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Abstract: A gas—solid-coupled sandwich combustion model was established for ammonium perchlo-
rate (AP)/hydroxyl-terminated polybutadiene (HTPB) composite propellant. Numerical simulations
were conducted to investigate the influence of the content of AP and the relative position of the coarse
AP on the flame structure and the burning rate of the propellant. The results indicated that the overall
AP mass fraction has a significant effect on the gas-phase flame temperature and burning rate, and
there exists an optimal oxygen-to-fuel ratio that maximizes the burning rate. As the mass fraction of
fine AP increased, the premixed flame above the binder matrix gradually took over the dominance of
the diffusion flame, and the intensity of the diffusion flame near the interface of coarse AP and binder
matrix also increased, resulting in a significant increase in the burning rate. As the mass fraction of
fine AP increases from 0% to 70.0%, the average surface temperature increases from 937 K to 1026 K,
and the burning rate rises from 0.9 cm/s to 2.7 cm/s. The location of the coarse AP causes the flame
tilts to the side with less binder matrix, but it had little effect on the burn rate of the propellant.

Keywords: composite propellant; solid rocket motor; gas—solid-coupled model; flame structure;
burning rate

1. Introduction

Solid rocket motors have been widely used as propulsion devices in missile weapons
and rocket booster systems. Their performance is closely related to the combustion char-
acteristics of the propellants [1,2]. The combustion of propellants is a complex, multidi-
mensional physical and chemical process at high temperatures and pressure in solid rocket
motors [3,4], which makes it difficult to observe and measure the parameters by experiment.
In such cases, the use of numerical simulation based on combustion models is an effective
method to study the flame structure and combustion mechanism.

As the most widely used propellant in the world [5-8], the AP/HTPB composite
propellant has been studied by many researchers, and various steady-state combustion
models based on experimental phenomena have been proposed to help understand the
combustion processes and phenomena [9-12]. The Beckstead—Derr—Price (BDP) model
is the most classic one, which describes the heating and combustion of AP and HTPB,
including endothermic decomposition, condensed-phase surface reaction, solid-phase
exothermic and gas-phase reaction, as well as the component transport process [13]. It
assumes that there are three competitive flames, namely, the AP monopropellant flame, the
primary diffusion flame, and the final diffusion flame. The one-dimensional model lays
the foundation for the flame structure. Jeppson and Beckstead [14] found that the flame
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properties vary with AP particle size. In light of this, a premixed composite flame produced
by the combustion of fine AP and binder was suggested to be added to the multiple flame
models. This reasonable improvement allows the BDP model to describe the burning
process in more detail, and the flame structure has been observed by experiment [15,16].
However, as the diffusion combustion effect increases with an increasing AP particle
diameter, the one-dimensional model restriction causes a significant difference between the
calculated and experimental values of the burning rate.

Experimental observations have suggested that a composite solid propellant exhibits
a quasi-periodic array at the mesoscale. It can be approximated as a sandwich propellant
consisting of a series of parallel oxidizers and binders. While another random pack model
is much closer to the real appearance of the composite propellant, its solid phase is too
complex and requires the consumption of larger computational resources in the calculation
process [17-19]. The sandwich model remains the simplest and most efficient one to study
the mechanism of propellant combustion, preserving essential features of the heterogeneous
propellant’s multiphase material interface, simplifying the numerical modeling of its
structure and mesh, and facilitating experimental observations and quantitative analysis. It
has been widely used by many investigators in experiments and simulations.

Price et al. [20] conducted a study on factors affecting the combustion of sandwich
propellants, including pressure, binder thickness, the thermal conductivity of interlayer
material, and the presence of fine AP in the binder. Fitzgerald and Brewster [21] explored
the flame-surface structure of sandwich propellants through experiments and numerical
simulations and discovered that it is dependent on the scale, pressure, and equivalence-
ratio disparity between no premixed fuel and oxidizer zones. Buckmaster et al. [22] applied
the sandwich model to investigate the geometric structure of the diffusion flame created
by propellant combustion. Hegab et al. [23] employed a sandwich combustion model to
describe the non-planar burning surface regression of the AP/HTPB composite propellant
and evaluated the impacts of different parameters on the stable propagation velocity. Gross
and Beckstead [24] utilized the sandwich configuration and a detailed gas-phase kinetic
mechanism diffusion flame model to analyze the flame structure of composite propellants
and their sensitivity to AP particle size.

