure shape is given by:
Y, =d8h(X),h(-)=0(1). (4.14)

This boundary condition implies that the perturbation velocity normal to the wavy structure
varies as the slope of the structure which is because the flow represented by ¢ is tangential
to the wavy structure, to a first order.

The problem is solved to give [33]:

¢ = %h (X' +8Y"). (4.15)



Next, we convert the velocity potential from Eqn. (4.15) to pressure as follows [33]:

- 1
p=—¢x = ——Bh/ (X'+BY") (4.16)
where the prime on A(:) indicates differentiation, pressure is non-dimensionalized with
respect to (ﬁooUgo)T ds and the other variables are non-dimensionalized using the scheme
given in Eqn. (4.9).
Integrating this pressure along the store cross-section and axis gives the normal force

and pitching moment on the store [33]:

Te 2
B, = 4, / / 5(X! + uz + BY!) a (z) sin 6 dfdz
o JO

Te 2
M, = -6, / / P (X, + pzx + BY)) za (z) sin 6 dbdx (4.17)
xo JO

where (X/,Y/) are the store c. g. coordinates in the X’ — Y’ gystem, X/ + px is the X'-
coordinate of a point on the store surface, Y, = Y/ — pdaz+puda (z) sin 6 is the Y'-coordinate
of the point and 8 is the angle formed between the point and the reference at the store
axis, as illustrated later in Figure N-1. Also the force and moment expressions are non-
dimensionalized by (pocUZ),. 8502 and (PsoUZ,), 8,03 respectively.

In this thesis, we further estimate the order of magnitude of Fy, and M, from these
expressions. Without any loss of generality, we further assume that the wavy structures

consist of piecewise cosine components, such as:
h (Xl) = W,; cos (/\iX/ + Cz) + R; (4.18)
where i is an integer, W; = O (1) and A; = O (10). Then we have:

|Foy| < mpdsd max (W,/\f) Gy
1

| M| < udsd max (Wik}) G (4.19)

where Go = [° a®(z) dz, Gy = f a®(z)zdz, © = %—, a = s+ and (2o, z.) are the nose
and tail coordinates of the store.

Since Gg < O(1), G1 € O(1), § € 1 and 6, < 1, we have |F,| < 1 and [M,| < 1.

Thus because of slender body and small thickness of wavy structures, the effect of the wavy
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structures on the normal force and moment on the store is negligible.
The remaining factors affecting the pitch and plunge motion of the store are the store-
induced velocity potential as it drops from the cavity, the shock waves due to microjets and

gravity. We consider the first factor below.

4.1.3 Store Motion Induced Velocity Potential

To derive the velocity potential associated with store motion inside and outside the cavity,
we identify the dominant terms of the general governing equations given by Eqns. (4.7) and
(4.8) by a combination of non-dimensional analysis and method of perturbations as before,

following Ref. {33]. The non-dimensional scheme is:
£
. (4:20)

Using the method of perturbations, we ignore the wavy structures (which do not produce

appreciable force and moment on the store) and set [33]:
= Usly [X + 5%+ (4.21)

keeping in mind that the dominant flow perturbation is of order §2 for a body of revolution
[37]. Here ¢ is the perturbation velocity potential. Now, substituting Eqn. (4.21) in (4.7)
and {4.8), and using (4.20), we get:

‘Ml—g; —(y-1)¢° <S¢t + % (52¢§( + ¢y + 6% + 2¢X))] [52¢XX +dyvy + ¢ZZ] =
$25%pu + 2562 [ 6xbx1 + $xt + by bve + b2021) + 87 (1+8%¢x ) [Pxdxx+
dxx + dyodxy + dzdxz) + 62y [52¢>X¢XY + ¢xy + dydyy + ¢>Z¢yz] +

¢y [026xdxz +bxz + dydyz + dz22] (4.22)
Eliminating terms with 62,63, -- and assuming S < 6, we get [33):
dyy +¢zz =0 (4.23)

which represents the Laplace Equation in the transverse (Y — Z) plane. Since the store

angle of attack is small by assumption (M1), we can assume that the potential is governed
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by two dimensional Laplace Equation in the cross-flow plane perpendicular to the store axis.
Thus, the problem of a slender axi-symmetric body that falls through an inviscid cross-flow
(while neglecting gravity) is reduced to solving the Laplace Equation of the perturbation
velocity potential in the store cross-section plane.

After solving for the velocity potential, we use Bernoulli’s equation to convert ¢ to pres-
sure, then integrate the pressure along the store surface to get normal force and pitching
moment on the store. The force and moment expressions are given in Ref. [33]. These
cxpressions are further processed in the current paper to obtain a set of parametric non-
linear ordinary differential equations for the store trajectory. We develop the appropriate
parametric expressions for the force and moment in three stages: (I) when the store is
completely inside the cavity, (II) when the store passes through the shear layer, and (III)

when tlie store is completely outside the cavity.

4.1.4 Force and Moment for Store Inside Cavity

Let the store be released with the conditions (?g,do,vo,&)o) from within the cavity. The
problem of the store drop inside the cavity, which is assumed to be quiet, reduces to the fall
of a circle towards the free slip surface in an immovable fluid. The presence of the cavity
walls is ignored because the cavity is sufficiently wider and taller than the slender store
diameter. In particular, the effect of the front and back wall on the store potential is of
O (%‘2&) where D, is the width of the cavity, and the effect of the top wall is of O (%272‘21) ,
where UI:IO is the depth of the cavity. ’
The problem of a circle falling in an quiescent fluid towards a free surface can be solved
using the multipole expansion (Laurent series) technique [31]. The resulting potential func-

tion is given in Appendix H and the associated normal force and moment on the store,

expressed in a parametric form, are given by:

. dv, ; di o5 . s
F = 7podl3 (go—dtfclo + 0 d_‘;fig + g2?l + gaV2 + ggwlch)
. N dv, ; d N -
M = 7poodld (ho—dtél,, + ’“Z%ZE + ha®2 + haV2 + hgmovc) (4.24)

where f is the external free stream density, gg, g1, 94, g9 and hq, h1, ks, ho are non-dimensional

factors that depend on the store geometry, position and orientation relative to the shear
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layer and are given in Appendix H. Also, V. is the store linear velocity (positive upwards)

and w is the rotational velocity (positive nose-up). The most dominant term in the above

equation is the store velocity (linear or angular velocity term). Assuming linear velocity

term to be dominant, the vertical motion of the store inside the cavity is given by:

. dV, day, -
msg — :rrpooélog4V — Msg, d_fc =V,
cdd . oy e da
L= = TPoodlahs V2, = =9 (4.25)

where 1, and I, are the mass and moment of inertia of the store about its axis, g is gravity,
Y, is the store c.g. position relative to the shear layer line (positive upwards) and & is the
angle between the store axis and the external free stream direction (positive clockwise).
The store state (position, orientation and velocity) is illustrated in Figure 4-2. Also the

factor g4 typically does not vary significantly when the store is inside the cavity.

The following velocity expression can be obtained from this equation:

E

V. =

\/;tanh tvVgA+ - Iog L. % ,94 >0
Vi+Vo

v
tan | t4/gA — arctan .. ,g4 <0

Vi

”L‘H‘ﬂ and V; is the store vertical velocity at drop point. Figure 4-3 illustrates

g
A

where A =

the velocity of store while inside cavity for various drop cases.

0.2

0\ I Instability regic{n

Stability region
g ty region| \

Figure 4-3: Velocity of store while inside cavity for various drop cases, with V. = a_g:' The
values of parameters used: |f/0| = 0.180Ux, |g4| = 0.75.
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It is clear that irrespective of the signs of g4 and Vp, V. eventually becomes negative
inside the cavity, although if V5 > 0, then V. remains positive for a certain time duration
before turning negative. In other words, the inner volume of the cavity has a stabilizing
influence on the store, in that it eventually falls towards the shear layer irrespective of Vp.
Also typically hq > 0 so that rotational velocity and angle of attack increase monotonically.

If & terms in force are significant, a similar analysis can be done to find the drop
conditions (i.e., Vo and &) that would ensure that the store falls towards the shear layer.
For example, if the store is dropped with very high @y and low VO, the store may pitch up

and move towards the cavity roof instead of the shear layer.

4.1.5 Force and Moment When Store Crosses Shear Layer

When the store crosses the shear layer, a part of the store falls inside the cavity with no
flow, another part falls outside the flow facing a uniform flow U, and the remaining part

faces both flows. This is illustrated in Figure 4-4.

Partially submerged

in flow

ey QOutside cavity

Figure 4-4: Reference frame used when the store crosses the shear layer slip surface.

Because of the linearity property of solutions of the Laplace Equation, the problem of
the store crossing the shear layer can be reduced to three unit problems: one is a circle that
falls towards the slip surface in an immovable fluid (problem (I)), another one is a circle
partially immersed in a flow (problem (II)), and the last one is a circle that falls from a free
surface into a uniform stream (problem (III)). Problem (I) has been solved in the previous
section and problem (III) is solved in the following section. Problem (II) can be solved using
conformal transformation [31] of the store region partially immersed in external cross-flow
to an ‘equivalent’ flat plate in the complex plane ¢ = £ + in as illustrated in Figure 4-5.

The mapping of the store region submerged in the external cross-flow is given by [31]:

R"+1 n_ﬂ'—,@ R
Rr—1"" =« ' a-b

e (4.26)
n

sz(O',X,t) =c
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Figure 4-5: Conformal transformation required to solve for the velocity potential associated with
the store region partially immersed in the external flow.

while the mapping for the store region inside the cavity is:

_o+bt e

C+=f+(0‘,X,t):C

R?+1
++ _Q7R+
s

, Tl =
RT -1

To verify the transformation of the store cross-section into a flat plate, we solve Eqn. (4.26)

to obtain the transformed (Y, Z) from (£,7). The result is:

n . 2n _
Y (o= -—26% sinwn, Z (é)‘nzo = c—Q——D———l—,D =Q™ - 2Q"cosmin+1,Q = g—i;g
(4.28)
It can be shown that:
Y V2R, = < ’ 4.29
( (Olg=o0 — tan7 (1 _n)) + Z (6= = (m) (4.29)

thus showing that the transformed (Y, Z) form an arc from the flat plate (¢,7 = 0). This
type of transformation has been used for the flow over a log given in Milne-Thomson [38]
for slip line boundaries. Also for n > %, the flow velocities have a singularity of type
(0% — v?) 3n at the points where the free surface intersects the body. Since this singularity

is integrable, £’ and M are not singular.

