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AERONAUTIC SYMBOLS
1. FUNDAMENTAL AND DERIVED UNITS 5

Metric English
Symbol
Unit Ab?ir(ﬁ;rla— Unit Ab?ix;rla—
Length______ l meterse- T oo Net et m foot (or mile) . ________ ft (or mi)
Time L ald s t geeondz. T fe e TN s 1 S second (or hour)_______ sec (or hr)
Force________ F weight of 1 kilogram_____ kg weight of 1 pound_____ 1b
Power_______ P horsepower (metric) - ____|__________ horsepower_ . _________ hp
Snced Vv {kilometers per hour______ kph miles perhour_ __ _____ mph
DReC e meters per second_______ mps feet per second________ fps
2. GENERAL SYMBOLS
Weight=mg - Kinematic viscosity
Standard acceleration of gravity=9.80665 m/s* p Density (mass per unit volume)
or 32.1740 ft/sec? Standard density of dry air, 0.12497 kg-m—*-s? at 15° C
M W and 760 mm; or 0.002378 lb-ft™* sec’
T Specific weight of ‘“standard” air, 1.2255 kg/m® or
Moment of inertia=mk®. (Indicate axis of ~ 0.07651 Ib/cu ft
radius of gyration k£ by proper subscript.)
Coefficient of viscosity
3. AERODYNAMIC SYMBOLS
Area % Angle of setting of wings (relative to thrust line)
Area of wing e Angle of stabilizer setting (relative to thrust
Gap line)
Span Q Resultant moment
Chord Q Resultant angular velocity
2
Aspect ratio, % R Reynolds number, p%l where [ is a linear dimen-
True air speed sion (e.g., for an airfoil of 1.0 ft chord, 100 mph,

standard pressure at 15° C, the corresponding

. TR
Dypamic pressure, 2 K Reynolds number is 935,400; or for an airfoil

X : Y of 1.0 m chord, 100 mps, the corresponding
£ = e ) )
Lift, absolute coefficient O; qS Reynolds number is 6,865,000)
: D Angle of attack
Drag, absolute coefficient Cpr=-< o &
Wb s S Ae y € Angle of downwash
D, o Angle of attack, infinite aspeet ratio

Profil dise: pheoliuts ot Gl
rolile drag, absolute coellicient Cpo qS hs Angle of attack, induced

Angle of attack, absolute (measured from zero-
lift position)
v Flight-path angle

Induced drag, absolute coefficient OD,=;'—)§, ;4
Parasite drag, absolute coefficient CD,=IQ~)T§’,

c

Cross-wind force, absolute coefficient Oc:q_S
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METHODS USED IN THE NACA TANK FOR THE INVESTIGATION OF THE LONGITUDINAL-
STABILITY CHARACTERISTICS OF MODELS OF FLYING BOATS

By Rovanp E. Ouson and Norman S. Lanp

SUMMARY

Recent trends in the design of flying boats, such as kigh wing
loadings (high get-away speeds) and high load coefficients (rela-
tively narrow hulls) have made the problems associated with
longitudinal stability of primary importance. The need for
additional research on longitudinal stability or porpoising s
recognized and the stability characteristics of models of several
flying boats have been determined in NACA Tank No. 1.
These investigations were made for the purpose of (1) determin-
ing switable methods for evaluating the stability characteristics
of models of flying boats, and (2) determining the design param-
eters which have an important effect on the porpoising. This
report is mainly concerned with the construction of switable
models, the apparatus, and the methods used in the tests. The
effect of changes in some design parameters is discussed.

The models were dynamically similar to the full-size airplane.
Dynamic similarity required the use of a complete model with
wings, tail, and hull built to scale dimensions, the weight of the
model being so disposed as to result in scale weight, balance, and
pitching moment of inertia.  The use of such models results 1
forces and motions similar to those of the full-size flying boat.
A description of the construction of a typical model and the
ballasting procedure used is presented.

For the purpose of investigating the stability characteristics
of a model during take-off, two general methods are wusually
followed: (1) the range of trims at which the model is stable is
determined for a series of constant speeds covering a practical
range of operation, and (2) the variation in attitude and be-
havior of the model is noted during accelerated runs. It is
found that, in general, there are two primary limits of stability:
an upper limit of trim above which porpoising occurs, and a
lower limat of trim below which porpoising occurs. Between
these limits lies a range of stable trims which is the operating
range for stable take-off. This stable range of trims forms the
limitation on  center-of-gravity locations and aerodynamic
control-surface settings for stable take-offs. The upper trim
limit has two branches. The higher branch defines the trims at
which porpoising starts as the trim is increased, and the lower
branch defines the trims at which stability is again reached as
the trim is decreased.

An increase in model gross load is found to move the trim
limiits of stability to higher trims. An increase in the depth of
step has no appreciable effect on the lower trim limit of stability
but raises the upper trim limits to higher trims and reduces the
violence of the porpoising.

INTRODUCTION

The problem of the longitudinal stability of flying boats
while in motion on the water has become of major importance
in the design of such boats because of the present trends in
the construction of that type of craft. Flying boats are being
designed with high wing loadings (increased get-away
speeds), greater load coefficients (relatively narrow hulls),
and high centers of gravity. These characteristics, not
found in older designs, cause the flying boats to operate
under conditions that, in general, have not been previously
encountered. With these and other changes, the flying
boat is apparently becoming more unstable while on the
water and at the same time, in view of the increased get-
away and landing speeds, a condition of stability is more
essential now than previously. The resistance characteris-
tics have become of secondary importance because of the
increased power available in present engine designs.

The need for additional research on the problem of longi-
tudinal stability, or porpoising, is recognized and models of
several flying boats have already been tested at the NACA
tank. Many of the forms have had poor characteristics of
longitudinal stability, and changes in form have been sug-
gested for the purpose of either correcting or reducing the
porpoising tendencies. Models of new designs have been
tested to determine under what conditions they are unstable,
and changes in form have been made in an effort to in-
sure stability for the full-size flying boat.

The present paper is devoted to the discussion of certain
methods of testing dynamic models that have been found
helpful in the determination of the longitudinal-stability
characteristics on the water of a number of specific flying
boats. It should be noted that these methods are still in
the process of improvement and no method as yet gives a
perfect or final answer. Consequently, both specific and
general research must be continued for the purpose of im-
proving knowledge of the problems associated with the
appearance of dynamic instability.

The effects of similar modifications on the longitudinal-
stability characteristics of these models will be compared
and general conclusions may be drawn as to the importance
of these modifications. These results should be of assistance
in evaluating the effects of possible variations in the planing
bottom of any particular model.

Research should not be confined to the investigation of
definite forms but should be extended to include the

1
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determination, insofar as possible, of the necessary conditions
that must exist in the design of the flying boat to provide
stability on the water and the order of the importance of
these conditions. The technique used in testing should be
developed, with emphasis placed on duplicating full-size
maneuvers.  Additional information should also be obtained
concerning the application of tank data and observations
to the full-size airplane.