Although the simplification of the propellant into a sandwich structure has signifi-
cantly improved the experimental observation of the flame profile, it is still challenging
to capture the combustion temperature field’s details. As a result, numerical simulations
have received more attention. Moreover, most studies have focused on the effect of AP
particle size and pressure on the burning rate, but little has been done on the content of
fine AP [25-28]. In fact, AP content, especially fine AP content, has a significant effect.
Experimental research shows that a 28% increase in the burning rate occurs as the amount
of fine AP increases from 63 to 65 percent at 7 MPa [29]. Furthermore, coarse AP particles
located at the edge of the propellant grain may be unevenly distributed during propellant
casting, intensifying the propellant’s burning rate edge effect. Consequently, this paper
studies the effects of total and fine AP contents and the position of coarse AP on flame
structure and burning rate based on the gas—solid-coupled AP/HTPB composite propellant
sandwich combustion model.

2. Modeling
2.1. Geometry

The sandwich model of the propellant is displayed in Figure 1. In the figure, y = 0 um
denotes the burning surface, which defines the interface between the gas and solid phases.
The solid-phase region below the surface contains AP and a binder matrix that is a homo-
geneous mixture of HTPB and fine AP. The widths of the coarse AP and binder matrix are
calculated based on their respective contents. The propellant has a width of 100 um and a
height of 800 um. Above the burning surface is the gas-phase region, which has the same
computational domain as the solid-phase region.
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Figure 1. The geometry of the sandwich model.

2.2. Solid Phase

The thermal decomposition of AP and HTPB is considered a simple reaction that
occurs in the thin layer of the solid-phase surface to simplify the model, and only simple
heat conduction occurs in the remaining solid-phase region below the thin layer. Studies
have shown that AP crystals typically undergo a phase transition from orthogonal to cubic
structure at 513 K [11]. As the temperature continues to increase, the lattice becomes
unstable and melts at approximately 725-825 K [30], followed by an exothermic reaction
from AP dissociation, sublimation, and decomposition. Roughly 30% of AP undergoes
sublimation and evaporation, which produces NHz and HCLO,, while the remaining
70% decomposes on the surface, resulting in an exothermic condensed-phase reaction. The
resulting product then undergoes a series of chain reactions to form a premixed flame. The
overall process of the AP condensed-phase decomposition can be expressed as follows [31]:

AP — 0.3(NH; + HCIOy) + 0.7(1.5H,0 + 1.250, + HCI + 0.5 N) 1)

HTPB is supposed to release C4Hg in the gas phase, according to the following reac-
tion [32-34]:
HTPB — C4Hg (2)

The decomposition rates of the condensed phase are defined by pyrolysis laws [18]:

{ 77:1AP = pAprAP = Aap exp(—Eap/RuTs ap) @)
myrp = PHTPB'HTPB = AHTPB eXP(—EnTrB/ RuTs HTPB)

where T is the surface temperature, Ry, is the universal gas constant, and p is the solid
density. Both the pre-exponential term A and the activation energy E are empirical con-
stants. The thermodynamic data of AP and HTPB are shown in Table 1, primarily derived
from reference [19,32]. The burning rate of pure AP is measured at 3.3 mm/s and the
surface temperature at 850 K for 2.07 MPa, according to reference [35,36]. Therefore, the
parameters of AP are calibrated to match the measured data [37,38]. When HTPB is blended
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with AP as a binder matrix, the density, pm, and burning rate, rn, can be obtained using
Equations (4) and (5), respectively [39].

= 1o ()

PAP PHTPB

]_
'm = T'APTHTPB ©)

where « is the mass fraction of fine AP in the binder matrix.

Table 1. The thermodynamic data of AP and HTPB.

