AIAA JOURNAL

Quasi-Steady In-Ground-Effect Model for
Single and Multirotor Aerial Vehicles
Xiang He∗
Flying College, Beihang University, Beijing 100191, People’s Republic of China
and
Kam K. Leang†
University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah 84112

Downloaded by 107.191.0.73 on November 1, 2020 | http://arc.aiaa.org | DOI: 10.2514/1.J059223

https://doi.org/10.2514/1.J059223
This Paper presents a new quasi-steady in-ground effect (IGE) model for small multirotor aerial vehicles such
as quadcopter unmanned aerial vehicles. The model offers three major advances to the state of the art: 1) predicting
the IGE thrust ratio without singularity, 2) relating the strength of the ground effect to the blade geometry (pitch
angle, solidity, and radius), and 3) capturing the effect of multirotor configurations. Two IGE coefficients, based on
blade element theory, are introduced and then analyzed using the method of images. Additionally, the thrust-loss
phenomenon on multirotor IGE is observed and modeled empirically. Experiments are conducted to validate each
component of the model, and the results suggest that the model can be used to predict the onset of the IGE for vehicle
motion control and planning in the regime where IGE dominates.
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lift coefficient
two-dimensional lift-curve slope
thrust coefficient
thrust coefficient IGE
maximum thrust coefficient IGE
chord length, m
minimum tip-to-tip distance, m
in-ground effect thrust ratio
maximum in-ground effect thrust ratio
number of blades
number of rotors
rotor radius, m
rotor element
rotor thrust force, N
out-of-ground effect rotor thrust force, N
induced velocity, m∕s
rotor height, m
zero-lift angle of attack, rad
rotor-pitch angle, rad
inflow ratio
rotor solidity
inflow angle, rad
rotor angular velocity, rad∕s

I.

Introduction

I

N ROTORCRAFT aerial vehicles, such as small quadrotor
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), the structure of the rotor downwash wake is affected by the proximity of the ground surface.
Changes in this structure impact the lifting force and power generated
by the rotor, and this overall behavior is known as ground effect or inground effect (IGE) [1–4]. The IGE is often observed when vehicles
operate close to the ground, for example, during takeoff and landing,
and during low-altitude hovering or flying [5,6]. Because of the IGE,
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brownout or whiteout [7–10] from a deformed wake can lead to
uncontrollable vehicle behavior if not properly taken into account
[11,12]. With the emergence of small rotorcraft UAVs aimed at
applications such as search and rescue, urban environmental monitoring, and package delivery, a more thorough understanding of the
IGE is needed to help designers engineer vehicles that can operate
effectively and safely in complex and cluttered environments. This
Paper presents a new quasi-steady IGE model for small multirotor
aerial vehicles, where the intent is for the model to be used to predict
the onset of the IGE for vehicle motion control and path planning in
the regime where IGE dominates.
Currently, what is understood about IGE is the rotor thrust, power,
and wake geometry can be computed as a function of rotor height z
above the ground and the advance ratio μ for a given rotor blade
[8,11–15]. Even though rotorcraft ground effect has been known and
studied for decades [16], the phenomenon is still not fully understood
[3,12,17]. Additionally, despite recent advancements in the understanding of IGE, calculations of IGE either by grid-based computational fluid dynamics [1,2, 8,18–25] or the free-vortex wake method
[1,2,13,26–28] remain computationally expensive, and thus such
results cannot be used directly for real-time vehicle control or motion
planning. Empirical IGE models, on the other hand, are more tractable for application and can predict the ground effect with respect to
varying flight conditions. However, state-of-the-art empirical IGE
models are generally limited [29], and these models are mainly expressed in terms of the rotor diameter and height [17]. Also, the
majority of IGE models are only available for single-rotor helicopters, and empirical models for multirotor aerial vehicles are rarely
described in the literature. Furthermore, state-of-the-art models are
evaluated assuming constant rotor power, which can be easily controlled on single rotor helicopters but not that easy on emerging small
multirotor aerial vehicles such as quadcopters [16,30]. For small
UAVs, fixed-pitch propellers, brushless motors, and electronic speed
controllers (ESCs) are commonly used. This configuration provides
speed control rather than power control of the rotor. Thus, new
detailed models are needed that relate the ground effect behavior to
a given rotor profile, state of flight, and different multirotor configurations, particularly for small rotorcraft vehicles that are becoming
more common in emerging commercial applications.
The contribution of this Paper is a detailed quasi-steady empirical
multirotor IGE model that relates the IGE to the out-of-ground effect
(OGE) thrust, defined as the ratio K G . The model takes into account
the rotor pitch angle, solidity, height, and the configuration of multiple
rotors. Two IGE coefficients are introduced based on blade element
theory (BET) and analyzed according to the method of images. Additionally, the multirotor IGE thrust loss is observed and described,
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where a model of this effect is also incorporated into the empirical IGE
model. A series of experiments is conducted to validate each component of the model.
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II.

Related Work

Ground effect on rotorcraft has been studied since the 1950s [16].
Technical approaches exploit the method of images [15,31,32], blade
element theory [18,23,24], momentum theory [31], empirical methods [11,33,34], computational tools [9,14], and flow visualization
techniques [10,35,36]. Empirical models, which are relatively simple
and suited for real-time applications, describe the relationship
between the rotor height and the rotor thrust or power. However,
there are three main drawbacks with existing empirical models.
First, many of these models are based on the assumption that
the operating height of the rotor is z ∈ R∕2; ∞, where R is the
rotor radius. This assumption is valid for most single-rotor helicopters, where the fuselage limits the minimum height to R∕2. This
assumption, however, is not always valid for emerging multirotor
aerial vehicles [24], especially those that have propellers installed on
the underside of the airframe [37]. Furthermore, singularities exist in
existing models, for example, z  0 is a singularity in Hayden’s
model [30], given by
 2
T
2R
KG 
 0.9926  0.03794 ×
(1)
T∞
z
Likewise, a singularity exists when z  R∕4 in the Cheeseman and
Bennett model [16], given by
T
T
1
 IGE 
at constant power
T ∞ T OGE 1 − R∕4z2

(2)

Additionally, singularities exist in other models [15,38,39], and
this can lead to difficulties when used for motion planning and
vehicle control. It should be noted that the singularity herein denotes
infinite thrust ratio, indicating either infinite IGE thrust or zero OGE
thrust. This should not be confused with the singularity in the thrust
coefficient which occurs when the propeller stalls.
Second, many empirical models oversimplify the ground effect
and use a universal approximation that models the ground effect as a
function of only the rotor normalized height z. The blade geometry,
for example, the solidity σ and the pitch angle θ, which is known
to affect the IGE thrust and power ratio [11,16,40], is generally
neglected in most empirical models. The reason is that these models
were developed to describe the ground effect on helicopter platforms,
which use variable-pitch propellers. However, fixed-pitch propellers
are often used in the design of emerging multirotor aerial vehicles.
Thus, attention is given to find a relationship between ground effect
and rotor blade geometry [40]. More specifically, it has been shown
that the IGE thrust ratio relies on the OGE thrust coefficient [16], and
this value increases as the pitch angle θ decreases [40,41]. Unfortunately, an analytical relationship between the blade geometry and the
strength of the ground effect has not yet been reported.
Third, there are few empirical IGE models specifically tailored
to multirotor aerial vehicles found in the literature. The available
ones are derivatives of the basic IGE models presented in Eqs. (1)
and (2). These models inherit the first two drawbacks and are based
on constant power assumption, which is not typically controlled on
electric-powered aerial vehicles [15,38,42–46].
Herein, a new quasi-steady IGE model [47,48] is developed that
predicts finite maximum IGE thrust ratio based on BET. The model’s
coefficients are empirically determined through a series of experiments. Next, the model’s coefficients are analyzed, and a physical
interpretation is presented. Experiments on off-the-shelf propellers
and three-dimensionally printed variable pitch propellers at constant
rotor angular velocity are conducted to validate their predicted performance. Finally, the model is further extended to the multirotor
IGE. The two IGE coefficients are then empirically evaluated with
respect to different rotor configurations. A thrust-loss phenomenon
is observed in the multirotor IGE experiments, and the behavior

/ HE AND LEANG

is modeled by an adapted bivariate Gaussian model. The new detailed
quasi-steady IGE model differs from existing empirical models in
two distinct ways: the model 1) incorporates blade geometry and
2) predicts a finite IGE for both single-rotor and multirotor configurations at the hover state.

