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Summary

Two wing/fuselage/nacelle/fin concepts were designed using the sonic-boom minimization theory, the
sonic-boom analysis methods, and the low-boom design methodology developed by the late 1980’s. This
effort was made to check the validity and applicability of the latest sonic-boom design and analysis
methods. Models of these concepts were built, and their pressure signatures were measured in the wind-
tunnel. In this report, an analysis of these measured pressure signatures is presented and discussed. An
analysis of the results of this test lead to three conclusions: (1) the existing methodology could adequately
predict sonic-boom characteristics of wing/fuselage/fin(s) configurations if the equivalent area
distributions of each component were smooth and continuous; (2) this methodology needed revision so
the flow-field effects of engine-nacelle volume and the nacelle-wing interference lift disturbances could
be accurately predicted; and (3) current nacelle-configuration integration methods had to be modified.
With these changes implemented, the existing sonic-boom reduction or minimization methods could be
effectively applied to supersonic-cruise concepts so they would generate acceptable/tolerable sonic-boom
overpressures during cruise.

Introduction

By the close of the Supersonic Cruise Aircraft Research (SCAR) Program, considerable advancements
had been made in the development of methods for low-boom design and sonic-boom analysis. These
methods were based primarily on the sonic-boom propagation theories of Whitham and Walkden, along
with the theoretical and experimental contributions from dozens of engineers and scientists. Whitham
introduced a first-order method, reference 1, for predicting the far-field shock system generated by a body
of revolution traveling at supersonic speed.  Walkden extended the applicability of Whitham’s method to
lifting wing/bodies by showing that in the far field, sonic boom disturbances from a lifting wing/body
could be predicted as though they were generated by a body of revolution, reference 2. These two basic
contributions made it possible to predict most of the sonic-boom characteristics of real aircraft in
supersonic-cruise flight.

L. B. Jones, reference 3, introduced a theory for minimizing the sonic-boom generated by a body of
revolution which depended on localized nose blunting. The application of his theory reduced the far-field
N-wave nose and tail shocks by minimizing the impulse (area under the positive section of the
overpressure). Seebass and George, reference 4, extended Jones’ low-boom minimization so supersonic-
cruise vehicles could generate shaped rather than N-wave minimum shock pressure signatures. They
showed that these shaped pressure signatures could reduce the nose and tail shock strengths significantly
even though some wave drag penalties were still present. Darden, reference 5, changed the Seebass and
George F-function nose-blunting from a delta-function to a slender triangular “spike”, and suggested that
the wave drag of a wing-body configuration could be reduced with only a small increase in pressure
signature shock strength.

McLean, reference 6, addressed the question of how far below the aircraft the near-field pressure
signature shape might persist through the atmosphere. He concluded that during the supersonic
climb/acceleration segment of the mission, the aircraft’s pressure signature might retain many of its near-
field non-N-wave characteristics if the configuration’s volume and lift distributions were appropriately
tailored.

Carlson et. al. extended McLean’s results further by incorporating low-boom technology into the
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designs of some Supersonic Transport (SST) concepts, reference 7. He demonstrated that reductions were
possible in the sonic boom generated during supersonic cruise. Similar studies, references 8 to 18, carried
out concurrently with these minimization efforts, also showed that Whitham theory was capable of
accurately predicting pressure signatures at mid-field as well as far-field distances. Under the impetus of
these developments, the scope of sonic-boom theory and wind-tunnel-experiment studies moved from the
far-field toward the near-field. Wind-tunnel models used in these new studies were larger and more
complex, so it became possible to incorporate more accuracy and sophistication in the their components.
Results from studies with these larger models, references 9, 10, 13 and 15, demonstrated that, when
judiciously-applied, Whitham-Walkden theory had useful prediction capabilities at low supersonic Mach
numbers if the conceptual aircraft and their models were sufficiently thin and slender.

