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ABSTRACT

As the necessity of sustainable mobility rises, the demand to reduce the environmental im-

pact of transporting mediums increases. The SUGAR Truss-Braced Wing (TBW) aircraft

is a venture of Boeing, NASA and Virginia Tech for the N+3 generation of aircraft. These

high-aspect-ratio aircraft are being designed with the aim to improve the structural and

aerodynamic performance by implementing advanced technologies. Aerodynamics is a ma-

jor factor influencing the performance of the aircraft, affecting the fuel consumption and

emissions, especially due to drag. The multidisciplinary design optimization architecture for

truss-braced-wing aircraft is dedicated to generate configurations with low fuel burn, maxi-

mum weight carrying capabilities and aircraft stability for long and medium range missions.

The incorporation of flight dynamics at the conceptual design stage offers enhanced aero-

dynamic performance and wing flexibility for the aircraft. A robust flight dynamic system

would need a detailed aerodynamic analysis of the aircraft with the focus on aeroelasticity.

In this thesis, various aerodynamic coefficients and stability derivatives are investigated by

applying Vortex-Lattice Method using OpenVSP, an open-source platform. The variation

in aerodynamic parameters with changes in configurations and flow conditions are discussed

as well. OpenVSP allows for study of these results with low computational expense. This

will aid in efficient aerodynamic design and lay basis for flight dynamics analysis and its

inclusion in the Multidisciplinary Design Analysis and Optimization (MDAO) framework.
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GENERAL AUDIENCE ABSTRACT

The demand for sustainable mobility and green transportation is increasing. Reduction in

the environmental impact of these mediums is the prime motivation for various research

studies conducted in this domain. The SUGAR Truss-Braced Wing (TBW) aircraft config-

uration research, led by Boeing, NASA and Virginia Tech over the last two decades, aims

at developing highly fuel-efficient next-generation aircraft. These high-aspect-ratio aircraft

are being researched for improving the structural and aerodynamic performance by imple-

menting advanced technologies. Aerodynamic performance of the aircraft influences the fuel

consumption and emissions produced drastically. The current design optimization frame-

work for the TBW aircraft focuses on development of these aircraft configurations with the

goal to limit fuel burn and maximize payload carrying capability. Flight dynamics analysis

can be significant to improve and obtain optimal solutions from the design process. In-

corporation of flight dynamics at the conceptual design stage offers enhanced aerodynamic

performance and wing flexibility for the next generation aircraft. Therefore, a detailed aero-

dynamic analysis of the aircraft would be needed to establish a systematic flight dynamics

module. This thesis presents a new approach for formulating and analysing the aerodynamic

coefficients and stability derivatives by implementing Vortex-Lattice Method available in the

open-source software. This will further allow for inclusion of flight dynamics study of the

new configurations for long and medium range missions within the existing framework.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Background and Motivation

Aircraft research has become very intensive over the last few decades with the goal to improve

efficiency, due to limited natural resources and rise in fuel costs. This has led to initiation of

several research programs for minimizing the fuel consumption of aircraft. The commercial

and transport aircraft industry is a major consumer of these resources. According to the

United States Department of Transportation, the annual fuel consumption has increased by

12.05% between 2010-2019 [6]. The annual fuel consumption for 2019 was 18.27 billion gal-

lons, which suggests that a small percentage reduction in an aircraft’s fuel burn, would save

millions of gallons and reduce the corresponding emissions. The tube and wing aircraft con-

figuration has been dominantly used for commercial planes and jet planes over last several

years. Many advanced technologies have been implemented to improve the fuel efficiency

of these planes. Aerodynamics significantly affect the fuel consumption of an aircraft, and

despite the technological developments, substantial aerodynamic performance improvements

are limited with this configuration. It is a matter of course, that new wings and configu-

rations are explored to overcome such limitations. These configurations are needed to have

high flexibility and should be studied extensively before they can be taken further into ap-

plication. The continuous development in the analysis and simulation capabilities allows for

such comprehensive research.

1



2 CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Werner Pfenninger [1] first visualized the strut-braced wing (SBW) and truss-braced wing

(TBW) configurations for modern transport aircraft. The SBW configuration has an addi-

tional member (strut) connecting the main wing to the fuselage, and the TBW uses addi-

tional truss member to connect the main wing to the strut. Pfenninger’s proposed design

for the Truss-braced wing configuration in the 1970s is as shown in Figure 1.1. The detailed

schematics are discussed later in the work.

Figure 1.1: Pfenninger’s [1] vision of TBW configuration.

The Virginia Tech Multidisciplinary Design Optimization architecture [7, 8, 9] for transonic

aircraft is based on this version of the truss-brace wing configuration. The additional strut

and truss members stiffen the wing structure. These members help in reducing the span-

wise bending moment, which reduces the t/c for the main wing along with the reduced chord

length. This minimizes the skin thickness as well. A combination of these reductions leads

to a decrease in the Reynolds number. The stiffening of the wing structure due to members,

allows for larger span, thereby, increasing the aspect ratio. A reduced airfoil thickness and

a higher aspect ratio decreases the form and wave drag and induced drag, respectively. Low
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Reynolds number and less span-wise cross flow due to unsweeping of wings, combine to allow

an increased laminar flow [10], which is desirable.

These structural and aerodynamic benefits collaborate to lower the structural weight, im-

prove the aerodynamic performance by reducing drag and eventually reduce fuel consump-

tion. The benefits and challenges for these configurations have been discussed in previous

studies extensively [9, 11, 12, 13]. This is the overall motivation behind pursuing the TBW

and SBW configurations.

The incorporation of flight dynamics at the conceptual design stage offers enhanced aero-

dynamic performance and wing flexibility for such aircraft. Gupta et al. [14] studied the

development of an analysis framework establishing that incorporating flight dynamics mod-

eling into the MDAO process is useful in optimizing vehicle designs for flexible aircraft. A

robust flight dynamic system would need a detailed aerodynamic analysis of the aircraft with

focus on aeroservoelasticity. This is the motivation to study the aerodynamic coefficients

and stability derivatives for these aircraft configurations. OpenVSP [15] provides the user

the possibility to create three-dimensional models of aircraft and perform engineering and

aerodynamic analyses on those models. VSPAero is a tool within the VSP environment that

allows for such aerodynamic analysis using Vortex-Lattice Method (VLM) or panel method.

