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THEME

The Fluid Dynamics Panel of AGARD arranged a Symposium ., “Applications of Computational Fluid Dynamics in
Aecronautics”, on 7—10 April 1986 in Aix-en-Provence, France. The purpose of the Symposium was 1o provide an
assessment of the status of CFD in aerodynamic design and analysis, with an emphasis on emerging applications of advanced
computational techniques to complex configurations. Sessions were devoted specifically to grid generation, methods for
inviscid flows, calculations of viscous-inviscid interactions, and methods for solving the Navier-Stokes equations. The 31
papers presented at the meeting are published in AGARD Conference Proceedings CP-412 and are listed in the Appendix
to this report. A brief synopsis of each paper and some general conclusions and recommendations are given in this
evaluation report.

La Commission de Dynamique des Fluides de 'TAGARD a organisé 3 Aix en Provence du 7 au 10 avril 1986 un
Symposium sur “Les applications des calculs de dynamique des fluides en aéronautique™. Le but de ce symposium était de
faire le point sur les possibilités des méthodes de calcul pour la conception et la prévision en aérodynamique en insistant
particuli¢rement sur les applications nouvelles des techniques avancées de calcul pour les configurations complexes, Des
sessions particuliéres ont été consacrée 4 la construction des maillages, aux méthodes pour les écoulements non visqueux,
aux calculs des interactions fluide parfait-fluide visqueux et aux méthodes pour résoudre les équations de Navier-Stokes. Les
31 communications présentées au congrés et dont la liste figure en annexe au rapport ont été publiées par TAGARD en un
volume qui constitue les Actes de ce symposium et porte la référence CP-412. Ce rapport d’évaluation contient une bréve
analyse de chacune des communications ainsi que les conclusions générales et les recommandations que 'ensemble de ces
contributions a inspirées.
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT

AGARD Fluid Dynamics Panel Symposium on
APPLICATIONS of COMPUTATIONAL FLUID DYNAMICS in AERONAUTICS

W.J. McCroskey

U.S. Army Aeroflightdynamics Directorate
NASA Ames Research Center
Moffett Field, California

ABSTRACT

The Fluid Dynamics Panel of AGARD arranged a Symposium on "Applications of Computational Fluid Dynam-
ics in Aeronautics," on 7-10 April 1986 in Aix-en-Provence, france. The purpose of the Symposium was to
provide an assessment of the status of CFD in aerodynamic design and analysis, with an emphasis on emerg-
ing applications of advanced computational techniques to complex configurations. Sessions were devoted
specifically to grid generation, methods for inviscid flows, calculations of viscous-inviscid interac-
tions, and methods for solving the Navier-Stokes equations. The 31 papers presented at the meeting are
published in AGARD Conference Proceedings CP-412 and are listed in the Appendix of this report. A brief
synopsis of each paper and some general conclusions and recommendations are given in this evaluatfon
report.

1. INTRODUCTION

The 58th Meeting of the AGARD Fluid Dynamics Pane)} (FDP) was held from the 7th to the 1lth of Aprii,
1986, in Aix-en-Provence, France. It included a major and timely sympostium, organized by the recently
established FDP standing committee on Computational Fluid Dynamics, with the following theme:

“Computational Fluid Dynamics is making an increasingly major impact in aeronautical
applications and on the aerodynamic design process. The rapid progress in computer capabil-
ity, the general availability of large scale computers, and the parallel achievements in
numerical analysis, algorithm development and user experfience assure that the role of CFD in
aeronautics will continue to expand.

"The goal of the Symposium is to provide a balanced, if not exhaustive, assessment of the
status of CF0 in aerodynamic design and analysis. The emphasis in the symposium is on emerg-
ing appiications of advanced computational technigues to complex and realistic
conf igurations."”

The Symposium spanned 3-1/2 days and consisted of five sessions concentrating on four major topics:

Session I. Grid Generation

Session II. Inviscid Flow I

Sessfon I!I, Inviscid Flow II

Session [V, Viscous-Inviscid Interactions

Sessfon V.  Navier-Stokes
As suggested by the titles of the individual sessions, the speakers addressed numerous detailed aspects of
grid generation and a wide range of numerical methods and solutfons. The titles of the 31 contributions
are listed in Appendix A. Most of the papers in Session 1] were concerned with potential flows, while
Session I1] was devoted to methods for solving the Euler equations, Both integral ar | finite-difference
boundary-layer formulations were presented in Session [V, Most of Session V was devoted to three-
dimensional solutions of the Reynolds-averaged Navier-Stokes equations with turbulence modeling (abbre-
viated throughout the Symposium as simply Navier-Stokes)., In addition, a discussfon period at the end of
the Sympostum elictted a wide range of informal comments by many of the attendees. The transcript of this
discussion and the regular papers are published in AGARD Conference Proceedings CP-412. The members of
the Program Committee for the Symposium are given in Appendix B of this report.

In keeping with the stated theme of the Symposium and with the genera) trends in the aeronautical
community today, most of the papers dealt with complex configurations, such as wing-body-store combina-
tions, control surfaces within jet nozzles, complete fixed-wing aircraft, missiles, and helicopter rotors
and fuselages. In general, basic fluid dynamic phenomena, such as turbulence modeling or direct simula-
tion of turbulence, were not considered; however, fundamental aspects of vortical flows and trailing-edge
separation were treated by several authors. Also, research on basic numerical analysis and new algorithm
development was less emphasized than the applications of existing/methods and/or thetir extensions to three
dimensions.

It may be mentfoned that the large majority of the papers were concerned with finite-difference and
finite-volume methods, apparently reflecting the contemporary tendencies in most aeronautical companies
and research laboratories. Also, it is noteworthy that, while most of the papers emphasized three-
dimensional (3-D) flows, only three papers considered unsteady effects, and in one of these the unsteadi-
ness in the solution arose as an unexpected complication in a problem with steady boundary conditions.
However, the program committee had not solicited papers on unsteady flows, &s these had been addressed in




two previous AGARD meetings [Refs. 1,2] and in the associated reviews [Refs. 3,4]. Finally, hypersonic
aerodynamics was discussed by only two speakers; this subject is the basis for an AGARD Symposium in
April, 1987.

2. SYNOPSIS OF THE PAPERS

2.1. Grid Generation

The papers in Session I emphasized the great challenges that grid generation poses in successfully
applying finite-difference and finite-volume methods to meaningful, practical aeronautical problems. Even
defining the surface geometry accurately for complex 3-D bodies becomes a time- and CPU-consuming chore.
Beyond that, creating meshes which conform to 3-D body surfaces and which distribute node points smoothly
and efficiently throughout flow fields is also extremely challenging and Taborious, especially if shock
waves, contact discontinuities, and/or concentrated vortices are present. The use of interactive computer
graphics is indispensible, and automation techniques are helpful, but considerable human intervention and
ingenuity is required in all but the simplest cases. To paraphrase the authors in this session, grid gen-
eration for complex configurations can become more difficult and more expensive than obtaining the numeri-
cal solution itself, And, while a good grid wil) not guarantee a good solution, a bad grid will almost
certainly produce a bad solution.

PAPER 1. OSKAM and HUIZING described a 2-D zonal grid generation method that is particularly suitable
for miltielement airfoils., Each element of the airfoil is embedded in one or more separate zones. Within
each zone, the conformal transformation between physical and computational space is computed by a varia-
tional formulation that minimizes the deviation from the desired grid properties, e.qg. cell areas and
orthogonality, while allowing points to move along some of the zonal boundaries. This freedom of movement
facilitates matching the grid interfaces between zones, and Jocal surgery can be done to reltocate topolog-
ical singularity points that may occur at zonal corners. An example was given of a grid that would be
suitable for Navier-Stokes computations for an airfoil-flap-slat combination.

PAPER 2. WEATHERILL, SHAW, FORSEY, and ROSE presented a zona) technique for 3-D bodies of complicated
geometry such as complete aircraft, in which the flow domain in physical space is subdivided into many
ronoverlapping "blocks." A feature of this method is that, in principle, the grid structure and/or topol-
ogy in each block may be different and relatively arbitrary, according to what is most appropriate for
that zone. However, grid lines are forced to match and pass smoothly across the interfaces. The grids
are generated simultaneously in each block by solving sets of inhomogeneous elliptic partial differential
equations. The authors candidly discussed some of the problems that they encountered, such as grid lines
crossing over neighboring lines, the difficulties in clustering grid points arbitrarily, and siow
convergence, and they described how these problems were amelforated. Results were shown for a variety of
aircraft and missile configurations which used from 9 to 240 blocks. The computer memory required to
generate a complete grid system is about half that needed by the authors' flow solver for the Euler equa-
tions, whereas the CPU time is generally an order of magnitude less to generate the grid than it is to
compute the solution.

PAPER 3. FRITZ also used the above multiblock concept and elliptic partial differential equation
(PDE) solvers in his 3-D grid generation method for complete aircraft, but there are several differences.
His grid Yines are continuous across zonal boundaries, but the slopes are not matched. Grid points are
generated in each block in steps: first along the perimeters, then on each surface, and finally within
each block separately. However, the surface grids of all of the blocks are patched together before the
complete grids are generated inside the individua) blocks. The data management strategy allows large
grids of several million grid points to be generated on computers with modesi main memories. However, no
figures for CPU times or input/output times were given.