Based on the successful results from this body of experimental data, five 1:600 scale wing-fuselage
wind-tunnel models, reference 19, were designed with boom-minimization methodology applied to the
combined volume and lift contributions. Two of these models were reference wing-body models, 4 to 5
inches in length, while the other three, 6 inches in length, had wing-planforms and fuselages shaped for
minimum sonic boom at Mach numbers of 1.50 and 2.70 . To keep design variables to a minimum, these
configurations had no nacelles, fins, wing camber and twist, or fuselage camber. Their measured pressure
signatures showed that at Mach 1.5, theory and experiment agreed reasonably well. However, at Mach
2.7, this good agreement was found only along the forward half of the model’s measured pressure
signatures. In the subsequent analysis of the data, it was determined that part of this disagreement was
caused by a linearized-theory method used for predicting the lift equivalent-area distributions. This need
for a better wing-analysis and performance-prediction method led to the development of a modified-
linearized-theory wing analysis code, reference 20 during the years following the wing-body model wind-
tunnel tests. Since wing lift contributed significantly to sonic-boom noise, the addition of this improved
wing analysis code to the existing array of design and analysis codes increased the possibilities that
credible low-sonic-boom SST concepts could be designed, and that accurate predictions of complete
ground pressure signatures could be made.

Although high-speed civil transport technology and sonic-boom research was gradually terminated
between the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, defining and assessing the state of technology for solving the
problems associated with commercial flight at supersonic cruise continued. Then, during the latter part of
the 1980’s,  technical interest in high-speed civil transports was revitalized. Existing sonic-boom methods
for design and analysis were evaluated with the intent of become reacquainted with existing methodology.
New models were designed and built to determine which techniques and methods would accurately
predict the ground-level sonic boom disturbances generated by the proposed conceptual supersonic-cruise
aircraft.

In this report, measured pressure signatures generated by two wind-tunnel models of conceptual
supersonic-cruise aircraft are presented and analyzed. Their configuration geometries, reference 21, were
designed and tailored to assess the full capabilities of existing sonic-boom design methods, sonic-boom
analysis methods, and low-boom minimization methods in use at the end of the 1980’s. These wind-
tunnel models, built at a scale of 1:300, were about 12 inches in length; large enough that the engine flow-
field disturbances could be simulated by ducted nacelles. Conclusions from an analyses of the test data
were used to assess the capabilities of the existing design, analysis, and minimization methodology and to
suggest modifications where required. Since the two concepts and their design methodology could
strongly influence the configuration geometries of subsequent low-boom supersonic-cruise concepts, full
confidence in these design, analysis, and minimization methods was necessary.
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Nomenclature

b wing span, ft

CL lift coefficient

h cruise altitude, ft; or separation distance, in

M Mach number

p ambient pressure, psf

∆p incremental free-stream pressure, psf

S wing area, ft2

x distance in the longitudinal direction, ft

Concept Design and Pressure-Signature Analysis

Conceptual supersonic-cruise aircraft were designed with methods developed during the Supersonic
Cruise Aircraft Transport (SCAT) program of the 1960’s to the 1980’s. Using these methods, equivalent
areas were computed from the volume and lift contributions and then summed for the calculation of
concept F-functions. Following these steps, the F-functions were used to predict ground pressure
signatures. Sources of the volume contributions were the fuselage, the wing, the canard and/or horizontal
tail, the fin, and the engine nacelles. Lift contributions came from the wing and the nacelle-wing
interference lift. The equivalent areas of all components were assumed to be smooth and continuous.
Curved wing leading edges, blended wing-fuselage junction, and subsonic wing and fin leading edges
were features that met the continuous-area-growth criteria readily. Nacelles with inlets having very small
lip angles, and small nacelle-wing interference-lift contributions were also believed to meet the smooth-
area continuity criteria.