Parameter Value Unit
OAP 1950 kg/m3
OHTPB 920 kg/m?3
App 2,827,500 kg/m?s
AHTPB 9531.2 kg/m?s
EAP 91,820 ]/mol
ExreB 62,355 J/mol
A AP 0.21 W / mK
AHTPB 0.14 W/mK
Cp,AP 1602 ]/kgK
Cp,HTPB 2900 J/kgK
Qs,AP —385 K] /kg
Qs HTPB —226 K /kg

The heat conduction equation in the solid-phase region needs to be solved:

aT
cpp5; = V- (AVT) (6)

where the values of ¢p, p, and A are assigned according to whether a point is located in
the binder matrix or coarse AP. In order to simplify the model, the A and ¢}, of the binder
matrix are still calculated as the parameters of HTPB.

2.3. Gas Phase
2.3.1. Global Kinetic Model

As detailed data for chemical kinetics in flames are often not available at high pressures
and are more complex and costly to obtain, this paper employs a simplified 12-species
and three-step global mechanism, which can accurately describe the flame structure, the
composition of products for the reactions is obtained using the chemical equilibrium code
NASA SP273, the product species considered here constitute more than 95% of all the
predicted species [32-34].

NH; + HCIO; — 1.5H,0 + 1.250, + HCl + 0.5 N, @)

C4H6 + 44(NH3 + HCIO4)
—1.4CO +2.6CO; + 0.7Cl + 3.7HCI + 0.65H,+ (8)
8.9H,0 + 2.2N; + 0.80H + 0.650;

C4Hg + 4.4(1.5H,0 + 1.250, +HCI + 0.5N5>)
—1.4CO + 2.6CO, + 0.7C1 + 3.7HCl+ 0.65H, + 8.9H,O + 2.2N, + 0.80OH+ 9)
0.650,
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The reaction rates of the aforementioned reactions are determined by a pressure-
dependent Arrhenius equation expressed as [40]:

E reac tan ts

8 4
g, LI (10)

w = AgP" exp(—

where Ag, Eg and n are a pre-exponential factor, activation energy, and pressure exponent,
respectively, which are chosen so that the burning rates of the AP/HTPB propellant match
the experimental results listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Parameters of the gas reactions.

Parameters Equation (7) Equation (8) Equation (9) Unit
Ag 1.89 x 107 1.5 x 107 1.5 x 107 kmol/(m’ - s - bar")
n 14 1 14 -
Eg 6.77 x 10* 4 x 10 6 x 10* J/mol

2.3.2. Governing Equations

The governing equations for the gas phase describe the conservation of mass, chemical
species, momentum, and energy.

apg - —

ot +V- (ng) = Smass (11)
9 ;} — — —
—— =
F;)gt +V. (pg v U) = —=Vp+ VT + Smomentum (12)
00.E — — N — —
f)gt +V- (?(ng +p)) =V (ke VT — Z hyJ+7T- ?) + Senergy (13)
k=1
0. Y] = =z .
pagt K +V. (Pg?Yk) ==V i+ Wywi + Sspecies (14)

—
where pg is the density of gas, v is the velocity vector, Yy is the mass fraction of the species

N
k, ji is the diffusion flux of species k, h is the enthalpy of species k per mass unit, Wy is
the molar weight of species k, wy is the molar reaction rate of species k, p is the pressure, T
is the stress tensor, and E is the total energy.

2.4. Boundary Condition

The temperature and normal mass fluxes are continuous across the surface. In this
model, the gas-phase components are assumed to be formed in a very thin region adjacent
to the burning surface; therefore, the adjacent gas-phase grid will be taken as an added-
mass cell, and propellant gas will be added into the flow field simulation as source terms
of the gas-phase Equations (11)—(14). The details of those source terms are as follows:

Smass m/ A]/

Smomentum _ mo/ Ay (15)
Senergy mQs/ Ay

S species mY;/ Ay

where Ay is the height of the grid cell near the burning surface, v is the velocity of gas-phase
products, and can be calculated by the mass conservation as v = pr/p, where Qs is the
reaction heat of the solid phase. The corresponding pressure and temperature are used at
the exit plane. The bottom plane is set to a wall of 300 K. The temperature of the gas phase
is 1400 K to initialize the ignition, and the initial species filling in the gas zone is N,.
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2.5. Verification

Numerical simulation is performed and compared with the experimental data to
verify the ability and accuracy of the present model in capturing the process of AP/HTPB
combustion. The experimental burning rate of propellant SD III-17 presented by Miller [26]
is employed to compare with the result obtained by the present model. The 20 pm AP is
treated as the fine AP in the model. As shown in Figure 2, the burning rates r are in good
agreement with the experiment, with an average error of 5% for all points. In conclusion,
the applied numerical simulation yields satisfying results so that the combustion model
can be used in the current study.