PAPER 4. EDWARDS described both a procedure for defining the geometry of a fighter alrcraft and a
new, efficient grid-generation method. The former uses an existing computer-aided design/computer-aided
manufacturing system (CAD/CAM), and an interactive graphics workstation to manipulate the input data base
that defines some 50 components of an F-16 atrcraft. It also comstructs the appropriate surfaces for CFD
modeling of the wing, fuselage, canopy, and faired-over inlet. The grid systems in the flow field are
generated by applying "parabolic" difference operators in two of the three directions, to the elliptic
POEs (without the source terms) used by the previous authors. This approximation allows a noniterative,
marching solution procedure to be used and thereby saves considerable (PU time and in-core memory, while
retaining good control over the cell areas, clustering, and skewness. In the example given, the parabolic
scheme was used to construct a relatively coarse grid over the whole flow field, and finer inner grids
were interpolated to the desired distribution on the body.

2.2. Inviscid Flow 1

This session was mostly devoted to linear and nonlinear methods for potential flows. These methods
are particularly useful in the aeronautical design process, either because of their computational effi-
ciency, or for their ability to treat complex configurations easily, or both.

PAPER 5. SMITH and WOODWARD assessed the capabilities and deficiencies of three established panel
methods that are often used for linear calculations of compiex geometries in supersonic flow. They com-
pared panel solutions for relatively simple w' -gs, bodies, and wing-body combinations with the results of




experiments, higher-order panel methods, and Euler calculations. From this comparison, they identified
the following areas where problems are most likely to arise:

1. Spurious reflections and other discrepancies at wing tips,

2. Rounded leading edges and other regions of high surface slopes,

3. The netghborhood of wing-body junctions.
Rounded leading edges that produce detached bow shock waves and source discontinuities at fuselage panel
edges were indicated to be the most troublesome.

PAPER 6. LE, MORCHOISNE, and RYAN described a panel code under development that incorporates some new
numerical techniques to speed up the calculations. They have developed a fast iterative technique using
the method of steepest gradients, and a special way of introducing extra collocation points in regions of
high curvature. This method was shown to be significantly faster than a direct integration technique,
with the gain increasing as the number of panels increased. Some preliminary results were shown for a
sphere, wing, and helicopter and transport fuselages.

PAPER 7. STRAWN and TUNG discussed the adaptation of an unsteady, 3-D full-potential code to compute
the transonic flow near the tips of helicopter rotor blades. For this class of problems, the vortical
wake is very important, but calculating its structure and position explicitly or directly is beyond the
current state of the art in CFD. Therefore, two different methods were developed to couple approximate
rotor wake models with the finite-difference code. The first formulation iterates between (1) the local
blade 1ift which is calculated by the full-potential code for a given angle of attack distribution, and
{2) the blade-surface inflow, or effective angle of attack, which is obtained from an approximate, inte-
gra) wake method. The integral code also predicts the instantaneous blade motion. The second wake-
modeling scheme allows concentrated vortices of predetermined strength to be introduced into the interior
of the computational domain by means of a "split-potential" formulation of the finite-difference equa-
tions. Although this work is not complete, encouraging agreement with experiments was obtained for both
methods.

PAPER 8. KAFYEKE presented a 3-D transonic small-disturbance code that uses grid embedding to predict
the aerodynamic interference of wing-body-pylon-store configurations. The mean-surface approximation
inherent in the small-disturbance formulation greatly simplifies the grid-generation problem by allowing
cartesian meshes to be used everywhere, without conforming to the actual surfaces. Furthermore, fine
grids around each component are embedded within an overall coarse grid, and the solution procedure cycles
between the coarse and fine grid regions to accelerate the convergence. Citing the good agreement
obtained with experiments and the modest computational requirements of the code when using approximately
200,000 grid points, the author downplayed the need for supercomputers in the aeromautical design process.

PAPER 9. VAN DER VOOREN, VAN DER WEES, and MEELKER described the computational aerodynamics inte-
grated system called MATRICS (Multi-component Aircraft Transonic Inviscid Computational System) that is
under development at the National Aerospace Laboratory. This system currently solves the full-potential
equation using a multigrid method enhanced at National Aerospace Laboratory NLR, with provisions for
approx imately modeling vortex sheets, propeller slipstreams, and jet exhaust plumes. Extensions are
underway to the Euler equations in subdomains, and eventually to the Navier-Stokes equation. MATRICS is
designed with both scalar and vector computers in mind, but all the data are stored in the main memory
without 1/0 (input/output) transfer, in anticipation of the large memories that future supercomputers wil)
feature, In addition to the systems aspects, the authors reported on effects of boundary conditions,
free-stream "consistency," artificial viscosity, and the size of the computationa) domain on the computed
results for a representative transonic wing with and without a cylindrical body andf/or propeller. They
noted that the calculation of drag entails more stringent requirements for both grids and convergence
tolerences than does 1ift,

PAPER 10. PETRIE and SINCLAIR gave a progress report on their development of a nonlinear field panel,
or integral, method for solving the full-potential and Euler equations for complex configurations. In
this approach, field computational grids are only needed in relatively small regions, and they need not be
body-conforming. For compressible flows, however, nonlinear volume integrals arise that must be evaluated
iteratively. No details of the solution technique nor of the computational requirements and efficiency
were given.

PAPER 11. MARCHBANK presented an overview of the use »f CFD in military aircraft design, including
several examples of fighter aircraft in supersonic flow. He stressed three important requirements for
effective use of CFD:

1. Speed - fast interaction with the afrcraft geometry definition,

2. Utility - easy-to-use CFD procedures, oriented to the engineer,

3. Credibllity - adequate accuracy of the aerodynamic results.

Panel methods more nearly satisfy the first requirement, both with regard to solution time and to geometry
interface, whereas Euler calculations were found to be significantly more accurate for the supersonic
flows of interest. Examples were given of drag optimization, wing desigs. with drag constraints,
pitching-moment optimization, and forebody and canopy design. These results were shown to lead to signif-
icant improvements in supersonic aircraft performance without compromising transonic characteristics,
within short project timescales.

PAPER 12, W./+DLOW and DAVIS began the sequence of papers on Euler methods that continued through
Sessfon III. Their method is a space-marching, finite-volume implementation of a Godunov-type scheme in




supersonic flow. It should be explained that more conventional schemes assume a smooth (or mostly
smooth), flow field, whereas the Godunov method considers the fiow to consist of a series of piece-wise
constant states with discontinuities occurring midway between mesh points [Ref. 5]. Analytic properties
of 2-D shock waves and expansion fans are used to advance the solution across cell faces. In this paper,
the addition of a central-difference predictor step and siope limiters gives second-order accuracy. This
approach is moré robust without explicitly adding artificial viscosity than are many conventional finite-
difference schemes, although more computational work is required per grid point. Reascnable results were
reported for a variety of finned tactical missile configurations.

2.3. Inviscid Flow II

Euler codes are emerging rapidly from the research stage, and &s demonstrated in this session, they
are finding increasing applications to 3-D configurations with strong nonlinear features. A variety of
methods with a wide range of computer requirements were presented for solving the fuler equations.

PAPER 13. BREDIF, CHATTOT, KOECK, and WERLE used an explicit, multigrid finite-volume method to cal-
culate the transonic and supersonic flow in an axisymmetric nozzle with control surfaces protruding into
the stream just upstream of the nozzle exit. A relatively coarse grid system of approximately 60,000
nodes in two blocks was used, requiring on the order of 10 min. CPU time on a Cray 1S computer. The
results were compared with linear theory and experiments; it was found that the thrust deflection caused
by the control surface was accurately predicted, but the loss in thrust which was due to the interaction
was underestimated.

PAPER 14. LEICHER employed a different explicit, multiblock, multigrid finite-volume method to catcu-
late transonic flow over a wing and subsonic flow in the diffusers of a turbine and a wind tunnel. A
wing-propeller combination was also simulated using an actuator-disk model at the plane of the propel-
ler. Extensive grid-refinement and mesh-spacing studies were carried out for the wing, with the number of
grid points varying from approximately 20,000 to 1,200,000. From the information given in the paper, the
latter appeared to require over 100 hours of CPU time on an IBM 3083 computer, but an intermediate grid of
about 150,000 points seemed to give satisfactory results in much less time. The results for the Kaplan
turbine diffuser showed evidence of bimodal steady-state solutions.