Two aircraft concepts were designed in this theory-validation study. One concept had a design Mach
number of 2.0 with a “flat top” along the positive-pressure section of the ground pressure signature. The
other had a design Mach number of 3.0, and the positive-pressure section of its pressure signature had a
“ramp” shape. Each concept was similar to those in a previous set, reference 19, in that it was a
wing/fuselage configuration. They were different in that each of them had four engine nacelles under the
wing, and a vertical fin on the aft fuselage. Nacelles were simulated by a body of revolution with a central
constant-area duct. The wing of each model had a mild camber and twist distribution, and the leading
edges were curved with the leading-edge sweep changing smoothly from root to tip. Dihedral was added
to the wing so the effective and the total lifting length would stay about the same at cruise angle of attack.
The fuselage center line was cambered to match the camber line of the wing root chord. Concept design
merits were determined by comparison of ground pressure signatures predicted with methods and codes
described in references 22 and 23 with ideal pressure signatures derived from equations given in
references 4 and 5. In the following sections, each low-boom concept and model is discussed, and the data
obtained from the model is presented and analyzed.
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The Mach 2 Concept

A three view of the Mach 2 theory-validation concept is shown in figure 1.
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300

313

Figure 1.  Three view of the Mach 2 theory-validation concept.

In Appendix A, characteristic dimensions and the low-boom mission specifications of the Mach 2 theory-
validation concept are listed. A numerical description of its geometry, in supersonic wave drag program
format, reference 24, is presented in Appendix B.

The wind-tunnel model of the concept was 12 inches in length, and had an integral sting/balance
which extended from the aft fuselage, well behind the trailing edge of the wing. The wing leading edge
began with a sharply-rounded apex which smoothly blended into a long, highly-swept strake. This strake
gradually reduced in sweep, and merged with the outer wing panels which also had subsonic leading
edges. Engine nacelles were mounted two to a side under the wing trailing edge. Two sets of nacelles
were built for the Mach 2 model. One set was made from composite materials and had rounded and blunt
inlet lips, while the other set was metal with sharp-edged inlet lips; a set shaped more like real engine
nacelles. Pressure signatures, like that seen in figure 2, were measured from the model with sharp inlet lip
metal nacelles.
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Figure 2.  Pressure signature from the Mach 2 model with sharp-lip metal nacelles. M = 2.0, h = 6 inches, and model
was at cruise CL.

Since the four nacelles had finite-sized inlet-lip angles and generated nacelle-wing interference lift, they
were thought to be the cause of the sharp pressure spike seen aft of the nose shock. This hypothesis was
verified by measuring a pressure signature, figure 3, with the nacelles off the model.
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Figure 3.  Pressure signature from the Mach 2 model without nacelles. M = 2.0, h = 6 inches, and model was at
cruise CL.

Shocks are still seen aft of the nose shock and ahead of the expansion preceding the tail shock, but they
are smaller and located in the region where the nacelles had been mounted. As the distance between
model and survey probe increased, these disturbances attenuated, as seen in figure 4.
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Figure 4.  Pressure signature from the Mach 2 model without nacelles. M = 2.0, h = 12 inches, and model was at
cruise CL.

Two interesting features were noted on this near-field pressure signature. First, the shocks behind the nose
shock and ahead of the expansion have noticeably attenuated with the attenuation of the in-between
disturbances more noticeable than that of the nose shock. Second, these disturbances have remained
stationary relative to the nose shock as the measurement distance increased from 6 to 12 inches. If an
averaging line were drawn through the pressure points in figures 2 to 4, ignoring for a moment the
prominent nacelle shock in figure 2, pressure signatures with almost “flat tops” would be seen with the
mean pressure line lower in figure 4 than in figures 2 and 3. This suggested that the existing low-boom
design method was applicable to components with smoothly-continuous equivalent areas. However, the
ducted nacelles on the concept and model violated this criteria. This suggested that new methods needed
to be developed so that nacelles could be properly integrated with other components and low boom
overpressure constraints could be achieved.