10

® Experimental data
—0O— Caculated data

r (cm/s)

e

0.1 1 L 1 P |

p (MPa)

Figure 2. Comparison of experiment with computation.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Effect of Total AP Content

Propellants with various mass fractions of total AP are studied. The total AP mass
fraction ranges from 70% to 95%, where the ratio of coarse and fine AP remains constant at
0.57:1. Three of the propellants’ geometry is shown in Figure 3. As the AP mass fraction
increases, the region occupied by coarse AP gradually expands.

r=23.6pm  x=23.6pm =-278pum  x=27.8um =—325um  x=325um

(a) (b) (c)
%% Coarse AP [ | Binder matrix

Figure 3. Three propellants with different mass fractions of total AP: (a) 80% AP; (b) 87.5% AP;
(c) 95% AP.

Figure 4 shows the temperature field for three of the propellants at 6.89 MPa, with
maximum temperatures of 2930 K, 3040 K, and 2700 K and average temperatures corre-
sponding to 2529 K, 2859 K, and 2471 K for each. Furthermore, the adiabatic combustion
temperature of the combustion at pressures of 6.89 MPa was calculated by chemical equi-
librium application (CEA) code and compared with the present predictions. The maximum
error is 7%. The variation of the burning rate and surface temperature of the propellant
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with total AP content is shown in Figure 5. The burning rate initially increases and then
decreases with the total AP content. The highest burn rate of 2.3 cm/s is achieved at an
AP content of 87.5%, with a similar trend for the surface temperature. It indicates that the
overall oxygen-to-fuel ratio of the propellant has a significant effect on the gas-phase flame
temperature and burn rate. In addition, there exists an optimal oxygen-to-fuel ratio that
maximizes the burning rate, as found in reference [41]. Therefore, a propellant containing
87.5% AP is selected for the follow-up study.

HEES rE 0 s

Temperature(K) 300 500 700 900 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000 2200 2400 2600 2800 2900 3000

800 - 800 800 p
600 | 600 600 |
400 | 400 400 |

200 200

£, E, E
= = =
200 200 200
-400 400 -400
-600 ~600 -600
-800 ) .
21000 0 100 80000 0 100 8000 0 100

x(um) x(um) X(um)
(a) (b) (©)

Figure 4. Gas-phase and solid-phase temperature distribution with different mass fractions of total
AP: (a) 80% AP; (b) 87.5% AP; (c) 95% AP.

35 1100
_._r
—a— Temperature |
3.0+
/*"‘ﬁ P + 1000
i s
A 2%
25| | =4
2
g — - 900 %
— 20t /' " T
1 =
||
- 800
15|
L]
10 1 n il L 1 L 1 i 1 L 1 TOO

70 75 80 85 90 95
mass fraction of AP (%)

Figure 5. The change of burning rate with mass fractions of total AP.
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3.2. Effect of Fine AP Content

Four propellants are selected in this section to study the effect of fine AP content with
varying mass fractions, as shown in Table 3. The propellants P-1 to P-4 are prepared with
different levels of fine AP, ranging from 0% to 70%. When the mass fraction of fine AP
increased while the content of HTPB remained constant, some coarse AP was replaced by
fine AP. This results in a decrease in the width of coarse AP and an increase in the width of
the binder matrix, as illustrated in Figure 6.

Table 3. Propellant formulations with different fine AP contents.

Propellant Mass Fraction of AP (%) Mass Fraction
90 um 20 um of HTPB (%)
P-1 87.5 0
P-2 59.0 28.5
P-3 31.6 55.9 12.5
P-4 17.5 70.0
hal
=63 8um  x=638um =318pum x=518um x=278um  x=27.8um =—15dum =15 dum

(a) (b) (c) (d)
i2%a%Y% Coarse AP [ | Binder matrix

Figure 6. Four propellants with different mass fractions of fine AP: (a) P-1; (b) P-2; (c) P-3; (d) P-4.