III.

Single-Rotor Quasi-Steady In-Ground-Effect
Model

A. Quasi-Steady Exponential Model for Single-Rotor IGE

A quasi-steady IGE model is developed that relates the IGE thrust
ratio K G to the rotor height, blade pitch, and solidity, while maintaining constant rotor angular velocity. From prior work [47], the
basic quasi-steady exponential IGE model is
KG 

Tz
 Ca e−Cb z∕R  1
T∞

(3)

where Ca and Cb are two nondimensional coefficients. The first
coefficient Ca denotes the maximum increment of the IGE thrust ratio
when z  0. The second coefficient Cb determines the strength of the
ground effect as a function of the rotor height. Both coefficients were
noted to be functions of blade geometry [47]. The model was verified
experimentally for off-the-shelf propellers, and the results showed a
more accurate prediction (0.6% root-mean-square error) of IGE thrust
throughout the ground effect region, z ∈ 0; 2, compared to other
quasi-steady models [48]. It is noted that the model was first proposed
as an empirical model for a single-rotor IGE. No detailed studies and
analysis of the two coefficients were performed. Herein, an analytical
expression is found for the coefficient Ca using BET. The aerodynamic
effect and the insight about the coefficient Cb are described by the
method of images, where in the analysis an imaginary counterrotating
rotor is placed underneath the ground surface [16,49]. The relationship
between Cb and blade geometry is determined empirically.
B. Analysis and Physical Interpretation of IGE Model Coefficients

First, without loss of generality, the rotor blade can be assumed to
have a rectangular shape: in other words, pitch angle θ and chord
length c are constant across the blade. As defined in [3], the thrust
coefficient CT based on BET can be expressed as


1
θ0 λ
CT  σClα
−
(4)
2
3 2
is constant across the
where the collective pitch angle, θ0  θ − αp
0 ,
blade. According to momentum theory, λ  CT ∞ ∕2 in the hovering
state for a single-rotor OGE; hence, Eq. (4) becomes
CT ∞

r

1
θ0 1 CT ∞
−
 σClα
3 2
2
2

(5)

This expression, for a given blade (collective) pitch θ0 and solidity
σ, is a quadratic function of the OGE thrust coefficient CT ∞ . Solving
for the thrust coefficient yields
s

Clα σ
64θ0  3Clα σ
(6)
32θ0  3Clα σ − 6Clα σ
CT ∞ θ0 ; σ 
192
12Clα σ
According to the literature [50,51], the induced velocity decreases
as the rotor approaches the ground plane. Thus, it is reasonable to
consider the following assumption.
Assumption 1: For the single-rotor IGE in the hover state, the minimum induced velocity minvi  exists when the rotor is infinitely close
(below or above) to a horizontal plane. The value is minvi   0 m=s.
Assumption 1 considers the extreme value of the induced velocity,
where it can be shown using momentum theory [31]. Applying this
assumption and the inflow ratio λ  vi ∕ΩR  0, when z  0, to
Eq. (4), the maximum IGE thrust coefficient C T IGE is given by
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(7)

Given that C T IGE is finite and CT ∞ is nonzero for rotors that provide
lift, the maximum IGE ratio K G for constant angular velocity is


C T
Tz

(8)
 IGE
KG  max
T∞
CT ∞
Thus, this value is finite. This maximum IGE ratio is a function of
the blade geometry, that is,
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K G 

32θ0
p
192ζθ0  9ζ 2

32θ0  3ζ −

(9)

According to the quasi-steady exponential model given by Eq. (3),
the maximum IGE ratio is given by Ca  1, and the coefficient Ca can
be determined with
q
192Clα σθ0  9Clα σ 2 − 3Clα σ
q
Ca 
(10)
32θ0  3Clα σ − 192Clα σθ0  9Clα σ 2
Thus, Eq. (9) determines the maximum increment of thrust
as a function of rotor solidity σ and blade (collective) pitch θ0 .
Figure 1 shows the maximum IGE ratio K G for collective pitch θ0 ∈
3; 30 deg and rotor solidity σ ∈ 0; 0.15.
As can be seen in Fig. 1, the maximum IGE ratio K G increases
with the rotor solidity and decreases with the collective pitch. More
specifically, a two-blade rotor with rectangular-shaped blades, symmetric airfoil, chord length of 0.02 m, radius of 0.2 m, and collective
pitch of 15 deg will provide approximately 30% additional thrust
IGE. This ratio is C T IGE ∕CT ∞ , which is plotted in Fig. 2. The maximum thrust ratio should not be confused with the maximum thrust
coefficient, which increases with both the collective pitch and rotor
solidity (see Fig. 2). However, the actual maximum IGE thrust cannot
increase to infinity as depicted in Fig. 2. At a certain pitch angle and
rotor height, the blade will start to stall due to the combined effect
of the reduction in the induced velocity as well as the low Reynolds
number [41]. On the other hand, the IGE thrust ratio or the coefficient
Ca remains valid despite stall. The derived analytical model for Ca
relates the IGE thrust ratio to the blade pitch angle and the rotor
solidity. Other blade geometry variables, for example, blade twist,
leading, and trailing edge thickness, can be considered by following
the procedures described. However, one should be careful when
applying Eq. (10) directly for twisted propellers or propellers that
significantly violate the rectangular-shaped blade assumption.

Fig. 2 Maximum in-ground effect thrust coefficient C TIGE and outof-ground effect thrust coefficient CT∞ as a function of collective pitch
θ0 and rotor solidity σ. In general, CTIGE is always greater than CT∞ , and
both increase as θ0 and σ increase.

The coefficient Ca in Eq. (3) represents the maximum IGE ratio
increment for a given blade geometry. Coefficient Cb , on the other
hand, determines the nature of the natural exponential function as a
function of the normalized height z  z∕R. The physical interpretation of Cb can be explained through BET and the method of images.
These techniques have been widely used to analyze rotors in proximity effects [15,31,32]. A demonstration of the method of images for
the ground effect is illustrated in Fig. 3, in which an image counterrotating rotor is placed underneath the ground that is mirrored with
respect to the original rotor by the ground plane. The pair of rotors has
been represented by point sources [16] and multiple ring sources [42].
Regardless of the assumption and representation of the rotor, the
method of images shows that
vIGE  vi∞ − δvi

where vIGE is the inflow velocity at the rotor disk plane, vi∞ is
the inflow velocity OGE (z  ∞), and δvi is the velocity induced
at the original rotor by the image rotor below the ground. According to
Assumption 1, both vIGE z and δvi z are functions of rotor height,
with the following boundary conditions:
vIGE 0  0 m=s;
δvi 0  vi∞ ;

vIGE ∞  vi∞
δvi ∞  0 m=s

(12)
(13)

The inflow ratio of the rotor IGE λIGE z is given by

λIGE z  λ∞ −

Fig. 1 The maximum IGE ratio K G based on BET. The surface shows
the maximum IGE ratio for collective pitch θ0 ∈ 3; 30 deg and rotor
solidity σ ∈ 0; 0.15. Data for collective pitch less than 3 deg are not
shown because the ratio increases to infinity as collective pitch approaches
0 deg.