The current study is based on using VLM for investigating these aerodynamic parameters.

1.2 Current Architecture and Related Work

The VT MDO framework can use three types of configurations to perform the design opti-

mization. Those are cantilever, SBW ( Strut-braced wing) and TBW (Truss-braced wing).

A simple layout of the SBW wing can be seen in Figure 1.2. There is a strut that connects

the high wing to the fuselage.
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Figure 1.2: SBW Configuration basic sketch.

In the case of the TBW configuration, an additional jury member is connected. As shown in

Figure 1.3, this member provides additional support to the wing. Thus, the bending stress

is reduced. The other advantage, is that it allows for shorter effective length of the strut,

which helps in minimizing the possibility of the strut buckling under negative load factors.

The downside to adding this member is that it generates additional interference drag and

adds to the aircraft weight.

Figure 1.3: TBW Configuration basic sketch.

The MDAO framework used for TBW study at Virginia Tech has been based in the in-

tegration and optimization software ModelCenter [16]. This system allows for complete

integration of various in-house analysis codes and packages into an enclosed environment.

The software program has multiple analysis and optimization nodes interconnected via links.

These analysis codes have been developed using Fortran and C++. Python packages called
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Wrappers are used to connect these codes to different analysis nodes. The detailed man-

ual explains the ModelCenter environment and its application for the aircraft optimization

which is shown in Figure 1.4. The previous TBW studies have used this package over the

last several years.

Figure 1.4: The MDO framework for TBW study [2]

Recently, Khan et al. carried out a study for VT MDO [17] for developing DELWARX, a

python based framework, for multidisciplinary design optimization of TBW aircraft. This

framework used similar packages and codes developed in previous MDO studies but compiled

in Linux operating system. This overcomes the system and memory-related issues with the

operating systems. This framework also allows for parallel optimization which leads to a

significant reduction in the computing time. This was limited by sequential programming in

the previous framework. The flight dynamics framework is to be included evetually within

this architecture of parallel optimization.

This study is conducted with the aim to obtain the preliminary aerodynamic data. TBW

configurations at Mach 0.7 and Mach 0.8 are analysed for current market single-aisle config-
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urations aircraft mission with a passenger capacity of around 200 and a range of 3500NM,

similar to profile in a previous study [2]. In this thesis, a potential flow method (VLM)

has been implemented using an open source package. Parameters such as lift, drag, local

coefficients and variation in these parameters have been analysed. Coefficients, derivatives

and stability derivatives have been presented as well for different configurations.

Chapters 1 and 2 discuss the related work and current framework from the literature. The

modeling of different configurations with varying geometry is presented in Chapter 3. Fur-

ther, Chapter 4 discusses the background on Vortex-lattice method, and its implementation

through VSPAero. The flow conditions and VLM geometry are illustrated as well. Chapter

5 presents the output and results obtained for different configurations. It presents variation

in aircraft aerodynamics with variation geometry, flow conditions and stability parameters.

The comparison between coefficients and derivatives at a particular angle of attack and Mach

number has been illustrated for three different configurations. Chapter 5 also discusses ad-

ditional considerations needed to account for non-linearities in the flow for this application.

The last chapter discusses the summary of the study and the scope for future work. It

presents the utility and potential of the OpenVSP package for inexpensive aerodynamic

analyses.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

The TBW configuration has been studied extensively to understand and improve its struc-

tural and aerodynamic capabilities. Studies [18, 19] conducted during the start of the 21st

century, investigated and demonstrated the advantages of a strut-braced wing. The results

of which were compared to cantilever wing configurations (tube and wing). The results

were able to show that this configuration could potentially minimize take-off gross weight

(TOGW), improve fuel consumption and operate for long-range transports, encouraging the

focus on braced-wing configurations.

The VT MDO group performed a detailed study to analyse the potential and challenges of

TBW configurations [7]. The truss structure allows for larger wing spans. NASTRAN based

analysis is performed on the two configurations. Larger wing spans tend to decrease the

natural frequencies of the wing structure and influences the flutter characteristics. The de-

velopment of the existing VT MDO framework was carried out in studies [9, 11] using various

software packages and modules. This framework has continued to carry out different design

and optimization analysis for TBW configurations for medium and long range missions. It

used a set of design variables and constraints to obtain the optimal design solution for the

aircraft. Based on this framework, various studies were conducted by the Virginia Tech

MDO research group to investigate the advantages of SBW and TBW wing configurations

over conventional cantilever wing aircraft. The underlying objective for these optimizations

was to minimize the TOGW and reduce the fuel consumption of the aircraft [12, 13, 20].

7
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Furthermore, studies were conducted to see the effect of flutter and transonic aeroelasticity

with the goal to integrate linearized unsteady aeroelastic analysis in the MDO framework

[10, 21].

Including flight dynamics at the conceptual stage would further enhance the optimization

capabilities of the existing architecture. This will also allow for improving the controllability

of the aircraft. The mAEwing optimization framework developed at VT has incorporated

the flight dynamic model within the MDAO process [14, 22]. This research clearly illustrates

simultaneously satisfying two objectives of weight minimization and control maximization for

optimal designs. These investigations show that inclusion of flight dynamics within the TBW

will improve the design process. Investigating the transonic effects for transport aircraft,

using computationally inexpensive tool like VLM has been demonstrated in research by

NASA Ames Center [5]. Another study for developing integrated Nonlinear Aeroservoelastic

Flight Dynamic Model [23] has been conducted for TBW in 2017. It uses the VORLAX

VLM aerodynamic model. FEM is utilized in order to create a notional structural model of

the TBW utilizing equivalent beams for the wing and the main strut. Longitudinal response

for linearized and nonlinear models are shown.

Another study by Ting et al. [3] implements aerodynamic superposition approach to deal

with the complexity of the TBW configuration. This study uses VORLAX VLM for aerody-

namic analysis of the TBW aircraft. The results from two different superposition approaches

are then compared to those obtained from the CFD codes- USM3D and FUN3D. Figure 2.1

and Figure 2.2 show the two methods of superposition implemented in the research. This

study does not consider the jury as a lifting surface. These figures demonstrate the appli-

cation of the superposition by summation and subtraction for the components while using

the superposition approach. The first approach sums the fuselage-wing-tail combination and

the fuselage-strut-tail combination, and then subtracts the fuselage-tail component contribu-
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tion. The second approach is just summation of all the different components’ contribution.