The temperature field is used to describe the overall flame structure. The results in
Figure 7 indicate that, at a pressure of 6.89 MPa, the flame structure of P-2 exhibited a
multi-flame structure, which is consistent with the findings observed in the experimental
results [15] as well as the improved BDP model [24]. This suggests that the numerical
simulation method adopted in this study is reliable and can effectively predict the flame
structure of the propellant system. The AP decomposition flame mainly dominates the
combustion of coarse AP particles on its surface. The primary diffusion flame is located
near the burning surface at the AP/HTPB interface, while the final one is situated above it.
Moreover, the premixed binder flame is formed above the binder matrix as a result of the
reaction between decomposed AP and HTPB that are homogeneously mixed.

500 Temperature(K)

2936
2809
2682
] 2555

2427
I 2300
2173
2045
1918
1791
1664
1536
1409
1282
1155
1027

Y00 900

400

Figure 7. Flame structure of P-2 at 6.89 MPa.
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Figure 8 shows the results of combustion simulation at 6.89 MPa for the four pro-
pellants listed in Table 3, all of which reached temperatures of 3000 K. Although the
temperature distribution of the four propellants in the gas phase is quite different, the solid
phase is basically the same, which is due to only heat conduction in the solid phase. The
flame shape above the binder matrix is closely related to the fine AP content. When there is
an increase in fine AP content, the premixed flame above the binder matrix gradually dom-
inates over the diffusion flame (see Figure 8a—d), resulting in significant improvements in
the thermal feedback of the flame to the burning surface. Furthermore, the diffusion flame
also changes. The highest temperature region above the binder matrix in our experiment
reached 3000 K, and this region is relatively small, as shown in Figure 8a. With an increase
in the fine AP content, the high-temperature region shifted to the top of the coarse AP (as
seen in Figure 8b). As Figure 8c shows, when the mass fraction of fine AP reaches 55.9%,
the leading edge of the diffusion flame approaches the burning surface. When the amount
of fine AP is further increased (as seen in Figure 8d), the high-temperature region becomes
larger and closer to the surface. The average temperatures in the gas-phase regions for all
four propellants tested in our research were 2562 K, 2749 K, 2859 K, and 2950 K, respectively.
Heat feedback from the diffusion flame to the burning surface is determined by the heat
release of the flame and the distance between the leading edge and the burning surface. As
the mass fraction of fine AP increases, Figure 8d demonstrates that the heat feedback of
the diffusion flame to the burning surface increases while the distance decreases, resulting
in a significant increase in the burning rate. The heat feedback from the diffusion flame
to the burning surface is affected by both the heat release of the flame and the distance
between the leading edge and the burning surface. Figure 8 shows that an increase in the
mass fraction of fine AP leads to greater heat release to the burning surface and a decrease
in the distance between them. This greatly increases the heat feedback to the surface, which
significantly increases the burning rate.

L R N e ——

Temperature(K) 300 500 700 900 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000 2200 2400 2600 2800 2900 3000
800 800 800 800

600 600 600

400 400

200

y(um)
(=]

ylum)
[}

y(um)
[

-200 -200

-400 -400

-600 -600

%00 0 100 80000 0 100 B0%0 0 100 B0 0 100

x(um) x(um) x(um) x(um)
(a) (b) () (d)

Figure 8. Gas-phase and solid-phase temperature distribution with different fine AP: (a) P-1; (b) P-2;
(c) P-3; (d) P-4.

Figure 9 displays the temperature profile along the y-axis at x = 0 pm (coarse AP
central location) and x = £100 pm (binder matrix central location). As shown in Figure 9a,
P-1 reaches a maximum temperature of 2600 K in the gas-phase region with the smallest
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temperature gradient, while P-4 reaches 3000 K with the largest gradient. This indicates that
the heat feedback of the diffusion flame is enhanced with an increasing mass fraction of fine
AP. Figure 9b illustrates the temperature gradient variation above the binder matrix. For
P-1, the high-temperature region is above the binder matrix, and the temperature reaches
3000 K. As for P-2, the diffusion flame is still dominant above the binder matrix when the
high-temperature region transfers to above the coarse AP, and both the temperature and
gradient decrease. In contrast, when the premixed flame replaces the diffusion flame as the
dominant factor, as shown in P-3 and P-4, the gradient increases significantly.