(11)

δvi z
ΩR


(14)

Fig. 3 The method of images applied to single rotor in-ground effect.
The image rotor is mirrored with respect to ground at same distance z
counterrotating at angular velocity Ω. The induced velocity at the real
rotor IGE vIGE is the summation of the OGE induced velocity vi∞ and the
flow speed induced by the image rotor denoted by δvi .
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Table 1
Extreme
conditions
K G

Extremum of the maximum IGE ratio

θ0  0,
σ0

θ0  π∕2,
σ0

θ0  0,
σ∞

θ0  π∕2,
σ∞

Undefined

1

∞

∞

Substituting this inflow ratio into Eq. (4), the ratio of IGE to OGE
thrust coefficient becomes
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CT IGE z
θ ∕3 − λIGE z∕2
3λ∞
δvi z

 0
 1;
CT ∞
θ0 ∕3 − λIGE ∞∕2 2θ0 − 3λ∞ vi∞


δvi z
 Ca
1
v i∞

(15)

The ratio in Eq. (15) should be equal to the empirical model
in Eq. (3). Combining the two equations, the following expression
relates the coefficient Cb to aerodynamic effects and satisfies the
boundary conditions given by Eq. (12):
δvi z  vi∞ e−Cb z

(16)

According to the method of images, it is assumed that the original
and mirrored rotors share the same rotor and flow properties.
Equation (16) suggests a decaying behavior exists in the rotor wake
profile. For a rotor OGE, the average induced velocity in the axial
direction at distance z below the rotor follows a natural exponential
function of z. To derive the analytical expression for the coefficient
Cb , one will need flowfield information for the induced velocity at
certain distances below the rotor disk, which requires knowledge of
wake geometry, especially in the ground-effect region (z < 2). This
information can be acquired through wake theory or with the
assumption of the source model, for example, a point source [16], a
ring source [52], or a cylindrical vortex sheet model [41]. In this
Paper, a solution for the coefficient Cb is found experimentally.
C. Relationships with Existing IGE Models

The quasi-steady IGE models proposed by Cheeseman and Bennett
[16], Knight and Hefner [58], and Hayden [30] and their derivatives
[15,38,42–46] have singularities either at z  0 or z  R∕4. The
singularity limits the application of the models in motion planning
and control algorithms. On the other hand, the proposed model
predicts finite maximum IGE thrust and thrust ratio at z  0. Additionally, the IGE thrust in the model is a function of the rotor solidity σ
and the nonzero collective pitch θ0 . By incorporating blade geometry,
the proposed model provides a more detailed and comprehensive
representation of the ground effect. For example, the point source
and ring source models from [16,42] predict an infinite IGE thrust
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ratio. Such a prediction can be represented in the proposed model with
small collective pitch and large rotor solidity (see Fig. 1). This result is
similar to the assumptions of the actuator disk model. In the limit, the
value of the maximum IGE ratio is given by Eq. (9); however, it can
approach infinity. For example, Table 1 lists examples of the maximum IGE ratio K G under certain conditions. Because the maximum
IGE ratio is the ratio of the thrust IGE to the thrust OGE (see Fig. 2),
then the IGE ratio increases not because the maximum of T0
increases but because T ∞ decreases faster than the IGE thrust as the
solidity increases and collective pitch decreases.
One difference between the proposed single-rotor IGE model and
existing models is the proposed model assumes a constant angular
velocity. Prior quasi-steady models [e.g., Eq. (2)] assume a constant
power on the rotor. It has been shown experimentally, however, that
the IGE thrust ratios for electric-powered small radius propellers are
similar across constant power, rotor angular velocity, and even throttle command [46]. This result enables simpler experiments to be
conducted where constant angular velocity is imposed to validate the
models. However, a word of caution should be noted with regard to
applying the mentioned assumption for two reasons. First, one should
be aware that at the extreme IGE (z < 0.5) flow separation could exist
for certain blades with low enough induced velocity and Reynolds
number. Blade stall could cause a discontinuity in thrust measurement. Second, it is known that the revolutions per minute (RPM) does
have a small effect on the OGE thrust ratio. One should be careful on
the thrust variation due to rotor angular velocity change.
Because Assumption 1 does not limit the ground surface to
be underneath the rotor, the proposed model and the prediction of
the maximum thrust ratio can be applied to the ceiling effect. The
interpretation of the second coefficient Cb , however, needs to be
reconsidered and thus is left for future work.
D. Experimental Validation of Single-Rotor IGE Model

To validate the proposed model and the prediction of maximum
IGE thrust ratio, a custom rotor-thrust test stand was built, as shown in
Fig. 4. The testing system is constructed of aluminum alloy and
weighs approximately 80 kg, sufficiently heavy to minimize the
effects of external vibrations and other mechanical disturbances that
could appear during routine testing. A load cell (Omega LC101-25) is
installed near one end of the lever arm as shown to measure the thrust
force. The load-cell-arm mechanism sits on a platform that can be
raised and lowered along the vertical axis by a stepper motor with
a lead screw. A light detection and ranging (LiDAR) distance sensor is
mounted to the lever arm to measure the vertical displacement
between the rotor and ground surface. An Odroid single-board computer controls the stepper motor, where the LiDAR displacement
sensor output is the feedback signal to control the height of the rotor
above ground. Propellers mounted underneath the lever arm as shown
in Fig. 4 are installed in an inverted configuration to allow the rotor-toground distance to be varied between approximately 0 and up to 1 m.

Fig. 4 Quasi-steady rotor in-ground effect test stand: a) diagram of the test stand and b) the actual test system, showing key components where the inset
image shows an example of a mounted propeller.
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The rotor disk plane is parallel to the flat ground plane. Rotors are
controlled to maintain constant angular velocity. The angular velocity
is measured by an infrared distance sensor, and the velocity is controlled by a Crazyflie flight controller, which communicates with the
ground station through the Crazyradio via Bluetooth. Current and
voltage sensors are integrated into the power module and monitored
by the flight controller. The power information is also collected for
analysis. A low-pass filter with a cutoff frequency of 20 Hz is used for
both thrust data and angular velocity data filtering. Steady-state
measurement of thrust at various heights is collected. For each trial,
the test stand is commanded to take measurements from the lowest
height to the maximum height, then back down to the lowest height.
The final dataset captures the average thrust measurement from
multiple trials.
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1. Experimental Results for Fixed-Pitch Propellers

This first experiment is to validate the quasi-steady IGE model given
by Eq. (3) and the prediction of the maximum IGE thrust ratio given by
Eq. (9). Even though it is assumed that the propellers have a rectangularshaped cross-section, it is believed that the finite maximum IGE thrust
should also hold for propellers with non-zero twist and non-constant
chord. These types of propellers are commonly used in a wide variety of
commercial UAVs, and thus they were considered in the experiment
[53]. In the experiment, 11 off-the-shelf, fixed-pitch propellers (five
plastic and six carbon-fiber propellers) were tested. The naming of the
propellers follows the commercial propeller size nomenclature of
DDPP, where DD denotes rotor diameter in 10 in. for D < 10 in.,
1 in. for D ≥ 10 in., and PP stands for pitch in 10 in.; for example, 8045
is propeller with D  8 in. and θ  atan4.5∕8 rad, and 1045 stands
for propeller with D  10 in. and θ  atan4.5∕10 rad.
To validate the proposed model, each propeller was controlled
at two different angular velocities, where measurements were taken
at 13 different heights. The average thrust ratio at each height is then
determined. The experimental results for the 11 propellers are shown
in Fig. 5. Experimental results are shown as the box plot. It can be seen
that the thrust ratio increases monotonically as the rotor height
decreases. No flow separation or discontinued thrust was observed
in the experiment. The standard deviation does increase slightly as
the rotor height decreases. Curves denote the proposed model with
coefficient C~ a calculated from Eq. (1) and the blade geometry information in Table 2. The coefficient C^ b is found by curve fitting the
empirical model to the experimental data. As shown, each propeller
exhibits its own maximum IGE thrust ratio near the ground, and the
behavior of the thrust ratio as a function of height z also differs
between different propellers. Table 2 summarizes the characteristics
of the propellers as well as the experimental results for each propeller.
The first column denotes the part number and its material (C for
carbon fiber and P for plastic), associated with each propeller tested
in Fig. 5a. Because neither coefficient Ca nor Cb can be measured
directly, curve fitting was conducted on the data from Fig. 5 to get the
estimated C^ a and C^ b values based on Eq. (3), also shown in Table 2.
Compared to the experimentally acquired result C^ a , the calculated
maximum IGE thrust ratio C~ a provided by Eq. (10) has a normalized
root-mean-square error (RMSE) of 15%.
The coefficient Cb in the model, however, falls between [1,3],
where the mean value is 2.3. Thus, it does not exhibit any clear
relationship with either the chord length or pitch angle. One possible
explanation for this is that the assumption of constant chord and no
twist is violated. It is noted that both the chord length and pitch angle
in Table 2 are averaged over ten sections of the blade. Propellers from
the same brand tend to have similar rotor solidity and pitch angle. For
example, the last five propellers from Table 2 are data from T-motor
propellers. The solidity and pitch angle remain approximately the
same with different rotor radius.
2. Experimental Results for Variable-Pitch Propellers