PAPER 15. MURMAN and RI1ZZI provided one of the more fundamental and provocative presentations of the
symposium. Their paper concerned the capabilities of Euler codes to generate and simulate leading-edge
vortices on deita-wing configurations at high Reynolds numbers. Several examples were given of delta
wings with sharp Jeading edges, in both subsonic and supersonic flow. Concentrated vortical structures
emerged in the solutions with approximately the correct total pressure loss in the centers of the
structures. From their own and other studies, they found this total pressure loss to be approximately
independent of numerical parameters, such as grid spacing and the level of the artificial dissipation.
Also, the calculated total pressure loss was relatively independent of whether or not physical
viscous-stress terms were included in the equations. On the other hand, this loss was found to be sensi-
tive to flow and geometry parameters, as it should be. Professor Murman explained his argument that
“...any mechanism, whether real or artificial (i.e., numerical - author}, which gives the vortex sheet
some thickness will lead to a total pressure loss." He went on to discuss the structure of vortex cores,
some implications of total pressure losses with respect to vortex breakdown, and solutions that were glob-
ally stationary but locally unsteady. Overall, this paper identified phenomena which will manifest them-
selves in future calculations and which will surely be the subject of further controversy and
investigation.

PAPER 16. PERRIER, whose group at Avions Marcel Dassault-Breguet has pioneered the use of finite-
element methods for aeronautical applications, gave a brief review and comparison of finite-volume and
finite-element methods for solving the Euler equations. He expressed the view that Navier-Stokes solvers
are too expensive for routine industrial use, but he stressed that potential methods fail to predict many
nonlinear aerodynamic phenomena accurately enough. He showed numerous examples of solutions for complex
flows and/or configurations, and he discussed the role of Euler codes as approximations to Navier-Stokes
codes and as possible aids in understanding turbulence.

PAPER 17. EBERLE and MISEGADES described a new finite-volume Euler code that is claimed to be third-
order accurate and which can be run in either an explicit or implicit mode. Their method also uses
Godunov concepts (see Paper 12, above). A relatively simple grid-generation scheme with grid embedding
allowed them to generate several impressive solutions, using up to 520,000 cells, for a complete fighter
aircraft in transonic and supersonic flow (see Fig. 1. This figure was in color in the origina paper).

A limited grid-refinement study indicated that grids of this size were required for reliable results. The
CPU times for the computations, which were done on Cray X-MP machines, were not quoted, but based on the
number of grid points and the properties of the code, one might infer that they were severa) hours.

PAPER 18. KARMAN, STEINBRENNER, and KISIELEWSKI also presented a demonstration Euler calculation for

a complete fighter aircraft, although their solution was not not fully converged at the time of the Sympo-
sium. They started with a multiblock, explicit finite-volume predictor-corrector formulation, and
employed 20 blocks with a total of about 530,000 grid points. After 1500 iterations, they switched to an
implicit flow-solver with a faster rate of convergence, but this cheme was not described. The results
presented after 3100 iterations appeared to be evolving toward agreement with experimental data. In a
private communication, the authors have since confirmed this trend after another 1000 iterations, although
the experimental multiple-shock structure on the wing never materialized in the solution; this behavior ‘s
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Fig. 1. Computed surface pressure distributions on a fighter aircraft; Paper 17.
attributed to inadequate grid resolution. The code was run on Cray X-MP and Cray 2 machines for a total
of some 30-35 hours, of which approximately 30% was [/0 time to the SDD (solid-state device) external
memory device,

2.4 Viscous-Inviscid Interactions

As suggested by the title, the papers in Session IV addressed the relatively inexpensive introduction
of viscous effects by means of boundary-layer concepts coupled with inviscid flow solvers. Concerning
this approach, a brief explanation of the nomenclature used in this report may be in order. The coupling
is called “"weak" if the inviscid pressure distribution is impressed directly on the boundary layer and the
resultant boundary layer weakly perturbs the inviscid solution. At least in 2-D steady flows, this proce-
dure becomes singular in the neighborhood of flow reversal. "Strong" coupling means that the boundary-
layer calculation is performed in an inverse mode and the computed pressure distribution is intimately and
strongly coupled with the inviscid flow-solver. Many of the special techniques that have been introduced
to accelerate convergence or to improve stability tend to blur this formal distinction between weak and
strong coupling, but the “strong"” terminology is retained herein when their intent is to achieve strong-
coupling results.

PAPER 19. REIS and THOMPSON compared weakly-coupled calculations by two different numerical methods
with measurements of 2-0 trailing-edge separation. Their study included a laudable, careful assessment of
numerical errors and uncertainties. However, they found that while the numerical errors were different,
the discrepancies with the experiment were about the same; therefore, the turbulence mode! was blamed.

Not surprisingly, computed surface pressures (1ift) were more satisfactory than skin friction and wake
profiles (draa).

PAPER 20, SCHMATZ and HIRSCHEL presented two zonal schemes for coupling the Euler equations with both
the boundary-layer and Navier-Stokes equations, depending on the region of the flow field and the strength
of the interaction. In the "alternating (weak) coupling” procedure of cyclic iteration through three
distinct zones, different numerical schemes were used for each equation set, with the grids overlapping
between the Euler and Navier-Stokes zones. Good results were shown for airfoils without separation. In
the "close coupling” method, weak interaction of the boundary layer was retained on the front of the air-
foil, but the Navier-Stokes grid near and behind the body was embedded in an outer Euler grid. The Euler
and Navier-Stokes zones were solved simultaneously with a common implicit relaxation algorithm. In 2-D, a
speedup of about a factor two was realized compared to a full Navier-Stokes solution; the gain in 3-D
problems remains to be determined.

PAPER 21 was withdrawn, regrettably.

PAPER 22. GULCAT studied a 3-D unsteady boundary layer on a body placed impulsively into motion. He
solved the incompressible Taminar boundary-layer equations in physical space, eschewing similarity trans-
formations. He employed a streamwise- and time-marching scheme that is implicit in the normal direction;
the method seems to follow the spirit of Blottner's method (Ref. 6] for 2-D steady boundary layers. The
resultant code 1s relatively simple, computationaily efficient, and stable for nonsingular boundary-layer
flow, He obtafned good results for the flow-reversal time, pressure distribution, and pressure distribu-
tion for the impulsive flow past a circular cylinder. Solutions on the plane of symmetry of an oblate
spherotd were also given up to the time of the development of flow reversal at the rear stagnation point.

PAPER 23, CLER presented a number of 3-D solutions obtained on helicopter fuselages, air intakes, and
hub fairings. This effort was largely motivated by the need to estimate the drag of bluff bodies with
large separated base flows. Most of the results were obtained with a panel code combined, but not
directly coupled with, a 3-D integral boundary-layer code that located the lines of separation, While
obviously not reproducing all the flow features, these solutions often help identify troublesome regions
and suggest modifications to the body geometry. The crucial need for an adequate vortex-wake model was
noted, and preliminary results were shown that had been obtained with the ONERA discrete-vortex method for
a rotating blade in forward flight. However, this technique was found to be difficult to combine with the




fuselage panel and boundary-layer programs, and much more development will be required to meet this
objective.

PAPER 24. VAN DALSEM and STEGER described a simple and efficient algorithm for solving the unsteady,
3-D boundary-layer equations in either a time-accurate or relaxation mode. This approach is claimed to be
more flexible and easy to apply than space-marching procedures. Their code switches from a direct (weak)
to an inverse (strong) mode near and within reverse-flow regions, which permits separation to be computed
readily, Two examples of good results were shown for prescribed pressure distributions. They also exam-
ined the use of this boundary-layer algorithm to speed up the convergence of an existing Navier-Stokes
flow solver. The combination results in a so-called “Fortified Navier-Stokes" scheme that looks very
promising, Fine-grid boundary-layer results near the wall are used as forcing functions in the thin-layer
Navier-Stokes equations, which are solved only on a coarse grid. Two examples were given in which the
accuracy of fine-grid Navier-Stokes solutions was obtained 20 times faster with the Fortified Navier-
Stokes scheme,

PAPER 25. LAZAREFF and LE BALLEUR described their Multi-Zonal-Mar.hing (MIM) method for turbulent,
3-D boundary layers with viscous-inviscid interaction. The MIM method is a procedure for extending
Le Balleur's well-established and successful 2-D integrai "semi-inverse” (essentially strang coupling)
techniques to three dimensions. Careful attention is given to the characteristic cones of influence in
each zone, and multiple sweeps can correctly couple different flow domains with a wide range of flow
directions. The computations of swept wings, for example, start at a leading-edge stagnation point, from
which multiple sweeps are made along the leading edge, but within a narrow streamwise zone, before the
fina) streamwise and spanwise sweeps progress over the upper and lower surfaces. Limited results were
presented of a wing calculation with strong viscous-inviscid coupling, but with no flow separation. How-
ever, most of the results were obtained in the direct boundary-layer mode for ellipsoids and a reentry-
type 1ifting body at angle of attack. The MIM strategy allowed the calculations to be continued, with no
viscous-inviscid coupling, over the whole body, even though crossflow-separation behavior developed on
these bodies.