These pressure-signature shape trends were also seen in figure 5, on one of three pressure signatures
measured in an Ames Research Center facility. The pressure signature at a CL about 5.9 percent higher
than cruise CL is shown because it was the closest to the design condition.
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Figure 5.  Pressure signature from the Mach 2 model without nacelles1. M = 2.0, h = 28 inches, and model was at
CL = 0.072 (5.9 percent higher than the cruise CL).

Note that the top of the pressure signature in figure 5 has become flatter as the separation distance has
increased even though the model is carrying more lift than at cruise. Moreover, the pressure disturbances
just ahead of the expansion to the tail shock have attenuated to where they are barely noticeable above the
average positive overpressures. Thus, the shape along the positive pressure length of the signature is more

                                                            
1 Pressure signature data courtesy of Joel Mendoza and Raymond Hicks of the Ames Research Center.
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nearly the “flat-top” intended in the design process. This observation reinforced the conclusion that low-
boom design and analysis methods were applicable to supersonic-cruise vehicles. However, there was still
a need for new nacelle integration methods.

There were no pressure signatures measured at a separation distance of 28 inches from the Mach 2
wind-tunnel model with sharp-lip metal nacelles, but there was one measured at this distance, figure 6,
from the model with nacelles made of composite material.
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Figure 6.  Pressure signature from the Mach 2 model with composite nacelles. M = 2.0, h = 28 inches, and model
was at cruise CL.

The signature in figure 6 is simpler in shape than the signature in figure 2 due to attenuation. As before, a
prominent nacelle-induced shock is seen between the nose shock and the tail expansion, with the nacelle-
induced shock about the same as the nose-shock in both figures. The nacelle-inlet shocks were probably
attached to the inlet lips of the metal nacelles because their lip angle was only about 3 degrees; a
prediction in accordance with constant-area duct theory which predicted no choking in the flow through
these nacelles. With the composite material nacelles, the inlet shocks were detached because the inlet lips
were rounded and blunt, and the internal diameter was reduced in order to maintain the external shape and
size of the nacelles. However, both types of wind-tunnel-model nacelles, one with sharp inlet lips and
ones with blunt inlet lips, would have generated the strong shocks readily observed on measured pressure
signatures.

For these reasons, it was concluded that these unforeseen disturbances on the desired flat-top pressure
signatures were caused by nacelle volume and interference-lift effects. Nacelle-inlet lip shocks plus those
reflected from the lower surface of the wing probably contributed at least half the strength of the observed
shock strength; the growth of nacelle-wing interference lift on the lower surface of the wing probably
caused the other half. All of these individual disturbances coalesced to form the large shocks observed in
figures 2 and 6. Their presence emphasized the importance of using appropriate nacelle modeling and
disturbance-theory methods in the evaluation of the nacelle’s contribution to sonic boom, and also
demonstrated the need for careful nacelle integration to achieve both high aerodynamic efficiency and
low sonic boom.

The Mach 3 Concept

Except for the design Mach number and a pointed cusp-like nose instead of a distinctive “platypus”
nose, the Mach 3 theory-validation concept and its corresponding wind-tunnel model strongly resembled
the Mach 2 concept and wind-tunnel model. This specially shaped nose was a feature introduced by the F-
function modification, reference 5, to the sonic-boom minimization theory described in reference 4. It
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permitted design flexibility in the trade between sonic-boom shock strength and wave drag penalties on a
supersonic-cruise aircraft concept.

A three view of the preliminary design of the Mach 3 concept is shown in figure 7.

144

330

Figure 7.  Three view of the initial Mach 3 theory-validation concept.

Characteristic dimensions and some low-boom mission specifications of the Mach 3 concept are listed
in Appendix A. Like the Mach 2 concept, the wing area on the initial Mach 3 concept was not limited by
aerodynamic efficiency, but was sized and shaped to meet low-boom constraints. Later, it was reduced by
10 percent so it was closer to the area on the Mach 2 concept. A numerical description of the resized
Mach 3 concept, used to design the wind-tunnel model, is given in Appendix C. A three view of this
resized Mach 3 concept is shown in figure 8.