The results for the 11 fixed-pitch propellers helped validate
the maximum IGE thrust ratio model. To further study the accuracy
of the model and to find a solution to the coefficient Cb , variable-pitch
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propellers were tested. The mechanism to vary the rotor pitch is
adapted from a helicopter tail rotor assembly, shown in the inset
photo in Fig. 4b. The mechanism is installed on the test rig with a
three-dimensionally printed mount attached to a brushless motor. The
same brushless motor that was used in the previous experiment is
used in this experiment for consistency.
The rotor blades tested were three-dimensionally printed, as shown
in Fig. 6. Each propeller has the same airfoil profile of NACA 0012, but
different radius and chord length. The three-dimensional printing process created a one-layer shell of material on the outer surfaces of the
propeller. The thickness of the shell is 0.5 mm, which is determined by
the nozzle of the three-dimensional printer. The propellers were sanded
to ensure a smooth surface. The lowest maximum thickness is 3.2 mm
on the 1125 mm blade (see Fig. 6 bottom right). For the experiment, the
pitch angle is commanded to vary between 6 and 20 deg, at 1 deg
increments. Unfortunately, the signal-to-noise level of the rotor thrust
was too high when θ0 < 6 deg, and thus the results were discarded.
Part of the experimental results of the IGE thrust ratio with respect
to rotor height from the four different propellers at pitch angle of
[10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20 deg] can be seen in Fig. 7. The error bar stands
for the standard deviation at each height. In contrast to the result in
Fig. 5, the standard deviation increases as the rotor height decreases.
This is due to the hinge design of the variable pitch propeller that
allows flapping, which introduces additional noise in the measurement. In general, the thrust ratio is higher with lower rotor solidity,
especially when close to the ground (z < 1.5).
The fitted coefficient C^ a  1 is shown in Fig. 8. As can be seen,
the experimental data are consistent with the prediction, particularly
that the maximum thrust ratio increases as the pitch angle decreases
and solidity increases. All data presented in Fig. 8 are collected from
commercial off-the-shelf propellers and custom-made variable-pitch
propellers (15 deg times four propellers). The normalized RMSE
between the prediction and the experimental data is 9.47%. One-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) shows that the probability of accepting the prediction for the model is 97.7%, which is statistically
significant. This suggests that the model and measured behavior
coincide and provides evidence that the proposed model represents
the observed behavior.
To acquire the coefficient Cb with respect to each experimental
setup, the proposed model in Eq. (3) is fitted to the average result from
Fig. 7 with respect to Cb . The fitted result is then used to find a general
solution of Cb with respect to θ0 and σ using the one-way ANOVA
test. First, the results in Fig. 9a show significant differences with
respect to solidity (with p-value of 0.02%). Second, the pitch angle
(shown in Fig. 9b) is found to not significantly affect the output (with
p-value of 34%). Based on the results in Fig. 9a, the coefficient Cb can
be modeled as a linear function of solidity, e.g., C~ b  0.93σ  1.23,
shown in Fig. 9. On the one hand, this solution provides a rough
estimation of coefficient Cb with respect to the solidity. On the other
hand, the model does not account for other blade geometry variables,
which will require further experimental study.
E. Model Validation on Datasets

The IGE experiment dataset with the IGE over OGE thrust ratio
can be found in the literature [16,40,54]. However, most experiments
available are conducted on the constant power assumption without
rotor pitch setting available. In this Paper, further model validation is
carried out on the dataset from Cai et al. [40], which provides both
rotor profile and pitch setting with angular velocity controlled. Data
points from four different propellers are plotted as square marker
in Fig. 10. The proposed empirical model from Eq. (3) is first fitted
to the data and compared with the model from Law [54], which
also requires curve fitting. IGE models from Cheeseman and Bennett
[16] and Hayden [30] are also shown in Fig. 10. As indicated in
[16,24,39,40], the model from Cheeseman and Bennett predicts well
the IGE ratio from OGE height down to z  R. Hayden’s model
overpredicts the IGE ratio in general. Both the fitting result in Fig. 10
and the root-mean-squared (RMS) error in Table 3 show that the
curve fitting result from the proposed model outperforms other
models with lower RMS error on all four propellers. The prediction
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Fig. 5 IGE thrust ratio vs normalized height measured for 11 commercially available propellers. Box plots denote the experimental results. Curves are
the proposed model with Ca from Eq. (10) and Cb from curve fitting.

results, plotted as a dashed-dotted line in Fig. 10, are calculated based
on the rotor profile and pitch setting from [40]. Experimental data by
within the 5% error boundary of the prediction curve. In general, both
the prediction and the fitted results from the proposed model provide
better estimation of the IGE thrust ratio than other models listed. The
predicted coefficients C~ a , C~ b and the curve-fitted coefficient C^ a , C^ b
are listed in Table 3.

IGE [47]. For consistency and to better understand the role of the two
coefficients Ca and Cb , the exponential model in Eq. (3) is used as a
starting point for the multirotor IGE model. Of particular interest is
the impact of blade geometry and different multirotor configurations.
It should be noted that, to isolate the multirotor IGE from the coupled
effect of rotor downwash and fountain effect upwash on the fuselage,
this Paper does not consider a fuselage.
A. Variables of Interest for Multirotor IGE

IV.

Multirotor Quasi-Steady In-Ground Effect Model

A quasi-steady IGE model for multiple rotors is presented. Based
on previous experimental results, the single-rotor IGE model with
adjustments to the model coefficients fits the multirotor configuration

Rotor normalized height z is an important variable for both singlerotor and multirotor IGE studies. According to Eq. (8) and the
conclusion noted in [46], the single-rotor IGE ratio is evaluated with
constant rotor angular velocity, and the IGE ratio is not significantly
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Table 2 Fixed-pitch propellers tested and estimated model
coefficients from measured IGE thrust ratio vs height data
No.
P3550
P5030
P8045
P1045
P1147
C8045
C1137
C1344
C1448
C1550
C1654

Nb

R, m

 mm
c,

σ

2
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

0.044
0.064
0.102
0.127
0.140
0.102
0.140
0.165
0.178
0.191
0.203

15.3
14.9
18.2
22.2
24.9
17.4
22.7
24.6
26.6
28.9
30.9

0.219
0.149
0.114
0.113
0.114
0.109
0.103
0.094
0.095
0.096
0.097

θ, deg θ, in.
21.5
19.6
29.4
20.1
21.3
29.4
9.3
9.3
9.5
10.2
9.3

5.0
3.0
4.5
4.5
4.7
4.5
3.7
4.4
4.8
5.0
5.5

C~ a

C^ a

C^ b

0.52
0.52
0.29
0.36
0.35
0.29
0.51
0.48
0.48
0.48
0.49

0.38
0.53
0.27
0.36
0.38
0.27
0.49
0.55
0.48
0.61
0.63

1.18
1.80
2.44
1.89
2.02
2.79
2.50
2.87
2.70
2.58
2.68
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Fig. 8 Prediction of maximum IGE ratio C~ a  1 and experimental fitted
coefficient C^ a  1 vs rotor solidity σ and pitch angle θ0 .