PAPER 26. FERMIN concluded this session with an outline of two RAE viscous-interaction wing codes and
a description of several swept-wing applications. Transonic small-disturbance and full potential codes
have been coupled with a 3-0 integral boundary-layer method in the direct mode. The former code was used
to design the new RAE M2155 low-aspect-ratio research wing that comprises a major code-validation exercise
in progress, and wind tunnel results from the initial tests of this wing were presented. Fairly detailed
comparisons were made with this experiment and with one of a transport-wing and body combination. Compu-
tations done with the Viscous Full Potential code, with direct (weak) coupling, were in excellent agree-
ment with the measurements in the subsonic case. However, transonic conditions with strong
viscous-inviscid interaction were a major challenge. It was difficult to obtain converged solutions, and
the computed pressure distributions were deficient in local regions, particularly when the boundary layer
was close to separating. Suggestions for improvements included a different coupling scheme, the use cof an
inverse (strong) method, and using Euler codes for the inviscid flow.

2.5 WNavier Stokes

The increasing availability of supercomputers and the progress in algorithm and software development
have brought 3-D Navier-Stokes calculations of aeronautica) configurations close to the realm of near-term
reality, The papers in this session gave valuable insights into the general state of the art today, and
into the developing trends in applied computationa® aerodynamics for viscous problems.

PAPER 27. SHANG outlined the most common approaches used in the aerospace community and reviewed a
number of recent accomplishments, including simulations of flows sround aircraft wings, fuselages, after-
bodies, and inlets. He briefly discussed numerical effictency ar: accuracy, boundary conditions, turbu-
lence models, grid generation, data structure and management, and post-processing and display of
results. He noted that the grid-generation phase occupfes an ever-increasing fraction of the total
elapsed time of numerical simulations, and he lamented the vast amount of information that is discarded
during or soon after a typica) investigation. The growing ana lasting importance of "interdisciplinary
computational fluid dynamics,"” in which Navier-Stokes equations are coupled with the governing equations
of solid mechanics, chemistry, combustion, electromagnetics, optics, etc., was also stressed.

PAPER 28. WAI, BLOM, and YOSHIHARA employed the Parabolized Navier-Stokes (PNS) method, in which the
streamwise-diffusion terms in the equations are neglected, to calculate the supersonic flow over a generic
fighter aircraft configuration at high-1ift conditions. They used an existing PNS code, described in the
next paper, with local regions of subsonic flow computed by an unsteady Navier-Stokes code. Data for
comparison were very sparse, but reasonable agreement of the numerical and experimental results was
obtained. The calculation time for approximately 4100 grid points in the crossflow planes and about 1000
streamwise stations was 5.4 hours on an ETA 205 computer for a wing, fuselsqe, canard, and nacelle combi-
natfon. A major fraction of this time was consumed in regenerating the grid at each streamwise station.

PAPER 29. CHAUSSEE discussed the NASA-Ames PNS code and several applications to supersonic and hyper-
sonic configurations with important viscous effects. The parabolfzed approximation assumes that the
inviscid flow is supersonic in the streamwise direction, and that the subsonic flow in the viscous sub-
layer s always positive in the streamwise direction., This allows the solution to march streamwise, giv-
ing substantial savings in CPU time, while an implicit algorithm is used to solve the flow in each cross-
flow plane. Crossflow separation is permitted, but streamwise separation is not. An algebraic
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eddy-viscosity model is used in turbulent cases. Examples included ogive-cylinders, sphere-cones with
flaps, finned projectiles, the Space Shuttle orbiter, and the supersonic fighter which is the subject of
Paper 28.

PAPER 30, Part I. FLORES, HOLST, KAYNAK, GUNDY, and THOMAS described the development of a zonal
Euler/Navier-Stokes code called Transonic Navier-Stokes (TNS). The method uses a diagonalized implicit
algorithm to solve the unsteady equations, but with a variable time step for faster convergence. They
divided the flow into four zones for wings: two inner blocks near the surface where the thin-layer
Navier-Stokes equations are solved, and two outer Euler blocks. As in the preceding two papers, turbu-
lence {s simulated by means of an algebraic eddy-viscosity model. Results for an airfoil in a solid-wall
wind tunnel and for two transonic wings were given; the agreement with experiments was generally good,
aTthough some differences in regions of shock-induced separation were noted. CPU times on a Cray X-MP
computer were on the order of one hour for 150,000 grid points.

PAPER 30, Part 1I. CHADERJIAN applied the aforementioned TNS code to a swept NACA 0012 wing at high
angle of attack, with a view toward demonstrating the robustness, efficiency, and accuracy of the code,
and assessing the characteristics of the grid. Major improvements near grid singularities were accom-
plished by computing the transformation metrics consistently to preserve a uniform free stream. Results
were obtained up through maximum 1ift at M = 0.5 and 0.8, although data were not available for compari-
son. The author suggested improvements in terms of additional grid refinement, an improved numerical-
dissipation model, and a turbulence model more suited to shock-induced separation.

PAPER 31. KORDULLA, VOLLMERS, and DALLMANN reported on their simulation of transonic laminar flow
past a hemisphere-cylinder at angle of attack, and they analyzed the topology of the separated flow in
great detail. Their time-accurate, finite-volume method uses a variation of the MacCormack explicit-
implicit predictor-corrector scheme, and up to about 230,000 grid points were used in the present study;
CPU times on the Cray 1S computer used were not quoted. The fine-mesh solution of a nominally steady case
exhibited unsteadiness in the separated region, and the question of whether this was due to fluid physics
or to numerical errors was not resolved. The main thrust of the paper, however, was the analysis of the
topology of the computed flow field. Guided by earlier work of the third author and others on topologica?l
kinematics and bifurcation theory, considerable detail was extracted from the solution. Impressive
sketches of complex vortical structures and of the major singular stream surfaces were presented (see
Figs. 2 and 3).

fig. 2. Sketch of the major singular points in the symmetry plane and on the wall of a hemispnere
cylinder at angle of attack in transonic flow; Paper 31.

Fig. 3. Sketch of the major singular stream surface in the flow field of a hemisphere cylinder;
Paper 31.

PAPER 32. Finally, SHANG discussed his pioneering computations of the flow field of the complete
XC-240 experimental afrcraft at a Mach number of 5,95. The equations in weak conservation-law form were
solved in a single computational block using MacCormack's explicit unsplit algorithm, with the aid of a
sophisticated data management scheme and the Solid State Device (SSD) of the Cray X-MP. The solution time
for 475,200 grid points was about 20 hours, of which about 25% was consumed by I/0 transfer to the SSD.
Good agreement was obtained between computed and measured 1ift and drag, and on the whole, the pressure




distributions and heat transfer were satisfactory. A major effort to display the results with the_aid of
3-D color graphics produced some spectacular pictures of the surface streamlines, pressures, and
temperatures.

3. DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION

The goal of the Symposium, as noted in the Introduction, was to provide an "... assessment of the
status of CFD in aerodynamic design and analysis," with an emphasis on "... emerging applications of
advanced computational techniques to complex and realistic configurations." Indeed, the material pre-
sented at the Symposium was generally indicative of the state of the art of applied computational aerody-
namics in the NATO countries, in terms of current activities, methods, numerical and physical modeling
employed, and compubers in service.

However, the Symposium had definite limits in scope and content. The Program Committee was obliged
to leave out noteworthy efforts in almost every country, and there was 1ittle representation from Sweden
and none from Japan. Also, research on new algorithm development and turbulence modeling was generally
excluded, apparently by intent. Beyond that, it was somewhat surprising that the work of Anthony Jameson
and his colleagues on the FLO-xx series of codes and their many permutations was hardly represented.

As a general comment on Session IV, Viscous-Inviscid Inteructions, weakly-coupled 3-D methods have
been developed in severa) countries over the past few years, but these efforts were not well repre-
serted. It is not clear whether this was accidental, or whether it reflects a new trend toward developing
strong-coupling methods that simply has not yet materialized.

The Symposium did make clear the widespread use of CFD throughout the aeronautical industry, and it
revealed that the spectrum of methods in use is growing rapidly to include Euler and Navier-Stokes codes
applied to complex configurations. The Symposium was also very timely, because the emphasis has clearly
shifted from 2-D problems to the more realistic world of 3-0. And as discussed in Section 3.1.2 below,
the advent of this geometrical complexity is causing the time, manpower, and computer costs of grid gener-
ation and data analysis to become much more significant relative to the effort previously involved in
simply generating solutions.

3.1 Costs and Capabilities

Today the aerodynamicist has a wide range of computational methods avaitable, at a correspondingly
wide range in manpower and computer costs. As mentioned in the Introduction, finite-difference or
finite-volume methods remain much more popular for nonlinear problems than for field-panel or
finite-element methods. M. Pierre Perrier argued persuasively for the latter, but no direct quantitative
comparisons were made, nor could be made from the material presented at the Symposium. For inviscid
flows, 3-0 potential codes continue to be developed and improved, but this approach is now relatively
mature and the development of Euler methods has become more fashionable. However, the treatment of vis-
cous effects has not kept pace, at least in 3-D. Viscous/inviscid coupling methods are potentially very
cost-effective in CPU time, but much remains to be done to make them work properly for flows with strong
shock waves. Pioneering showcase Navier-Stokes solutions are emerging rapidly: but as noted below, the
CPU times remain very long, the convergence is slow, and questions about accuracy, the effects of grid
refinement, and turbulence modeling have barely been asked, let alone answered.