The results from this superposition method show good agreement with the results in CFD

computed using the methods mentioned earlier.

Figure 2.1: Aerodynamic Superposition Method 1 for TBW Model [3]

Figure 2.2: Aerodynamic Superposition Method 2 for TBW Model [3]

The present study aims to leverage the utility of the VSP package to compute similar results.

The approach can help eliminate the post processing of results and provides a appropriate

analysis for the aircraft aerodynamics. The VSPAero module also provides a dynamic and

user-friendly interface to investigate varying parameters and trends. This will allow for

further ease in incorporating the flight dynamics within the framework. The open-source

platform has great compatibility with different software package systems such as NASTRAN,

MATLAB and CAD modeling tools, which aids in flexible use of the program.



Chapter 3

Modeling of the configurations in

OpenVSP

OpenVSP is an abbreviation of Open Vehicle Sketch Pad [15]. Initially developed by NASA,

it provides an open source tool for parametric aircraft geometry. With several develop-

ments in the software package, it allows for generating three-dimensional aircraft models

and performing a detailed aerodynamic analysis and a primary structural analysis on these

models. VSPAero uses these models to generate the required analysis. For conducting the

aerodynamic analysis, a three-dimensional model is generated within the VSP module. The

geometric parameters are defined to generate different aircraft components like wing, pod,

fuselage, propellers, tails, etc.

3.1 Model Descriptions and Geometric Parameters

For generating the VLM geometry, a 3-D model of the four configurations are created in

the sketch pad. The geometric data is formulated based on the models employed in the

previous studies [11, 12, 21, 24]. The cantilever configuration has a span of 169.62 ft. It

has a conventional tube and wing structure, with rest of the parameters same as that of

SBW configuration. Figure 3.1 shows the isometric view for the SBW configuration. The

fuselage, the strut, the horizontal and vertical tails are modeled along with the main wing.

10
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The aspect ratio for this particular configuration is 18.11. The geometric information such

as span, aspect ratio, root chord length of the wing and the strut are given in Table 3.1.

Figure 3.1: SBW configuration- Isometric view

Table 3.1: SBW aircraft configuration parameters

Wing Span Aspect Ratio Area Root Chord Taper Ratio
Main 169.62 ft 18.11 1588.79 ft2 11.16 ft 0.354
Strut 104.85 ft 24.54 448.09 ft2 4.27 ft 1

Figure 3.2 shows the front and top views of the configuration. It can be seen that the strut

is connected to the main wing by an extending vertical member.
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(a) (b)

Figure 3.2: SBW Configuration- (a) Front View and (b) Top View

The TBW configuration is based on the geometric data available from previous studies for

MDO and aerodynamic analysis [2, 9, 21, 24]. The additional jury member added between the

strut and main wing, provided added strength to the wing allowing reduced t/c. The aspect

ratio for the main wing for this configuration is similar to the one for the SBW, although this

configuration can allow for higher aspect ratios given the improved wing structure. Figure

3.3 shows the isometric view of the TBW configuration. The data associated with the aircraft

parameters is represented in Table 3.2.
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Figure 3.3: TBW configuration- Isometric view

Table 3.2: TBW aircraft configuration parameters

Wing Span Aspect Ratio Area Root Chord Taper Ratio
Main 169.62 ft 18.11 1588.79 ft2 11.16 ft 0.354
Strut 104.85 ft 24.54 448.09 ft2 4.28 ft 1
Truss 27 ft 10.58 72.23 ft2 2.61 ft 1

Figure 3.4 shows the front and top views of the TBW configuration, displaying the location

of the strut and the jury.
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(a) (b)

Figure 3.4: TBW Configuration- (a) Front View and (b) Top View

Additionally, a new TBW configuration is considered with a higher aspect ratio. The main

wing span for TBW-II configuration is 189.62 ft. Table 3.3 displays the detailed geometric

parameters for the main wing, the modified strut and jury member for TBW-II configuration.

Figure 3.5 shows the isometric view of this new configuration.

Table 3.3: TBW-II aircraft configuration parameters

Wing Span Aspect Ratio Area Root Chord Taper Ratio
Main 189.62 ft 20.24 1776.125 ft2 11.16 ft 0.354
Strut 116.93 ft 27.36 499.64 ft2 4.28 ft 1
Truss 31.53 ft 12.07 82.40 ft2 2.61 ft 1

Figure 3.6 shows the front and top views of the TBW configuration, displaying the location

of strut and jury members.
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Figure 3.5: TBW-II configuration- Isometric view

(a) (b)

Figure 3.6: TBW-II Configuration- (a) Front View and (b) Top View
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3.2 VLM Based Aerodynamic Models

A vortex-lattice method (VLM) based model gives three-dimensional wing aerodynamic so-

lution of any general form. For an incompressible, inviscid flow, a set of lifting panels is used

for modeling a wing. These panels have a horse-shoe vortex in each one of them. A bound

vortex is situated at 1/4th chord position on the panel and two trailing lines of vortex being

shed from each end as shown in Figure 3.7. A surface flow boundary condition is applied

on each panel to calculate the required strength of the bound vortex for every panel [25].

The condition of no flow normal to the surface is applied, see equation 3.1, where w is panel

inflow velocity and θ is pitch.