METHODS USED IN PREDICTING STABILITY
CHARACTERISTICS

Theoretical.—Mathematical theories for determining the
condition of stability of a flying boat while on the water have
been suggested. Perring and Glauert (reference 1) were
among the first to publish an approximate solution to the
equations of motion for a flying boat. Klemin, Pierson, and
Storer (reference 2) have presented a slightly different treat-
ment of the same general method given in the British paper.

The amount of work necessary to determine the condition
of stability by use of the method of reference 1 or reference 2
is extremely large. Aerodynamic and hydrodynamic data
for the airplane must be available, and the actual computa-
tions are tedious. Until a more simple, less laborious, and
more accurate method for determining the condition of
stability by means of theoretical computations is developed,
the need for tests of dynamic models in the towing tank
will remain.

Observations made during the usual tank tests.—Predict-
ing the stability characteristics of the model on the basis of
observations made during the usual tank tests may lead to
erroneous conelusions. The procedure followed in this type
of test (reference 3) requires only that a model be geometric-
ally similar to the full-size hull; the correct gross weight is
obtained by counterbalancing the weight of the model and
the weight of the towing gear. The mass that is moving
vertically is thus greatly in excess of the weight corresponding
to the gross weight of the aircraft. With the present type of
towing gear, it would be impossible to obtain the correct
mass moving vertically. The lift of the wings is simulated
by a hydrofoil lifting device or dead weights, and no effort
is made to duplicate the change in lift with change in trim,
the damping effect, or the control moments of the aerody-
namic surfaces. The models are generally constructed of
pine or mahogany and no attempt is made to obtain the
correct moment of inertia.

The porpoising characteristics observed during this type
of test are only a very rough approximation of those for the
full-size flying boat.

Research using dynamically similar models.—References 4,
and 6 report research conducted by the British in the
Vickers and R.A.E. tanks with dynamic models, models
with the proper geometric form and also the correct moment
of inertia and mass moving vertically. These reports discuss
the methods used and a few of the conclusions drawn from
the results of the tests.

Research has been conducted at the NACA tank to inves-
tigate the stability characteristics of flying boats by use of
dynamically similar models. The aerodynamic surfaces,
wing and tail group, are a part of the model.

&)

The remainder of this report will be devoted mainly to a
discussion of the problems involved in the construction of the
model, the apparatus for making the tests, and the methods
of testing. In this discussion, data from the construction
and tests of a model of a typical flying boat will be used for
illustration and from the data some conclusions will be drawn
as to changes in the form of the hull that will improve the
stability characteristies.

MODEL

Selection of size of model.—In tank tests the results of
model tests are converted to full size by applying Froude’s
law of comparison. According to this law, the hydro-
dynamic forces vary as the cube of the scale at a given value
of the Froude number V?/bg (where V is the speed; b, the beam
of the model; and g, the gravity constant). It can also be
shown that, neglecting scale effect, the aerodynamic forces
ary in the same way with scale. Neglecting scale effect,
the aerodynamic forces are a function of pl*V? (where p is the
density of the air; I, a characteristic length; and V, the
speed). At the same Froude number, V?* varies as the first
power of the scale and 2 varies as the square of the scale;
hence the aerodynamic forces vary as the cube of the scale.

If the model is built with a form similar to the full size and
the gross weight is proportional to the cube of the scale,
the hydrodynamic and aerodynamic forces on the model will
simulate those on the full size, if scale effect is neglected.
In order to reduce the error due to scale effect, the models
are built as large as possible, the limiting condition being
the width of the tank. (See fig. 1.)

Particulars of model.—The model used for illustration
represents a hypothetical design for a modern flying boat of
133,000 pounds gross weight and is designated NACA model
101. The form of the hull was chosen from a series of stream-
line hulls originated at the NACA tank. Part of the series
has been tested, but the results have not been published. A
later extension of the series was made to include variation
in the length-beam ratio, and it was from this last-mentioned
family that the hull for model 101 was chosen.

The heights of the bow and stern were selected on the basis
of the results obtained during tests of the original streamline
hulls. The length-beam ratio is 6.54. The lines of the hull
are given in figure 2; the typical sections, in figure 3; and
the offsets, in tables I and II. The general arrangement of
the complete model is shown in figure 4.

Important dimensions of the model are as follows:

One-twelfth-
Full-size size model
Dimensions of hull: (feet)  (inches)
Beam, maximum_ _ : 14.25 14. 25
Beam, at step_ - __ = 13. 84 13. 84
Length of forebody . - 56. 02  56. 02
Length of afterbody - 37.15 37.15
Length of tail extension. . 35.24  35.24
Length, over-all_____ . R ; 128. 41 128. 41
Depth of step:
Model 101BA, 2.8 percent beam_ _ - ____ .40 . 40
Model 101BB, 4.9 percent beam___ .70 270
Model 101BC, 7.0 percent beam__ - _ . 1. 00 1. 00
Angle of dead rise at step:
Excluding chineflare -~~~ __ . 20°
Including chine flare_____ S - 18.5°
Angle between keel lines at step.._.. 6.8°
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Roller cage
-Towing staff

‘//r7/

WL/

—_— .

Holf-breadth

Profile

Length of mode/ 1284/
Span of wing 20000
Depth of water 72.00
Width of tank 28800
Height of rcller

cage from water 40.00
Height of bottom of

pusher carriage

from water /1800
Length of boom be-

tween pusher and

moin carriage 30000

(For main carrioge see reference 3)

Base line

Dimensions of wing:

Root chord, section____________ .
HipichondesiemnNe s 5 - 1t 5
Tipichord, seetion- -~ - _-______ =
Angle of wing setting, to base line

Leading edge at root, aft of bow__-_____ I

Length M.A.C________________
Leading edge M. A. C. aft of bow

Leading edge M. A. C. forward of step______

Rapersratio= S-S Sn 8 -8 S o
Aspect ratio_ - - __ =
Upper-surface ordinates at 35-p

pendicular to center line of model.

Dimensions of horizontal tail surface:

1532

13

=

55°
2/

FIGURE 2.—Lines of model 101BA.

One-twelfth-
seze model
Full-size  Square
Square feet  inches
___________ 3,700 3,700
Feet Inches
___________ 200 200
____________ 28 28
___________ NACA 23021
,,,,,,,,,,, 9. 33 9. 33
___________ NACA 23012
___________ 5.5°
41. 03  41.03
___________ 20.12  20.12
___________ 43.79 43.79
12. 23 12. 23
___________ 3:1
10.7

ercent chord lie on line per-
No twist.

Square

Square feet inches

___________ 504 504
Feet Inches

___________ 42. 0 42.0
12. 0 12. 0

AR

Dimensions of horizontal tail surface—Continued
Chord, elevator_ __________________________

Seetion_-______
Aspect ratio. ... e

Loading conditions:

cgyfonwardloffstep BTSSRI

ch g abovelkeel SENERNIEIE S e
c.g,percent M. A.C______________________

Gross loads:

All models (normal CA0=O.72) L

Also on model 101BC:
CAy=0.62- — _________ ,

G4 =520 R

Pitching moment of inertia about c. g.:

All models (normal) -
Also on model 101BC (25-percent increase)__ -

Mass moving vertically:

All models (normal) - .