3.1.1 Computational Requirements. The different levels of approximations to the governing equations
of fluid mechanics, and the associated difficulties in solving them numerically, are well known and need
not be reiterated here. However, it is instructive to examine briefly the dominant factors that determine
the computational requirements for the range of methods that were presented at the Symposium. Of course,
many factors such as the degree of maturity of different algorithms and the impact of new computer archi-
tectures are difficult to quantify; but the approximate CPU time required for most of the methods can be
crudely estimated with the aid of the following formula:

CPU = A « Wy = NT . N /FLOPS (1)
where: A = "numerical ineffictency” factor
Wz = number of operations per grid point per time step
Ng = number of grid points or panels
m = 1 for finite-difference , = 2 for panel methods
Ny = number of iterations, or number of time steps for an unsteady calculation
FLOPS = number of floating-point arithmetic operations per second

The inefficiency factor, A, is introduced here to emphasize that few codes take full advantage of the
computer being used; in practice this factor is a function of the programming efficiency, the degree of
vectorization, the coupling between the grid and the solution algorithm, the data-management strategy, the
user experience, etc. [deally, its value should approach unity; but especially with the advent of




e

supercomputers with novel architecture, or with I/0 transfer to external memory devices, it could well
be 2.0 or even larger.

The number of arithmetic operations per grid point per iteration, Wgp» s & strong function of the
numerical method; that is, of the flow equations, the boundary conditions, the solution algorithm, and
whether the grid.metrics are computed at each time step or stored in memory. The guantity Ng represents
the number of grid points for a finite-difference method, the number of elements for a finite-element
method, or the number of panels for a panel method. Consequently, ”Gl Ng represents the number of arith-
metic aperations that must be performed at each iteration or time step, although in some instances with
panel methods, Ng log Ng 1s a more accurate representation than NG.

¢ The total number of iterations, Ny, to converge to the desired level of accuracy (or the total num-
ber of time steps in an unsteady problem), is generally the most difficult quantity to estimate. And
unfortunately, N; for a given algorithm is often both problem-dependent and grid-dependent. This is
particularly true in the early stages of maturity of a code, such as many of those presented in Sessions
II1 - V. The value of N; is generally significantly greater for explicit methods than for implicit
ones; but on the other hand, Wg for implicit methods tends to be greater.

Finally, the sustained computing speed, FLOPS, is a function of the computer clock speed and archi-
tecture, the data structure and techniques of the code, and the memory requirements (in-core or externa)
memory). The aerodynamicist has relatively littie control over this quantity; rather, it is largely dic-
tated by management, i.e., by the size and cost of the computer system,

It is clear from Egn. 1 that many different factors determine the CPU time, and hence, the computa-
tional cost, of an aerodynamic calculation. Unfortunately, none of the papers provided all of the ingre-
dients specified in Eqn. 1; however, enough information was provided either at the Symposium or elsewhere,
or could be inferred, to establish some trends and order-of-magnitude estimates. This information is
summarized in Tabie 1, for a hypothetical wing-body combination of moderate geometrical complexity. Here
the Mach number is implicitly assumed to be subsonic in the linear case, supersonic for the Parabolized
Navier-Stokes estimage. and transonic otherwise; and the reference computer speed is that of the Cray 1-S,
j.e. FLOPS = 80 x 10°,

It should be emphasized that these estimates are very approximate, hypothetical, and somewhat
abritrary; therefore, they could easily be off by a factor of 2 or more, Also, they reflect the arguable
premise that increasing numbers of grid points should be accompany the increasing sophistication in the
flow modeling, in order to capture the mare complex flow physics that motivate the more complex
approaches. Nevertheless, Table 1 gives a general, qualitative picture of the differences in the overall

Table 1. APPROXIMATE COMPUTATIONAL REQUIREMENTS
FOR A COMPLEX WING-BODY COMBINATION

Method Wgp N?' N cpy, Total memory,

milltons minutes words x10

Linear (panel) (1000 panels) 2 -20 0.5 - 1.0

Transonic Small 100 0.1-0.2 100 - 300 5-15 0.5 - 1.0

Disturbance

Full Patential 500 0.1-0.2 200 - 500 10 - 30 1-4

Euter 1000- 0.2-0.5 500 - 5000 S0 - 500 2 -10

3000

Parabolized Ng x Np - 2-6x106 10-60 0.5-1.0

Navier-Stokes

Navier-Stokes 1500- 0.5-2 1500 - 10000 1000 - 5000 15 - 60

4500

computational requirements of many of the approaches that were described at the Symposium. It indicates,
for example, that transonic small-disturbance, full-potential, and PNS codes can be more or less competi-
tive with panel codes, with respect to computer resources. The table also gives some idea of the price
one would have to pay today to obtain full viscous simulations of transonic flow. These observations
deserve further comment, and this leads logically to the question of what capabilities the different
methods actually offer for aerodynamic design and analysis.

3.1.2 Capabilities and Limitations. Linear panel codes have been the workhorses of the computa-
tional aerodynamics community for many years, and they are generally considered to be the most flexible
and least inexpensive approach for complex configurations. They are inappropriate, however, for transonic
flows; and as noted above, nonlinear potential codes have been developed to a competitive posttion
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costwise. Additional difficulties can arise in supersonic flows, cf. Paper No. 5; therefore, the
estimates of computer resources in Table 1 suggest that space-marching Euler or PNS codes might well be
attractive alternatives for supersonic cases. However, these nonlinear codes have had less time to
benefit from user experience, and they require more effort tc generate the grids. Consequently, they
would probably be more difficult to use today In an engineering environment.

Today, almost any company, organization, or institution that has significant connections with tran-
sonic aircraft or missiles routinely uses nonlinear 3-D potential codes, and the helicopter community is
moving rapidly in that direction. The recent trend to move on to Euler codes seem to be motivated by
three main factors: first, to treat stronger shock waves than is permitted by the potential formulation;
second, the ability to capture vortex sheets and other aspects of rotational flows; and third, to build a
bridge to Navier-Stokes codes. The results of AGARD Working Group WG-07 [Ref. 7] are especially note-
worthy with regard to the first consideration, and Papers 14, 15, and 16, as well as Ref. 7, provide
representative demonstrations of the second factor.

Two points can be made regarding the nonlinear inviscid codes, especially the Euler ones. With the
neglect of viscous effects, the calculated 11ft is too high, the drag is too low, and the shock wave 1s in
the wrong position; consequently, the pitching moment is generally incorrect, toa. In practice, these
effects may be masked or counterbalanced by the effects of coarse grids, numerical dissipation, and other
numerical errors (as illuminated by Paper 14, for example). The net effect is to introduce an element of
uncertainty in the results, which can seldom be evaluated short of performing extensive, and expensive,
grid-refinement studies. Similar criticisms can be leveled at the Navier-Stokes calculations as well, as
discussed below.

Secondly, the rise in applications to complex 3-D configurations has dramatically increased the
jmportance of both grid gemeration and post-processing data analysis, to such an extent that now they are
often the pacing items with respect to manpower and elapsed time. As Dr. Wolfgang Schmidt noted in the
closing discussion period, 1t may take months to set up the complex mesh for & complete aircraft, followed
by a day or two of "clock" time to complete an hour or so of CPU time, and 1t may then take months to
“reduce" the data fully. (The comparison with large wind-tunnel projects goes without saying.) Further-
more, this added complexity means that ft is becoming increasingly difficult to hand-off these powerful
nonlinear codes to inexperienced users.

Coupled viscous-inviscid interaction methods are generally considered to be promising for design
applications because of their computational efficiency relative to Navier-Stokes approaches. Two-
dimensional formulations 1inking inviscid and viscous algorithms formed the basis of a major AGARD Sympo-
sium in 1980 [Ref. 8]. These methods have matured and come into general use since then, including
successful appiications to flows with small amounts of separation. Several successfu) extensions to 3-D
have appeared in the recent 1iterature, although these are mostly weak-coupling methods applied to unsepa-
rated flows. However, the confidence level that exists for the 2-D methods seemed to be lacking at this
Symposium, As noted above, this may reflect a period of renewed effort to develop new strong-coupling
methods that are robust and efficient, and as noted by Fermin in Paper 26, which give accurate predictions
of drag. The ensemble of papers in Sessfon IV suggests that much work remains to be done, even for high-
aspect-ratio wings, when strong coupling is required between the viscous and inviscid regions. The new
RAE experiments discussed in Paper 26 should provide good targets and challenges for improvements in this
area.

Within the scope of tne Reynolds-averaged formulation of the Navier-Stokes equations, the 1imitations
of the preceding methods are theoretically eliminated. The computational requirements shown in Table 1
indicate that this approach is not yet practical for routine aeronautical analysis and design, although
this conclusion would completely change within a decade if the past trends in computer technology and
algorithm development are extrapolated into the future [Ref. 9]. However, the primary issue here is the
validity of the resuits that are being computed today. In most cases, 2-D Navier-Stokes calculations are
approximately as good as the average wind-tunnel results [Ref, 10]. However, the issue of 3-0 code vali-
dation is mired in controversy and uncertainty regarding turbulence modeling, spatial resolution, the
effects of numerical dissipation and other numerical errors, and the completeness and reliability of the
relevant experiments.