129.6
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Figure 8.  Three view of the resized Mach 3 theory-validation concept.

The wind-tunnel model of the resized Mach 3 concept was similar to the wind-tunnel model of the
Mach 2 concept. Both had a sting/balance integrated with the aft end of the fuselage, well behind the wing
trailing edge, and the wing/fuselage/nacelle/fin model was twelve inches in length with a cambered and
twisted wing. The fuselage had a center line coincident with the wing root chord camber line, and four
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ducted nacelles were mounted under the wing. Although the wing, fuselage, fin, and sting of the wind-
tunnel model were made of stainless steel, the engine nacelles on this model were made of composite
materials, like a set made for the Mach 2 model. However, after examining the pressure signatures from
the Mach 3 model, which was tested first, a set of metal nacelles with sharp inlet lips was built for the
Mach 2 model. Data from the Mach 2 model with the sharp-lipped metal nacelles was shown in figure 2,
but there was no time to have a similar set made for the Mach 3 model. So, all of the Mach 3 pressure
signatures were measured with and without the composite material nacelles.

A typical measured pressure signature generated by the Mach 3 model with the composite nacelles is
shown in figure 9.
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Figure 9.  Pressure signature from the Mach 3 model with composite nacelles. M = 2.96, h = 8.5 inches, and model
was at cruise CL.

The pressure signature was measured at Mach 2.96, at the cruise CL , and at a separation distance of
about 8.5 inches. The narrow pressure spike following the nose shock on the pressure signature in figure 2
was seen in figure 9 as a broad, rounded, and strong pressure disturbance (shock) which lead directly into
the pressure signature expansion, nacelle exhaust recompression, and tail shock. Like its counterpart on
the Mach 2 model pressure signature, this large disturbance was produced by the combined volume and
interference-lift effects from the four composite material engine nacelles. Some of the shock spreading
was due to Mach number effects, some was due to the blunted lips on the nacelle inlets, and some by
choked flow within the smaller internal duct. These last two effects were due to the use of composite
materials rather than metal.

The large pressure jump at the tail was caused by the strain gauges mounted on the outside of the
model sting. At a Mach number of  2, strain gauge shocks did not appear on the measured pressure
signatures until well after the tail shock. However, at Mach 3, the strain gauge disturbances appeared
much sooner along the pressure signature and partially encroached on the tail shock.

With the composite material nacelles off, the pressure signature in figure 10 was measured.
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Figure 10.  Pressure signature from the Mach 3 model without nacelles. M = 2.96, h = 8.5 inches, and model was at
cruise CL.

As was seen on the Mach 2 model pressure signature in figure 3, the strong pressure disturbance aft of the
nose shock disappeared with the removal of the nacelles, leaving only small residual contributions from
the wing-fuselage along the junction from leading to trailing edge. As seen on the pressure signature in
figure 9, the unusually large pressure jump following the tail shock was due to the shocks off the strain
gauges mounted on the outside of the model sting.

A second pressure signature at a Mach number of 2.96 was measured at a separation distance of 12
inches, and is presented in figure 11.
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Figure 11.  Pressure signature from the Mach 3 model without nacelles. M = 2.96, h = 12 inches, and model was at
cruise CL.