After the transformation to a flat plate, £ and M due to the store partially immersed in
the external flow are computed. To this, the contributions of the store portion completely
inside and completely outside the cavity are added. Before we can predict the force and
moment as the store crosses the shear layer, let us study problem (III) when the store is

outside the cavity.
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4.1.6 Force and Moment for Store Outside Cavity

The problem of store moving outside the cavity reduces to a circle falling in a free stream.
If the store is far from cavity, then the stream can be considered unbounded (the no-cavity
model — Appendix J). If the cavity depth is small, then the stream can be considered to be
bounded by a rigid wall {the zero-depth-cavity model — Appendix K). Also if the store is
close to the shear layer, then the stream can be considered to be bounded by a free surface
(the near-cavity model — Appendix L). All these cases can be solved using the multipole
(Laurent series) expansion technique [31]. Finally the presence of shear layer structures is
to be taken into account if the thickness of the shear layer is not small (Appendix M).
The steps for solving the problems for velocity potential and converting the potential to
force and moment on the store is given in Ref. [31]. Here we use the same steps to obtain
Fand M , the expressions of which are further manipulated so that they are represented in

a parametric form:

. dv, - de . . . N R
F = 1poodll (go—éflo + 9153 + 92?12 + U2, g36° + g4V2 + Uoobgsioly + U2 8966+

Uoo891Ve + Unogsioly + golaV + UsogroaVe + 62U g1 )

. N v, dé - R
M = 7poodl (hod—;lo + hl:l?fﬁ + hol?l2 + U2 h3é® + hyV? + UpnoShsdl, + U2 Shed+
Uoo0h7Ve + Usohgidly + holoVe + Uooh10aVe + 62U b1 )

(4.30)

where gg,- -+ , 911, ho, - - , h11 depend on the model used (i.e., the no-cavity, zero-depth-
cavity or near-cavity model or the model with wavy structures) and are given in Appendices
J-L. It may be noted that this equation also gives the general expressions for Fand M
when the store crosses the shear layer, with the corresponding g, - - , ¢11, ho, - - - , 11 being
outlined in Appendix I.

We cannot use the models developed above to obtain an insight into the release trajectory
when the store is outside the cavity, due to their complexity. To address this issue, we now
outline a simple model that captures the dominant physics of the problem.

Because of the high speed of the external flow and because the store is inclined to the
flow, the component of the external flow normal to the store is dominant compared to the

store velocity. Hence the dominant terms in F and M, when the store is external to the
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cavity, contain ¢, and is of the form:

F = mpeUL 81 (ggaﬁ + 596(3[) ,
M = npoc UL S0 (h3d2 + 6hedt) . (4.31)
The second order dependence of F and M on & makes it difficult to analyze the dominant
trend in the store motion outside the cavity. Hence, we linearize Eqn. (4.31) about & = 0
to get:
F=ab3f (&),
M = n8*[53 fm (&),

ﬂ = lf‘ooUgov
f(d) = gﬁév
fm (&) = hgd, (4.32)

It should be mentioned here that the error incurred in using assumption (M1) to develop
the above expression for F is less than 10% for & < 40°. Using Eqn. (4.32) and following

Eqn. (4.25), the governing equation for the store trajectory outside the cavity becomes:

~ ch ~ ~ A A dffc )
Ms—s = ThpooUZ,6%13g66 ~ Thsd, yr Ve,
s dw . My L A
Isd—£ = TpecU% 823 hed, = (4.33)

After the store exits the shear layer, let its state be denoted by (}A’l, a1, Vl,&n). When
&y is large, since gg > 0 in Eqn. (4.33), the linear dependence of f (&) on & results in
large F. This increases the likelihood of F to overcome gravity and the store to return
back towards the cavity. This is further demonstrated from the expression for V. which is

obtained by solving Eqn. (4.33) with V; as the initial condition. As a result we get:
V.= B (~@1 cos Al + Ada sin Af) — gt + By + Vi (4.34)

poc U2 62181h i . . . . . .
where AZ = w, B = ——I—sfﬁ- The linear velocity expression consists of a sinusoidal

5 Mstoite

term, a linear term and an offset. From an order of magnitude analysis, it can be shown
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that the offset term is the dominant one. For a given (Yl, (341>7 if

W) 1

= >, 4.35)

Vi B (
then V, becomes positive when %a‘rccos (1 + -BL%) <t < QT" — %arccos (1 + B_VJE) The
implication is that over this time interval, the store returns towards the cavity. The above
discussions indicate that the store dynamics outside the cavity can be characterized by a sta-

ble region with linear boundary, where a stable region is defined as the set of (f’l, G, VI, d)1>

such that the store exhibits a safe drop.

The stability analysis performed so far, particularly Equ. (4.35), is based on the sim-
plified dynamics of the store in Eqn. (4.33). To compare this stability analysis with the
predictions of the more complex models, we evaluate the four models (i.e., the no-cavity,
zero-depth-cavity, near-cavity models and the model with wavy structures) and determine
the conditions (Vl,d)1> that result in an unsafe store departure for a particular (ffl,fn).
The safe and unsafe drop conditions for the four models are shown in Figure 4-6, together
with the stability boundary predicted by the dominant order model given in Eqgn. (4.35).
For the dominant order model, the values of gg and hg are obtained from Eqn. (L.2) (corre-
sponding to the near-cavity model), after taking their mean over the time duration in which
the store is present outside the cavity. Figure 4-6 illustrates that all the models predict a
stability region with a linear boundary having different slopes. The varying slopes are due
to the fact that the models capture the store release mechanism under different resolutions.
It should also be noted that the near-cavity model predicts the most conservative stability
region. Therefore, out of the five models, the near-cavity one is used for optimizing the

control input for successful store release in section 4.3.

4.2 Analysis of the Complete Store Drop

The low order model developed in section 4.1 is now used to analyze the store trajectory
as it is dropped from inside the cavity to the point where it has either exhibited successful
drop or it starts to return back into the cavity. This analysis is performed for two cases:

(I) when microjets are off, and (IT) when the microjets are switched on.
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Figure 4-6: Stability region predicted by the five outside-cavi!:y models in the no-control case.

The initial conditions for the models are: Y; = ?Y;I- = —1.63 and a; = %1 = 0.01
with Vj = 6—3; and w, = 6%%% shown in the above plot. The uncertainty in the

stability boundaries are as follows: AV; = £0.005, Aw; = £0.125. The cross-flow
Mach number is 2.46, Reynolds number based on store length is 4.9 million, cavity
aspect ratio is 5 and store length is half of cavity length.

4.2.1 No microjets present

Let the store be dropped from inside the cavity with the conditions (1;'{], &o, 17’('), :.“ag), with g

positive and small, Vy < 0 and &g > 0 but not large enough so that the store hits the cavity

V.| inside the cavity increases

roof immediately. It follows from Section 4.1.4 that ©, & and
monotonically by the time it reaches the shear layer. Also, from Eqns. (4.25) and (4.32), it
follows that when the store crosses the shear layer, the portion of the store inside the cavity
experiences a normal force proportional to I?::z while the portion outside experiences a force
proportional to f (&). The latter is dominant because of the high external flow speed. Now
from Eqn. (4.32) (with hg < 0) and from the fact that the tail side is first exposed to the
external stream when the store exits the cavity, it follows that there is an increase in M
in the nose-down (negative) direction and a consequent decrease in w. Despite this, if the
store is released with a large @y when compared to f/b, then @, is large when the store exits
the cavity and Eqn. (4.35) is satisfied, thus implying an unsuccessful drop. It also follows
that if the store is released with a small &y, then @; is small and Eqn. (4.35) is not satisfied.
In that case, the store exhibits a clean departure. In summary, if the store is dropped with

a small @y when compared to 170, the store exhibits a safe departure from inside the cavity.

It is instructive to compare the analysis performed here with that done for subsonic and

transonic flows [30, 31]. Because of the high speed of supersonic flow, the dominant term in
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F and M are dependent on & when the store is external to the cavity. Hence it is relatively
easy to analyze its stability. On the other hand, in the subsonic and transonic cases, the
terms containing Vc, @ and their time derivatives are equally important and hence it is more
difficult to analyze the trend in store trajectory outside the cavity. However, it should be
noted that unsafe store departure depends on the nature of the drop conditions in all flow
cases; in the subsonic and transonic cases, unsafe departure occurs if either % is small or
&g is large whereas in the supersonic case, we note that unsuccessful departure occurs if

l%l is large.

4.2.2 Microjets Present

Next we analyze the store drop phenomenon when microjets are switched on. The following

dominant effects are observed due to the introduction of microjets: (i) flow deceleration

(%f% < 1), (ii) flow compression (g::l > 1), (iii) flow turning (away from the cavity by
an a;lgle #), and (iv) introduction of plane shock waves at the cavity leading edge. Figure
4-1 gives a pictorial description of these effects.

Since the store is released in the middle of the cavity, it is not expected to intersect the
plane shock line; therefore effect (iv) is not directly considered any further in the discussions

below. However, effects (i)-(iii) influence F' and M on the store and their magnitudes are

determined by the ratio of microjet-cross-flow momentum ratio C,, defined below!:

1 (pAUN),,

= 5 (U)o (1—:705BL) .

(4.36)

The dependence of effects (i)-(iii) on C,, was experimentally determined in the Florida State
University (FSU) setup and is explained in Appendix 1. The main idea is twofold: (a) the
flow visualization studies done using the FSU cavity setup established the C,-dependence of
the shock orientation angle ¢ and @ (Figure 4-1), and (b) the effects (i)-(iii) were quantified
using results of (a) and plane shock theory [36]. The resulting dependence of (i)-(iii) on
C,, is given in Figure 4-7. It should be noted that all these effects are introduced when the

!The subscript j refers to the mean microjet properties at the microjet nozzle exit, subscript oo
refers to the mean undisturbed external flow properties, p and U are the mean dimensional density and flow
speed, A is the microjet cross-section area, N is the number of microjets, D, is the cavity width as shown
in Figure N-1 (in Appendix N) and dgy, is the dimensional boundary layer thickness at the cavity leading
edge. Also, (pU 2)“ depends on the pressure at which the microjets are activated, thereby cstablishing a

direct relationship between the microjet pressure and C|,.
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store exits the cavity, whereas they do not affect the mean flow field inside the cavity.

0.555}

Figure 4-T: Variation of external flow properties with C), due to application of microjets.
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Figure 4-8: Model-predicted F and M evolution with time for different @ when the store passes
through the shear layer. The other external flow parameters used are: 222 — 1,818,

Poo,1 -

and g“"g = 0.915. Also, the cross-flow uncontrolled Mach number is 2.46, Reynolds
oo,l

number based on store length is 4.9 million, cavity aspect ratio is 5 and store length

is half of cavity length. A smoothing function is used to remove noise in the force

and moment predictions of the model.