For most relatively benign flows, the Navier-Stokes calculations agree reasonably well with experi-
ments (as do the results of the simpler codes at a fraction of the cost), provided "reasonable* grids are
used and some attention is paid to the numerfcal dissipation parameters. However, in those cases where
the Navier-Stokes approach 1s fully justified over simpler methods because of strong viscous-inviscid
interaction and/or massive flow separation, virtually all of results to date have showed significant dis-
crepancies when detailed comparisons were made with experiments. In the opinton of most turbulence
experts, the simple turbulence models used in a1l the large Navier-Stokes codes described at the Symposium
are inadequate for such applications, and in the opinion of the leading numerical analysists, the grids
would have to be refined considerably before the solutions could be expected to be grid-independent.

Therefore, one may conclude that today's 3-D Navier-Stokes solutions are useful but largely qualita-
tive. However, the extent of the information buried in the results 1s enormous, and they probably contain
valuable physical insights that may not be evident in experimental data. The {ssues of turbulence model-
ing and grid resolution are, in fact, being addressed vigorously, and the papers in Session V give a pre-
view of some things expect in the future.




3.2 Additional Problems and Issues

In addition to the issues of costs and capablilities of the various CFD approaches, the topics 1isted
below emerged either during the formal sessions or in the final discussion period.

3.2.1. Adaptive Grids. None of the regular papers discussed solution-adaptive grids. However, this
concept offers the potential of reducing the computational requirements by placing grid points where they
are most needed and making more efficient use of the computer resources available. Several participants
indicated that this topic is under active investigation.

3.2.2. Turbulence Model vs. Numerical Errors. When rumerical solutions are suspected to be in
error, one may question either the turbulence model or the numerical model. This issue has several compo-
nents. The first is the relative magnitude of the numerical viscosity that {s inherent in most CFD
methods compared to the laminar or turbulent viscosity; one may ask which of these is the dominant factor
in different parts of the flow field. The numerical viscosity normally varies in proportion to the grid
spacing, and thus is a property of the numerics, whereas the physical viscosity is a property of the fluid
and/or flow gradients. In the Euler calculations of Murman and Rizzi, for example, the numerical viscos-
ity 1s the mechanism which permits the formation of shear layers in a numerical simulation of an inviscid
flow. However, they claimed that any amount of numerical viscosity, however smal), was sufficient to
allow a realistic solution to develop, and that their results were insensitive to its value. In some of
the Navier-Stokes calculations, (Papers 27 and 30, for example), the numerical viscosity was rather large
in some parts of the flow field, especially near shock waves, but was probably small compared to the tur-
bulent viscosity in the interior of the boundary layer. Unfortunately, it has not yet been possible to
refine these grids enough to determine how sensitive these 3-0 solutions are to numerical viscosity, or
other numerical parameters.

Another issue, raised by Dr. Tuncer Cebeci, is the grid resolution in the direction normal to the
wall that is required for accurate prediction of the surface shear stress. Boundary layer methods tend to
use many more points across the viscous layer than Navier-Stokes methods, although the trends are to use
comparable spacing immediately adjacent to the wall. Again, more grid-refinement studies are needed.

With the exception of Papers 19, 25, and 26, all of the turbulent calculations were done using eddy-
viscosity models for simplicity. As noted in Section 3.1.2, this would be a source of serious error for
many complex flows, in the opinion of most turbulence experts. However, this issue was not & major theme
of the Symposium, nor an overriding concern of most of the partictpants.

3.2.3. Orag Calculations. This topic was given only secondary treatment in almost a)l of the formal
papers. However, in the discussion period the accuracy of drag predictions emerged as being very impor-
tant to many participants, and it seems certain to receive more attention in the future. Mr. J. W. Slooff
stated, with reference to the large number of colored graphs of results that were presented, that an
improvement in drag prediction of 10 counts would be worth more than a thousand pictures,

3.2.4, Highly-Vortical Flows. A major motivation for many of the advanced CFD methods under devel-
opment today is the desire to compute the entire flow field of flight vehicles at high angles of attack,
and these flows contain complex vortical structures. Such flow features present major challenges in grid
generation and computation, as many existing techniques are not suitable for capturing and preserving the
strong flow gradients that are involved. Solution-adaptive grid techniques may be advantageous here.
Also, new technigues of capturing or fitting concentrated vortices may have to be developed, by analogy
with the successful efforts in the past to develop both shock-fitting and shock-capturing methods.

This class of flows also provides major challenges in analyzing and understanding the computed
results, as the topologies of vortical structures assoctated with 3-D separation are very complex.
Paper 31 included some exciting examples of this complexity, which requires extensive computer-graphics
capability to even begin to analyze the flow structure.

3.2.5. Future Topics. The fixed-wing aircraft industry has been the primary driving force for the
computational aerodynamics techniques that were presented at this Symposium. As CFD methods for this
class of vehicles mature, one may expect to see expanded applications to rotorcraft ard V/STOL aircraft,
turbomachinery, and hypersonic vehicles. Participants also suggested that major future efforts may include
transitfon prediction; unsteady aerodynamic flows; advanced turbulence modeling, including numerical simu-
lations of turbulence; and optimization of body shapes to satisfy prescribed aerodynamic properties, such
as pressure distributions, .

Finally, in Paper 27, Dr. J.S. Shang discussed at length “interdisciplinary computational fluid
dymamics,” in which fluid-flow equations (Navier-Stokes equations, in his perspective) are coupled with
the governing equations of solid mechanics, chemistry, combustion, electromagnetics, optics, etc.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

Computational Fluid Dynamics has established a firm role in aerodynamic design, and this Symposium
revealed the wide spectrum of CFD tools that are now available to the aeronautics community. Furthermore,
the application of these tools to problems of ever-increasing complexity is accelerating rapidly, and
computer hardware is advancing even faster than improvements in numerical algorithms. As a result, the
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users of modern CFD technology can generate vast amounts of information, and their managers are not always
sure how valid or useful this mountain of data really is.

Three important needs arise from this situation. The first is to raise the confidence level of CFO
results, as opposed to overselling their importance or covering up their limitations. That is, we
urgently need better validation of the codes and convincing demonstrations of their capabilities and
Jimitations. This requires more careful grid-refinement studies and numerical-error checks, leading to
the establishment of reliable error bands on CF0 results. Uncertainty analysis has become an important
part of quality experimental research and testing, and there 1s no reason not to establish similar quality
control for CFD. It is also essential to establish more standard test cases and to compare results for
them, A limited number of new experimental configurations should be. established with the specific needs
of CFD code validation in mind, and with more redundancy, higher accuracy, and better flow quality than
has been the norm heretofore. Numerous AGARD working groups and other parties have performed valuable
services of this type in recent years, by defining test cases, coordinating the experimental efforts at
severa) different laboratorfes, and assessing the results, This kind of effort should be continued with
renewed vigor.

Second, better data and information management tools are becoming as important as better computing
hardware for post-processing the CFD results and extracting the valuable information that they contain.
Although not all of the Symposium participants shared the writer's enthusiasm for color computer graphics,
they all agreed that this aspect of applied CFD 1s essential and is growing in importance. This 1s
another area in which AGARD should try to facilitate better multi-national cooperation and information
exchange.

Third, the issue of turbulence modeling continues to be a cloud over CFD results for viscous prob-
lems. Although this issue was not a major theme of this Symposium, it will probably hinder both progress
in and acceptance of applied computational aerodynamics for many years. On the one hand, CFO researchers
must forge ahead in the development of new methods, without waiting for the fundamentals of turbulence to
be understood fully. However, they need to structure their codes as much as possible to accept new turbu-
Jence models, and they must be willing to fncorporate them as better ones become available.

In conclusion, the Symposfum provided a timely and valuable forum for exchanging information about
recent developments in applied computational aerodynamics, and it clearly fulfilled the stated goal of
assessing the status of CFD in contemporary aeronautical design and analysis. Together with the problems
and issues were that were identified, many successe, of CFD in recent years were highlighted, and the
trends of current developments point to a promising future.