The changes in the forward part of the Mach 3 model pressure signatures seen in figures 10 and 11 are
very similar to the corresponding changes observed on the Mach 2  model pressure signatures seen in
figures 3 to 5. However, decreases in the magnitudes of the pressure peaks were smaller on the Mach 3
model pressure signatures because the model-survey probe separation distance increased from 8.5 to 12.0
inches rather than from 6.0 to 28.0 inches. There is no sign of a ramp in the measured pressures along the
positive-pressure section of the signature in figure 11. Along the beginning of this section, disturbances
come mainly from volume and only slightly from lift. Then, as the wing leading-edge sweep markedly
changes, disturbances from lift appear more strongly. However, the cruise CL was only 0.0442 instead of
between 0.090 to 0.100, and the wing aspect ratio was 1.54  instead of about 2.0  usually seen on
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supersonic-cruise concepts. So, the balance between volume and lift disturbances along the front of the
positive-pressure section of the signature is tipped in favor of volume during these near-field
measurements of pressure signatures. Volume disturbances attenuate more uniformly in radial directions
than lift disturbances which are strongly vectored downward. This suggested, but did not definitely verify,
that the minimization, analysis, and design methods employed to tailor the geometry of these concepts
and models were as applicable at Mach 3 as they were at Mach 2. However, the area-rule planes were
inclined at a shallower angle at Mach 3 than at Mach 2, so they influenced wing/fuselage volume and lift
over longer lengths and made low-boom tailoring somewhat more difficult. Thus, without well-
documented evidence of measured pressure signatures at separation distances larger than 12 inches and at
cruise CL values much higher than 0.0442, no strong conclusions can be made about the applicability of
the low-boom minimization, design, and analysis methods Mach numbers as high as Mach 3.

Discussion

Comparisons of theoretical and measured pressure signatures could not be made because the methods
used to design and tailor the configurations’ geometry and analyze the concepts’ sonic-boom
characteristics were based on far-field theory, while the wind-tunnel pressure signatures were measured in
the near-field. However, the shapes of these near-field pressure signatures were very similar to the shape
of the individual models’ Whitham F-functions calculated from an analysis of the volume and lift
contributions of the model components. Used guardedly in this context, cautious interpretations had to be
made of the near-field signatures results so that they could be useful in the evaluation of design methods
and strategies. Also, the “aging”, i.e. rate of change of the measured signatures’ shape, shock strengths,
and impulse with increasing distance, was observed and analyzed. Since pressure signatures “age” faster
in the wind tunnel than in a stratified atmosphere, changes in signature shape with increasing distance
were useful in judging the merits of a near-field effect hypothesis to explain the changes in the shape of
the positive portion of the pressure signatures. Again, caution had to be used because of the near-field
distances in the wind-tunnel tests.

The measured pressure signatures from the Mach 2 and the Mach 3 wind-tunnel models, with no
nacelles, were very similar despite the difference in design Mach numbers. Low-boom tailoring of the
nose and apex section of the wing generated, to a great extent, the desired pressure signature shape at both
design Mach numbers. This part of the recorded data mirrored the results reported in reference 19.

The major difference between the results reported in reference 19 and these results was due to the
ducted nacelles which were part of the design of the two concepts. There were, to be sure, problems in
low-boom geometry tailoring associated with Mach number, but these were considered secondary in
importance to the problems caused by the nacelle disturbances. Most of the past SST concepts, and all of
the existing supersonic-cruise aircraft with capacities of  100 or more passengers, have been designed
with engines positioned near the trailing edge of the wing. Only a few medium-sized subsonic passenger
jets have engines located on the aft fuselage, although some supersonic-cruise business jet concepts had
engines in this location. The measured pressure signatures in this study indicated that the engine nacelles
mounted in the conventional under-the-wing location on the configurations contributed additional volume
and interference-lift disturbances to the wing/fuselage/fin(s)-induced sonic-boom disturbances which had
been held to desired low-boom levels, for the most part, by the application of Seebass and George
minimization theory. Since difficulties in the low-boom tailoring of the wing/fuselage/fin(s) have been
found to be aggravated by nacelle locations, new strategies for engine integration needed to be developed
so that all configuration components could be harmoniously integrated to minimize, or at least reduce,
sonic-boom noise on the ground.
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Lift measured with strain gauges on the aft section of the sting to form a balance seemed to be a
practical and workable idea if it were not for the strong shocks they created. This lift-measuring method
could be used in the future if the strain gauges were submerged in grooves on the aft sting. By covering
the strain gauges and their connection wiring with epoxy, and then smoothing their surfaces, the sting’s
smooth exterior contours could be preserved.