Also on model 101BC___

One-twelfth-

Full-size size model

6.0 6.0

NACA 0015

3.5

Feet Inches

7. 20 7. 20

13. 11 13. 11
25

Pounds Pounds

133, 000 76. 5

107, 800 65. 8

142, 500 87. 1

Slug-feet 2 Slug-feet?

149, 000 5. 97

186, 000 7. 46

Pounds Pounds

133, 000 76. 5

87. 1

95. 6

114. 7
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_ [ Meon | /line 2 - |

Meon | /ine | D‘ Mean | /line 2
Base l hne [?/ ‘ i - ipeel
: S

3 ; —-

WL.I.J, - T
- 4

Base ' ine

Stations 22 to 30

Stations [3A fo 2/

FI1GURE 3.—Typical hull sections.

Figure 5 shows model 101BA assembled and ready for
testing.

Construction of model.—In order that modifications may
be easily made, the hull of this particular model is constructed
in three sections. The bow section forms the portion of the
hull forward of station 10. The main section extends from
station 10 to the after perpendicular and is recessed to receive
the third, or afterbody, section. Three afterbody sections
were available for these tests giving three depths of main
step. The wing and tail group are attached to the main
section of the hull.

Figure 6 shows the type of construction used throughout
the hull. Transverse frames with lightening holes are cut
from Ysinch and Y%-inch spruce plywood. A mean-line
stringer of Ys-inch plywood extends on each side from bow
to stern. Other stringers are Y%- by Y-inch balsa. Two
relatively heavy bulkheads (%-inch plywood with no light-
ening holes) and a heavy horizontal platform (}-inch
mahogany) are located at the position of attachment of
wing and towing fitting. The bottom is planked with
J-inch balsa and the sides and deck are planked with
Ysinch balsa. The hull is covered with profilm to prevent
absorption of water by the balsa planking. The bottom
and lower portion of the sides have two coats of gray pig-
mented varnish in addition to the profilm. The profilm is
applied to the balsa skin in small sheets, or strips, with
overlapping edges.

The same type of construction (fig. 7) is used in the wing.
Ribs are plywood and stringers are balsa. A hollowed balsa
leading edge forms the main spar. The skin is }s-inch

|
|

FIGURE 4.—General arrangement of NAC A model 101.

balsa applied in diagonal strips. Like the hull, the wing is
entirely covered with profilm and its undersurface was given
two coats of gray pigmented varnish. The wing is bolted
to the hull at a fixed location and with a fixed angle of in-
cidence of 5%°.

The tail group is made up of four subassemblies: two ver-
tical surfaces, a stabilizer, and an elevator. Construction
of these surfaces is similar to that of the hull and the wing.
Inasmuch as the lateral stability was not being investigated,
the two vertical surfaces do not have movable rudders;
instead, each is a single fixed surface of proper area to simu-
late rudder and vertical stabilizer. The settings of both
elevator and stabilizer are independently and remotely con-
trollable from the carriage by means of Bowden type cables.

Two duralumin rails are mounted in the forebody of the
model to carry the ballast weights. The ballast can be
moved fore and aft along the rails and adjusted vertically by
means of spacers. The center of gravity is made to coincide
with the pivot by adjusting the position of the ballast.

The moment of inertia is determined by swinging the
model. Methods for swinging are described in the appendix.
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Relative contribution of parts of model to the total moment
of inertia.—As a guide in the construction of future dynamic
models, the main subassemblies of NACA model 101 were
swung individually to determine the relative importance of
each in the total moment of inertia of the whole model. All
moments of inertia are in slug-feet>. The data are assembled
as follows:

MR? I about

Item I, about transfer I about test c. g.,

own c. ¢. inertia to test c. g. percent of
test c. g. total
Hull___ e 2.32 0.11 2.43 40.7
Y L 11 .12 .23 3.8
Horizontaltall o | e 1.25 1.25 21.0
Vertical tails .43 .43 72
B a8 b 2 1.63 1.63 27.3
Potalss il e 2.43 3.54 5.97 100.0

Note that the I, of the tail surfaces was too small to
measure, but the final contribution of the tail surfaces to
the required test moment of inertia of the complete model
is slightly greater than that of the ballast. Light construc-
tion of the tail surfaces and the after portion of the hull is
therefore essential.

Departures from full-size form that permit more exact
simulation of full-size behavior—The model previously
described may be considered a dimensionally and dynami-
cally correct reproduction of a hypothetical flying boat. It
has been found that such a model is primarily useful for com-
paring the relative stability of any forms tested. Neverthe-
less, the stability of any form tested on such a model may not
reproduce exactly that of a similar full-size flying boat.

In order that a more accurate indication of full-size
behavior may be obtained from the behavior of the model,

certain modifications must be made to the true, scaled-down:

acrodynamic surfaces. These changes are necessitated by
the low Reynolds number at which the models are tested.
The low Reynolds number is due to: (1) practical limitations
on size and speed, and (2) the necessity of running the hull at
the proper Froude number. The result of these require-
ments is to reduce the angle of attack at which the surfaces
stall and also the maximum lift coefficient.

An additional difficulty arises from the fact that the air-
speed over the model is reduced to a value slightly below
the water speed, because the air is dragged along by the
towing carriage. A reduction in the total lift at any angle
and speed is therefore inherent.

The low stalling angle and low maximum lift coefficient
can be compensated for by adding leading-edge slats to the
wing of the model. The data given in reference 7 have been
used in designing such slats.

The low total lift may be compensated for by adding area
to the scale-size wing, usually by extending the tips. Addi-
tional area may also be necessary on elevators to obtain the
correct control moments.

The aerodynamic characteristics are determined by tow-
ing the model just clear of the water and measuring the total
lift and trimming moment. Adjustments of slats, areas, and
so forth may then be made on the basis of these results.

APPARATUS

In order to reduce the aerodynamic interference between
the towing carriage and a dynamic model, the water level is
reduced from that given in reference 3 resulting in a clearance
between the model and the bottom of the carriage of approxi-
mately 10 feet. In these tests the model was towed from a
small auxiliary carriage which was pushed by the main car-
riage. The relative positions of the model, the main and
auxiliary carriages, and the tank are shown in figure 1.
Figure 8 shows the model being towed under the carriage.
With the model supported beneath the auxiliary carriage, the
airspeed in the vicinity of the wing of the model is slightly
lower than the carriage speed. With the model supported
beneath the main carriage at this same low-water level, the
airspeed is slightly higher than the carriage speed. In
neither case is there any appreciable distortion of the direction
of the air stream.