Now F and M have been derived and analyzed in Chapter 4 for general values of joo
and Ux. In order to study the effect of microjets, we vary Cy,, which in turn introduces the
changes (i)-(iii). This in turn changes F' and M as outlined in Chapter 4. An important
point to note here is the change in F and M as a function of 6. In Figure 4-8, the responses
of F and M as a function of time and as @ is varied, is illustrated. It is clear from the figure
that a dramatic change in the slope of M occurs when @ is increased. In particular, M
becomes negative when @ is below a certain value and positive for higher value of 8, which
essentially indicates onset of the store returning towards the cavity, as explained below. A

similar trend is observed for F. It should also be noted that the variations of £ and M
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with effects (i) and (ii) are more gradual.
To further analyze the dependence of M on 8, we consider the general expression for M
given by Eqn. (4.30) when the store crosses the shear layer. Keeping the dominant terms

in the equation and with microjets on, we have:

M = mpocdly |haVZ + ho@loVe + Usoha (Ya — ) + Ux0he v(a —0)|.  (437)
I 17 IIr v

These terms are plotted in Figure 4-9. It is clear that when the store touches the shear layer

2X 10-3 0 =7.45deg zx 10-3 0=".';94dcg -
0 0 A /
o) -2 \
-4 -4
-6 -6
-8 -8
Wy 2 4 %,- 6 195

Figure 4-9: Different components of the model-predicted M (from Eqgn. (4.37)) and their evo-
lution with time for different 6 when the store passes through the shear layer. The

other external flow parameters used are: g""'z = 1.818, and gﬂ'ﬁ—"’- = 0.915. Also,

1 oo

oo, g
the cross-flow uncontrolled Mach number is 2.46, Reynolds number based on store
length is 4.9 million, cavity aspect ratio is 5 and store length is half of cavity length.
A smoothing function is used to remove noise in the moment prediction of the model.

from inside the cavity, the dominant effect is the introduction of terms III and IV in M,
both of which depend on & — 6. Because of this feature, a drastic change in M is observed
at the instant when the store hits the shear layer. At this point, if & is greater than 6,
there is a negative pitching moment because the store tail is exposed to the external flow.
However, if @ is increased by introducing higher microjet pressures such that & is less than
@ at this point, then there is a positive pitching moment.

It follows that when the microjets are switched on such that @ is less than a certain
value, M increases in the negative direction and causes @ to decrease when the store crosses
the shear layer. At this point, Eqn. (4.35) is not satisfied which implies that the store
exhibits a safe drop. When microjet pressures are increased, there is a further increase in 6.

If 8 exceeds the limiting value, M increases positively and corresponding & increases when
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the store crosses the shear layer. Increase in w; causes Eqn. (4.35) to be satisfied leading to
an unsuccessful drop. Also this trend is independent of @y. The variation of the store state

as it crosses the shear layer in the absence and presence of microjets is given in Figure 4-10.
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Figure 4-10: V. and & evolution with time for different control inputs when the store passes
through the shear layer. The control inputs are specified in Table 4.1. Also,
the cross-flow uncontrolled Mach number is 2.46, Reynolds number based on store
length is 4.9 million, cavity aspect ratio is 5 and store length is half of cavity length.

In summary, the introduction of microjets can ensure safe departure for any wg as long
as @ is less than a certain value. However, for @ greater than this limit, which occurs for

large microjet pressures, the store tends to return back to the cavity.

4.3 Experimental Validation of Store Drop Model

In this section, we compare the low order model predictions with results from experiments

performed under the DARPA-funded HIFEX Program (2, 3, 4].

4.3.1 Experimental Details

A series of free drops of a slender axi-symmetric store from a generic sub-scale weapons
bay cavity was conducted under the HIFEX Program at various supersonic cross-flow Mach
numbers (3, 4]. For brevity, this thesis considers the experiments that were performed at
two Mach numbers, 2.0 and 2.46. In addition, the bay model has the aspect ratio !‘r: =5
and %‘; = 5, with H, being the depth and D, the width of cavity. The Reynolds number
of the flow based on the store length is approximately 4.9 million and the speed of flow at
Mach 2.46 is 579 m/s. The store is half the cavity length, its associated ¢ is 0.0615, the

ratio of the free stream density to the store density is 1.1869e-4, and the store geometry is
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illustrated in Figure 4-11. Moreover, the flow-injection actuator consists of two rows of sonic

I——
w05 . B
G % L L L "
—0.4 —0.2 0 0.2 0.4
X
Figure 4-11: Radius profile of the store. Here z = Li and a = ﬁ Also z = 0 corresponds to

the store c. g.

microjets along the leading edge and two rows near the upstream end of the cavity, situated
about L/8 distance from the leading edge. Here L is the cavity length, the microjets are of

400 pm in diameter and each row consists of 50 microjets.
Yo
8l
attack and the store trajectory outside the cavity was recorded in high speed video [3, 4].

The store was dropped from Y, = = 1.3 inside the cavity with nearly zero angle of
The drop tests were conducted using three different control inputs: no control (NOC),
microjet-control on (MC), and high-microjet-pressure-control(HC). Table 4.1 shows the
changes in the external flow for the three control inputs and the store drop results are

discussed below.

Ttem | NOC | MC | HC | MC-NOC, % | HC-MC, %
Poo.2

- 1.000 | 1.818 | 1.826 81.8 0.4
g&f 1.000 | 0.915 | 0.914 8.5 0.1
.ﬁoe,2b;§o_2

soipee | 1000 | 1523 | 1524 52.3 0.1
0, deg 0 | 7.827 | 7.947 - 15

Table 4.1:

Changes in external flow properties with control. Three control inputs are considered:

no control(NOC), microjet-control on(MC) and high-microjet-pressure-control(HC).
MC refers to 100-250 psig microjet pressure and HC refers to 200-250 psig microjet
pressure. The first number here refers to the rows of microjets closest to the leading
edge and the second number to the rows at the upstream end of the cavity. Also, the
cross-flow uncontrolled Mach number is 2.46, Reynolds number based on store length
is 4.9 million, cavity aspect ratio is 5 and store length is half of cavity length.

4.3.2 Comparison with the Model

As mentioned in Section 4.1.6, we have four models (i.e., the no-cavity, zero-depth-cavity,
near-cavity models and the model with wavy structures) to describe the trajectory outside

the cavity. To choose the appropriate one, we varied the initial conditions (Vl, d)l) keeping
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(Yl,c”xl) fixed as a starting point and performed stability analysis using all the models,
as shown in Figure 4-6. MATLAB’s ode45.m was used to solve for the store governing
equations in the simulations. From these studies, we identified that the near-cavity model
provided the most conservative stability region for the store, and was the model of choice
for subsequent model simulations.

Next we use a combination of the inside-cavity model, the model of the store passing
through shear layer, and the near-cavity model to obtain the complete trajectory after
the store is released from inside the cavity. Using this tool, we predict the store release
trajectory in the NOC case and then consider two specific experiments in the MC and HC
cases, where the corresponding flow deceleration, flow compression, and flow turning angle
are calculated as outlined in Section 3.2, and the resulting store release trajectory under
these flow conditions and the same drop conditions as the NOC case are determined. The

model-predicted trajectories are compared with experiments in Figure 4-12. The figure

Item | Inside cavity (Point 0) | While exiting cavity (Point 1)
No control(NOC)

Y. 1.30 -1.63
o 0.01 8.96
Ve -0.18 -0.22
w 0.62 0.59
Microjet-control on(MC)
Y. 1.30 -1.63
o 0.01 9.10
Ve -0.18 -0.22
w 0.62 0.57
High-microjet-pressure-control(HC)
Y. 1.30 -1.63
o 0.01 9.49
Ve -0.18 -0.22
w 0.62 0.60

Table 4.2: Initial conditions for the store trajectory analysis used in Figure 4-12. The cross-flow
Mach number is 2.46, Reynolds number based on store length is 4.9 million, cavity
aspect ratio is 5 and store length is half of cavity length.

shows unsafe store separation for the no-control and high microjet pressure cases and safe
separation for the low microjet pressure case. The figure also indicates that the prediction
of the experimental store trajectories by the low order models is somewhat poor. However
it should be noted that the models correctly predict the variation of )76 as the store drops

outside the cavity, which in turn implies that the models accurately foretell whether the
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drop is successful or not. This validates the models and indicates that the low-order models
are suitable for application in the optimization process to identify the best control input

for clean store departure.

7 8
(a) NOC Model.- """ 7T -l (a) NOC e
3 | *~ _Model
6 il
5 %
R4 " Experiment s
3 “n
2 R B
v
|
l0 20 40 60 80 100 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
60 -
(b) MC . - .
124 Experiment X
pe 40t (b) MC MGl
10 20 s
_r ¥ &
) ) :
a g @ Experiment
-20
4 . .~
2 E A -40 T
g 5
-60
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 B0 90 100 0 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
12, 80
(e) HC (c) HC
10 Experiment 60 ¢
g 40 "\ Model
<P 1
5\ 6 ‘/_r_._,.—a‘é\—l——r—'—!—
Experiment .
4 \
2 Q‘"“‘-
7 -
4
% 20 40 60 80 100 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Figure 4-12: Store trajectory prediction (outside the cavity) versus experimental observation for:
(a) no control (NOC), (b) microjet-control on (MC) and (c) high-microjet-pressure-
control (HC). Also (f, Yc) = 0 correspond to the instance when the store just exits

the cavity, and increasing — Y. corresponds to the store moving away from the bay.
The cross-flow Mach number is 2.46, Reynolds number based on store length is 4.9
million, cavity aspect ratio is 5 and store length is half of cavity length. The model
used for trajectory prediction is the near-cavity one, with the initial conditions
given in Table 4.2.

To explain the behavior depicted in the figure, we refer to section 3 where we have ana-
lyzed the aerodynamic loads on the store for given drop conditions and microjet pressures.
The point to note is that the store drop is successful when |%}| is small and unsuccessful

1

otherwise. When microjets are off and the store just exits the cavity, @; is large because of
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Figure 4-13: Model-predicted normal force, pitching moment and state of the store after being
dropped from inside the cavity to when the store either returns back into the cavity
or drops successfully in the three control cases: no control(NOC), microjet-control
on(MC) and high-microjet-pressure-control(HC). The cross-flow Mach number is
2.46, Reynolds number based on store length is 4.9 million, cavity aspect ratio
is 5 and store length is half of cavity length. The model used for outside-cavity
trajectory prediction is the near-cavity one, with the initial conditions given in
Table 4.2. A smoothing function is used to remove noise from force and moment
predictions of the model.

large wy at the drop point. The large @; in comparison to V1 results in the store to exhibit
a unsuccessful drop. When microjets are switched on, the external flow is compressed, de-
celerated and turns away from the cavity with an angle #. There exists a linear relationship
between M and &— 6 as soon as the store hits the shear layer such that M becomes negative
when @ is small and positive when @ is large. In the case of MC, # is small and the result
is an increase in M in the negative direction and decrease in &, when the store exits the
cavity. Low @; in comparison to V1 results in the store to exhibit a safe drop. When the
microjet pressures are increased in the case of HC, @ exceeds the limiting value. The result

is that M and therefore & increase positively when the store crosses the shear layer. This
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results in large @; in comparison to Vi, thus leading to an unsuccessful drop. Figure 4-13
illustrates the force and moment as well as the state of the store after being dropped from
inside the cavity to when the store either returns back into the cavity or drops successfully

in the three control cases.

4.4 Optimization of Control Input in Store Drop Setup

Having developed, validated and analyzed models for predicting the store trajectory inside
and outside the cavity, the next step is to optimize the control input for a successful store
drop. A suitable control parameter that can be optimized is the microjet momentum ratio
C, as defined in Eqn. (4.36). The optimal input is defined as the minimum value of C),
which satisfies the user-specified microjet mass flow constraint and which guarantees safe
release under a variety of drop conditions. For this purpose, the drop conditions from Table
4.2 were taken as the baseline and a combination of inside-cavity and outside-cavity models
were used to determine whether the store exits the cavity successfully for different values
of the control input. The procedure was repeated for a different Mach number of external

flow that was also tested under the HIFEX Program. The result is shown in Figure 4-14.
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Figure 4-14: Successful/Unsuccessful store drop from cavity versus microjet momentum ratio
Cy. The model used for prediction of the trajectory that lies outside the cavity
is the near-cavity one. The cross-low Mach number is 2.46, Reynolds number
based on store length is 4.9 million, cavity aspect ratio is 5 and store length is
half of cavity length. The drop conditions for this simulation are: Yy = 1.30,a0 =
0.01,Vp = —0.18,wp = 0.62 and Y, = —1.63.