Concluding Remarks

Wind-tunnel measurements were made of pressure signatures generated by two models of concepts
designed with existing 1960’s to 1980’s methodology for predicting sonic-boom characteristics of
supersonic-cruise aircraft, as well as for designing conceptual aircraft with low-sonic-boom
characteristics. Results from an analysis of these pressure signatures were used to evaluate and/or validate
the capabilities of the design codes, the analysis codes, and the methodology. Four conclusions were
made on the basis of these results:

(1) existing methodology could adequately predict sonic-boom characteristics of wing/fuselage/ fin(s)
configurations if their individual components’ equivalent area distributions were smooth and continuous;

(2) minimization theories and methods were capable of guiding the design of the forward sections of
low-boom concepts and tailoring the equivalent areas of concept components as long as these equivalent
areas were smooth and continuous;

(3) conventional sonic-boom analysis methods for predicting the influence of engine-nacelle volume
and nacelle-wing interference lift on the flow field around the aircraft were inadequate and needed to be
modified;

(4) conventional methods for integrating engine nacelles onto the wing/fuselage/fin(s) airframe need to
be modified if the configuration is to generate low-boom pressure signatures on the ground during the
supersonic-cruise segment of the mission;

(5) lift-measuring strain gauges need to be submerged below the surface of the sting so they do not
generate shocks that encroach on the tail shock of the pressure signature.
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Appendix A

Descriptions of the Mach 2 and the Mach 3 Low-Boom Concepts

The Mach 2 and Mach 3 concepts were designed to validate low-boom minimization, analysis, and
design methodology that had been developed prior to the close of the SCAT and SCAR programs. They
were to generate ground-level overpressures of about 1 psf while cruising at their respective design Mach
numbers, beginning-cruise altitudes, and beginning-cruise weights. No attempts were made to size the
concepts for enhanced mission performance or for optimized weights. The beginning-cruise weight, used
to calculate sonic boom, was estimated from studies of previous high-technology concepts. Wing
planform shapes, areas, spans, and dihedrals were selected primarily to match each concept’s equivalent
area distribution to their respective Seebass and George low-boom equivalent area distribution. Features
that reduced both sonic boom and aerodynamic drag were kept; those that increased sonic-boom
overpressures were bypassed even though they may have reduced the aerodynamic drag or the empty
weight. Therefore, no gross take-off weights, empty weights, fuel weights, etc. are listed in the data
below.

This design effort was to be the first of several steps to validate and, where necessary, update low-
boom technology. Only after these methods had been fully validated, were they to be applied in concert
with aerodynamic analysis, design, and optimization methods to configure a fully-integrated, mission-
oriented, low-boom conceptual aircraft.

Mach 2 Concept Mach 3 Concept

Span, ft 160.0 144.0

Length, ft 313.0 330.0

Wing Lift Legth, ft 300.0 300.0

Wing Area, ft2 15,055.0 16,605.0

Aspect Ratio, b2/S 1.70 1.54

Cruise Altitude, ft 55,000.0 550,000.0

Beginning Cruise Weight, lb 550,000.0 550,000.0

Beginning Cruise Wing Loading, psf 36.5 33.1

Beginning Cruise CL 0.06803 0.04421

Cruise Mach Number 2.0 3.0

Number of Engines 4 4

Ground-Level Overpressure, psf 1.0 1.0

Type of Low-Boom Signature Shape, reference 4 “Flat-Top: “Ramp”
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Appendix B

Numerical Description Of The Mach 2 Low-Boom Concept In Wave-Drag Format Of
Reference 24; lengths in ft, areas in ft2.
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Appendix C

Numerical Description of the Mach 3 Low-Boom Concept in Wave-Drag Format of
Reference 24; lengths in ft, areas in ft2.
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