Fig. 6 Three-dimensionally printed blades vary on both chord length
and radius. The airfoil uses a NACA 0012 profile, which is symmetric for
α0  0. The lowest max thickness is 3.2 mm for a 1125 mm blade, which is
rigid enough to reject deformation while providing lift.

affected by the throttle command and power. However, for multirotor
IGE, the rotor angular velocity Ω may be an important factor because
the interaction between multiple rotor flowfields may exist. Furthermore, for the multirotor IGE, the study should mainly focus on what
rotor configurations affect the two model coefficients and how they
are different from the single-rotor case. In the analysis, the rotor
configuration has been simplified and reduced to the following two

Fig. 7

variables: 1) the minimum tip-to-tip distance d (normalized by R, i.e.,
d  d∕R) and 2) the rotating direction D between two adjacent
rotors. The assumption made here is that the rotor placement follows
the regular polygon (i.e., the minimum tip-to-tip distances between
any two adjacent rotors are always d). To this end, illustrations of the
two variables d and D for dual-rotor, trirotor, and quadrotor configurations can be seen in Fig. 11, where the Boolean function D is
defined as

D

1;

both clockwise CW or counterclockwise CCW

0;

one CW and the other CCW
(17)

In summary, the variables that can potentially affect the multirotor IGE are the rotor angular velocity Ω, rotating direction

Experimental results of variable pitch propellers IGE test at different rotor heights and pitch angles of [10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20 deg].
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a)

b)
Fig. 9
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One-way ANOVA result of measured coefficient C^ b : a) C^ b distribution vs solidity and b) C^ b distribution vs pitch angle.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Fig. 10 Model validation on experimental dataset from Cai et al. [40] with four different propellers. The gray area denotes the 5% error boundary
around the propose model prediction result based on rotor pitch and solidity information in [40].

Table 3

Propeller

Model fitting, %

P1770
P1155
P1470
P1170

1.01
0.99
0.64
1.11

Model validation and comparison on dataset from Cai et al. [40]
RMS error
Law 1972 fitting, %
4.53
3.05
2.37
1.54

between two adjacent rotors D, number of rotors N r , and the
normalized minimum tip-to-tip distance between two adjacent
 Evaluation of the multirotor IGE will focus on how these
rotors d.
variables change the two IGE coefficients Ca and Cb with respect to
their values on a single rotor. The test stand described in Fig. 4 was

Model prediction, %

C~ a

C^ a

Coefficients
C~ b

C^ b

3.14
1.79
1.64
2.32

0.29
0.24
0.17
0.21

0.21
0.19
0.17
0.21

1.65
1.62
1.65
1.69

1.25
1.25
1.24
1.26

used with multiple rotors installed in different rotor configurations.
Figure 12 shows the mounting configuration for the quadrotor
setup. Propellers used in the multirotor IGE experiments can be
seen in Table 4, which covers pitch angles from 10 to 30 deg and
radii from 0.06 to 0.20 m.

a1)

a2)

b)

c)

Fig. 11 Dual-rotor, trirotor, and quadrotor configurations: a1) dual-rotor configuration with D  0, a2) dual rotor with D  1, b) trirotor configuration, and c) quadrotor configuration.
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Fig. 12 Mounting configuration for quadrotor on the test stand. The
rotors were controlled by a Crazyflie flight controller, and power
measurements were collected for evaluation.
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0 to 2.5, z varying from 0.1 to 3.3 at increments of 0.25, and angular
velocity at 4300 and 5500 rpm. The results for different throttle
commands are shown in Fig. 13, in which K G for different Ω is shown
in Figs. 13a3 and 13b3. The results for KG for two rotor directions
D  0 and D  1 can be seen in Figs. 13c1 and 13c2. No obvious
visual differences were observed for K G when Ω or D was varied, as
shown in Figs. 13a3, 13b3, 13c1, and 13c2. The RMS differences are
shown in Fig. 13c3, and this indicates that the impact from the angular
velocity Ω and rotor direction D between two rotors to the multirotor
IGE is trivial, especially when comparing to the increase of thrust ratio
brought by the ground effect. It should not be taken for granted,
however, that the angular velocity does not affect the IGE rotor thrust
ratio for all propellers. Flow separation and propeller stall could also
exist for other types of propellers at certain RPM values.
The same tests were conducted with the quadrotor configuration
and 8 in. diameter plastic propellers. The two KG results with high
and low Ω are shown in Fig. 14. The RMS differences between the
two Ω s are 6.8%. As results show, even with different rotor configurations and geometries, the impact of rotor angular velocity on KG
is small.

B. Impact of Rotor Angular Velocity and Rotor Direction

In the first experiment, multirotor IGE is measured with respect to
rotor angular velocity Ω and direction D. Two 15 in. propellers were
first installed on the load-cell test rig, with D  0, d varying from
Table 4
Configuration
No.
R, m
θ, deg
σ

C. Effect of Rotor Number and Spacing

In the second experiment, the two variables of interest are the
number of rotors N r and the normalized minimum tip-to-tip distance

Property of propellers used in multirotor IGE experiments

Dual rotor D  0

Dual rotor D  1

Trirotor

Quadrotor

P5030, P8045, C8045, C1550
0.064, 0.102, 0.102, 0.191
19.6, 29.4, 29.4, 10.2
0.149, 0.114, 0.114, 0.096

P8045, C8045, C1550
0.102, 0.102, 0.191
29.4, 29.4, 10.2
0.114, 0.114, 0.096

C1550
0.191
10.2
0.096

C8045, C1550
0.102, 0.191
29.4, 10.2
0.114, 0.096

a1)

a2)

a3)

b1)

b2)

b3)

High rpm

Low rpm

c3)
c1)

c2)

Fig. 13 Experimental results for 15 in. diameter propellers dual-rotor IGE for different Ω and D values: a1) IGE thrust ratio vs z and d with D  0 and
3600 rpm, a2) IGE thrust ratio vs z and d with D  0 and 4800 rpm, a3) absolute difference between a1 and a2, b1) IGE thrust ratio vs z and d with D  1
and 3600 rpm, b2) IGE thrust ratio vs z and d with D  1 and 4800 rpm, a3) absolute difference between b1 and b2, c1) absolute difference between a1 and
b1, and c2) absolute difference between a2 and b2.
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b)

c)

 In particular, N r ∈ f1; 2; 3; 4g and d ∈ 0; 3 are considered. The
d.
influence of rotor configuration on multirotor IGE can be analyzed by
modeling the two coefficients Ca and Cb as functions of d and N r .
The superscript in front the coefficient of interest denotes the number
of rotor N r ; for example, 3 Cb refers to the Cb coefficient for N r  3.

(see Fig. 13). The results of the trirotor aerial vehicle IGE thrust ratio
and the two IGE coefficients can be seen in Fig. 16.
The variation in 3 Cb is different and more significant than 2 Cb as
d changes. Because of the limitation of the test stand and the size of the
15 in. propeller being tested, the range of d for the trirotor configuration is limited to d ∈ 0; 1.1. The coefficient 3 Cb starts low with
small d and becomes larger than both 2 Cb and 1 Cb around d  1. It
can be predicted that for any different rotor configuration Cb will settle
back to 1 Cb . The coefficient 3 Ca , however, remains the same as 1 Ca
and 2 Ca , which further validates the hypothesis that the maximum
IGE thrust ratio is independent of the rotor configuration and only
depends on the blade geometry as described in Eq. (10).

1. Dual-Rotor Configuration

The results of dual-rotor IGE with 15-in. propellers were previously
presented in Fig. 13, in which no significant differences were observed
 However, a subtle difference is
for high or low throttle by varying d.
observed in the IGE coefficients, as shown in Fig. 15. Compared to the
single-rotor IGE case, differences in d introduce changes in 2 Cb ,
where a maximum of 20% increase can be seen around d  1. The
behavior decreases to the single rotor 1 Cb as d approaches 0 or infinity.
The coefficient Ca , however, remains the same (see Fig. 15b), which
indicates that the maximum IGE thrust ratio is the same for single and
dual-rotor configurations. The bar plot in Fig. 15c is provided to
support that the average consumed power at different heights are the
same with constant throttle command.

3. Quadrotor Configuration

The configuration shown in Fig. 11c was tested. Because
the quadrotor configuration takes much more space than the tri- or
dual-rotor setup, d is limited to the range (0, 0.42). The experimental
results are shown in Fig. 17. It is clear from Fig. 17a that the thrust
ratio increases as the d decreases to 0. As expected, the coefficient
4 C still remains the same as other C values. However, a larger
a
a
variation is observed for the coefficient 4 Cb , as illustrated in Fig. 17b,
where the minimum value is 30% lower than 1 Cb .
In conclusion, the rotor configuration does have an affect on
the measured multirotor IGE. However, the IGE coefficient Ca and

the maximum IGE thrust ratio are not functions of either N r or d.

