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Objectives

To improve spacecraft fire safety by studying smoke emission and transport in the Orion Multi-

Purpose Crew Vehicle using Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) simulations; Top Down Across Flow Top Down Across Flow
To evaluate the impact of gravity (i.e., Earth, lunar, Mars, and microgravity) on smoke transport; |

To identify optimal locations for smoke detector placement;

To compare flow orientation on smoke transport and clearance.
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emissions within the domain.; d-f) comparing gravities: d)Total mass of emitted gaseous species in domain; e) Particulate concentration in top hatch volume; f) Mass concentration of particulate in the top of the main

volume. seems ideal.



	Numerical Analysis of Smoke Transport in Reduced Gravity