The auxiliary carriage, shown in figure 1, is of welded-steel-
tube construction with four supporting wheels and two pairs
of guide wheels. All wheels have pneumatic tires. An in-
verted pyramid made of steel tubing and extending below
the carriage supports a roller cage. The roller cage consists
of two sets of ball-bearing rollers, located about a foot apart
vertically. Fach of these sets of rollers is made up of eight
rollers located two on each side of a 2- by 1-inch rectangle. A
vertical towing staff of rectangular section, and of the above
dimensions, is guided by the roller cage. The model to be
tested is pivoted at the lower end of the towing staff, the
pivot being located at the center of gravity of the ballasted
model. The model is thus free to pitch about its center of
gravity,at the lower end of the staff,and rise vertically with the
staff. Restraint in yaw androll is provided by the rollercage.

For the usual stability tests, trim is read from an indicator
located on the model.

PROCEDURE

For the purpose of investigating the stability characteris-
tics of flying boats in the NACA tank, two general types of
test procedure are usually followed: (1) The range of trims
at which the model is stable is determined for a series of con-
stant speeds covering a practical range of operation; and (2)
the variation in attitude and behavior of the model is noted
during accelerated runs.

Constant-speed runs.—In general, there are two primary
limits of stability: an upper limit consisting of two parts (the
upper limit, increasing trim; and the upper limit, decreasing
trim) and a lower limit. Changes in trim beyond the upper
limit, increasing trim, or the lower limit result in porpoising.

During the early investigations, the tail was set at fixed
angles and the trim and condition of stability were noted at
a series of tail settings and constant speeds. The model
assumed free-to-trim attitudes, and the condition of stability
was noted after a small initial pitching motion had been
applied. If the model was violently unstable, the trim was de-
termined by restraining the model in pitch with two opposite
vertical forces applied to the tail and by gradually reducing
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F16URE 8.—Model 101 being towed under auxiliary carriage.
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these forces until, at the instant of release, the forces were
approximately zero. The trim was read at the instant of re-
Jease before an appreciable amplitude of porpoising developed.

By the investigation of the condition of stability for a
number of settings of the tail, the trims at which the model
will be stable can be determined.

The model is likewise run at a series of constant speeds
with the position of the tail group controlled by an operator
on the carriage. At each speed the trim of the hull is changed
by adjusting the elevator and stabilizer positions until the
available maximum or minimum trims are obtained or until
porpoising motion is noted. The trim at which porpoising
motion is first observed is designated a limit of stability.
Typical curves are shown in figure 9.
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FIGURE 9.—Model 101BC. Scatter of points obtained during tests of model 101 BC.

The lower limit of stability is obtained by decreasing the
trim and usually appears just over the hump speed as the
afterbody comes clear of the water. This limit is present
over the remainder of the take-off.

The upper limit of stability (increasing trim) generally
appears at intermediate planing speeds and is reached by
increasing the trim until porpoising occurs. Because the
trim of the hull is high, this porpoising is often referred to as
“high-angle porpoising.”

After the upper limit of stability (increasing trim) has
been exceeded and porpoising is started, the elevators are
moved to produce a lower trim and stop the motion. The
model does not become stable as the upper limit (increasing
trim) is again reached. Often the trim must be decreased
by several degrees below this limit, before stability is estab-
lished. When the model becomes stable, there is generally
a sudden decrease in trim indicating that an excess of control
moment had to be applied to stop the porpoising. The
trim is noted just before this sudden decrease and is desig-
nated the upper limit, decreasing trim.

If the elevator control is insufficient to reach the upper
limit, the model is jumped to a high trim by a sudden change
in the angle of attack of the elevators. This maneuver
sometimes starts porpoising that continues until the trim is
decreased to the upper limit, decreasing trim.

Accelerated runs.—Accelerated runs are used for deter-
mining the stable positions of the center of gravity and for
locating the best position of the step. These tests are made
with the tail group at fixed angles of attack. At prearranged
speeds (intervals of 5 fps) during the acceleration, the trim
of the model is read and the behavior noted. This procedure
is repeated ‘at several settings of the tail group. The accel-
eration is continued to get-away speed unless the porpoising
becomes too violent, in which case the model is taken out of
the water. For this type of test the get-away speed of the
model should logically be attained in a time equal to that
for the full-size multiplied by the square root of the scale.
If too rapid an acceleration were used, the time available for
making readings would be insufficient. A lower rate of
acceleration is therefore applied, and emphasis is placed on
the reproducing of the rate of acceleration in successive runs.
Get-away speed generally is reached in 30 or 40 seconds.
The effect of changing the rate of acceleration will be dis-
cussed later.

If a specific design is being investigated, the control
moment produced by the tail should correspond to that of
the full size. This control moment is checked by making
an aerodynamic test in which the model is towed just clear
of the water, and the lift and the control moments are read
from dynamometers located in the supporting cables.

A variation of the accelerated-run method of testing is
used in investigating take-off and landing characteristics.
The rate of acceleration of the carriage is increased and the
model is flown off and landed at different attitudes. Motion
pictures permit a more detailed study of the behavior.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Constant-speed tests.—Inasmuch as most of the investi-
cations were made using model 101BC (1.00 inch, depth of
step), the results obtained with this model will be discussed
in detail.

The data plotted in figure 9, representing the limits of
stability for model 101BC, show a considerable scatter of
points, especially between tests made on different dates.
This scatter may be partially explained by the fact that the
planing bottom near the step could not be maintained as
smooth as would be desirable. Because of the severe por-
poising to which the model had been subjected during these
tests, it was necessary to repair the covering on the forebody
bottom near the main step on several occasions. Each time
the wood was found to be water-soaked. For one test, this
planing bottom was deliberately roughened by fitting strips
of profilm, which were attached just forward of the main
step and loose at the trailing end. The scatter of points was
increased and the lower limit of stability was substantially
decreased. These results emphasize the necessity of main-
taining the same condition of smoothness throughout the
tests if the results obtained with different modifications are
to be compared.

The porpoising motion that appears on departures in trim
below the lower limit is mainly motion in pitch and generally
damps rapidly as the trim is increased. The accuracy of
the determination of this limit is about = %° for these tests.
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The porpoising just beyond the hump speed is not particu-
larly violent and the amplitude of the motion increases slowly.
The reverse is also true; the amplitude decreases slowly when
the trim is again increased, indicating that the damping
forces are small. This characteristic was particularly evi-
dent for all the modifications of model 101.

Porpoising at the upper limit is generally violent. After
a very slight departure in trim above the upper limit, the
porpoising motion increases rapidly and appears to be almost
independent of the amount of the departure in trim above
the limit. The motion is mainly in rise, and the model
appears to bounce on the main step with relatively little
vertical motion at the second step. The variation of the
trim and rise during this porpoising is shown in figure 10(a).
The large variation in rise is evident from these records.
The accuracy of determination of the upper limit (increas-
ing trim) is about -+ %° for these tests.

If the elevators are returned to the setting at which the
model was stable just before the porpoising began, the motion
will not stop. Further decrease in trim is necessary to
recover stability. The trim at which porpoising ceases
(upper limit, decreasing trim) is determined in these tests to
an accuracy of about +£%° At 48 feet persecond (fig. 9)
the model did not start porpoising until a trim of 9° was
exceeded, but a recovery from this instability could not be
made until the trim was decreased to almost 6°.  With a
stable condition at 48 feet per second there is a range of trims
of about 7° in which the model does not porpoise. When
porpoising at high angles is started, however, this range of
stable trims is reduced to about 4°.
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A record of the trim and rise during a recovery from this
type of porpoising is shown in figure 10(b). This record
illustrates the sudden decrease in trim as porpoising stops.