It is clear that a general trend of successful drops at C), < 0.09 and failed drops at
C, > 0.09 are predicted for both the Mach number cases. The successful drop at Mach 2.0
for C, = 0.08 is corroborated by a series of store drop experiments performed under the

HIFEX Program. It can also be observed that for Mach 2.0, a much smaller value of C),
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than that used experimeutally suffices for ensuring a successful drop whereas for Mach 2.46,
failure can occur for small €, and the optimal C), lies close to where the successful drop
experiments were conducted. Once the optimal C'# is determined, a suitable microjet-based
actuator corresponding to this value of €, can be designed, which may be based on sonic
or converging-diverging nozzles, the latter having the advantage of lower mass flux for the

same momentum fHux.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions

5.1 Cavity Noise Under Supersonic Flow

The supersonic flight community is currently faced with two cavity-under-cross-flow related
problems, one being the high noise levels inside the cavity and the other being the return
of a store into the cavity after being released from inside. This thesis provides a systematic
framework to understand the dominant physics in both problems and to provide solutions
for ameliorating the problems. The first portion of this thesis is concerned with high noise
in a cavity developed when exposed to an external supersonic cross-low. The high noise
level can potentially be harmful to the structural life of weapon systems inside a weapon bay
and to landing gear deployment. The noise is due to a feedback loop between shear layer
disturbances at the cavity lip and acoustic waves inside the cavity. A group of researchers
under the HIFEX Program(2, 3, 4] has proposed that the most effective mechanism for
suppressing noise is by introducing microjets along the cavity leading edge and thereby
disrupting the loop. This thesis focuses on the development of a reduced order cavity
acoustics model that is used to optimize the control input for cavity noise suppression.
The model rigorously explains the role of the microjets in suppressing noise inside the
cavity and predicts the amount of noise reduced for a given steady pressure profile under
which microjets are fired. The model is developed using an innovative rigorous framework
based on the standard aeroacoustic equation with the microjets being introduced through
a momentum addition term that acts as an active damper.

The model developed in this thesis was validated by comparing its noise reduction

predictions with those obtained from experiments conducted using the FSU cavity at Mach
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2.0 flow. The comparison was done at the cavity leading and trailing edges for different
microjet pressure profiles and for different numbers of microjets. In all these cases, the
model predicted saturation of the noise reduction ability of the actuators at approximately
the same microjet pressure as the experiments showed. The reason for the saturation is
related to the way the shock structure shape above the microjet nozzle exit changes with
increasing microjet pressure. Current knowledge base, however, precludes an explanation
for this shock structure behavior. Also the magnitude of noise reduction estimated from
the model is a maximum of 2 dB above the observed level at the leading edge, while it is
close to the experimental one at the trailing edge within limits of sensor uncertainty for all
cases studied in this paper. Finally, the spectral content of the predicted pressure field of
the model is not as good as the experimentally observed one, and is not useful for control
purposes. So the model can be reliably used to identify the optimal microjet configuration
that would be suitable for a given cavity configuration, provided the criteria for optimality

is reduction in OASPL and the constraint set is the allowable mass flow of the microjets.

The validated model was then used for deriving an estimate of the optimal control
strategy for cavity noise suppression using microjets, both off-line and on-line, with the
control input being the spanwise microjet pressure profile. The off-line strategy can be
implemented after performing a proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) on the pressure
data obtained from a spanwise distribution of sensors present along the cavity walls. For
the on-line strategy, a recursive technique of performing POD is required. Since currently
available tools preclude the realization of recursive POD, one such technique was invented.
This tool is essentially an algorithm for updating the dominant basis of a dynamical system
recursively so as to facilitate a on-line control design with bounded projection error. In
addition, various simulations have demonstrated that the recursive POD method can be
used to compute the dominant basis of a time-invariant system starting from an arbitrary
orthonormal basis, potentially resulting in substantial savings in computational resource
and time, compared to standard POD techniques.

The model predictions and experiments clearly show that a closed-loop on-line strategy
would be unnecessary for the FSU cavity. In fact, an open loop steady uniform control input
that satisfies the pre-specified mass flow constraint would suffice. The reason is because the

cavity shows early saturation with respect to OASPL reduction with increase in microjet

pressure.
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5.2 Store Separation from Bay Under Supersonic Flow

Apart from the high cavity noise problem, the problem of unsuccessful store drops from an
external bay of an aircraft in flight is another problem of interest for the aircraft industry.
Work is currently being done by a group of researchers under the HIFEX Program (see
[2, 3, 4] for preliminary results) on eliminating the problem of a slender axi-symmetric body
returning back after being dropped from a rectangular cavity under supersonic flow. The
proposed solution is an array of microjet-based-transverse-fluid-injection system placed near
the leading edge of the cavity. The microjet-based actuator modifies the flow field under the

cavity through the associated shock waves and thereby affect the store forces and moments.

The concluding part of this thesis focuses on one aspect of the program, i.e. the develop-
ment of a low-order model to predict the store trajectory under given drop conditions and
control input. The model was used to optimize the control input to ensure a successful store
departure using a given setup. The model has three components — one for when the store is
inside the cavity, one for when the store passes through the shear layer, and the last one for
when the store is completely outside the cavity. The low-order model was developed based
on the slender store geometry, thin shear layer at the cavity opening, high Reynolds num-
ber external cross-flow, plane shock waves associated with the microjets, no-flow condition

inside the cavity and ignorance of cavity acoustic field.

The model was validated using a series of store drop experiments performed under the
HIFEX program at Mach 2.0 and 2.46 using a generic sub-scale weapons bay. The trajectory
information was obtained from high speed video. Three observations were recorded: (I)
the store drop was unsuccessful for microjet-off case, (II) the store dropped safely when
microjets were switched on, and (III) the store returned back to the cavity when the microjet

pressures were increased. These features were seen in the model as well.

The low-order model developed in this thesis provides the following explanation for the
experimental observations. The relevant points to be kept in mind are that: (a) F' outside
the cavity depends linearly on & such that the store exits successfully if l{/‘%j is small at the
bay exit, and (b) M, when the store passes through the shear layer, depends linearly on &
which changes sign depending on the external flow turning angle §. The reason for effect
(a) is that small & results in low & and therefore £ does not grow high enough to overcome

gravity and the store is gjected from the cavity safelv. Because of high speed and no turning
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of the external flow in the no-control case, the main effect felt by the store is (a). Thus, if
the store is dropped with a large initial @, it leaves the cavity with a large @ in comparison
to V,. This violates (a) and results in an unsuccessful drop, confirming observation (I). On
the other hand, if the drop condition is such that @ is low in comparison to VC when the
store exits the cavity, the store will exhibit a safe drop.

With microjets on, the external flow turns away from the cavity. If the turning angle 8
is less than a certain value, M increases in the negative direction. This results in decrease
in w as the store crosses the shear layer and satisfies effect (a). Thus, the store exhibits a
safe drop,confirming observation (II). Higher microjet pressures cause a small increase in 6.
If the flow turning angle exceeds the limiting value, M and consequently @ increase in the
positive direction, when the store crosses the shear layer. This violates (a), leading to an
unsuccessful drop and confirming observation (III).

Finally, optimization was performed to identify the best control input that ensures
clean store departure for a host of operating conditions. Expressed in terms of the microjet
momentum ratio C,,, the best control input was observed to match that used experimentally

for certain flight conditions, and is predicted to be even smaller at other conditions.

5.3 Limitations of the Low Order Models

The low order model developed for the cavity acoustics problem is useful for predicting
the overall sound pressure level inside the cavity for a given microjet pressure distribution,
although it may not accurately describe the spectral content of the noise inside the cavity.
It is also to be noted that the shape of the shock structure at the exit of the microjet
nozzle influences the magnitude of the damping term due to the microjets in the governing
differential equation for the cavity acoustics. The determination of the shock structure for
an arbitrary microjet array of actuators is beyond the scope of this low order model and
requires additional work.

The reduced order model developed for the store release problem may not accurately
predict the exact drop trajectory of the store, but it reliably foretells the trend in the tra-
jectory (i.e., whether the store drops safely or not) for a given microjet pressure distribution
and a given set of drop conditions. However, the model prediction is not reliable when the

drop conditions are very close to the stability boundary of the problem. For example, if
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the store state is close to the stability boundary depicted in Figure 4-6 within the given
uncertainty level, the predictions of the model are not conclusive.

Another point to be noted is that the low order model for store separation is derived
under the assumptions (M1)-(M5). Despite this, when assumption (M2) is relaxed, i.e. the
shear layer is thick, the model derived in this thesis is valid and it predicts that the stability
region for the store release trajectory increases (see Figure 4-6); hence the store trajectory
outside the cavity is more stable. In addition, when assumption (M5) is relaxed, i.e. the
recirculation region inside the cavity is considered, the model is also valid and it predicts
that the store trajectory inside the cavity becomes more stable because of an increase in
negative pitching moment that results when the external flow enters the cavity on the side
of its trailing edge and hits the store tail. However, the effect of relaxing the assumptions
(M1}, (M3) and (M4) on the store release trajectory is beyond the scope of this model and

needs more work.
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Appendix A

Order-of-Magnitude Analysis for
the 2-D Uncontrolled Cavity
Acoustics Model

In order to realize a reduced-order model for the pressure field inside the uncontrolled cavity,
an order-of-magnitude analysis is done to identify the dominant groups in the full governing
equation given by (2.4). The different components of Eqn. (2.4) have the following relative

orders of magnitude:

( Stiffness1

Inertia ) -
(Dampmg) Uoo< ( !
= — |0
Inertia w

v

Uso

(St1ffness2 _ (%)2 (0
Inertia wlL

Inhomogeneous (U 37 61\2 Uso o v\ L\2
oM ham) = (3) () o () (o) +olaz) 5) e

These expressions are derived under the assumption that the typical acoustic wavelength

inside the cavity is of the order of cavity dimension in the desired spatial orientation. The
expressions, as derived here, further require the value of w and the latter can be obtained

from Rossiter’s modified formula given by Eqn. (1.1). In addition, they require the value of
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(—/9;—0— that can be obtained as follows:

[ee] —1 =3
Yso _ g, (1 + %Mi) ’ (A.2)
C

Last but not the least, the non-dimensional groups given in Eqn. (A.1) require an estimate of
O (ﬁé) and O (%) The estimations can be obtained from flow visualization experiments.