3200 3200

3000 3000

2800 2800
2600 2600
2400 2400
2200 2200
2000 2000

1800 1800

Temperature (K)
Temperature (K)

1600 1600

1400 1400

1200 1200

1000 1000

1 1 1 1 1 1
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
y(um) y(um)

800 L 1 1 800 LL 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

(a) (b)

Figure 9. The distribution of temperature along the y-axis at different positions: (a) x = 0 um;
(b) x = +£100 pm.

The average surface temperature and burning rate for the four propellants are pre-
sented in Figure 10. As the mass fraction of fine AP increases from 0% to 70.0%, the surface
temperature increases from 937 K to 1026 K, and the burning rate rises from 0.9 cm/s to
2.7 cm/s.

5.0 1200
a5l —a—T7 .
—e— Temperature 1100
40 |
35 I —_
o 4 1000 ¥
30 = n/ | E
. " .
™ n [
= 25| 4900 %
£ i ]
T 20} * E
P
- 800
15
10 PT——
u 4 700
05|
0.0 PR (R TR S TR S W S W S IR S CHSSr Sl 600

-10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
mass fraction of fine AP (%)

Figure 10. The change of burning rate with the content of fine AP.

Figures 11 and 12 display the mass fraction distribution of the reactant C4Hg and the
product CO. For P-1 in Figure 11a, the binder matrix lacks fine AP. As a result, C4Hg is
diffusively mixed with the decomposition products of AP and the combustion products
of the AP decomposition flame to complete combustion near the interface between AP
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and HTPB. The farther away from the surface, the less C4Hj is left, and the more CO
is produced (Figure 12a). As the mass fraction of fine AP increases, the decomposition
products of fine AP and HTPB react quickly on the surface of the binder matrix. Most of
the C4Hg is consumed near the surface, and the rest is consumed by the diffusion flame far
away. Compared with Figure 11a,b, the maximum mass fraction of C4Hjy is reduced from
0.6 to 0.2 in Figure 11c,d. The distribution law for the CO products in Figure 12 is the exact
opposite, with a large increase in the CO mass fraction.

HEN | 7 .

Mass fraction of C,;H; 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.6

800

800
600 600 |-
£ O
400 E 400 ~
= = F
200 200 |

%0 0 100 %0 0 100 %0 0 100
x(um) x(um) x(um)
(a) (b) (d)
Figure 11. The mass fraction distribution of C4Hg: (a) P-1; (b) P-2; (c) P-3; (d) P-4.
Mass fraction of CO 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.75
800 800 800

A

0 / \ i \ 0 > .
100 100 %0 0 100 -1000 0 100 %0 0 100
x(um) x(um) X(um) x(um)

(a) (b) (c) (d)
Figure 12. The mass fraction distribution of CO: (a) P-1; (b) P-2; (¢) P-3; (d) P-4.
3.3. Effect of Coarse AP Position

This section investigates the effect of the non-uniform distribution of coarse AP on
the burning rate and flame structure by shifting the location of the coarse AP. To achieve
this, the coarse AP of P-3 (Figure 13a) is shifted to the right by 20 um, 40 pm, and 60 pm,
respectively, resulting in Figure 13b-d.

Figure 14 shows the temperature distributions for different coarse AP positions with
the same propellant formulation. It is obvious that the temperature distribution is no longer
symmetric in both the solid and the gas-phase regions. The center of the flame shifts with
the coarse AP offset, and the high-temperature region of the diffusion flame gradually tilts
to the side with less binder matrix. This trend suggests that if two coarse AP particles are
close enough, their respective flames will bend towards each other, resulting in the merging
of the flames. Additionally, the average gas-phase temperatures are 2859 K, 2860 K, 2865 K,
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and 2826 K, respectively. The distance between the leading edge of the diffusion flame and
the burning surface does not change significantly, indicating that the heat feedback from
the diffusion flame to the surface is relatively unchanged.