The presence of the upper limit, decreasing trim, may
account for the violent porpoising that occurs in making
stalled landings with some flying boats which, at the same
time, apparently have no porpoising tendencies during the
take-off.

At high speeds the lower limit is very definite and the
amplitude of the porpoising rapidly increases with departure
in trim below the limit. Most of the dynamic models tested
in the tank show this characteristic. A record of the trim
and rise during this porpoising is shown in figure 10(c).

At low speeds, approximately 26 to 31 feet per second,
another variation in the porpoising was observed. If the
trim"is very suddenly increased to a high value, either by
changing the elevator angle or by starting violent porpoising
because of a large decrease in trim below the lower limit, a
porpoising motion that is entirely uncontrollable may be
established. The amplitude in several cases was greater
than 10°. The lower extreme of the trim lies below the
lower limit. The upper extreme is a higher trim than can
be obtained with the available control moment and probably
lies above an upper limit. A recovery by use of the ele-
vators was impossible; the model was usually removed from
the water to prevent its being damaged. Figure 10(d)
shows the variation in trim and rise during this porpoising.

The condition of stability obtained with fixed settings of
the tail may be compared with the limits of stability ob-
tained by changing the angle of incidence of the tail surfaces
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until porpoising occurs. Such a comparison is shown in
ficure 11. The results obtained by either procedure are
substantially the same. This agreement indicates that any
small moments that may be introduced by the presence of
the Bowden cable are negligible.

As a rule, when tests are made at constant speeds, the
stability characteristics are determined for only one position
of the center of gravity. Modifications of the model are
then tested in an effort to determine the changes that will
increase the range of stable trims. Available information
indicates that the principal effect of moving the center of
gravity is the change in pitching moment that results in a
change in the trim.

An increase in the range of stable trims would be expected
to increase the range of stable positions for the center of
gravity unless the modification produces a comparable
change in hydrodynamic moment. In order to determine
the range of stable positions for the center of gravity, tests
are ordinarily made at accelerated speeds.

Accelerated runs.—Results obtained by making tests at
accelerated speeds are plotted in figure 12. The limits of
stability obtained at constant speeds are also shown in
ficure 12. As the trim during the accelerated runs crosses
the limit of stability, the model begins to porpoise and
continues porpoising until the trim is again in a stable region.
In this respect the two methods give fairly consistent results.

If the control moment and lift of the full-size flying boat
are simulated on the model, this method gives a rapid indi-
cation of the stability. Only settings of the elevator used
in actual flight need to be investigated. This method has
been used to determine the range of positions for the center
of gravity at which the model is stable.

If the acceleration is small, the amplitude of porpoising
may become large because the trim of the model is in an
unstable region for a long period of time. With a more
rapid acceleration the model passes through an unstable
region without developing an appreciable amplitude of por-
poising. This effect has been noted in tests of several models.
The acceleration must therefore be reproduced as nearly as
possible for tests of all modifications of a model if the results
are to be comparable.

The results obtained by either method of testing are
influenced by waves. With accelerated runs, however,
the presence of the waves will have a greater effect on the
results.  Each reading is a part of the time history of the
variation of the trim, and the readings at any particular
speed are not independent of previous readings. If the trim
is suddenly increased as the model passes through a wave,
porpoising may be started and the readings taken immedi-
ately thereafter are changed by this initial porpoising. For
this reason all runs are made with about the same time
interval between runs and about the same degree of roughness
of the water.

In the case of tests at accelerated speeds the condition of
the waves in the tank, the variations in rate of acceleration,
and the general difficulty of reading trim during propoising
cause considerable scatter of the points when the results are
plotted. If the stability characteristics of the model are
particularly poor, it is very difficult to obtain data showing
a systematic variation that tests of other models (by the same
method) indicate is present.

Effect of variations in moment of inertia.—The effect on
the porpoising characteristics of a change in moment of
inertia is of interest because it is often necessary or desirable
to make tests at other than the design values. If the con-
struction of the model is not sufficiently light, the moment of
inertia of the unballasted model may be such that it is
impossible to obtain balance about the center of gravity
without exceeding the design value for the moment of inertia.
When several loads are being investigated, it is usually
sufficient and most convenient to use one value of the
moment of inertia for all the loads.

In order to determine the effect of variation in the moment
of inertia on the limits of stability, model 101BC was run
with a 25-percent excess moment of inertia, the gross load
and mass moving vertically being kept constant.
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The limits of stability for the normal condition (5.97
slug-ft ) and for a 25-percent excess (7.46 slug-ft *) are
shown in figure 13. The excess moment of inertia has little
effect on the limits of stability within the accuracy of the
tests, the only measurable difference being at the upper limit,
decreasing trim. Since this limit is determined by a recovery
from an existing unstable condition, some change would be
expected with a change in the moment of inertia. A pre-
cise adjustment of the moment of inertia of a model to the
design value is, therefore, not critical if the limits of stability
are to be determined from constant-speed runs. If several
conditions of loading are being investigated, an average
value of the moment of inertia may be used for all the loads.

Unfortunately, comparable data were not obtained at
accelerated speeds. Tests of other models indicate, however,
that very large departures from the design value of the
moment of inertia do influence the results.
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FIGURE 15.—Model 101BC. Effect of varying the mass moving vertically on the
amplitudes of porpoising.

Effect of variations in mass moving vertically.—The effect
of varying the mass moving vertically (model 101BC) on the
limits of stability is shown in figure 14. The mass moving
vertically was increased by adding a weight to the towing
staff and an equal counterweight, thus keeping a constant
load on the water. The normal mass moving vertically
(76.5 pounds) was increased by 14 percent, 25 percent, and
50 percent.

The lower limit and the upper limit, increasing trim, are
unaffected by the variations in mass moving vertically,
within the limits of accuracy of the tests. The upper limit,
decreasing trim, is shifted to lower trims as the mass moving
vertically is increased. Such a change is expected because
this limit represents the trim of recovery from an already
existing porpoising condition.

Figure 15 shows similar data obtained by accelerated
runs for two settings of the tail group. In general, an
increase in mass moving vertically tends to delay the in-
crease in amplitude of porpoising. With neutral elevators
and 95.6 pounds moving vertically, the amplitude appar-
ently did not have time to develop. With 114.7 pounds
moving vertically, the porpoising became unmanageable at
a lower speed. This behavior is probably due to the pres-
ence of waves in the tank. With the tail set for minimum
trim, the increase in amplitude of porpoising was definitely
delayed as the mass moving vertically was increased. With
this setting of the tail and excess mass moving vertically,
the model was removed from the water soon after porpoising
began, to prevent its being damaged.