In the near term, refinements in the viscous-inviscid methods should overcome many of the shortcom-
ings of present inviscid methods without significant additional costs, and continuing improvements in
computer hardware and software and in numerical algorithms will create more demand for the Navier-Stokes
codes. Thus the present level of maturity of inviscid computational aerodynamics can be expected to
extend to viscous flows within a few years for fixed-wing aircraft. At the same time, CFD should find
rapidly-increasing applications in other fields of aeronautics, such as rotorcraft and turbomachinery, In
the longer term, 1t seems clear that CFD will be combined with a wide range of other disciplines to expand
greatly its range of applications and usefulness.
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APPENDIX A. List of Papers - AGARD Conference Proceedings No. 412.
Sessfon 1 - GRID GENERATION

1. B. Oskam and G. H. Huizing, “Flexible Grid Generation for Complex Geometries in Two Space Dimensions
Based on Variationa) Principles"

2. N. P. Weatherill, J. A, Shaw, C. R. Forsey, and K. E, Rose, “A Discussion on a Mesh Generation Tech-
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22. U. Guicat, “Numerical Investigation of the Laminar Boundary layer on a 3-D Body Started Impulsively
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23. A. Qler, "Prediction Theorique des Decollements sur Fuselages d‘Helicopteres - Application aux
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27. J. S. Shang and W. L. Hankey, "Application of the Navier-Stokes Equations to Solve Aerodynamic
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Conditions”

29. D. S. Chaussee, "High Speed Viscous Flow Calculations About Complex Configurations"
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tion Using a Zona) Approach: Part I - Solution Methodology and Code Validation"
N. Chanderjian
"PART 11 - High Angle-of-Attack Simulation"

3l. W. Kordulla, H. Vollmers and U. 0Dallmann, “Simulation of Three-Dimensional Transonic Flow with Sepa-
ration Past a Hemisphere-Cylinder Configuration”

32. J. S. Shang and S. J. Scherr, "Numerical Simulation of the Flowfield around a Complete Aircraft®




16

APPENDIX B. Program Committee

Dr. R. E. WHITEHEAD (Co-Chairman)
Fluid Dynamics Program

Office of Naval Research

800 N. Quincy Street

Arlington, VA 22217

USA

M. 1'Ing. General C. CAPELIER (Co-Chairman)
Directeur de )'Aerodynamique

B.P. 72

ONERA

92322 Chatillon

france

Dr. J. A. ESSERS

Universite de Liege

Institut de Mechanique

Service d'Aerodynamique Appliquee
Rue Ernest Solvay

8-4000 Liege

Belgium

Mr. L. H. OHMAN

Yead, High Speed Aerodynamics Lab.
National Aeronautical Establishment
National Research Council - Montreal Road
Ottawa, Ontario K1A OR6

Canada

Mr. 1'Ing. en Chef B. MONNERIE

Chef de la Division d'Aerodynamique Appliquee
ONERA

B.P. 72

92322 Chatillon

France

Dipl. Ing. P. W. SACHER
Messerchmitt-Bolkow-B1ohm-GmH
LKE 122

Postfach 80 11 60

D-8000 Munchen 80

Germany

Lt. Col. A. G. PANARAS, Dr. Ing.

HAF Technology Research Center (KETA)
Palaion Phaliron

Athens

Greece

Prof. Dr. L. G. NAPOLITANO, Ph.D.

Chair of Aerodynamics

Faculty of Engineering University of Naples
P. Le Tecchio 80

80125 Napoli

Itaty

Mr. J. W, SLOOFF

National Aerospace Laboratory
Anthony Fokkerweg 2

1059 Amsterdam

Netherlands

Prof. Dr. H. NORSTRUD

Division of Hydro- and Gas Dynamics
The University of Trondheim

N-7034 Trondhe im-NTH

Norway

Prof. Dr. C, CIRAY

Aeronautical Engineering Dept.
Middle East Technical University
Ankara

Turkey

Mr. D. H., PECKHAM
Superintendent AEl Division
Royal Afrcraft Establishment
R 141 Building

Farnborough

Hants GUl4 6TD

United Kingdom

Dr. Leonard Roberts

Joint Institute for Aeronautics and Acoustics
Dept. Aeronautics and Astronautics

Stanford University

Stanford, CA 94305

USA




REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE

1. Recipient’s Reference | 2. Originator’s Reference | 3. Further Reference 4. Security Classification
of Document
AGARD-AR-240 ISBN 92-835-0416-X | UNCILASSIFIED

S.Originator  Advisory Group for Aerospace Research and Development
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
7 rue Ancelle, 92200 Neuilly sur Seine, France

6. Tite TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT on the FLUID DYNAMICS PANEL
SYMPOSIUM on APPLICATIONS OF COMPUTATIONAL FLUID
DYNAMICS IN AERONAUTICS,

7. Presented at

8. Author(s)/Editor(s) 9. Date
W.J.McCroskey March 1987
| 10. Author's/Editor’s Address 11. Pages ]
US Army Aeroflightdynamics Directorate
NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Field 22
CA 94035, United States
12. Distribution Statement This document is distributed in accordance with AGARD

policies and regulations, which are outlined on the
Outside Back Covers of all AGARD publications.

13. Keywords/Descriptors

Fluid dynamics Navier-Stokes

Computational fluid dynamics Euler equations

Inviscid flow Panel methods

Viscous-inviscid interactions Grid generation
14. Abstract

The Fluid Dynamics Panel of AGARD arranged a Symposium on “Applications of Computational
Fluid Dynamics in Aeronautics”, on 7—10 April 1986 in Aix-en-Provence, France. The purpose
of the Symposium was to provide an assessment of the status of CFD in aerodynamic design and
analysis, with an emphasis on emerging applications of advanced computational techniques to
complex configurations. Sessions were devoted specifically to grid generation, methods for
inviscid flows, calculations of viscous-inviscid interactions, and methods of solving the Navier-
Stokes equations. The 31papers presented at the meeting are published in AGARD Conference
Proceedings CP-412 and are listed in the Appendix to this report. A brief synopsis of each

paper and some general conclusions and recommendations are given in this evaluation report.




pny

uone1ausd pun
spoyau pued
suonenba 1apng
SINOIG- 1AMARN
suondeRINUI
PIOSIAUE-STION " A
MOy p1osiau]
SONRUAD
feuoneindwio)
SOIWeRUAp pinj

0vZ-dv-QAVOHY

‘OLd

ut Cn_rv Ju snjeis oyl jo JUDMUSNISSE U .J—«_,>»Cr_ ()}
sea winisodwAS oy Jo dsodind HY 1 dduRL4 *OUIA0IG-UI
X1V Ut 96| (Hdy (| —L UO " SOUNRUCIAY Ul SIUURUA(CY
pinj4 [euonemdwo) jo suoneayddy.. uo wnisodwAg
e podueile (UVOV J0 PuBg sdwweus( g ayg

saded ©7

LR8O YR paystiqnd

AMSOIIPW M A4

SOLLNVYNOYAV NI SOINVNAQ

aini1d  TVNOILVLINIWOD  JO SNOILLVD
-I1ddV U0 WAISOdINAS TANVd SOINVNAQ
AINTd 241 uo LHOdTY NOLLVNTVAT TVIINHOAL
QLVN “wsuidopaa(]

asedsoroy 10§ dnoin  Alosmapy
0T ON HOdIY AI0SIAPY QUVOV

pue  yoleasay

uoneIdudd pun
SPOIW [dued
suonenba 19ng
SONOIG-S3IABN
SUONDRIIIUL
PIOSIAUL-SRODSIA
MO} PIOSIAU]
solureudp
ping reuoneindwo))
sotwreukp ping

0rT-dYV-QAVOY

‘O'lLd

w @4 Jo smels gy o ludwssasse ue apiacid o)
sem wiisodwig oy Jo asodind Ay -3dueI{ 2OUIA0IG-UD
X1V Ut 9861 Tdy (1 —, 1O sdUNEUOIDY W soweui(
pmg [euoneindwo) jo suonedddy.. uo wnsodwis
v pafuBle (YVOV JO [Pued SduueuA(q PInpf YL

safed 77

L861 YOIBN Paysand

ASOIDIN T M A4

SOILAVNOYAV NI SOINVNAA

amn1d  TYNOILVLNdWOD 40 SNOLLVYD
I1ddV U0 WNISOJIWAS TENVd  SOINVNAQ
AINT4 241 U0 LHOdTY NOLLVNTVAT TVIINHOAL
QLVYN “wawdopaadg

soedsoroy  10]  dnoiny  Asosmpy
OrT ON 1oday AoSIAPY (IVOY

pue  yo1easay

uoneLauad pun
spoyaul purd
suonenbs 1203
SINOIG-IDIAEN
suondeiNut
PIISIAUL-SNOOSIA
MOy prosiauf
souureuAp
piny reuoneindwo)
sotureuAp pin(4

|
WIAV-AAVOY

‘O'Ld

Ul Q4D JO SRS 2yl JO UBWssIsse ue aptaoxd o)
sea wnisodwAg oy Jo asodind ay ) "uRL AIUOLG-UD
X1y Ut gge ] Udy (] —£ UO ", SINNBUOIDY Ul so1wruk(]
pingd jruaneindwo) jo suonedyddy. wo wnisodwAg
v pafuene (YVOV jo [pued sonueuAq PInLd Syl

soded £7

L861 YR paystignd

AMSOIDINT M AG

SOLLAVNQOYAV NI SOINVNAU

dinid  TVNOILVLOAAWNGD 40 SNOILVD
-11ddV U0 WNISOdWAS  TINVd  SOIAVNAQ
aIn1d 34 ue LIQdFY NOLLVNITVAT TVIINHOAL
OLVN ‘wswdopaaac]

asedsoidy  10)  dnoiny  Alosiapy
0T ON HOdaY A10SIAPY QUVOV

pue  ydseassy

uoneiduad pun
spoyiaus [dued
suoflenbs 1oy
SANOIG-IDIABN
SUONJBIAIUL
PIOSIAUL-SRODSIA
MO0} prosiau]
SOTUIRUAD
ping [euoneindwo )
sowreudp ping4g