1.6
1.5
1.4
1.3
1.2
1.1
1
0

IGE coefficients

Trirotor aerial vehicles usually have two different types of rotor
configurations, both of which involve different rotor rotation directions. Only one type of configuration is tested because the rotation
direction has been shown to have no impact on the IGE thrust ratio
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Fig. 15 Dual-rotor IGE experimental results for 15 in. propellers: a) thrust ratio vs z and d,

c) average total power consumed vs z.
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Fig. 14 Comparison of KG with respect to different Ω for 8 in. diameter propellers: a) IGE thrust ratio versus d and z at 6000 rpm; b) IGE thrust ratio
versus d and z at 7000 rpm; and c) absolute difference between (a) and (b).
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Fig. 16 Trirotor IGE experimental results: a) thrust ratio vs z and d and b) single- and trirotor IGE coefficients.
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tested with the dual-rotor configuration. The results of the IGE thrust
ratio versus d and z are shown in Figs. 18b1 and 18b2. Subtracting the
plastic propellers IGE ratio from the carbon fiber propeller IGE ratio,
the difference can be seen in Fig. 18a3 and its contour in Fig. 13b3.
The normalized RMS IGE thrust ratio error between the carbon fiber
and plastic propellers is 4.18%. In general, the difference in material
contributes small differences in the thrust ratio. However, it can be
seen that the plastic propeller provides a higher IGE thrust when
the two rotors are within one radius away (d < R). As the two
propellers separate farther apart, the thrust provided by the carbon
fiber propellers is, in general, greater than the thrust from plastic ones.
It should be noted that the results herein are valid for small propellers
and those that are sufficiently rigid [23].
The surface plots shown in either Fig. 18a1 or Fig. 18a2 are clearly
different from the 15 in. dual-rotor results shown in Fig. 13. Instead of
increasing thrust, a dip exists on the surface contour where the thrust
ratio K G is actually lower than 1, which indicates a loss in thrust. This
dip can be seen clearly on the contour plot in Figs. 18b1 and 18b2,
where d ∈ 1.2; 2.8 and z ∈ 1.1; 2.3. The round area is marked

As the results show, the coefficient Cb is smaller when rotors are
closer together (d < 0.4). The coefficient increases to a maximum at
approximately d ≈ 1 and decreases back to 1 Cb after d > 2. The total
effects from N r and d have been documented in literature as a
fountain effect or multirotor IGE [9,11,15,16,32,55–57]. The conclusions of the researchers, however, are inconsistent with each other,
where throughout the literature both increasing [55,56] and decreasing [11,29] behaviors have been noted as d grows.
It is believed that the results described herein explain the inconsistencies found in the literature as it pertains to the fountain effect.
The IGE thrust ratio when the height is small (z < 2) will first decrease; then, it increases as d grows from 0 to infinity. Even though
the model is a quasi-steady empirical model, with two coefficients, it
sufficiently captures the behavior with respect to the rotor height but
also the blade geometry. This Paper compares results for three different rotor configurations, and the experiments cover a wider range of z
and d compared to prior works. The results also show the relationships between the rotor height, rotor configuration, and the effect of
multirotors on the IGE thrust.
D. Propeller Material and Fountain Vortex
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Fig. 19 Illustration of multirotor IGE fountain vortex.
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The propellers used in multirotor IGE experiments shown previously are made of carbon fiber, which usually has greater stiffness
than plastic. The plastic propellers are inexpensive, easy to manufacture, and also widely used in research and hobby projects. Additional
experiments were designed to compare multirotor IGE for plastic
versus carbon fiber propellers. The two 8 in. diameter propellers
shown in Figs. 18a1 and 18b1 with identical blade geometry were
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Fig. 17 Quadrotor IGE experimental results: a) thrust ratio vs z and d and b) single- and quadrotor IGE coefficients.

0
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6

Fig. 18 Experimental results for dual 8 in. diameter propeller with two different materials: a1) and b1) Grand Wing Servo-Tech (GWS) plastic propeller,
a2) and b2) GWS carbon fiber propeller, a3) and b3) difference between carbon fiber propeller and plastic propeller.
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Fig. 20 The 5 in. constant-pitch square-shaped propeller dual-rotor IGE: a) IGE thrust ratio surface, b) IGE thrust ratio contour, c) fitting result of
bivariate Gaussian model-based IGE thrust loss δ.

with a thick line representing the thrust ratio of 98%. In this area, the
minimum thrust ratio is 95%, which means a multirotor aerial vehicle
could experience, instead of an increased thrust IGE, a loss of thrust at
a certain height. This phenomenon can be explained by a fountain
vortex between rotors, as illustrated in Fig. 19. The behavior resembles the fountain effect [1] and wake rollup [3,11], which exists on
single-rotor IGE with an advance ratio. The rotor wake is forced to
change direction due to both the ground surface and the rotor wake
from a nearby propeller. The fountain flow between two adjacent
rotors breaks and flows back into the rotors and forms a fountain
vortex. This vortex increases the induced velocity and decreases the
thrust generated by the rotor. The fountain vortex for multirotors is
more significant on an 8 in. propeller than on the 15 in. propeller. One
hypothesis is that the strength of the fountain vortex is related to the
blade-tip pitch angle θtip , which is 0 deg on the 15 in. propeller but
6 deg on the 8 in. propeller. A pair of square-shaped constant pitch 5
in. propellers were tested to support the hypothesis. The blade-tip
pitch angle of the 5 in. propeller is 15 deg. The experimental results
can be seen in Fig. 20, in which a maximum of 8% thrust loss exists on
the IGE thrust ratio surface, which is greater than the thrust loss from
the 8 in. propeller. This effect cannot be modeled directly by the two
IGE coefficients because the empirical model from Eq. (3) does not
consider the possibility of K G < 1. In this Paper, a bivariate Gaussian
model is adapted to fit this thrust loss created by the fountain vortex.
The adjusted IGE model can be expressed as
K G  Ca e−Cb z∕R  1 − δ;
where


p
p
1
δ  CF exp −
z − 32  d − 32
2
21 − Cc 

p
p
− 2Cc z − 3d − 3
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(18)

Two additional fountain
pvortex coefficients, Cc and CF , are introduced. The mean value 3 of the bivariate model is experimentally
fitted with both the 5 and 8 in. propeller results. The experimental
data and fitting results for δ are shown in Fig. 20c. The coefficient
CF determines the strength of the fountain vortex and is found to be
associated with the blade-tip pitch angle. It can be seen that the shape
of the thrust loss is not always circular with respect to rotor height
and distance between two rotors (see Fig. 20b). The coefficient Cc is
 which remains
introduced, denoting the correlation between z and d,
undetermined and requires further experiments. The value of the
fountain vortex coefficients from curve-fitting are CF ≈ 0.083, Cc ≈
0.62 for the 5 in. propeller and CF ≈ 0.04, Cc ≈ 0.024 for the 8 in.
propeller.

V.

predicts finite maximum IGE thrust ratio, 2) fills the gap between the
blade geometry (pitch angle and solidity) and the IGE ratio with an
analytical relationship, and 3) extends to multirotor aerial vehicles and
considers different multirotor configurations. Two IGE model coefficients were derived based on BET and analyzed using the method
of images. The coefficient Ca is a nonlinear function of σ and θ0 . The
coefficient Cb ranges between (1, 3.5) and is modeled proportional
to σ. Experiments were conducted to validate the model for range
of pitch angles θ ∈ 9; 20 deg and solidities σ ∈ 0.085; 0.215.
For multirotors, the angular velocity Ω, the rotor direction D, and
the material of the blade were found not to affect the IGE ratio. The
coefficient Ca remains the same regardless of the number of rotors N r
and the tip-to-tip distance d. The coefficient n Cb starts out small for
small d, then slowly increases to a maximum of approximately d  1,
followed by a decrease back to 1 Cb . The deviation of n Cb from 1 Cb
increases with the number of rotors N r . Two fountain-vortex coefficients were introduced in the adapted bivariate Gaussian model
for the observed IGE thrust-loss phenomenon. Finally, an empirical
relationship between coefficient CF and the blade-tip pitch angle
was found.