Having obtained the non-dimensional groups, it is easy to identify the dominant groups
among them, the ‘dominant’ group being defined as having a relative magnitude above 0.1

(or 10%). Eqn. (2.5) and the inequality results given below the equation follow from this

definition.
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Appendix B

Derivation of Green’s Function in

2-D Uncontrolled Cavity Acoustics

Model

The Green’s function for the pressure field in an uncontrolled cavity can be obtained using

polar coordinates as follows. Consider the following separation of variables of the pressure

perturbation term:
P ~R(r)T () P(t) ~ F(2,y) P(t)

The governing equation (2.5) becomes:

1 Q_id(dR) 1 d°T
2P a2~ Rrar \'dr ) T T do?

This leads to three set of equations:

1 dQP_ w?
Zpar T &
1d [ dR 22 m?
;a;(’a?)+((3“7‘f)R=°
2
%%:—'rnz('n/:O,l,Q,{S,-”)
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The solutions of three equations are, respectively:

I'(¢) = cos{(me¢),sin(me)
_ Qhu(e,
RO = oo (%)
P(t) = e ™t et (B.4)

Choosing the solution that represents outgoing waves propagating uniformly outwards

(m = 0), we get the Green’s function as follows:

p(rt) = ﬁH(g]) (%r) exp (iwt) + ()" (B.5)
N———

F(z,y)
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Appendix C

Relationship Between Microjet
Pressure and Associated Leading

Edge Shock Geometry

The problem associated with a shock due to jet in cross-flow is traditionally modelled as
follows. The jet turns and starts mixing with the external cross-flow and is treated as an
‘equivalent’ solid body, as illustrated in Figure 2-8. The shock trajectory due to such a

blunt body in the presence of a supersonic flow is[27}:

Lshock __ & 4 & _ i@ <yshock)2( ) (Rb) 2
r T +Rb r Ryr cot ”{\/1+ r Ry R, tan®p—1, (C1)

where 2 7 = 0.143exp 3—2}, 7 = 1.143exp (———L‘i)rg, cot p = /M2 —1and £ = 4.347036,

Foliowing Papamoschou and Hubbard[16], we have:

Pjet Ujet

J = .
Poo U2

(C.2)

Here, the subscript ‘jet’ refers to the flow conditions at the jet exit into the cross-flow. Also,

Eqn. (C.1) is valid for yshoe > 0.5417%2 + 0.0205.

This empirical relationship connects the microjet-cross-flow momentum flux ratio to the
shock trajectory. From this, we can estimate the near-field and far-field shock angles for

the FSU cavity arrangement. The results are illustrated in Figures C-1 and C-2. The
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Figure C-1: Predicted shock trajectory based on Schetz[27] and Papamoschou and Hubbard([16].
External flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million (based on cavity length).

Figure C-2: Shadowgraph image for the FSU cavity corresponding to 30 psig microjet pressure.
The encircled region was used for calculating the shock angle. External flow con-
ditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million (based on cavity length). Cavity dimension:
L/D =5.1.

shock angles predicted by the model and FSU experiments are shown in Table C.1, and the
results of the FSU experiments are taken from Zhuang, et. al.[1]

It is clear that the far-field shock angle predicted by the model corresponds to the
Mach angle for a 2.0 Mach flow and that there is a close match of the near-field shock
angle between this empirical model and the FSU experiments, thus validating the model.

Therefore, this model can be used in applications that require the shape of the shock for

any jet-in-cross-flow setup.

Table C.1: Shock angles predicted by model and obtained from experiments done on FSU cavity
(under M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million flow). Re is based on cavity length.

Dys PSig 30 | 100 | 200
Experiment, deg 37 38 42
Near-field, theory (deg) | 36.5 | 37.8 | 42.4
Far-field, theory (deg) | 29.9 | 29.9 | 29.9
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Appendix D

Derivation of Forcing Function in

2;-D Cavity Acoustics Model

In this section, we derive the forcing function associated with uniform spanwise microjet
firing at the cavity leading edge. Retaining the first order terms, the force addition (i.e., rate
of change of momentum per unit volume) due to introduction of microjets at the leading
edge is given by:

—- 8pUpS

fu==5;"8@1)7 (D.1)

where

1 0<z<2r0<y<ex1
S (.Z‘, y) =

0 [z] > 2r, |yl > 6
such that O(VS) = 0 Vz,y. Also 8 is the transverse mixing length at injection point and
is considered to be equal in magnitude to the penetration depth of the microjets in the
cross-flow. Last but not the least, U, is the microjet velocity at the nozzle exit, as shown
in Figure 2-8. Then we can write:
— o0ad /. 1,
V. fu:‘a’?;gt‘ (P+ ‘Ejp)U#S(%y) (D.2)
Having obtained an expression for the forcing function, we use Green’s function tech-

nique and method of images to solve the governing equation given by (2.13). The Green’s

99



function can be obtained as follows. Consider:

P~ F(z,y)P(t) (D.3)

The governing equation (2.13) becomes:

d’P  ZViF O [POFU, o 0 [10U,
R i Av el RN [T BB UE

It is shown in Eqn. (2.17) that F' is the first order first kind Hankel function. So, we have:
&*V?F = W'"°F (D.5)
Also, consider the term [%%{/—U WU‘L] S{(z,y) in Eqn. (D.4). Here,

1 9F W

where ¢ is arbitrarily small. Moreover,

oUu

55 (@) = % (D.7)

where Uu is the mean component of the microjet exit velocity, £ < 1 and can be estimated
from flow visualization experiments and is also derived later in Eqn. (D.15). Assuming that
the perturbation component of the microjet exit velocity is not dominant over the mean

component, we can make the following estimation: OU ByS (z,y) = g. Then we have:
FAULS (2,9) ' 9
o) RS IS (D.8)

S (z,y) ¢ ¢

Thus, the term in the numerator can be neglected from Eqn. (D.4) because the microjets
are introduced at the leading edge and the Hankel function behaves as in Eqn. (D.6) at that

point. Next we consider the following expression in Eqn. (D.4):

o [CPElER]S@w) _ (PU, Ut (D.9)
s TN\ Y UL 0 .
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where O (f—,) ~ 4,0 (—(U—%) ~1,0 (“L’,/—Of) = 8 for the dominant Rossiter tone and O (&) ~3
for 100 psig microjet pressure (from flow visualization experiment). Here P is the mean
static pressure at the leading edge. Thus, because of high frequency of the dominant cavity
tone and high transverse microjet velocity gradient at the nozzle exit, the numerator in the

above expression can be neglected from Eqn. (D.4), resulting in:

d’P oU, dP g oU,
dt2+6y7lt_+( +58y)P_0 (B-10)
Finally we consider the expression w'2 + l%%ﬁ. We have:
w’? ( W0 ) ( W LUy 8 )
0 =0 =0 ———=|>»1 (D.11)
5 oU
(Bt T ) EUL Uso Uy LE

So neglecting %%U;i again because of high frequency of the dominant cavity tone and high

transverse microjet velocity gradient, we get:

&P SU,L
"

(t) dt +w?P=0 . (D.12)

Now, we proceed to estimate %—L’i. Since the microjet diameter versus nozzle length is
negligible, we can apply quasi-one-dimensional compressible flow analysis to the microjet.
Also because the microjets are spaced'along the spanwise direction at the leading edge
(interjet distance/jet diameter ~ 3.4 for the 12 400 um microjets) that precludes them from
interacting with each other at the nozzle exit, we can consider the jets individually and later
integrate their effect along the spanwise direction in the three-dimensional model. From
steady quasi-one-dimensional compressible flow analysis, we have the following influence

coefficient|29):
—2
dM(y) _ 1+ dAw)

M@y) M@y -14®W) (D-13)

where A(y) is the cross-section area of the jet and « is taken as % Using the relationship
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between mean jet velocity and Mach number, we have:

(D.14)

where R is the gas constant of air and T, is the stagnation temperature of the microjet.

Then using Eqn. (D.7), it can be shown that

E_ 1 1 dA(y)
0 M (y) 14 dy (D-15)

Since currently the shape of the barrel shock region above the microjet exit is not accurately
known, we cannot derive the magnitude of % from Eqn. (D.15) but we can use the flow
visualization experiments performed -on the FSU cavity to get an estimate of the gradient,
as mentioned at the end of this section. However, we use Eqn. (D.15) to derive the forcing

function as follows.

We have:
7
Uu (y,t) = =BTy (y)M (y,¢) (D.16)

where T3, (y) is the static temperature and M (y,t) is the Mach number of the jet. The

relationship between static and stagnation temperature is:

T = D.aT7
)= (D.17)

and that between Mach number and pressure ratio is:

Py 71
M= Jf’ o) | (018

where p, is the steady microjet pressure and p, (z,y,t) is the static pressure. We now use

the fact that the nozzle is sonic so that 7" (0) = 1. Also using Eqgn. (D.15), it can be shown

that:

7 2 2
oU,  [1RT,¢ (5)5 oy 5RT, pi 1 0y, |
b T S g (2} L D.1
3y 30 8 { Psq + 6 Psq 42 Dsq Db ay ( 9)
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where we can write: py = Py + pj, = static pressure (mean+perturbation quantity), p, = %bi

and psg =V pr% — 1, all referring to the nozzle exit region. The value of p; can be obtained
from experimental conditions while pj is the result of solving Eqn. (D.12).

In order to obtain an estimate of the mean transverse microjet velocity gradient %ﬁy’i,
as mentioned before, we use the results of laser-based flow visualization experiments on the
FSU cavity for different microjet pressures. The details of the experiments are given in
Zhuang, et. al.[1] The experiments measured the mean streamwise and transverse velocity
field inside and outside the cavity. From this data, the velocity gradients were computed.
Now the velocity field data is corrupted by laser reflections from the cavity at the upstream
end of the domain, up to about Y/L = 0.03 in the transverse direction near the leading edge.
So the magnitude of %ﬁy& was estimated by averaging the transverse gradient in a small box
just adjacent to the corrupted region, near the leading edge as shown in Figure D-1. The
size of the square box was sufficient to accommodate the initial part of the microjet trace
near the leading edge.

The dependence of %ﬁy& on microjet pressure is shown in Figure D-1. It is to be noted
that the parameter, microjet-cross-flow momentum ratio as defined in Eqgn. (C.2), is directly
proportional to microjet pressure. Therefore Figure D-1 also illustrates the variation of %ﬁ
with jet momentum ratio. From this figure, Q‘%’i can be obtained for any microjet pressure

or equivalently any momentum ratio by interpolation.