Vn = 0 = V∞ sin(θi) + wi (3.1)

Figure 3.7: Horseshoe Vortex representation on a lifting panel on the wing [4]

The aforementioned no-flow condition is applied at 3/4th chord position along the panel’s

mid-span. The freestream component in the normal direction and the induced flow com-

ponent together make up the the normal velocity. The induced component is derived from
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the strength of all vortex panels of the wing. Thus, a linear combination of the effects of

the strengths of all panels on the induced velocity is set up as one equation for every panel,

see equation 3.2. A matrix of influence coefficients is formulated and it is multiplied by the

vector of vortex strengths of all vortices and this is equated to a vector representing the

freestream effects.

wi =

j=N∑
j=1

AijΓj (3.2)

j=N∑
j=1

AijΓj = −V∞ sin(θi) ≈ −V∞θi (3.3)

The influence coefficient Aij represents the induced flow on panel i due to the vortex on

panel j. Γj is the vortex strength of panel j. If all panels are assumed to be approximately

planar then this influence coefficient can be calculated as a relatively simple application of

the Biot-Savart law along the three component vortex lines as,

wij =
Γj

4π
f(rij) (3.4)

In matrix form, this equation becomes

w = AΓ (3.5)

The panel inflow velocity wi is defined as the velocity at the panel control point which is

located at the mid span and mid chord of the panel. Each panel has two degrees of freedom

i.e., heave (Z) and pitch (θ). Then the wi vector can be written as,

w∞i = w∞iθ + w∞iŻ + w∞iθ̇ (3.6)
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w∞iθ = −V∞ sin θi ≈ −V∞θi w∞iŻ = Żi w∞iθ̇ =
−ci
4
θi (3.7)

The lift coefficient for the wing at a given angle of attack will be obtained by summing the

lift on each panel. The lift on a particular panel can be found using the Kutta relation:

Li = ρ∞V∞Γibi (3.8)

Li = ρ∞Γi|V∞i|Li sin (ψi) (3.9)

The equation can be written in the matrix form as,

L = ρ∞L
′
V̂pΓ (3.10)

After the three-dimensional geometry model has been defined, the VLM geometry is formu-

lated in the VSP environment. This is generated by the choosing the DegenGeom command

under the Analysis tab. The next step is to define various inputs and the flow conditions.

The overall process of VSPAero modeling and configuration is shown in Figure 3.8. The

details for the modeling process and the VSP GUI can be found in Appendix A.

Figure 3.8: Flow of VSPAero modeling and configuration

The fuselage is modelled as a non-lifting surface in VSPAero. Thus, there is no lift or in-

duced drag accounted from it. However, the lift on the strut and jury members is considered
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in the current model. Figure 3.9 shows the VLM geometry setup for the cantilever wing

configuration.

Figure 3.9: VLM geometry visualization for Cantilever Wing configuration

The three-dimensional model is discretized into sections along the span and chord within the

modeling setup of OpenVSP. The DegenGeom function converts this model into a flat plate

representation of the geometry. The discretization of the fuselage, wing and other lifting

components into a series of flat panels can be seen in these figures. The user can define the

number of tessellations in each direction for every component in the 3-D model, more details

and procedure for VSPAero modeling can be found in the forum [26]. VSPAero allows for

clustering tessellations. The leading and trailing edge have additional panels to appropriately

capture aerodynamic variations in the region. Figure 3.10 and Figure 3.11 show the VLM

geometry setup for the SBW and TBW configurations, respectively for reference.



20 CHAPTER 3. MODELING OF THE CONFIGURATIONS IN OPENVSP

Figure 3.10: VLM geometry visualization for SBW configuration

Figure 3.11: VLM geometry visualization for TBW configuration
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Mach correction is required for considering the compressibility effect for the aircraft applica-

tion. This can be done by using Prandtl-Glauret rule or the 2nd Order Karman-Tsien Rule.

VSPAero allows for use of the Karman-Tsien Rule, which can be explained by the following

approximate equation that allows the pressure coefficient, cp, for a compressible subsonic

flow to be obtained from the value for incompressible flow, cpi , according to equation,

cp =
cpi√

1−M2
∞ + M2

∞

1+
√

1−M2
∞

cpi
2

(3.11)

The total drag consists of three main components, such as Induced Drag (CDi
), Parasite

Drag (CDp) and wave drag (CDw). For this study, VSPAero only accounts for induced drag

and skin friction drag, which is part of the parasite drag. The wave drag is not considered

here. An external package will be needed to model wave deag.

The additional details about the setup of VSPAero for the analysis can be found in Appendix

A.



Chapter 4

Results and Discussion

This chapter discusses the results generated by implementing the VLM through the VSPAero

module and studying the lift and drag distributions for different configurations. It is impor-

tant to look at the computation time taken for analyzing these configurations with regards

to complexity of the geometry. The variation in lift, drag and local aerodynamic coefficients

at different angles of attack and different Mach numbers gives an overview of the deviation

in aerodynamic characteristics with changes in flow conditions. The VSPAero module also

gives the convergence history for these analyses with respect to number of iterations. Af-

ter studying this convergence history for different simulations, a fixed number of iterations

has been adopted for all the following cases. The aerodynamic coefficients and the stability

derivatives obtained from the module have been presented as well. Four cases have been

presented here with different configurations such as Cantilever, SBW, TBW-I and TBW-II.

These configurations are studied at an angle of attack of 2, 2.5 and 3 deg, and corresponding

Mach number of 0.7 and 0.8. A steady analysis type with variation in P, Q and R, along

with Mach number and surge velocity is conducted.

22
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4.1 Aerodynamic Results for Cantilever Wing Config-

uration from VSPAero

The results for the cantilever wing configuration, a conventional (tube and wing), Figure

3.9, are presented in this section. The convergence history for the lift coefficient and drag

coefficient is illustrated in Figure 4.1, and 4.2, respectively. The lift coefficient for Mach

number 0.7 and 0.8 varies between 0.32 to 0.61 at different angles of attack. The case of

angle of attack of 2 deg and Mach number of 0.8 generate an approximately identical lift

coefficient for the case of angle of attack 2.5 deg and Mach number of 0.7. Similar trend is

observed for the drag coefficient and lift-over-drag ratio, the convergence history for which

is presented in Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.1: Convergence of CL for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -CANW
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Figure 4.2: Convergence of CD for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -CANW

Figure 4.3: Convergence of L/D for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -CANW
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Figure 4.4: Residual for CL for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -CANW

The residual history for this configuration is shown in Figure 4.4. The computation time

for this configuration is 6900.58 sec. A Department of Aerospace and Ocean Engineering,

Virginia Tech system with the following specifications, Precision 5820, 3700 MHz Xeon W-

2145, 32 GB RAM, NVIDIA Quadro P400 is used.

The spanwise variation of sectional lift and drag coefficients is illustrated in following figures.

Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6 show the variation in normalized lift coefficient spanwise distri-

bution at different angles of attack. The local drag distributions along the span, shown in

Figure 4.7 and 4.8, show fluctuations at Mach number of 0.7, which can be due to modelling

approximations and limitations of VSPAero at discretized cross sections. The variation at

0.8 Mach number is not fluctuating. This will need further investigations to address these

unsatisfactory fluctuations, which can be studied considering sectional chordwise variations.
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Figure 4.5: Variation of Normalised cl distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg
at M∞=0.7 -CANW

Figure 4.6: Variation of Normalised cl distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg
at M∞=0.8 -CANW
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Figure 4.7: Variation of Normalised cd distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg
at M∞=0.7 -CANW

Figure 4.8: Variation of Normalised cd distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg
at M∞=0.8 -CANW
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4.2 Aerodynamic Results for SBW Configuration from

VSPAero

This section discusses the results for the SBW configuration aircraft. The results are com-

pared at different angle of attack and Mach number. The convergence for CL, CD and L/D

is presented in Figure 4.9, 4.10 and 4.11, respectively. For the SBW configuration, the maxi-

mum CL corresponds to the case of higher angle of attack at a given Mach number. VSPAero

does not model flow separation beyond the critical angle of attack. A specialized method has

been recently added which can help in stall modeling within VSP module. The maximum

two-dimensional lift coefficient for a particular airfoil at a given flow, can be obtained from

Theory of Wing Sections [27] and given as a constraint in the stall model tab. This will

limit the local lift coefficients and model the non-linearity in lift curve at extreme angles of

attack. The total drag coefficient value varies between 0.028 and 0.035. Similarly, The L/D

Figure 4.9: Convergence of CL for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -SBW
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ratio for SBW is between 12.25 and 18.25. The increase in L/D with an increase in the angle

of attack is evident from Figure 4.11.

Figure 4.10: Convergence of CD for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -SBW

It can be observed from the residual history for lift coefficient in Figure 4.12, that the conver-

gence for the results can be considered appropriate. The residual is between 10−4 and 10−5.

The computation time taken for convergence is 7161.02 sec for the SBW configuration. This

will be compared to other configurations with increase in complexity of the wing structure.
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Figure 4.11: Convergence of L/D for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -SBW

Figure 4.12: Residual for CL for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -SBW
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Figure 4.13 and 4.14 show the variation of normalised local lift coefficient along the span for

the three angle of attack at M∞=0.7 and 0.8. The distribution along the wing’s span for

M∞=0.7 and 0.8 is consistent for varying angle of attack. The local lift coefficient increases

as the Mach number and the angle of attack increase. The distribution along other lifting

surfaces like the strut and the tail can be observed as well in the plots. The variation in

main wing local drag coefficient is larger for the two different Mach number, when compared

to the strut. The main wing accounts for approximately 80% of the lift generated.

Figure 4.13: Variation of Normalised cl distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg
at M∞=0.7 -SBW

Figure 4.15 and 4.16 show the variation of normalised local drag coefficient along the span

for the three angle of attack at M∞=0.7 and M∞=0.8. The distribution is not smooth and

fluctuating along the Y-axis of the wing for M∞=0.7, whereas for M∞=0.8, more consistent

distribution can be observed. With an increase in the Mach number and angle of attack, an

increase in local drag coefficient can be noticed.
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Figure 4.14: Variation of Normalised cl distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg
at M∞=0.8 -SBW

Figure 4.15: Variation of Normalised cd distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg
at M∞=0.7 -SBW



4.2. AERODYNAMIC RESULTS FOR SBW CONFIGURATION FROM VSPAERO 33

Figure 4.16: Variation of Normalised cd distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.8
-SBW

Figure 4.17a to 4.19b illustrate the pressure coefficient variation ∆cp along the surfaces of the

SBW aircraft configuration. The increase in Mach number shows a slightly higher negative

pressure difference between top and bottom surface near the leading edge.
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(a) (b)

Figure 4.17: Variation of ∆cp for α=2 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -SBW

(a) (b)

Figure 4.18: Variation of ∆cp for α=2.5 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -SBW
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The variation with increase in Mach number can be seen for every angle of attack. The

leading edge of strut displays suction regions, indicating possible lift generation.

(a) (b)

Figure 4.19: Variation of ∆cp for α=3 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -SBW
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4.3 Aerodynamic Results for TBW Configuration from

VSPAero

4.3.1 Aerodynamic Results for TBW-I Configuration

This section discusses the results for the TBW-I configuration aircraft. The results are

computed and compared at different values of angle of attack and Mach number. The

convergence for CL, CD and L/D is presented in Figure 4.20, 4.21 and 4.22, respectively.

The case of α=2.5 deg at M∞=0.8 has a higher lift coefficient compared to that of the

case of α=3 deg at M∞=0.7. However, it can be interpreted from Figure 4.21 that drag is

significantly lower for the latter case. As a result, we can see that for the lift-over-drag ratio,

the trend is reversed. The L/D for the former case is lower.

Figure 4.20: Convergence of CL for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -TBW-I
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Figure 4.21: Convergence of CD for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -TBW-I

Figure 4.22: Convergence of L/D for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -TBW-I
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Figure 4.23: Residual for CL for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -TBW-I

For the TBW-I configuration, the variation of normalised local lift coefficient along the span

for the three angle of attack at M∞=0.7 and M∞=0.8 is presented in Figure 4.24 and 4.25.

Similar to the case of SBW configuration, the trend of consistent distribution along Y-axis

of the wing at M∞=0.7 and M∞=0.7 for varying angle of attack, is observed here. The local

lift coefficient increases as the Mach number and angle of attack increase. Approximately,

24% increase can be noticed in the maximum local lift coefficient for same angle of attack

as the flow Mach number increases from 0.7 to 0.8. The spanwise distribution for the strut,

the additional jury and the tail is demonstrated in these figures. The variation in the main

wing local lift coefficient is larger for the two different Mach numbers, when compared to its

value for strut and the jury. The contribution of the jury member to the lift is negligible.
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Figure 4.24: Variation of Normalised cl distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7
-TBW-I

Figure 4.25: Variation of Normalised cl distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.8
-TBW-I
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The addition of jury further disrupts the local drag coefficient distribution as shown in Figure

4.26. There is not much increase in the maximum local drag efficient between the cases of

the two Mach numbers. Figure 4.27 shows the normalised local drag coefficient distribution

for varying angle of attack at M∞=0.8.

