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ABSTRACT

Course correction munition is a smart projectile which improves its accuracy by the
control mechanism equipped in the fuze section with canard. In this paper, various
aerodynamic configurations of the fuze section were analysed by utilizing a semi-empirical
method and a CFD method. A final canard configuration showing the least drag was
then determined. During the CFD simulation, it was found that the k-o SST turbulence
model combined with O-type grid base is suitable for the prediction of the base drag.
Finally, the aerodynamic characteristics of the smart munition and the change of drag due
to the canard installation were analysed.
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