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HE words ‘‘schlieren photo’’ should be replaced with
“‘spark shadowgraph’’ in paragraph 1.
‘The figures have been incorrectly labeled. The figure
captions should read:
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Fig.1 Spark shadowgraph of projectile at M =0.98.

Fig. 2 Physical grid for Navier-Stokes computations. a) Full grid,
b) expanded grid. -

Fig. 3 Triple deck model of shock/boundary-layer interaction.
Fig. 4 Boattail model configuration.

Fig. 5 Afterbody of wind tunnel model showing probe support
mechanism.

Fig. 6 Comparison of Navier-Stokes, composite, and experimental
surface pressure coefficients; M =0.94.

Fig. 7 Velocity profiles at X/D =5.05, 5.36, and 5.61 for M =0.94.

Fig. 8 Comparison of displacement thickness: Navier-Stokes, com-
posite, and experiment; M =0.94.

Fig. 9 Comparison of Navier-Stokes, composite, and experimental
surface pressure coefficients; M=0.97.

Fig. 10 Velocity profiles at X/D =5.05, 5.36, 5.49, and 5.61 for
M=0.97.

Fig. 11 Boattail shock formation from computed Mach number
contours and schlieren photo. '

Fig. 12 Comparison of skin friction coefficient between Navier-
Stokes and composite solution, M =0.97.