Figure 4.26: Variation of Normalised cd distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7
-TBW-I

Figure 4.28a to 4.30b show the pressure coefficient, ∆cp, variation along the surfaces of the

aircraft for the TBW-I configuration. The evidence can be illustrated that the strut and jury

have decent negative ∆cp near the leading edge. This suggests that the supporting members

generate a significant amount of lift, which must be accounted for.
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Figure 4.27: Variation of Normalised cd distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.8
-TBW-I

(a) (b)

Figure 4.28: Variation of ∆cp for α=2 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -TBW-I
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(a) (b)

Figure 4.29: Variation of ∆cp for α=2.5 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -TBW-I

The previous studies assumed no lift on the strut and jury. Hence, the need to consider strut

and jury as lifting surfaces can be justified. The strut has a better gradient than compared

to the jury.

(a) (b)

Figure 4.30: Variation of ∆cp for α=3 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -TBW-I
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4.3.2 Aerodynamic Results for TBW-II Configuration

This section discusses the results for TBW-II configuration with a larger wing span. A trend

similar for TBW-I configuration, is observed for the lift coefficient values of TBW-II for

varying angle of attack and Mach number. Figure 4.31 shows that the corresponding lift

coefficient values are higher for this configuration.

Figure 4.31: Convergence of CL for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -TBW-II

However, as a result of increased aspect ratio, the difference in drag for the two cases is

reversed. This results in a higher L/D ratio for the case of α =2.5 deg at M∞=0.8 than that

compared to the case of α =3 deg at M∞=0.7, as shown in Figure 4.33. This is opposite to

what was observed in the case of the TBW-I configuration.

Figure 4.34 shows the residual history for the convergence of lift coefficient. The residual

values are slightly lower compared to the previous two cases, suggesting that the convergence
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Figure 4.32: Convergence of CD for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -TBW-II

Figure 4.33: Convergence of L/D for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -TBW-II
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was better. The time taken for convergence was around 12341.5 sec, which is 72.34% higher

than that taken by SBW configuration calculations.

Figure 4.34: Residual for CL for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 and 0.8 -TBW-II

The local lift coefficient goes up slightly with the increased span for the new configuration.

The variation and maximum for cl is demonstrated in Figure 4.35 and 4.36. There is no

significant change in the contribution from the strut and the jury, despite the increase in

span for the member wings as well.
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Figure 4.35: Variation of Normalised cl distribution for α=2,2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7 -
TBW-II

Figure 4.36: Variation of Normalised cl distribution for α=2,2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.8 -
TBW-II
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Figure 4.37 shows the normalised local drag coefficient distribution for varying angle of

attack at M∞=0.7 for TBW-II configuration. Compared to TBW-I, no negative local drag

coefficient can be observed here. The distribution is still not consistent along the Y-axis. A

small increase in local drag coefficient at the wing tip is observed in Figure 4.38. This may

be attributed to the high vorticity near the tip.

Figure 4.37: Variation of Normalised cd distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.7
-TBW-II

Figure 4.39a to Figure 4.41b show the variation in ∆cp for TBW-II configuration. The

addition of jury, coupled with the increase in strut span, decreases the ∆cp for all angle of

attack when compared to previous configurations in this study.
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Figure 4.38: Variation of Normalised cd distribution for α=2, 2.5 and 3 deg at M∞=0.8
-TBW-II

(a) (b)

Figure 4.39: Variation of ∆cp for α=2 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -TBW-II
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(a) (b)

Figure 4.40: Variation of ∆cp for α=2.5 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -TBW-II

(a) (b)

Figure 4.41: Variation of ∆cp for α=3 deg at (a) M∞=0.7 and (b) M∞=0.8 -TBW-II
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4.4 Coefficients and Stability Derivatives

A Flight Dynamics model needs aerodynamic coefficients and stability derivatives. VSPAero

is used to estimate these coefficients and derivatives. Some of the coefficients and derivatives

have been tabulated in this section. Table 4.1 to Table 4.6 display the coefficients for

varying Mach number and corresponding angle of attack for different configurations. Not

much difference is observed between SBW and TBW configurations. TBW-II configurations

shows increase in lift and drag coefficients.

Table 4.1: Coefficients for SBW aircraft configuration at M∞=0.7

M∞=0.7
Coefficients α=2 deg α=2.5 deg α=3 deg

CL 0.3399 0.4254 0.5105
CD 0.0012 0.0020 0.0029
CS -0.0009 -0.0007 -0.00002
CLroll

-0.0123 -0.0021 -0.0001
CM -78.297 -10.473 -0.9641
CN 0.3055 0.0503 0.0016

Table 4.2: Coefficients for SBW aircraft configuration at M∞=0.8

M∞=0.8
Coefficients α=2 deg α=2.5 deg α=3 deg

CL 0.4248 0.5309 0.6369
CD 0.0032 0.0051 0.0073
CS 0.0003 0.00004 -0.00003
CLroll

-0.0004 0.00003 -0.00003
CM -0.2760 0.2533 0.2973
CN 0.0179 -0.0011 0.0008
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Table 4.3: Coefficients for TBW aircraft configuration at M∞=0.7

M∞=0.7
Coefficients α=2 deg α=2.5 deg α=3 deg

CL 0.3401 0.4252 0.5103
CD 0.0013 0.0020 0.0029
CS -0.0002 -0.0010 -0.0005
CLroll

-0.0021 -0.0025 -0.0003
CM -14.588 -9.2588 -2.8976
CN 0.0514 0.0615 0.0063

Table 4.4: Coefficients for TBW aircraft configuration at M∞=0.8

M∞=0.8
Coefficients α=2 deg α=2.5 deg α=3 deg

CL 0.4245 0.5305 0.6366
CD 0.0032 0.0051 0.0073
CS 0.00006 0.0002 0.00006
CLroll

0.00007 0.0003 0.00003
CM 0.2309 0.2304 0.2820
CN -0.0045 -0.0013 0.0002

Table 4.5: Coefficients for TBW-II aircraft configuration at M∞=0.7

M∞=0.7
Coefficients α=2 deg α=2.5 deg α=3 deg

CL 0.3451 0.4315 0.5178
CD 0.0032 0.0050 0.0072
CS -0.0001 -0.0003 -0.0003
CLroll