=278pm  x=27.8um =T8um  x=47.8um x=122pm x=67.8um r=32.2pm x=87.8um

(a) (b) (c) (d)
%% Coarse AP [ | Binder matrix

Figure 13. Different positions of the coarse AP with the same propellant formulation: (a) P-3; (b) P-3-1;
(c) P-3-2; (d) P-3-3.
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600 600 | 600 600
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fen)

-200 -200

-400 -400 -400
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80050 0 100 80900 0 100 80900 o0 100 800500 100
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Figure 14. Temperature distribution for different coarse AP positions with the same propellant
formulation: (a) P-3; (b) P-3-1; (c) P-3-2; (d) P-3-3.

The temperature distribution along the y-axis is studied at the position of the coarse
AP center (x = 0 um for P-3, x = 20 um for P-3-1, x = 40 um for P-3-2, and x = 60 um for
P-3-3) and x = 100 um, as shown in Figure 15. With the increase of the offset distance of
the coarse AP, the temperature in the gas phase shows little variation until the distance
reaches 60 um, of which the temperature difference becomes obvious (see Figure 15a).
Figure 15b shows that the temperature at x = —100 pm decreases with increasing distance,
while Figure 15¢ shows the opposite trend except for the P-3-3, where the diffusion flame
structure is incomplete due to bending. The surface temperature and burn rate of the
propellants remain essentially unchanged at 1011 K and 2.3 cm/s, respectively. This is
because the values are calculated as averages over all burning surfaces, which compensates
for any left-right differences. The fundamental reason is that the mass fraction of the
fine AP is constant, and the heat feedback from the diffusion and premixed binder flames
are invariant.
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Figure 15. The distribution of temperature along the y-axis at different positions: (a) the center of
coarse AP (b) x = —100 um; (c) x = 100 um.

900

Figures 16 and 17 show the mass fraction distribution of C4Hg and CO; as the coarse AP
offset distance increases, the mass fraction distribution of reactants and products becomes
asymmetric. Notably, there is no significant change in the mass fraction distribution near the

burning surface. This indicates that only the diffusion flame changes, while the premixed
binder flame remains unaffected.
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Figure 16. The mass fraction distribution of C4Hg: (a) P-3; (b) P-3-1; (c) P-3-2; (d) P-3-3.
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Figure 17. The mass fraction distribution of CO: (a) P-3; (b) P-3-1; (c) P-3-2; (d) P-3-3.
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4. Conclusions

(1) A gas-phase and solid-phase-coupled sandwich combustion model is constructed in
this paper and compared with the experimental results. The model exhibited high
precision, with an average error in burning rates within 5%;

(2) The temperature of the gas phase and burning rate initially increases and then de-
creases with the overall AP content; there is an optimal oxygen-to-fuel ratio that
maximizes the burning rate, which is nearly 87.5%;

(38) With the increase of fine AP mass fraction, the diffusion flame gradually loses its
dominance over the premixed flame above the binder matrix. Additionally, the diffu-
sion flame near the interface of coarse AP and binder matrix grows stronger, getting
closer to the burning surface, creating stronger thermal feedback and increasing the
burning rate. As the mass fraction of fine AP increases from 0% to 70.0%, the average
surface temperature rises from 937 K to 1026 K, and the combustion rate increases
from 0.9 cm/s to 2.7 cm/s;

(4) Despite the asymmetry caused by the location of the coarse AP, the average tempera-
ture and burning rate are not significantly affected, remaining at 1011 K and 2.3 cm/s,
respectively. This implies that the asymmetry diffusion flame has little impact on the
burning rate.
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Nomenclature

A Arrhenius pre-exponential factor for solid propellant pyrolysis, kg/m?s
Ag Arrhenius pre-exponential factor for gas-phase reactions, kmol/(m3-s-bar™)
n pressure exponents in the reaction rates

m mass flow rate, kg/s

Ry universal gas constant

p specific heat, J/kg-K

Qs reaction heat of the solid, k] /kg

p pressure, bar

S source term in the generalized equation

r burning rate, mm/s

E Arrhenius activation energy, ] /mol

Y mass fraction of species, k

P density, kg/m?

T temperature, K

« mass fraction of fine AP in the binder matrix

A heat conductivity, W/m.K

v velocity of gas-phase products, mm/s

Subscripts

AP ammonium perchlorate

HTPB  hydroxyl-terminated polybutadiene
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S surface
g gas-phase
m fine AP/HTPB binder matrix
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