Conclusions

In this Paper, a new empirical quasi-steady IGE model for multirotor aerial vehicles was proposed. The new model combines analytical results with an empirical model and relates the IGE thrust ratio to
blade pitch, rotor solidity and diameter, and rotor height at constant
rotor angular velocity. The model also overcomes drawbacks inherent
in the previous empirical models and 1) offers no singularities and

References
[1] Griffiths, A. D., and Leishman, J. G., “A Study of Dual-Rotor Interference and Ground Effect Using a Free-Vortex Wake Model,” American
Helicopter Society 58th Annual Forum, American Helicopter Soc.,
Fairfax, VA, 2002, pp. 592–612.
[2] Leishman, J. G., Bhagwat, M. J., and Bagai, A., “Free-Vortex Filament
Methods for the Analysis of Helicopter Rotor Wakes,” Journal of
Aircraft, Vol. 39, No. 5, 2002, pp. 759–775.
https://doi.org/10.2514/2.3022
[3] Leishman, J. G., Principles of Helicopter Aerodynamics, Cambridge
Univ. Press, Cambridge, England, U.K., 2006, pp. 151–170.
[4] Eberhart, G., and Wilhelm, J., “Impact of Varied Power Setting on
Thrust of Multi-Rotor VTOL sUAS in Ground Effect,” American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA), Session: UAS Integration
into Urban Environments, AIAA Paper 2017-0226, 2017.
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2017-0226
[5] Mahony, R., and Hamel, T., “Adaptive Compensation of Aerodynamic
Effects During Takeoff and Landing Manoeuvres for a Scale Model
Autonomous Helicopter,” European Journal of Control, Vol. 7, No. 1,
2001, pp. 43–57.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0947-3580(01)70939-9
[6] Nonaka, K., and Sugizaki, H., “Integral Sliding Mode Altitude Control
for a Small Model Helicopter with Ground Effect Compensation,”
American Control Conference, IEEE Publ., Piscataway, NJ, 2011,
pp. 202–207.

Downloaded by 107.191.0.73 on November 1, 2020 | http://arc.aiaa.org | DOI: 10.2514/1.J059223

Article in Advance

[7] Sjöholm, M., Angelou, N., Hansen, P., Hansen, K. H., Mikkelsen, T.,
Haga, S., Silgjerd, J. A., and Starsmore, N., “Two-Dimensional Rotorcraft Downwash Flow Field Measurements by Lidar-Based Wind Scanners with Agile Beam Steering,” Journal of Atmospheric and Oceanic
Technology, Vol. 31, No. 4, 2014, pp. 930–937.
https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-13-00010.1
[8] Xin, J., Chen, R., and Li, P., “Time-Stepping Free-Wake Methodology
for Rotor Flow Field Simulation in Ground Effect,” Aircraft Engineering and Aerospace Technology, Vol. 87, No. 5, 2015, pp. 418–426.
https://doi.org/10.1108/AEAT-09-2013-0173
[9] Moulton, M. A., Malley, J. A. O., Arsenal, R., and Rajagopalan, R. G.,
“Rotorwash Prediction Using an Applied Computational Fluid Dynamics Tool,” American Helicopter Society 60th Annual Forum, American
Helicopter Soc., Fairfax, VA, 2004, p. 15.
[10] Milluzzo, J. I., “Contributions Towards the Detailed Understanding of
Rotor Flow Fields in Ground Effect Operations,” Ph.D. Dissertation,
Univ. of Maryland, College Park, MD, 2014.
[11] Radhakrishnan, A., “An Experimental Investigation of Ground Effect on
a Quad Tilt Rotor in Hover and Low Speed Forward Flight,” Ph.D.
Dissertation, Univ. of Maryland, Collage Park, MD, 2006.
https://doi.org/10.4050/JAHS.60.012002
[12] Ganesh, B., and Komerath, N., “Unsteady Aerodynamics of Rotorcraft
in Ground Effect,” 22nd AIAA Applied Aerodynamics Conference and
Exhibit, AIAA Paper 2005-1407, Aug. 2004.
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2005-1407
[13] Basset, P.-M., Heuze, O., Prasad, J. V. R., and Hamers, M., “Finite State
Rotor Induced Flow Model for Interferences and Ground Effect,” 57th
Annual Forum of the AHS, Vertical Flight Soc., Fairfax, VA, 2001, p. 16.
[14] Trivkovic, Z., Svorcan, J., Komarov, D., and Fotev, V., “Computational
Analysis of Helicopter Main Rotor Blades in Ground Effect,” Scientific
Technical Review, Vol. 66, No. 4, 2016, pp. 52–58.
https://doi.org/10.5937/STR1604052T.
[15] Sanchez-Cuevas, P., Heredia, G., and Ollero, A., “Characterization
of the Aerodynamic Ground Effect and Its Influence in Multirotor
Control,” International Journal of Aerospace Engineering, Vol. 2017,
No. 17, 2017, pp. 1–17.
https://doi.org/10.1155/2017/1823056
[16] Cheeseman, I. C., and Bennett, W. E., “The Effect of the Ground on a
Helicopter Rotor in Forward Flight,” Aeronautical Research Council
R&M 3021, British A.R.C., 1955, pp. 1–12.
[17] Prouty, R. W., “Ground Effect and the Helicopter—A Summary,” Aircraft Design Systems and Operation Meeting, AIAA Paper 1985-4034,
1985.
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.1985-4034
[18] Eberhart, G. M., and Wilhelm, J. P., “Development of a GE BEMT
Analysis Method for sUAS Propellers Operating Inside Ground Effect,”
AIAA Information Systems-AIAA Infotech @ Aerospace, AIAA Paper
2018-0747, 2018.
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2018-0747
[19] Yu, K., and Peters, D. A., “Three-Dimensional State-Space Modeling
of Ground Effect with Dynamic Flow Field,” American Helicopter
Society 60th Annual Forum, American Helicopter Soc., Fairfax, VA,
2004, p. 14.
[20] Xin, H., and He, C., “An Efficient Panel Ground Effect Model for
Rotorcraft Simulations,” 61st Annual Forum, American Helicopter
Soc., Fairfax, VA, 2005, p. 17.
[21] Zhang, H., Prasad, J. V. R., and Peters, D., “Finite State Inflow Models
for Lifting Rotors in Ground Effect,” 52nd Annual Forum, American
Helicopter Soc., Fairfax, VA, 1996, p. 6.
[22] Lighthill, J., “A Simple Fluid-Flow Model of Ground Effect on Hovering,” Journal of Fluid Mechanics, Vol. 93, No. 4, 1979, pp. 781–797.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022112079002032.
[23] Gilad, M., Chopra, I., and Rand, O., “Performance Evaluation of a
Flexible Rotor in Extreme Ground Effect,” 37th European Rotorcraft
Forum, Netherlands Association of Aeronautical Engineers, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2011, pp. 816–825.
[24] Gilad, M., “Evaluation of Flexible Rotor Hover Performance in Extreme
Ground Effect,” Ph.D. Dissertation, Univ. of Maryland, College Park,
MD, 2011.
[25] Yu, K., “Development of Three-Dimensional State-Space Wake Theory
and Application in Dynamic Ground Effect,” Ph.D. Dissertation, Washington Univ., Saint Louis, Missouri, 2005.
[26] He, C., “Finite State Dynamic Wake Interference Modeling for
Rotorcraft Simulation,” 53rd Annual Forum Proceedings, American
Helicopter Soc., Fairfax, VA, 1997, p. 15.
[27] Leishman, J. G., and Bagai, A., “Challenges in Understanding the
Vortex Dynamics of Helicopter Rotor Wakes,” AIAA Journal, Vol. 36,
No. 7, 1998, pp. 1130–1140.
https://doi.org/10.2514/2.510