0.00003 -0.00002 0.00006
CM -0.7164 0.1759 0.2203
CN -0.0022 0.0002 -0.0019

Table 4.6: Coefficients for TBW-II aircraft configuration at M∞=0.8

M∞=0.8
Coefficients α=2 deg α=2.5 deg α=3 deg

CL 0.4339 0.5425 0.6508
CD 0.0031 0.0049 0.0071
CS -0.00003 0.00005 -0.00003
CLroll

-0.000005 0.000002 -0.000005
CM 0.1612 0.0883 0.1171
CN 0.0001 -0.00004 0.0001



52 CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 4.7 and 4.8 illustrate the stability derivatives obtained for different configurations for a

steady analysis. These tables present the lift and drag derivatives for the SBW, TBW-I and

TBW-II at α= 2.5 deg. The SBW and TBW-I configurations do not indicate a significant dif-

ference for these derivatives. However, TBW-II shows significant increase in Angle-of-Attack

lift effectiveness and Angle-of-Attack drag effectiveness compared to previous configurations.

Table 4.7: CL Derivatives for different aircraft configurations

Configurations
Derivatives SBW TBW-I TBW-II

CLα 9.7157 9.7420 9.8645
CLβ

-0.0169 -0.0071 -0.0273
CLp 0.0229 0.0331 0.0193
CLq 4.7126 4.2662 4.1416
CLr 0.0472 0.0516 0.0457
CLM∞

1.0553 1.0536 1.1102
CLu 0.7387 0.7375 0.7771

Unit for all derivatives is per rad, except for M∞ and u

Table 4.8: CD Derivatives for different aircraft configurations

Configurations
Derivatives SBW TBW-I TBW-II

CDα 0.1101 0.1108 0.2745
CDβ

0.0223 0.0340 -2.19041
CDp -0.1704 -0.2910 -0.1571
CDq -0.4290 -1.0638 -0.5734
CDr -0.0298 0.0417 -0.0217
CDM∞

0.0305 0.0304 -0.0009
CDu 0.0213 0.0213 -0.0007

Unit for all derivatives is per rad, except for M∞ and u

A detailed output for coefficients and stability derivatives obtained from VSPAero is given

in Appendix B.
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4.5 Discussion

The derivative CLα for these results is compared to the ones obtained using the superposition

approach and the CFD studies using USM3D and FUN3D [3]. Table 4.9 shows the variation

in values obtained from different methods. The base angle of attack for this particular

Table 4.9: TBW lift curve slope comparison

CLα CLα % Difference
FUN3D 9.8225 1.59

USM3D (lim off) 9.9807 0
USM3D (lim on) 9.6230 3.58

VORLAX (Full Configuration) 6.0526 39.36
VORLAX (Superposition 1) 9.4097 5.72
VORLAX (Superposition 1) 9.3707 6.11

OpenVSP (TBW-I) 9.7420 2.39

comparison is 2.5 deg for TBW-I configuration. This is keeping in mind the configuration

used in the comparison study. It is evident from the above results that there is an excellent

agreement for CLα with the CFD results. The % difference is less than approximately 2.5%.

However, the results do not show a good agreement for the lift coefficient itself. This may

be due to modeling differences and approximations in parameters.

The OpenVSP tool has certain limitations with respect to the flow conditions and the input

parameters. The VSPAero module implements either VLM or Panel method. The limitation

for applications with respect to Mach number is M∞=0 to 5, as limits for the tool.

As the VSPAero module is based on linear potential flows, it lacks the capability to model

transonic and viscous effects. Since the aircraft speed considered here is between Mach=0.7

and 0.8, it is necessary to account for wave and viscous drag and transonic effects on lift and

induced drag. Transonic small disturbances can be considered to account for these transonic

effects. The surface pressure and the velocity are calculated for upper and lower airfoil by
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incorporating transonically-scaled potential. TSFOIL [28], an open-source transonic flow

model has been implemented in a study [5]. The updated pressure coefficient is integrated

to compute the aerodynamic coefficient for lift and induced drag. The TSD is implemented

at each section for the effective 2D angle of attack.

Figure 4.42: Integrated Aerodynamics model for transonic application [5]

Figure 4.42 shows the model framework to account for transonic effects and viscous effects af-

ter the VLM model is implemented. The updated pressure coefficient from TSD model is fed

to Integral Boundary Layer model which computes the boundary layer displacement thick-

ness. This added thickness is updated to obtain the pressure coefficient distribution. The

new thickness is calculated based on this updated pressure coefficient distribution. This pro-

cess iterates until convergence for thickness and pressure coefficient distribution is achieved.

The steps are repeated until the VLM sectional lift and airfoil lift from the integrated TS-

D/IBL model converges for all sections. This new set of aerodynamic parameters can be

used for further integration with structural model for flight dynamic analysis.

The derivatives and coefficient values for different configurations shown here, demonstrate

that OpenVSP can serve as a useful tool for preliminary and computationally inexpensive

aerodynamic analysis. The development of a comprehensive structural analysis tool within

the VSP environment will even enhance these capabilities for complex and multidisciplinary

analysis of aircraft.
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Conclusion and Future Work

This study has been conducted with the motivation to eventually develop a suitable fidelity

aeroelastic modeling within the multidisciplinary optimization framework. A low-order aero-

dynamic modeling method like Vortex-Lattice Method proves to be fit for conceptual analysis

of aircraft, as it isn’t computationally expensive and can be used for preliminary analysis.

Coupling this with an open-source platform like OpenVSP, makes it a rapid and valuable

analysis tool. The VSP environment also offers API integration with multiple structural,

mathematical and aerodynamic analysis environments. This capability can be leveraged to

further to increase fidelity and develop packages for detailed analysis such as modeling aeroe-

lasticity. This will aid in incorporating flight dynamics in MDO in a quicker and reliable

form.