103



Y/L

Y/L

Figure D-1:

0.5 N 0.5 1
X/L (a) 10 psig microjets X/L (b) 20 psig microjets

YL

0.5 1 0 0.5 1
X/L (c) 30 psig microjets XL (d) 70 psig microjets
3 1
o 4.35.2.32-0.281.75 3.78 5.82 7.85 25

‘Q‘-‘h

=53 SKH - o

0.5 — Best fit (7th order poly.)
»  Flow visualization result
23 ' % 20 40 e 80 100
X/L (e) 100 psig microjets Microjet pressure (psig)

Flow visualization results for the FSU cavity. Shown here are the mean transverse
velocity gradient for different microjet pressures. Notation follows from Eqn. (D.7).
The indicated box is the region of averaging for estimating the mean transverse
microjet velocity gradient. External flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million
(based on cavity length). Cavity dimension: L/D = 5.1.
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Appendix E

Derivation of Forcing Function in

3-D Cavity Acoustics Model

This section shows the derivation of the forcing function in the case when non-uniform
spanwise firing of microjets is commenced at the leading edge of the cavity. First, us-
ing Eqns. (2.20) and (2.13), we derive the Green’s function for the uncontrolled three-
dimensional cavity as follows, with the coordinate system for this problem being illustrated
in Fig. E-1. Multiply the governing equation (2.13) by @ (z) and integrate in the spanwise
direction from z = 0 to z = W (the cavity width) to get:

L Ld(dry, LT g
2P dt?2  Rrdr \ dr r2ldg¢? 72’
1
& [ @ (z) T2 ()
fo= 2 - (E.1)
Of‘I>2 (2)d ()
This leads to three set of equations:
Ld(z)

7

Figure E-1: Coordinate system for the three-dimensional Green’s function in the cavity acoustics
model.
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2P dt2 c?
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1d°T 9
f(—jgb_z = —m (E2)

The solutions of three equations are, respectively:

Il

T () cos (mae) , sin (md)
R(r)y = %Hg) (%r)

P(t) = e tVWith gtVui=rf (E.3)

Choose the solution that represents outgoing waves propagating uniformly outwards (m = 0).
Also, we have:
fQ) e (Uoo e L )'2
Ol S )|=—w==———] =01 E4
(w2 w?W?2 wL U W (B.4)
and so can be neglected because of high frequency of the dominant Rossiter tone. Thus,

the Green’s function is:

P 00) = o m) (2r) @ exp iut) + () (E:5)

‘The pressure field inside the three-dimensional cavity, given by Eqn. (2.24), follows from

the above using the method-of-images.

For the cavity under non-uniform control, following Appendix D, it can be shown that

the Green’s function satisfies:

4P dP
i) -+ P =0 (E.6)
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where

[¥

1 7 9
1 TRT, & 5\ p/
f1<t):——-( <1>2(2)[ —{'psﬁL = —}—
[ 92 ()d () o/ w6
SRT,pl 1004 (=
42 psq po ayjl d (W>) (E7)

0
Here py, py,, pr and pyq refer to the leading edge and depend on the spanwise direction z

while p, and T, do not. Also the mean microjet velocity gradient at the jet exit, given by
Eqn. (D.7) and obtained from flow visualization experiments, depends on microjet pressure
and thus on the spanwise direction.

Eqn. (E.6) was treated similar to (2.15) and (2.16) to estimate the damping factor
d,. Clearly, this involves estimating pressure field at both the leading and trailing edges.
Therefore the model relies on a good coherence between the leading and trailing edge
pressure fields. Having obtained the appropriate damping factor, the pressure field inside

the controlled cavity given by Eqn. (2.25) can be obtained using the method-of-images.
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Appendix F

ARX Model for Leading Edge
Pressure Prediction for Cavity

Noise Control

Because of lack of space to accommodate pressure sensors at the leading edge due to the pres-
ence of microjets, a multivariate system identification analysis package (Auto-Regression
with eXogeneous variables (ARX)([26]) can be used to estimate the leading edge pressure
readings from the trailing edge ones in the presence of several microjet pressure profiles.
The predicted leading edge sensor readings can be used to perform proper orthogonal anal-
ysis and thus obtain the dominant spanwise mode @ (z). The order of the ARX model is
obtained by trial-and-error and is depicted in Figure F-1. This model is validated as follows.

The model predicted pressure is compared with the experimental data, derived from a sen-

ARX Model Characteristics:
Input: Pg(6-7) Output: Py g(1-2-3-4-5)

# Poles = 10: # Zeros = 10; # Delays = 6 18]
I /'
% 6
Cavity leading edge (LE) pressure sensors Cavity trailing edge (TE) pressure sensors

Figure F-1: ARX model used for predicting leading edge pressure data from trailing edge ones
in the presence of several microjet pressure profiles. The model was realized using
MATLAB’s arz.m function and the microjet profiles used in this study were: 50-
50-50, 200-200-200 and 200-0-200 psig. The microjet pressure naming convention is
based on Figure 2-6.
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sor located in the middle of the cavity leading edge face. Such a comparison is performed
for several control-on situations. One such case is depicted in Figure F-2. Although the
ARX model predicts up to 12% of the frequency content of the sensor data (as shown in
the figure), the OASPL prediction is close to the experimental one. Since the dominant
spanwise mode, obtained from a POD of the leading edge sensors, is mostly influenced by
the OASPL, we consider the ARX model to be validated and useful for our purpose of

estimating the dominant spanwise mode shape at the leading edge.

b= 50-50-50 psig

Fit = 12%

\
|

2000 ¢
£
E— 0-‘
a i
3 -2000
e Time (t/T)
4000 — :
0 50 100 150 200 250
140 T
£1
-
=
of -
2100 | —— SI prediction: OASPL =149 dB [
=] - -~ Experimental result: OASPL =151 dB
= 80
2 4 6 8 10
Frequency (kHz)

Figure F-2: ARX model output versus experimental sensor reading for 50-50-50 psig microjet
pressure. The microjet pressure naming convention is based on Figure 2-6. Location
of the pressure sensor: middle of the leading edge face of the cavity. Uncertainty
in experimental SPL: +0.5dB. Uncertainty in frequency: +40Hz. Also, T refers to
the time period corresponding to the dominant cavity tone.
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Appendix G

Relationship Between Microjet

Pressure and Shear Layer Shape,

and Plane Shock Strength

The control action consists of the introduction of microjets near the leading edge of the
cavity. After being introduced in the transverse direction, microjets turn and start mixing
with the external cross-flow, forming a virtual solid body. This obstruction to the cross-flow

leads to formation of plane shock waves near the cavity leading edge.

Empirically, the shock strength is governed by the microjet-to-external-flow momentum
ratio [Appendix C]. In order to find the empirical relationship for a given microjet pressure
profile, flow visualization experiments were conducted on a rectangular cavity of aspect
ratio 5.1 under Mach 2.0 flow in the Florida State University (FSU) wind tunnel facility[1].
This setup used 12 microjets of diameter 400 pm at the leading edge. To match the 12
microjet FSU setup with the HIFEX test (3, 4], the momentum ratio parameter C,, defined
in Eqn. (4.36) is used. The numerator in Eqn. (4.36) is the mean momentum flux of all
the active microjets while the denominator is the mean momentum flux of the external
flow through the cross-section area of the virtual solid body formed by the microjets. The
thickness of the body is same as the penetration height of the microjets into the external flow
and the latter is of the same order as the boundary layer thickness at the point of injection
-of microjets into the cross-flow. Also the factor ‘1—1 is to take into account the blockage of

several microjet holes in the HIFEX setup owing to faulty construction. Additionally, in
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Eqn. (4.36), 61 ~ 0.015L, for the FSU cavity setup while for the HIFEX setup, §g; ~
0.017L,, where L, is the cavity length as shown in Figure N-1.

The shear layer shape for different microjet momentum ratios are given in Figure G-1.
From this result, the shear layer shape for any microjet momentum ratio C), can be found
by interpolation.

The plane shock geometry resulting from the introduction of microjets was also studied
for different momentum ratios using flow visualization techniques and the FSU setup. The
results are adapted from Zhuang, et. al.[1] and shown in Table G.1. From this table,

Table G.1: Plane shock geometry for different microjet momentum ratios (C,) corresponding to

the FSU setup. External low conditions: M = 2.0 and Re = 3 million (based on
cavity length). Cavity dimension: L/D = 5.1.

C 0.119 | 0.306 | 0.573
Shock-to-free-stream 37 38 42

inclination angle

Angle 6 (Figure 4-1) 8 9 12

the shock geometry corresponding to an arbitrary C), can be determined by interpolation.
Using the shock geometry and plane shock wave theory[36], the external flow properties

(density, speed and flow orientation) under the cavity can be determined.
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Figure G-1: Flow visualization results for the FSU cavity. Shown here is the shear layer shape
for different microjet momentum ratios. The shear layer shape is indicated by a
bold line in figures (a), (b) and (c). This line indicates the outer thickness of the
shear layer (the side far from the cavity) that have non-negligible vorticity Q. Here
L is the cavity length and U is the external undisturbed flow speed. The notations
X' and Y’ are explained in Eqn. (2.10). External flow conditions: M = 2.0 and Re
= 3 million (based on cavity length). Cavity dimension: L/D = 5.1.

113



114



Appendix H

Expression for Store Induced
Potential and Forces For Inside

Cavity

The problem of store drop inside the cavity reduces to a circle falling to the slip surface
in an immovable fluid. The solution can be found using the multipole expansion technique

(Laurent series)[31]. The resulting potential solution, accurate up to iﬁ, is:

¢ = ——(2B—Ve)asin0—aAcos29—gaCsin39,
B = V.[1-¢*%(0)],
A = —2V¢’Ss(q),
C = 3Vq'Ss(q),
Si(g) = 1-¢*—¢,
S2(q) = 1—¢°—2¢%
S3(q) = 1-¢°—4q",
Ve = Ve—wz,
¢ = (H.1)

2H’
where the non-dimensional scheme given in Appendix N has been followed.

The normal force and moment expressions are given by Eqn. (4.24) with the concerned
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sarameters, accurate up to 4=, are as follows:
2561

Te -
g = —71-/ a(z)? <2q4 +2¢%+1 - 2q2> dz,
e -
o = 7r/ a (33)2 x <2q4 +2¢5 41— 2q2> dz,
Zo
gy = 471'/ ea,(x)xg (1+q2) (4q8+8q6+3q2 - 1) ¢ dz,
o
[T /3 g, 1 2 12 4 4 3 (a2 2
g = /I (ﬁa(w) + §a(:z:) H*—H )ﬂa(:c) —4q (3q —1) (1+q )Wa(ac) dz,
Te 1
o = [ (@’ - Je P+ HY ) naa () +
32¢° (242 +1) (3¢% —2) (1 + ¢*) m2a () da,
Te
ho = ~7r/ a (:r)Qa: <2qr[1 + 2q6 +1— 2q2) dz,
Zo
Te
hy = 7r/ z?a (z)* <2q4 +2¢°+1— 2(12) dz,
ZTo
hy = 471'/ “wla(z) (1+ %) (44° +8¢° + 3¢* — 1) ¢° da,
o
Te 3 1
o= [ (e @+ je @ E - 1Y) mea(e) -
Jxg,

2
4zq® (24° - 1) (1 1 q2> (12q8 148 —2g* — A+ 1) ra(z) dz,

hg = /xe (—%a () — %a (z)* H? + H4) rrla (z)* +
32¢° (Qq2 + 1) <3q2 - 2) (1 + q2) nz’a (z) dr. (H.2)
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Appendix I

Expression for Store Induced
Potential and Forces For Store
Portion Partially Immersed in

External Flow

This problem is solved using conformal transformation|31] of the store region partially
immersed in external cross-flow to an ‘equivalent’ flat plate as shown in Figure 4-5. The

corresponding velocity potential is:

T dx

i 2nQ" 2a d
¢ = Vesmnﬁn (vl—)\Qw n,? sinwn)——aﬁ\/l—)ﬁE,

D = Q"™ —-2Q"cosmn+1,

_ £
A= .
s [ __%()ds
o JaVIZ2(s=\)
PY(s) = tan! <gz;1cot%),
V. = V,—-a—wz, (1.

where E refers to the principal value of the integral in the above equation, @ and n are
given by Eqn. (4.26), o, ¢ and b are referred to in Figure 4-5 and the non-dimensional scheme

given in Appendix N is followed. Based on this potential, the F and M expressions are
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obtained. They are given by:

TS
I
3
s
=)
ol

N av, . di X . .
oo <90d_£clo + g d_(:;li + 92“32[3 + Ugongaz + 94Vc2 + Usodgswly+
UZb68 + UooBg7Ve + Uogs6ioly + 9o@loVe + UsagroaVe + 5°UZ,gu1 )
. o [ dVe. di . )
M = 7mpoodi2 <h0d—;zo + hld—‘;fg + hol® 2 4 U2 h3é® + hy V2 + UsoShsiol,

+UZ8h66 + UsabhrVe + Usohsddly + hodloVe + UschaoaV, + 62U, by )

with the concerned parameters, accurate up to ﬁ:%{—i, are as follows:

go = = :2 a(z)? (@1 (n) + &, (m)] dz,
B = /x? a (17)2 z [®1 (n) + ®, (m)] dz,

2%a ()’ [0y (m) — £1 (n)] .