/ HE AND LEANG

13

[28] Bagai, A., and Leishman, J. G., “Rotor Free-Wake Modeling Using a
Psuedoimplicit Relaxation Algorithm,” Journal of Aircraft, Vol. 32,
No. 6, 1995, pp. 1276–1285.
https://doi.org/10.2514/3.46875
[29] Radhakrishnan, A., and Schmitz, F. H., “Aerodynamics and Lifting
Performance of a Quad Tilt Rotor in Ground Effect,” Journal of the
American Helicopter Society, Vol. 63, No. 1, 2007, pp. 613–624.
[30] Hayden, J., “The Effect of the Ground on Helicopter Hovering Power
Required,” American Helicopter Society 32nd Annual Forum, American Helicopter Soc., Fairfax, VA, 1976, p. 11.
[31] Hsiao, Y. H., and Chirarattananon, P., “Ceiling Effects for Surface Locomotion of Small Rotorcraft,” International Conference on Intelligent
Robots and Systems (IROS), IEEE Publ., Piscataway, NJ, 2018,
pp. 6214–6219.
[32] Sharf, I., Nahon, M., Harmat, A., Khan, W., Michini, M., Speal, N.,
Trentini, M., Tsadok, T., and Wang, T., “Ground Effect Experiments
and Model Validation with Draganflyer X8 Rotorcraft,” International
Conference on Unmanned Aircraft Systems (ICUAS), IEEE Publ.,
Piscataway, NJ, 2014, pp. 1158–1166.
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICUAS.2014.6842370
[33] Khromov, V., and Rand, O., “Ground Effect Modeling for Rotary-Wing
Simulation,” 26th International Congress of the Aeronautical Sciences,
International Council of the Aeronautical Sciences, Germany, 2008,
pp. 1–10.
[34] Jimenez-Cano, A. E., Sanchez-Cuevas, P. J., Grau, P., Ollero, A., and
Heredia, G., “Contact-Based Bridge Inspection Multirotors: Design,
Modeling, and Control Considering the Ceiling Effect,” IEEE Robotics
and Automation Letters, Vol. 4, No. 4, 2019, pp. 3561–3568.
https://doi.org/10.1109/LRA.2019.2928206
[35] Milluzzo, J. I., “Effects of Blade Tip Shape on Rotor In-Ground-Effect
Aerodynamics,” Ph.D. Dissertation, Univ. of Maryland, College Park,
MD, 2012.
[36] Lee, T. E., Leishman, J. G., and Ramasamy, M., “Fluid Dynamics of
Interacting Blade Tip Vortices with a Ground Plane,” Journal of the
American Helicopter Society, Vol. 55, No. 2, 2010, Paper 22005.
https://doi.org/10.4050/JAHS.55.022005
[37] Theys, B., Dimitriadis, G., Hendrick, P., and De Schutter, J., “Influence of
Propeller Configuration on Propulsion System Efficiency of Multi-Rotor
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles,” International Conference on Unmanned Aircraft Systems (ICUAS), IEEE Publ., Piscataway, NJ, 2016, pp. 195–201.
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICUAS.2016.7502520
[38] Li, D., Zhou, Y., Shi, Z., and Lu, G., “Autonomous Landing of Quadrotor Based on Ground Effect Modelling,” Chinese Control Conference
(CCC), IEEE Publ., Piscataway, NJ, 2015, pp. 5647–5652.
https://doi.org/10.1109/ChiCC.2015.7260521
[39] Kan, X., Thomas, J., Teng, H., Tanner, H. G., Kumar, V., and Karydis, K.,
“Analysis of Ground Effect for Small-Scale UAVs in Forward Flight,”
IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters, Vol. 4, No. 4, 2019, pp. 3860–
3867.
https://doi.org/10.1109/LRA.2019.2929993
[40] Cai, J., Gunasekaran, S., Ahmed, A., and Ol, M. V., “Changes in
Propeller Performance due to Ground Proximity,” AIAA Scitech 2019
Forum, AIAA Paper 2019-1097, 2019.
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2019-1097
[41] Hefner, R. A., “Analysis of Ground Effect on the Lifting Airscrew,”
NACA TN 626, 1945.
[42] Hooi, C. G., Lagor, F. D., and Paley, D. A., “Flow Sensing, Estimation and
Control for Rotorcraft in Ground Effect,” IEEE Aerospace Conference
Proceedings, IEEE Publ., Piscataway, NJ, 2015, pp. 1–8.
https://doi.org/10.1109/AERO.2015.7119297
[43] Belatti, T., “Quadrotor Flight in Constrained Environments,” M.S.
Thesis, Univ. of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, 2012.
[44] Davis, E., and Pounds, P., “Passive Position Control of a Quadrotor
With Ground Effect Interaction,” IEEE Robotics and Automation
Letters, Vol. 1, No. 1, 2016, pp. 539–545.
https://doi.org/10.1109/LRA.2016.2514351
[45] Hu, B., Lu, L., and Mishra, S., “A Control Architecture for Fast and
Precise Autonomous Landing of a VTOL UAV Onto an Oscillating
Platform,” American Helicopter Society 71st Annual Forum, American
Helicopter Soc., Fairfax, VA, 2015, p. 11.
[46] Bernard, D., Giurato, M., Riccardi, F., and Marco, L., “Ground Effect
Analysis for a Quadrotor Platform,” 4th CEAS Specialist Conference on
Guidance, Navigation and Control, Springer, New York, 2017, p. 18.
[47] He, X., Calaf, M., and Leang, K. K., “Modeling and Adaptive Nonlinear
Disturbance Observer for Closed-Loop Control of In-Ground-Effects on
Multi-Rotor UAVs,” ASME Dynamic Systems and Control Conference,
American Soc. of Mechanical Engineers, New York, 2017, p. 9.
[48] He, X., Kou, G., Calaf, M., and Leang, K. K., “In-Ground-Effect
Modeling and Nonlinear Disturbance Observer for Multi-Rotor UAV

14

[49]
[50]

[51]
[52]
[53]

Downloaded by 107.191.0.73 on November 1, 2020 | http://arc.aiaa.org | DOI: 10.2514/1.J059223

[54]

Article in Advance

Control,” Journal of Dynamic Systems, Measurement, and Control,
Vol. 141, No. 7, May 2019, Paper 071013.
Betz, A., “The Ground Effect on Lifting Propellers,” NACA TM 836, 1937.
Robinson, D. C., Chung, H., and Ryan, K., “Numerical Investigation of
a Hovering Micro Rotor in Close Proximity to a Ceiling Plane,” Journal
of Fluids and Structures, Vol. 66, Oct. 2016, pp. 229–253.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfluidstructs.2016.08.001
Johnson, W., Helicopter Theory, Princeton Univ. Press, Princeton, NJ,
1980, pp. 30–90.
Hooi, C. G., Lagor, F. D., and Paley, D. A., “Flow Sensing, Estimation and
Control for Rotorcraft in Ground Effect,” Proceedings of IEEE Aerospace Conference, IEEE Publ., Piscataway, NJ, 2015, pp. 1–8.
Deters, R. W., Ananda Krishnan, G. K., and Selig, M. S., “Reynolds
Number Effects on the Performance of Small-Scale Propellers,” 32nd
AIAA Applied Aerodynamics Conference, AIAA Paper 2014-2151, 2014.
Law, H. Y. H., “Two Methods of Prediction of Hovering Performance,”
U.S. Army Aviation Systems Command TR 72-4, 1972.

/ HE AND LEANG

[55] Chirico, G., Szubert, D., Vigevano, L., and Barakos, G. N., “Numerical
Modelling of the Aerodynamic Interference Between Helicopter and
Ground Obstacles,” CEAS Aeronautical Journal, Vol. 8, No. 4, 2017,
pp. 589–611.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13272-017-0259-y
[56] Nathan, N. D., “The Rotor Wake in Ground Effect and Its Investigation
in a Wind Tunnel,” Ph.D. Dissertation, Univ. of Glasgow, Glasgow,
Scotland, U.K., 2010.
[57] Polak, D. R., Rehm, W., and George, A. R., “Effects of an Image
Plane on the Tiltrotor Fountain Flow,” American Helicopter Society
2nd International Aeromechanics Specialists’ Meeting, American Helicopter Soc., Fairfax, VA, 2000, pp. 90–97.
[58] Knight, K., and Hefner, R. A., “Analysis of Ground Effect on the Lifting
Airscrew,” National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics TN 835, 1941.

A. R. Jones
Associate Editor