12 REPORT NO. 753—NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS

1]
= HENEEN
Yoper hmit, increasing trim
/0 = I T |
B S =l
7 Sl |
8 & N / \q‘sx» = ::t< —
O h / AR ||
g \ / i T
s 2 Apoper hmit, -
& R I |decreasing trim™~_
S N = S
g ) & )
Depth
-Mocdel/  of step{— \< =
T~ /0/BA 040 in NI
2t——/0/BB 070 * |-———F =il L __
= ‘ /1018C /00 » Lower Iimif | T
19) | 1 I 1 [ T L l I

20 24 28 92 36 40 44 48
Speed, ps

F1aURE 16.—Model 101.  Effect of depth of step on limits of stability.

[ [T TT[T]T

[2——1— —
Yoper- limit, increasirig trim
I - ’7Q‘\f" e e i
/10 \ . e
\\
el 7
0N | |
8 Yoper limit, i<
-6 odecreasing Him <
§
X | e e | L
a =
>~
= =
‘kk S

She —

(i ower limit

[ [ ]

(0]
20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48
Soeed, ps

F1cURE 17.—Model 101BC. Effect of load coefficient on limits of stability.

Effect of variations of depth of step.—The limits of
stability, with three depths of step, are shown in figure 16.
The change in the lower limit is very small and is probably
caused by changes in the condition of the planing bottom
rather than by the increase in depth of step.  No appreciable
change is expected because the model is planing on the fore-
body alone, and the only water striking the afterbody is the
spray from under the forebody, which occurs at high speeds.

The upper limit of stability, increasing trim, is raised as
the depth of step increases. This raising of the limit may be
caused by increased afterbody clearance, better ventilation
behind the step, or a combination of the two.

With the shallow step (model 101BA) excessive negative
pressures were present during porpoising at high angles and
high speeds; and both sides of the afterbody planing surface
behind the step were torn out of the model during the tests.
Pressure measurements made on another model indicate that
the negative pressures may become quite large during high-
angle porpoising. In this last-mentioned case either ventila-
tion of the step by the installation of air ducts or an increase
in the depth of step improved the performance.

The upper limit, decreasing trim, is also raised as the depth
of step is increased. The violence of the motion, as the trim
is decreased to approach this limit, is also reduced. The
model is more controllable and generally ecasier to handle
with a deep step.

Effect of variations of gross load coefficient (/s .—Gross
load coefficient is defined by

Ca,= A,/ wb?

where

A, gross load, pounds
w  specific weight of water, pounds per cubic foot.
b beam of hull, feet

The effects of variations in load coeflicient on the limits of
stability are shown in figure 17. For these tests the moment
of inertia and the mass moving vertically were kept constant.
The previous tests indicate that the effects of variations of
these quantities are small and for convenience they were not
varied.

Over the hump and at intermediate planing speeds, the
lower limit of stability is raised as the load coefficient is in-
creased. There is an increase in damping at speeds just
over the hump with the higher load coefficients, the model
with the smallest load coefficient (Ca =0.62)having almost
no damping at all in this speed range. At high speeds the
lower limits of stability with the three values of the load
coefficient tend to approach the same trims.

The variation in the upper limit of stability, increasing
trim, is small and is not so consistent as the variation in the
lower limit. The limit is raised as the load is increased and,
with the same available tr mming moment, the limit first
appears at a higher speed.

The effect on the lower branch of the upper limit is quite
large.  As the load coefficient is increased, this limit is raised
and the speed at which it first appears is increased.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Two methods for investigating the stability characteristics
of dynamic models have been suggested:

(1) Tests at constant speed.—The attitude of the model
1s varied by means of the tail group, and the trim at which
porpoising begins or stops is noted. This type of test
defines the range of trims at which the model is stable.

Although an accurate simulation of full-size control
moment is not essential, sufficient control should be avail-
able to attain the limiting trims. A shift of the center of
gravity may be necessary to obtain this control moment.

Small variations in the moment of inertia and in the
mass moving vertically have a negligible effect on the
limits of stability. With an excess of either, a slight shift
of the upper limit, decreasing trim, is made toward lower
trims.

The porpoising characteristics are generally determined
for only one position of the center of gravity by this method.
In order to determine the range of stable positions for the
center of gravity, the following method requires less time
and 1s consequently preferable.
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(2) Tests at accelerated speed.—The trim and amplitude
of porpoising are noted at predetermined speeds during an
accelerated run. Data are taken for two or three settings
of the tail. This type of test determines the amplitudes
of porpoising of the model over the range of available control
moment.

Control moments, corresponding to the full size, must be
simulated if these results are to be used in predicting full-
size behavior.

Maintaining correct moment of inertia and mass moving
vertically is more important if this procedure is used than
if tests are of the constant-speed type.

Different amplitudes of porpoising can be obtained for
the same model by varying the rate of acceleration. With
the present method for controlling the towing carriage, an
accurate reproduction of accelerated runs is difficult.

A combination of the two methods for testing would
probably give the most reliable results with the least amount
of testing. The limits of stability would be first determined
by making constant-speed runs. Modifications would be
made on the basis of these tests and the merit of any alter-
ation in form would, in general, be measured in terms of
changes of the stability limits. The modification showing

the most desirable stability characteristics would then be
tested by accelerated runs, and the range of stable positions
for the center of gravity would be determined. These last-
mentioned tests would indicate any further changes necessary
to make this range of positions correspond to those necessary
for aerodynamic stability.

Increasing the depth of step has no appreciable effect
on the lower limit of stability. The upper limits are raised
with an increase in depth of step, and the violence of high-
angle porpoising is greatly reduced.

Increasing the load coefficient raises the lower limit of
stability. The effect is greatest at intermediate planing
speeds. The upper limit, increasing trim, is raised as the
load is increased and the speed at which this limit is first
determined is also increased. The upper limit, decreasing
trim, is moved to higher trims and speeds with an increase
in load coeflicient.

LANGLEY MEMORIAL AERONAUTICAL LLABORATORY,
NarroNaL Apvisory COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS,
LaNGLEY FieLp, Va., September 9, 1942.



APPENDIX
DETERMINATION OF THE PITCHING MOMENT OF INERTIA OF A DYNAMIC MODEL

In an experimental study of the longitudinal stability of a
flying boat by the use of a model, it is desirable that the mo-
tions of the model correctly reproduce those of the full-size
craft. It is therefore necessary to measure the pitching
moment of inertia of the model. This measurement may
be accomplished by swinging the model as a compound
pendulum.

=--=- Par of krufe edges

FicUrE 18.—Knife-edge pendulum for determination of moment of inertia,

Knife-edge pendulum.—An elementary form of the
pendulum is that shown in figure 18. The model is suspended
by means of rigid links from a pair of knife edges. A de-
tailed discussion of the method is given in reference 8. The
virtual moment of inertia of the model about a lateral axis
through its center of gravity may be expressed as follows:

. TPWLL, TPWLL,

| :
I=- 42 - Arl *—IA_(?"*" P+A‘7\[.4> I?

where

I true moment of inertia of structure of mode! about a
lateral axis through its center of gravity, slug-ft?