/m 2% [a(2) Py (z,t) — Py (z,t)] + = x,
£ | my/a(x)* — H?

g5 — /”a(x) Py (z,t) da,

B9

g2

22 |-Ld, (m) - L&,
/za(x)Pl(x,t)_pp(x,tH“() [dm‘I’p( ) — 4@ (n)]

dz,
3 my/a(x)? — H?

T2 a x 4
g5 = L a (7;) d_ (:E) T [M&(_n)_ — P12 (.’L’,t)

94

+ & (n)a(z)? do+

(12)

1 dx m/a(z)* — H?
a (7:2)2 ®1 (ng) z2 —a(x1)* & (n1) z1,
o =~ [ a@) % @) P (o t) do+ a e B () — a2 B (),
- . d
g7 = / a(x) 3— Py (z,t) — w} de+a (zl)2 P, (m1) —a ($2)2 D1 (n2),
7z z my/a(x)” — H?
T2 a(z) L&y (n)
gs = /ﬂc1 a(z)yz 2P (z,t) — m} dz,

a (x)zzr [%@1 (n) — %Qp (m)] e

p - o[t - (Ll ],

1 m/a(z)? — H?

g10
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T2 a? a
g = @) @)= [a) TP ) de - a () 5 (1)@ (na),
he = ~/zza(x)2x[<1>1(n)+¢>p(m)] dz,

hy = /xza(m)2x2[@1(n)+®p(m)} dz,

*2 mgaxzicbpmkiq, n
e = [ 2la@) A0 - Ben) + @) [ (m) 1 ()] in.
“ T (1(.7:)2—H2

hy = /2:L'a(a:)P1 (x,t) dz,

1

z2 a(x)z|-L®, (m)— Ld, (n
hy = /x zla(x) Py (z,t) — P, (z,£)] + (@) [dny (m) — % )]dx,

1 my/a(z)? — H?

z2 a alr 4 n
hs = /:E1 z%a () j_x () L—(;)(:;—fi(‘}%z — Pia (fat)jl dz

+z520 (x2)° ©1 (n2) — z1%a (21)* &1 (n1),

he = —a(z1)?®) (n1) 21 +a(22)” @1 (n2) 3 —

:2 ®;(n)a (.’1,‘)2 —za(x) —g—g

mo= [T a@[e@ i)+ o5 @) Pa o) -

1

(1:) Pis (:IZ, t) dz,

a(z)’ 1% (z) L£&, (n)

my/a(z)? — H?

dxr +

a (:271)2 D, (TLl) Ty —a ($2)2 P, (nz) T2,
a (11:)2 12%'% (n)

ho= [afa@R@y- o) - H?

a (@)’ [ () — gy (m)]

my/a(x)? — H? o

dx,

hg = 2/:2x2[Pp(:c,t)—a(x)Pl(x,t)]+

I2 P 2 _.d
hio = / —2za (z) P (z,t) + a_(_)_x_dM

1 7/ a(z)? — H?

o= [T a@|F @] ReoeraE E @ w0 d

dzx,

da da
T1a (331)2 e (1) P2 (n1) — x20 (:172)2 T (z2) @2 (na),
Py (z,t) = —22n°+89n? —7.80° —2.8n% + 3.1n — 0.67,
Po(z,f) = 46543.4n® — 11980.9n° + 758.1n + g (n < 0.13),
= —7.8n3 +8.8n% 4 0.91n —0.35(n > 0.13),

P (x,t) = —10n®4 38n* — 36n° + 507 — 0.66n + 0.19,
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14+ 7m (1 + 2m?) cot (mm)

P,(xz,t) = sin(mm) |1 — o (n <0.9),
= 501427.6n% — 969470.9n + 468042.7 (n > 0.9),

1 (n) = —23n" +59n° —270° — 30n* 4+ 280 — 7.8n% + 0.071n + 2,
% = —161n° + 354n° — 135n* — 120n® + 84n% — 15.6n + 0.071,

Dy (n) = 5.8n° —28n? +34n3 —9.6n> +0.3n — 2.4,
d_f‘%ﬂ = 292" — 112n3 + 10202 — 19.21 + 0.3,

®,(n) = 2307 —100n° + 16005 — 100n* + 6.9n° + 1302 + 0.12n — 0.0013,
51%7@ = 161n° — 600n° + 800n* — 400n® + 20.7n% + 26n + 0.12. (1.3)

Here m, n are defined in Eqn. (4.27). In addition, the expressions for P, - - - , &, are obtained

by the process of polynomial fit, wherever applicable, instead of their exact expression given

by Malmuth, et. al.[31] This is done to achieve faster computation and to avoid the problem

of singularities associated with the exact expressions.

It is to be noted that Eqn. (I.3) gives the contribution of the store portion partially

immersed in external flow to £ and M. The contribution of the store portion inside the

cavity to Fand M is given in Appendix H, while that of the portion outside the cavity is

given in Appendix L (Eqn. (L.2)).
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Appendix J

No-cavity Model for Store Outside

Cavity

When the store is far from the cavity (i.e., H > a in Figure N-1), the cavity walls and the
shear layer are not expected to play any role in determining the potential. The problem can
be formulated in terms of a slender axi-symmetric body falling in an unbounded free stream
with the associated potential satisfying Laplace Equation in every store cross-section. In
the store cross-section plane, the problem thus reduces to the vertical motion of a circle of
radius a(z) with a velocity Ve under a uniform flow Uy, perpendicular to the plane, following
the non-dimensional scheme given in Appendix N. This problem is further illustrated in

Figure J-1(a).

Yoo ¥ ey f |H

@ )

Figure J-1: (a) Motion of a circle falling in an unbounded stream, representing far-from-cavity
conditions. (b) Motion of a circle falling from a rigid wall, representing a cavity of
zero depth. (c) Motion of a circle falling from a free surface, representing store falling
away from the shear layer. In all cases, the free stream is in the X-direction.

The vertical velocity of the circle that represents the store cross-section a{z) is given

by:

Ve = Ve —a—wx — Vwavy — Vshock (Jl}
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where the first term on the right hand side is the vertical store ¢. g. velocity, the second
term is the upwash due to the store angle of attack and the third term is due to the store
rotation about its c. g. In addition, Viyayy arises from the non-uniformity in the free stream

due to the wavy structures and Vi, arises from the shock waves due to microjets. Now

Viwavy is given by:

ds
Veavy = — -Q—Sh' (X' + 8Y") (J.2)
X'=X+pz,Y'=Y!—pbaz

where the factor 2 takes care of Uyg, = 0.5Uy. To estimate Viauy, We assume that the

wavy structures consist of piecewise cosine components as in Equ. (4.18). Then
ds
IVwa'uyl < %ﬁm?x (Wz/\z) (JB)

Now —g = 0O(1), (W;\) < O(10). Soif %1 < 0.01 which implies that the shear layer is much

thinner than the store, Vyauy is negligible.

The remaining item to analyze is Vypock- Basing on assumption (5), we assert that there
is negligible non-uniformity in flow (or equivalently, flow is potential) through the region in
the front of the shock waves at the cavity leading edge. So Vpock, which arises because of
this non-uniformity (or non-potential flow), can be neglected. Then, assuming thin shear

layer and using assumption (5), we have:

Ve=Ve—a—wz (1.4)

The problem of free fall of a circle in unbounded medium can be solved by choosing the

following potential solution:

¢ = Veasinf (J1.5)
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The complete expressions for the corresponding F and M in this case are given by:

F

T poobi <— V z + Usob (G0+;r a(ze) )a)zfo+
U2 8a (z)% & — Usoda (1‘6)2 V)

T poo b1t ( Gldd i, +G2d“’z“2+ Usobz?a (z)% @,
~UZ4(Go - zea(we) ) &+ Usod (Go — 3ca (ze)?) v) _

(1.6)

with Gy and G2 being store shape dependent parameters that are given in the following

list:

Le
Go ——-/ a? (z) dx,

Le
Gy =/ a? (z) z dzx,

Gy :/ " a? (z) 2% dz. (J.7)
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Appendix K

Zero-depth-cavity Model for Store
Outside Cavity

When the cavity depth is small or zero (i.e., H > H, in Figure N-1) but the store is close
to the cavity (i.e., O (%) = 1 in Figure N-1), the problem reduces to a circle falling from

a rigid wall, as illustrated in Figure J-1(b).

The problem of free fall of a circle from a rigid wall can be solved using the multipole

expansion technique (Laurent series)[31]. The potential solution, accurate up to j:Z}Ev is:

¢ = —(2B—-V.)asin® —aAcos20,
da
_ 42 st
B = V;[HqSl(Q)]JrquSz(Q),
da
A = - [5500) +2Vsi @),
$1(¢) = 1+¢*+3¢* +84°,
S2(g) = 1+4+¢*+2¢* +5¢°,
S3(q) = 1+2¢*+5¢* + 144°,
Si(a) = 1+4+4*+4¢",
a 1
= < — .
q STH S 20 (K.1)

with V. given by Eqn. (J.4) again assuming thin shear layer and using assumption (5). Also
the non-dimensional scheme of Appendix N is followed.