0P AV-AQAVOHV

'O'Ld

u (4D JO smms Ay jo uawssasse ue apaoad o)
seam wnsodwAg Ayl Jo dsodund 23] 2dURLJ "IUAOIJ-UD
XY U1 9R6 1 UV (1 — U0 *_SINNBUOIAY UL SIIWRUA(]
pmy§ jeuoneindwio) jo suoneaddy. uo wmisodwAg
v paduene (IVOV jo [dued souuRuAQq pmid ML

sadred TC

LR61 YdJe pausydnd

LOPOIINT A S4

SOLLAVYNOYAV NI SOINVNAA

a4 TVNOLLVY LNAIWOD 40 SNOLLV)
11ddV U0 WNISOdIWAS TANVd  SOINVNAJ
AIN14 241U THOJTY NOLLY Y TVAT TVIINHOAL
OLVN wawdojasaqg

aedsosay 50} dnoan  A10sapy
Ot ON Hoday A10SIAPY AEVOV

puR  yoseasay




X-91v0-5£8-06 NSI

‘uodal uoNEN[eAd SIY) Ul UIAIS 21 SUONEPUIWWOIDI
pue suoisnjouod fesausd swos pue aded yoes jo sisdouds jouq v "uodas siyi 01 xipuaddy
3y} U1 PAIST] 31k pUe Z [ H-40) s3uIpaaso1d 20us1dfuo) (Y VOV W paysiiqnd aze Sunsow
a1 te pojuasaid siaded [¢ ayj ‘suonenbe sayoig-1smaeN o1 SutAjos 10) spoylow pue
‘SUOTORINUL PLOSIAUL-SROISIA JO SUOTIB[NO[ED ‘SMO]J PIOSIAUL 10) SpoYlaw ‘uonesauss pus
01 A[Teog103ds P310AIP a1am SUOISSS “suonelnSyuod xaiduos 0y sanbruyas) reuoneindwod
pasueape Jo suonedndde Suidrows vo siseydwis ue i ‘siskfeue pue udisap oureudpoise

X-910-S£8-76 NESI

‘10das UONEN[EAD STY} UT USALS 218 SUONRPUIURUOI]
pue suoisnpuod [esauad awos pue saded yoes jo sisdouds Jouq v “uodal sip 01 xipuaddy
ays Ul PaIst] 3re PUE Z14-dD) sSUIPaad0ld 30ud1du0) QUVOV Ut paystignd a1e Sugasow
sy 1e pajuasaxd siaded ¢ ayJ, ‘suonenba sayoIS-19AEN 2 SulAjos JO) spoyldw pue
‘SUONORIANUL PIOSIALL-STIOISIA JO SUOTIBINI[ED ‘SMOYJ PIOSIAUI 10} SPOLaW ‘uonesauad pusd
0) A[Te2g103ds paloAsp 31om suoIssa§ “suoneIndyuod xajdwod 01 sanbriydas reuoneindwiod
pasueape jo suonesiidde Surdiows uo siseydwa e yum ‘sisAfeue pue uBisap snreuipolae

X-9110-5£8-26 NUSI

‘uodal uonen[eas iy ur udALB 21 SUONEPUIWIWODS
PUeE suoisnjouod [e1ouad swos pue 1aded yoes jo sisdoufs Jouq v ‘uodas sup o1 xipuaddy
) ul pAIsy axe pue 71 p-dD) s3uIpassoid 3dusidfuo) (Y VOV ut paysiignd are unssw
ay e pajuasaid siaded [¢ ay] ‘suonenba sa)oiS-191ABN Y1 Sutajos 10} spoyiaw pue
‘SUOTIDRISUL PIOSTAUT-SNOISTA JO SUOTIE[NOTED ‘SMO[J PIOSIAUL 10 SPOYIaW ‘Uone1dusd pud
01 Lfreog1oads pa10Aap a19m suoissag ‘suonieindyuod xajdwos 01 sanbiuyda) reuoneindwod
paoueape jo suonedrdde Suriowo uo siseyduwe ue Yum ‘sisdfeue pue udisop sureukposase

X-91+0-5£8-76 NHSI

‘uodal uonEN[EA2 STY) U1 USALS SIe SUOnEpUSUNIOIaL
pue suoISN[OU0 [e1auaf awos pue 1aded yoes jo sisdouds Jauq v -wodas siy 03 xipuaddy
ay) Ut PAISI} d1e pue 7 14-dD sBu1pasdolg 23uaiajuo) (Y VOV Ul paystgnd aie Junsow
ay e pojuasard siaded 1€ 3y -suonenbs sajoig-1oueN 3y Fujos 10) spogow pue
‘SUONDBIIUL PIISIAUL-SNIODSIA JO SUONEINI[ED ‘SMOp PIFSIAUL 10) spoyiaw ‘uonessusd pud
01 A[Tedy153ds pa10AIP 313m SUOISSAG suoneIndyuod xapdwod 0 sanbiuyda) reuoneinduwiods
pasureape jo suonedrdde udiawa uo siseydwa ue yum ‘sishfeue pue udisap smreuiposae




/ .
0\ AGRRID
NATO @ OTAN

7 rue Ancofle - 82200 NEUKLLY-SUR-SEINE DISTRIBUTION OF UNCLASSIFIED

AG LICATIONS
FRANCE ARD PUB

Telephone (1)47.38.57.00 - Telex 810 176
AGARD does NOT hold stocks of AGARD publwﬂwm at the above | distribution. Initial distribution of AGARD
publications is made to AGARD Member Nations thmugh the followmg Nanomlﬂnnbuuon Centres.Further copies are sometimes
available from these Centres, but if not may be purch py form from the Purchase Agencies listed below.

NATIONAL DISTRIBUTION CENTRES

BELGIUM ITALY
Coordonnateur AGARD — VSL Acronautica Militare
Etat-Maior de la Force Aérienne Ufficio del Delegato Nazionale al'lAGARD
Quartier Reine Elisabeth 3 Piazzale Adenauer
Rue d'Evere, 1140 Bruxelles 00144 Roma/EUR
LUXEMBOURG
CANADA f
Defence Scientific Informatic.1 Services See Belgium
Dept of National Defence NETHERLANDS
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0K2 Netheriands Delegation 1o AGARD
National Acrospace Laboratory, NLR
DENMARK P.O.Box 126
m Defence I!c:enrch Board 2600 AC Delft
¥ NORWAY
2100 Copenhagen @ Norwegian Defence Research Establishment
ce At o
ONERA. (Direction %3
29 Avemoe de 1s Division Leclerc N-2007 Kijeller
92320 Chitillon PORTUGAL
Portuguese National Coordinator to AGARD
GERMANY Gabinete de Estudos e Programas ’
Fachinformationszentrum Energie, CLAFA
Physik, Mathematik GmbH Base de Alfragide
Kemforschungszentrum Alfragide
D-7514 Eggenstein-Leopoldshafen 2700 Amadora .
' TURKEY .
GREECE .
LA Milli Savunma Baskanlif (MSB
Helenic fair Force General Sl orate ARGE Daire Baghanis (ARGE)
v Ankara
Holargos, Athens
UNITED KINGDOM
ICELAND Defence Research Information Centre
Director of Aviation Kentigern House
c/o H:fld 65 Brown Street
Reyjavi Glasgow G2 8EX
UNITED STATES
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)
lAnspleg Research Center
Hampton, Virginia 23665

THF UNITED STATES NATIONAL DISTRIBUTION CENTRE (NASA) DOES NOT HOLD
STOCKS OF AGARD PUBLICATIONS, AND APPLICATIONS FOR COPIES SHOULD BE MADE
DIRECT TO THE NATIONAL TECHNICAL INFORMATION SERVICE (NTIS) AT THE ADDRESS BELOW.

PURCHASE AGENCIES
National Technical s ESA/lnformnion Retrieval Service The Briu'shSUburyD.
Information Service (NTIS) uropean Space Agency Document Sy, vision :
5285 Port Royal Road 10, rue Manio Nikis Boston Spa, m«by
75015 Paris, France West Yorkslnre LS237BQ
irginia 22161, USA England
i ies of AGARD documents should include the AGARD serial number, title, author or editor, and
wﬁuﬁmMmedewMeﬂwNASAmmm&;mnumw Fnllbibhogrlphicnl references and abstracts of
AGARD publications are given in
Scientific snd Technical Aerospace (STAR Government Reports Announcements (GRA
byNASASciemiﬂcdem ) bytheNaﬁonalTechniul ( )
NASA -40 Virginia zzm USA
LI

Printed by Specialised Printing Services Limited
40 Chigwell Lane, Loughton, Essex IG103TZ

ISBN 92-835-0416-X




END

DATE
FILMED