T, period of oscillation of complete pendulum, sec

W, weight of complete pendulum, b

L; distance from axis of rotation (knife edges) to center of

gravity of complete pendulum, ft

, period of swinging gear alone, sec

W, weight of swinging gear alone, 1b

L, distance from knife edges to center of gravity of swinging
gear, ft

W weight of model, Ib

g acceleration due to gravity, ft/sec?

V' volume of model, cu ft

p  mass density of air, slugs/cu ft

M, additional mass effect due to momentum imparted to
surrounding air, slugs

14

7]

L distance from knife edges to center of gravity of model,
ft

I, additional moment of inertia of air disturbed by model
about knife edges, slug-ft ?

The first two terms of the equation represent, respectively,
the moments of inertia about the knife-edge axis of the com-
plete pendulum and of the swinging gear alone. The last
term transfers the remaining moment of inertia (that of the
model itself) to a parallel axis through the center of gravity

of the model. The factor <%+T’p+f\[‘,) is the true mass
of the model as swung. This factor is the sum of the mass

determined from the weight of the model in air % ; the mass of

air entrapped in the model Vp; and the additional mass
effect due to the motion imparted to the surrounding air M.
Under ordinary conditions, the last two effects may be
safely neglected. The third term of the equation I, is the
moment of inertia (about the axis of oscillation) of the air
set in motion by the model.

In the design of a full-scale flying boat, the moment of
inertia is usually computed for the structure alone. This
value, when reduced in proportion to the fifth power of the
scale of the model, is that to which the moment of inertia of
the structure of the model should correspond. The neglect
of the 74 term in swinging the model causes an appreciable
error. For example (if the results obtained with NACA
model 101 are used), the value of 7, computed by the method
of reference 8 is 0.32 slug-feet? or 5.4 percent of the true
moment of inertia desired for the structure alone, 5.97
slug-feet 2.

The pendulum should be kept short in order that the
moment of inertia of the model about its own center of
gravity be a large part of the moment of inertia of the
total pendulum about the axis of oscillation.

The error in measuring a moment of inertia that may be
expected in any given case may be easily determined from
the fundamental formula and the probable errors in measur-
ing time, length, and weight. In the case of the subject
model, this error amounts to approximately 1 percent.

Care must also be taken that the model is swinging in an
arc about the knife-edge axis and that no other freedom is
possible.

Added-weight method of swinging.—A somewhat more
convenient adaptation of the compound pendulum is at
present used at the NACA tank. Figure 19 shows the
arrangement. In this method the model is suspended from
the towing staff actually used in testing. The ball-bearing
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pivot is located at the desired center of gravity to be tested
and an additional weight is suspended rigidly below the
model to give the pendulum stability. A compound pen-
dulum is thus formed with its center of gravity somewhat
below the pivot. The following equation may be derived:

2]
Iﬁwl<47r2_§>—l"’
where

I moment of inertia of model about a lateral axis through
its center of gravity, slug-ft?

w  added weight, Ib

| distance from pivot to center of gravity of added weight,
ft

T period of oscillation, sec

I, moment of inertia of added weight about its own center
of gravity, slug-ft?

The moment of inertia of the added weight about its own
center of gravity may in most cases be neglected. Ambient-
air effects have not been considered in the above equation,
and their omission results in an error exactly the same as
that due to their omission from the formula for the knife-

edge system. The possible error due to errors in measure-

ment is, of course, the same as that in a knife-edge pendulum.
The chief advantages in the use of an added-weight
pendulum lie in the ease of setting up and balancing the
model. One disadvantage is that the friction of the ball-
bearing pivot is higher than that of a set of knife edges, making
it more difficult to get a sufficient number of oscillations.
Ballasting procedure.—The usual procedure followed at
the NACA tank is to suspend the model at the desired
location of the center of gravity and to balance the model
about the pivot by trial location of ballast. The added
weight is then attached to the model and a trial moment of
inertia obtained. Computations then indicate the proper
location and amount of ballast to give the correct location
of the center of gravity and the correct moment of inertia.
From the trial ballast and its location, the center of gravity
of the unballasted model and its moment of inertia may be
determined. The following relations may then be worked
out (see fig. 18).
L=t wys 0,

Ty

W,y
and
Wol'y
/u)o:: —
’[)
where

r, moment arm of ballast required, ft
I, required moment of inertia about pivot, slug-ft*

..—---quhf—WE/k]hf cord
At least 60°->

FIGURE 19.—Added-weight method of swinging model to determine moment of inertia.

I, moment of inertia of unballasted model about its own
center of gravity, slug-ft?

w, weight of unballasted model, Ib

r, moment arm of unballasted model, ft.

I, moment of inertia of ballast weight about its own center
of gravity, slug-ft2. Neglect, at least, for first
approximation of 7.

w, required ballast weight, 1b

A check determination of the moment of inertia is usually
made after setting the proper ballast at the computed
location.
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TABLE I.—OFFSETS OF MODEL 101BA

[Dimensions in inches]