In terms of analysis, sectional lift and drag coefficient distribution and its variation with

Mach number and angle of attack have been presented in the study. These results are for

cantilever and both SBW and TBW configurations, which have fairly similar configurations

to aircraft configurations with medium range mission profile, having a 200-passenger capacity

and a range of 3500NM. An increase in the aspect ratio demonstrates the increase in the

lift-to-drag ratio. A comparison study for ∆cp has also been shown for analysis based on

changes in configuration, Mach number and the angle of attack. It demonstrates the need

to include the aerodynamic lift of the supporting members (strut and jury) for aerodynamic

calculations. These results do account for the compressibility effects due to flow conditions of

55
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the application. The derivatives obtained from this study show a good agreement with those

obtained from the USM3D and FUN3D results in a superposition study [3]. The variations

in derivatives are under 5% compared to the CFD results. As discussed earlier, the results

also demonstrate a better agreement in terms of derivatives as compared to the superposition

approach. With some additional considerations in modeling, the need to perform separate

analyses for different components of aircraft and then perform post-processing to obtain the

results can be eliminated. The user interface of OpenVSP and VSPAero allows for easier

implementation of the methodology than scripted interfaces.

Despite, the demonstration of implementing the VLM through VSP efficiently, it has been

observed that there are certain challenges and limitations within the environment. As the

complexity of the aircraft configuration increases, additional considerations such as transonic

and viscous effects discussed earlier can be applied. Additonally, VSPAero offers panel

method implementation for aerodynamic modelling, which discretizes a three-dimensional

geometry into a series of panels. This can be explored to overcome drawbacks of VLM in

modeling non-lifting and blunt surfaces such as fuselage and engines. An external package

to compute wave drag can be developed and integrated within this architecture to overcome

the shortcoming wave drag computation for this application.

However, these tools still offer a rapid and sufficiently detailed aerodynamic analysis for MDO

of complex TBW aircraft. Ultimately, the results obtained from these aerodynamic analyses

will be coupled with structural finite-element methods to generate the flight dynamics model.

The developers of OpenVSP have added some rudimentary structural modeling capability

to the environment and are considering developing a capability to compute mode shapes

and natural frequencies of the aircraft. This will open up the possibility of generating all

the required data for flight dynamics modeling in an open-source software package, thereby,

eliminating complex and expensive analysis tools.
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Appendix A

A.1 VSPAero GUI and Setup

The following figures demonstrate a detailed setup specified for OpenVSP models and VS-

PAero.
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Figure A.1: VSPAero overview setup GUI
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Figure A.2: VSPAero advanced setup GUI
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Figure A.3: VSPAero Setup and Inputs script file
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B.1 Coefficients and Derivatives

Table B.1: Force Stability Derivatives for different aircraft configurations

Configurations
Derivatives SBW TBW-I TBW-II

CFxα -0.0165 -1.0596 -0.7593
CFxβ

-0.90811 -0.0219 0.0059
CFxp -0.1713 0.2930 -0.1577
CFxq -0.6341 -1.1860 -0.6535
CFxr -0.0308 -0.0657 -0.0236
CFxM∞

-0.0155 -0.0223 -0.04935
CFxu -0.0109 -0.0156 -0.0345
CFyα 0.0970 0.0154 0.0207
CFyβ -1.1152 -1.0533 125.790
CFyp -0.0592 -0.1430 63.0968
CFyq 0.1227 0.0377 -0.0404
CFyr 0.7672 0.7696 4.1421
CFyM∞

0.0078 0.0055 0.0316
CFyu 0.0055 0.0038 0.0213
CFzα 9.6840 9.69511 9.845
CFzβ -0.0168 -0.0075 -0.02706
CFzp 0.0154 0.0231 -0.0125
CFzq 4.6894 4.0981 4.1170
CFzr 0.0459 0.0928 0.0446
CFzM∞

1.055 1.2634 1.1091
CFzu 0.7389 0.8844 0.0213

Unit for all derivatives is per rad, except for M∞ and u
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Table B.2: Moment Stability Derivatives for different aircraft configurations

Configurations
Derivatives SBW TBW-I TBW-II
CMxα 1.6496 -0.1665 -0.0013
CMxβ

-0.8259 -0.1214 -2.4494
CMxp 0.9512 0.9647 -0.0836
CMxq -0.3437 -0.2293 -0.0033
CMxr -0.2054 -0.8679 -0.2259
CMxM∞

-0.0256 -0.0223 -0.0002
CMxu -0.0148 -0.0179 -0.0001
CMyα -5090.389 519.2777 2.0913
CMyβ -239.0355 333.7330 -1284.7955
CMyp 99.9576 -296.4463 0.0575
CMyq 1659.0391 569.9631 -85.2760
CMyr 97.9410 -14989.64 -0.8666
CMyM∞

107.2607 94.8922 -0.8762
CMyu 75.0824 66.4245 -0.6133
CMzα -36.0011 4.1327 0.0182
CMzβ 25.0001 6.8773 8.9021
CMzp 0.4960 0.4243 0.6715
CMzq 8.3093 5.4899 0.0394
CMzr 0.6691 16.7449 0.1110
CMzM∞

0.5145 0.6280 0.0028
CMzu 0.3601 0.4396 0.0020

Unit for all derivatives is per rad, except for M∞ and u
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Figure B.1: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Strut-Braced Wing (SBW) configura-
tion for α= 2 deg
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Figure B.2: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Strut-Braced Wing (SBW) configura-
tion for α= 2.5 deg
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Figure B.3: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Strut-Braced Wing (SBW) configura-
tion for α= 3 deg
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Figure B.4: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Truss-Braced Wing (TBW) configura-
tion for α= 2 deg
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Figure B.5: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Truss-Braced Wing (TBW) configura-
tion for α= 2.5 deg
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Figure B.6: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Truss-Braced Wing (TBW) configura-
tion for α= 3 deg
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Figure B.7: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Truss-Braced Wing (TBW-II) config-
uration for α= 2 deg
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Figure B.8: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Truss-Braced Wing (TBW-II) config-
uration for α= 2.5 deg
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Figure B.9: Coefficients and Stability Derivatives for Truss-Braced Wing (TBW-II) config-
uration for α= 3 deg
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