The corresponding F and M expressions are given by Eqn. (I.2) with the concerned
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parameters, accurate up to i;ﬁ, are as follows:

o = — / “a? (20* 4 6¢° + 1 +2¢° +164) d,
To

Te

g = / a’x (2(14 +6¢° +1+2¢% + 16q8) dx,
To
Ze

g2 daz? (6(12 +72¢% + 3 + 15¢° + 24q4> ¢ dz,

To

e / “da (15q8+8q6+1+2q2+6q4> ¢ dx,
T

To

Te
g4 = / 4a (6q2 +72¢% + 3+ 15¢% + 24q4) ¢ dz,
xZ

]

Ia(—z ‘2)(354 116¢° + 4 + 1242} 022 + a2 (24" + 6° 2 8
gs q g + q +4+12q adr$+a qg +6g9° +1+2¢q +16q>d.77+
o L
(20 (2e)" + 20 (2)” + 1+ 6¢ (2.)° + 169 (2.)°) @ (2.)° e,
Ze d
/ (~24%) (150" +460° + 64> + 2) oy da
To dx

+ <2q (zz:e)4 + 2¢q (1‘6)2 + 1+ 6q (we)6 + 16¢g (.’L‘e)s) a (IL’e)2 ,

f

g6

Te d
g7 = / 2q2 (35q4 +116¢° + 4+ 12q2> a—a dz
dx

To

+ (20 (2.)* = 6q (2)° — 1 - 16q (z)° — 24 (z2)*) a ()7,

Te
o = / 8az (2 +4g% + 40¢° +15¢" + 15¢°) ¢* da,
et .

o

Ze
go = — / 8ax (6q2 +72¢% 4+ 3+ 15¢% + 24q4) ¢ dz,
.’II;E ’
g0 = ~f 8a.(2 + 44 + 40¢° + 15¢* + 15¢°) ¢* d,
Zo
Ze . da\?
g1 = / 2q (1 4 14¢% + 2¢* + 5q4) a (——) dx +
To dx
da
(=10 (we) ~ 4q (we)® = 2q(we) = 29 (we)* ) @ (we)® 5|
Te . ., e
he = — [ oz (2q4 £ 6g°+142¢%+ 16q8) dz,
ze ,
hy = / 2%0% (24* + 6¢° + 1+ 2% + 16¢°) do,
To
Te .
he = / 4z%a (6(12 +72¢° + 3+ 15¢° + 24q4) ¢ dz,
Za .

hy = /ze t0z (49" +¢% +1) (8¢°+3¢° + ¢* + 4% + 1) ¢* dz,

Lo

Ze
hy = / dax (6q2 +72¢% + 3 +15¢°% + 24q4> ¢ de,
Tao
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e 2 4 6 2\ da o
hs = —/ 2q (35q + 116g +4+12q)a—x dx +
Zo dx
(20 (ze)* + 20 ()* + 1+ 6q (2.)° + 16q (22)® ) a (.)" 22,
Te ; da ;
o 0,2 4 6 2 hated 9,2 4 6 8 2
hs = /I ( zq)(15q + 46¢° + 6¢ +2)adxx+( 2¢% — 2¢" — 6¢° ~ 16¢° - 1) a*d

+ (2(] ($c)4 + 2¢ (Ie)2 + 1+ 6q (Ie)e + 16¢ (Ie)s) a (xe)2 Te,

hy = /: 24° (350" + 116¢° + 4 + 12¢°) ag—;:c +a? (24" +64° + 1+ 2¢* + 16° ) d —
(20 (ze)* + 2q () + 1 +6q (2)° + 16q (2)°) @ ()" ,
hy = /: saz? (¢* +1) (—12(]8 +27¢° + 13¢* + 2¢* + 2) ¢* dz,
he = — [ 8ax® (64> + 724 +3+ 15¢° 4 24¢") ¢* d,
hiopn = — /:E 8ax <q2 + 1) (—12(18 +27¢% + 13¢* + 2¢% + 2) ¢ dz,
hii = /Ie 2q (1 -+ 14q6 + 2q2 + 5q4) a (—Zﬁ)zx + 2gq (5q6 +1+ q2 + 2614) aQ% dx
Tp €T X

5 da

~2zeq (@) (1+q(e.) +2q (ze)* + 5q (2e)°) @ (z0)” —

(K.2)

Ze
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Appendix L

Model for Store Outside But Near

Cavity

When the store is outside but near the cavity (i.e., O (—g—) = 1 in Figure N-1), the problem

reduces to a circle falling from a free surface (the shear layer slip surface), as illustrated in

Figure J-1{c). Again this can be solved using the multipole expansion technique (Laurent

series){31]. The potential solution, accurate up to iflgé, is:

¢

S1(9)
S2(a)
S3(q)
Sa(q)
- S5 (q)
Se (9)

~ (2B -~ V,)asinf —aAcos26

—gaC sin 36 — 1aD cos 44,

Vell-a’Sig ]—qd $2(a),

3
dz

da
—q [ :z:S7 q) + 4VeqSy (Q)}

1—¢* —q* —24%,

q

[

7 {—Ss (q) +2VeqSs (q )J
[ 55.0)+ 3%z (0)].
4

1—¢* —3¢%

1-2¢* — q* — 445,

1-¢ +q%,
1 -3¢ - 3¢%,
1—¢* - 3%,
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(L.1)

with V. given by Eqn. (J.4) as before. Also the non-dimensional scheme of Appendix N is

followed.

Then the I and M expressions are given by Eqn. (1.2} with the concerned parameters,

accurate up to iﬁ, are as follows:

go = ~/; a? (2q4 +6¢°+1+2¢%+ 16q8) dz,
g1 = /:E a’z <2q4 +6¢° +1+2¢° + 16q8> dx,
gr = / " taz? (64> + 72¢° + 3 + 15¢° + 244" ¢* dz,
gs = /:g 4a (15q8 +8¢%+14+2¢% + 6q4) ¢ dz,

g = / “da (60% +720° + 3+ 15¢° + 24¢%) ¢° da,
To
Xe d
g5 = / (-—4q2) (—2 +21¢% + 6q2) a——qa: +a? (élq8 +2¢% —2¢% +2¢°% + 1) dr +
To d.’L‘
(—Qq (20)* +4q (ze)® +2q(z.)® +142¢ (:ce)4) a(ze)’ ze,
Ze da
;= —-4¢%) (-1+3¢%) a— da
g6 /xa( q)( +q>adxa,
+ (=29 (2e)* + 49 (2)° + 20 (2)° + L+ 29 (z0)*) a (),
Ze ) da
) _ 2(_ 6 2\ g
g7 = /;o 4q ( 2+ 21¢° + 6g )admdx
+ (20 (2e)” —24(2.)° - 2(3)" =1 = 4g () ) a ()’

Te
g5 = / 8az (3q4 24 4g? + 945 — 17q8) ¢ d,
ZTo .
gg = —/ 8azx (—3 +6¢% —17¢8 + 17¢°5 + 6q2) ¢ dz,
z;e r
g = — [ 8a (3" =2+ 4q>+9¢° —17¢") " dr,
To

1

Te : da\2
g ~/ 2q (1 +2¢% — 2(12) a <%> dx —
. 2 da

2 (we) (—1+3q (2.)" + 9(2.)*) a (zc) .

’
Te
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Te .
hg = —/ a’z (4q8 +2¢* —24% + 2¢° + 1) dz,

hy = / " 2202 (4q8 +2¢% —2¢% +2¢% + 1) dz,
To
Te
— aza (~3 +6gt —17¢% + 17¢° + 6q2) ¢* dz,
l';e
hy = dax <2q2 —1-17¢% + q6) ¢ dx,
S Xy
e 6 2\ 3
he = / daz (“‘3 + 6q4 - 17(]8 +17¢° + 6q ) q dz,
Te da
_ 2(_ 6 2\ 4G o
hs = /I ag* (<24 21¢° + 6 )adwcc dz +
(—24 (2e)* + 4q () + 20 (2)° + 1 + 24 (z.)*) a (2c)* a2,
_ e 2 22) , da _ 2 o4 o6 4 8),2
he = /xo (_4‘1)(—1+3q)adxx+<v1+2q 2¢* — 2q 4q)a dz
+ (—2q (ze)? + 2¢ (:Ee)4 + 2¢ (a:e)6 + 4q (ze)® + 1) a (;136)2 Te,
Te N d .
by = / 4¢° (—2 +21¢% + 6q2) a2z + o <4q8 +2¢* — 2¢% +24¢° + 1) dr —
To dzx
(20 (e)? — 2q (2)° — 24 ()" = 1 = 4q (2.)°) a ()" =,
Te
hy = / 8az? (3q4 —244¢% +9¢% — 17q8) Q@ dz,
Te »
he = _/ 8az? (~3 + 6¢* — 17¢° + 17¢° + 64) ° d,
z;e
hw = - / Bazx <3q4 ~2+4¢° +9¢° — 17q8) ¢ de,
To
Ze da\? da
_ B 4 _ 52 aa 2 6\ 200¢
hiy = /xo( 2q)(1+2q 2q)a<d$) a:+2q(q 1+3q>adxdx,

+220q (2,) (—q (Ie)Z —3q (:cc)6 + 1) a (Ie)2 Z_Z

Te
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Appendix M

Model for Store Outside Cavity
With Thick Shear Layer

When %-‘1 > 0.01 in Eqn. (J.3), we cannot discount the effect of the wavy shear layer
structures on the velocity V.. In this case, again assuming piecewise cosine components
for the wavy structures as in Eqn. (4.18), we get the different parameters of F and M

expressions (given in Eqn. (1.2)) as follows:

)
gr = ‘%f > Wik [eos (M { X7 + BY} + ke + sin (A { X7 + Y} + G) ks i),
63 * * 3 * *
hy = —% N WiA? [cos (Ai { X7 + BY} + G)keri + sin (X { X[ + BY} + ) ksasil,
2
€ 65 . * *
g = ~ﬂ2%—w,v\j {sin (A { X + BYZ'} + ¢)eos (Apuze) +

cos (A {X2 + BY} + ¢ sin (Auze)}

2
€ e 63 . % %
= =20 Sy tsin (0 (X2 + BY) + G)eos Ohguze) +

cos (Aj { X} + BY.} + ;) sin (Ajuze)} . (M.1)

The rest of the parameters are zero. It is to be noted that this contribution of the wavy

structures is added to Eqn. (J.6) to get the complete expressions for normal force and
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moment in the thick shear case. Also, the index j in Eqn. (M.1) corresponds to z. and

ke = ’/‘cos()\z-,u,;zz)a,(:.':)2 dz,

T

kiz = /sin (Aipz) a(z)? de,
xT

kezi = fcos(,\im:)a(x)zxda:,
T

kszi = /Sin(/\iuw)a(x)zmdx,

T

kezes = /cos()\z-,uw)(f.z(a:)zaz2 dz,

z

kszzi = ]sin()\g-,uzlc)a(:ls)2 22 dz. (M.2)
z
Here the integrations are carried over that portion of the store which corresponds to the

piecewise cosine component represented by the index ¢ of the wavy structure. This is

illustrated in Figure M-1.

Wavy structure shape (piecewise cosine component)
corresponding to the store position :

lr(x' ): W, cos(l',y' +4, )+ Wi e {Integer }

Figure M-1: Piccewise cosine wavy structure for the shear layer. The cosine component chosen
here corresponds to the X’ coordinate of a point on the store surface, with X’ =
X! + pr and the non-dimensionalization scheme is same as Eqn. (4.9).
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Appendix N

Non-dimensional Scheme Used in

Different Store Drop Models

The complete set of non-dimensional parameters involved in computing F and M on the

store is outlined below:

XZ,E,Y:—A,Z:—A,t:U?Ot,ﬂ?:,\i,y:—g{\—,z: ,\,G,Ziﬁ,

I 8l ol o Iy ol, ol ol

H, D, & H 74 Wl
Hy==—",Dy=—,a=—-,H=—=Y.—az,V. = W= ; N.1
° dl, o 8l ¢ s’ Uk s

where Y., V, and w are the vertical coordinate, vertical linear velocity and angular velocity
of the store c. g. respectively. The reference frame for integration is attached to the store

axis and is illustrated in Figure N-1.

Side view

Figure N-1: Reference frames (both fixed to the store and inertial) for computing F and M on
store.
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