Dis- Distance below base line Half-breadth
Station paceh (e B R
F. P o b e d B1 B2 B3 B4 o . WL1 | WL2| WL3| WL4 | WL5| WL6 | WL7
: a1.40| 2.80 | 4.20 | 5.60 7 |v7.00| 560 | 4.20 | 2.80 | 1.40 | 0 | —1.40
0 . 3.26 | 4.42 |—3. =326 || P [P S| RO | SR | £ 0) SR (WD P R | B
67 3.08 | 4.28 | —. —2.36 1.11 RS oo | cee | co- | 0.34
3.19 | ___ 2.44 | 3.84 ) —. 64 0.36 | - 2.72 oo [ oo [ aoae [ 0:62( 2.75 ) _ 2
570 | .- | .- | 1.93 | 3.45 | 4. 61 | .| 2.27 | 1.08 . 3.72 RS || REEE G RCTS [EOOCTo (R E (TR
10173 1| ves iy o T [OTET3 (NS 2:361| === || 4421l 3.351 2 5.07 0520 [11.85//1'3.80. |\ =-== || =22 2222
I54770( = 20 [ 781 2545 (6 3.48 ( .. (553 (4.64)396 3 5.93 YOI REGTE S S e R | E T
20:801 [ ——o | -2 | 49| 20201 /6798 | = [ 4200 | - |617 | 5.42 | 477 | 4.34 | 6:50 o3V S| BT (AR | SRR | et
258301 Lo e 29| 1.98 | 7.24 | .| 4.69 | ____|6.59 594|531 |4.86|6.81 Rl (LA (NSO DA\ ST L | =57
30.86 | - .| .18 1.87| 7.38| ____ | 497 | ____ |6.81]6.24]566)521]|6.99 4367 =ty | g | S |
35.80 | ____ 10| 1.82 | 7.49 | ____ 515 | ____ | 6.97 | 6.45 | 5.94 | 5.44 | 7.09 600N == S [RESI N S S ) S S B
36.60 | ____ .09 | 1.80 | 7.52 . 517 | ____ [ 6.99 | 6.48 | 5.97 | 5.47 | 7.10 (ORI H] ISSEE PO | [P | (R | [
40.92 ) ___ | 4.17| .07 | 1.78 | 7.60| 552 | 527|499 | ___ | .| __._ - | AURE | RS | S COR OIS SR |
45.95 | 06 | 1.80 | 7.72 | 5.63 | 5.38 | 5.11 | _ et || e | 710 Lot e S S LR
60,990 1= 2 11 1 1.86 | 7.83 | 5.7 5149 R5L24 | B el FESn | e e D R 75 04 e R e e |
56.02 | 22| 1.97| 7.94|586| 561|540 | | __._ | ____|_.._|6.93 R . S| ooy | (e
,,,,,, 0 T [EEEEN 540 (85546 (NN 612106500, (PR | BaE iy P ER s Bl e e s TR L e
61.05 | .13 44| 212| 7.06 | 5.05 | 4.80 | 4.59 2 SETEN |  E = (S < =
66.08 | .22 .72 231 | 6.58 | 4.69 | 4.44 | 4.24 B | enenl S R (SRR 16750 = e S
7111 | .34 1.05/( 254 ( 609 (441 41513950 ___} N ____ | ____ 1636 SERNE (= Syl |IR 3 S RSl DRy | S
76.14 | .48 1:42i||ioisg | 5le1 | 422 | 13i07 [ 3. 76 | ol | oic e 03 Lo (R I St |
81.17 | .63 l 1.83 |1'3:13 | 513412 | 3.8701(43.68 | =2oc [ 22l b Sl 2ias | 57T SN ||| el N DS | A
86.21 | .76 229349 464|413 3.8 [3.67 | . | .- | -_|.._]|54
91.24 | 1.23 | 4.17 | 2.78 | 3.88 | 4.15 [ 4.15| 3.90 [ 3.82 | __._ | - | -.._ | --—- [ 5.02
93.17 | 1.64 | .. | 2.98 | 4.04 | 3.97 | ___ 397 (11397 Il coam | coei|| o | oo 4588 R | DRy S Bty | R
96. 27 3039843 ||RSE SRS (NSRS SRS R | R PR DRSS (1158 e L e
101. 30 31890 1 poil| S 2 B TS n e Cll===s Sl |l e ) SR | S
106. 33 4.50 | 5.31 SRR eciiSes callie BN e | e |53 50
111.36 5.15 (5871 - T e SRS = i 3.03
116. 39 5.84 | 6.46 = (SRR R ar e |l 2.44 N ([P
121.43 6.58 | 7.08 - S o |EE = 1.82
122,16 | . 6.69 | 7.18 - . . - == 1.72
DS SRR | SR e dtTon Mg A | TR SRRERR| (S8 S SRR R T | RS (RS 100 | SERTEN | RSRTS N | PR (e N
12746 | oo || coo || 780 [ 7020 snon [ 2age b oan oo asen (D S et [ e T8 | s e[ | [ s [ | s
1987130 |Rei | SR RE ARl eR  RRi0of [ A SN REe S SR TR | R R e e S R 46 | | R R | 5 R | B (e e [ | ROE S
T285410(Focm e B 7 08  F72 OR | SRRl RN S B | R e A S R 0 e R R T e e
|

= Distance from center line to buttock.
b Distance from base line to water line.

TABLE IL.—AFTERBODY OFFSETS FOR MODELS 101BB
AND 101BC

[Dimensions in inches. Offsets not given are same as 101BA]

X Model 101BB, 0.70 step Model 101BC, 1.0 step
Both models depth depth
DisSSil=c=
Sta- | tance i i
2 Half- Distance below Distance below
uion I{!Dg‘. breadth base line base line
¢ j r a b ¢ k a b ¢ k
13A ] 56.02 | 570 | 6.93 | 4.17 | 7.24 | 5.16 | 4.91 () 6.94 | 4.86 | 4.61 ()
14 ___| 61.05 | 5.49 | 6.73 | 4.17 | 6.76 | 5.75 | 4.50 | 0.04 | 6.46 | 5.45 | 4.20 (=)
15___| 66.08 | 5.15 | 6.39 | 4.17 | 6.28 | 4.39 | 4.14 .12 | 5.98 | 4.09 | 3.84 ()
16 | 71.11 | 4.61 | 5.84 | 4.17 | 5.79 | 4.11 | 3.85 .24 | 5.49 | 3.81 | 3.55 (2)
17.--| 76.14 | 3.82 [ 5.05 [ 4.17 | 6.31 [ 3.92 | 3.67 .39 [ 5.01(3.62(3.37 ( 0.09
18 .| 81.17 | 2.78 | 4.02 | 4.17 | 4.83 | 3.82 | 3.57 .54 [ 4.53 | 3.52 | 3.27 .24
19 .| 86.21 | 1.42 | 2.65 | 4.17 | 4.34 | 3.83 | 3.58 67 | 4.04 | 3.53 | 3.28 .37
20_..1 91.24 ( O .921; 4.17 | 3.85 { 3.853g 3.60 | 1.01 | 3.55 | 3.85 | 3.30 | .71
il am o q o
21| 93.17 | follaamlaen) . 3.67 | 1.34 | 3.37 [_____. 3.37 | 1.04

s No radius; draw to chine.
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Positive directions of axes and angles (forces and moments) are shown by arrows
Axis Moment about axis Angle Velocities
(For(ﬁal
paralle ;
Desfpnation Sym- Zo;)tz)ig% Doaignati Sym- Positive Designa- | Sym- ((I:g;lne;;— A
A bol 4 SEIENABOR || SHal direction tion bol | nent along g
axis)
Longitudinal - _ _ X X Rolling_____ L Y—7 Roll .= @ U ?
Lateral: 2. ___:iz X ¥ Pitching__..| M Z—>X Pitch=_-.| @ v q
Normal ________ Z Z Yawing___.| N X—Y Yaw-____ ¥ T
Absolute coefficients of moment Angle of set of control surface (relative to neutral
o= L o M o SV position), 6. (Indicate surface by proper subscript.)
" gbS ™ qeS " gbS
(rolling) (pitching) (yawing)
. 4. PROPELLER SYMBOLS
D Diameter ¢ P
5 Beometaio prick P Power, absolute coefficient OP—pW
p/D  Pitch ratio : 8 [,V
Vv Inflow velocity Cs Speed-power coefficient= P2
Vs Slipstream velocity n Efficiency
T Thrust, absolute coefficient C'z-=———n2TD4 - o s parseooid fps
P

. Q ® Effective helix angle:t;m—l(_v_)
Torque, absolute coefficient Cp= —31% Sorm
P

5. NUMERICAL RELATIONS

1 hp=76.04 kg-m/s=550 ft-Ib/sec 11b=0.4536 kg
1 metric horsepower=0.9863 hp 1 kg=2.2046 1b
1 mph=0.4470 mps 1 mi=1,609.35 m=5,280 ft

1 mps=2.2369 mph 1 m=3.2808 ft



