
SHOCK-LAYER RADIATIVE HEATING FOR
MSR SAMPLE RETRIEVAL LANDER WITH 8 KM/S ENTRY

Alireza Mazaheri and Christopher Johnston

NASA Langley Research Center, NASA, Hampton, VA 23681

ABSTRACT

This study investigates the radiative heating environment of
the Mars Sample Return (MSR) Sample Retrieval Lander
(SRL), set for potential 2031 launch from Earth with a Mars
entry velocity near 8 km/s. This speed presents a signifi-
cant change compared to prior Mars missions, such as Mars
Science Laboratory (MSL), InSight, and Mars 2020, which
typically experienced entry velocities around 6 km/s. Conse-
quently, the SRL is subjected to a markedly different radiative
heating regime, where CO 4th-Positive bands emerge as the
dominant radiation mechanism under these entry conditions.
We quantified the nominal radiative heating environment
and assessed both the parametric uncertainty in the radiative
heating model and the experimentally-anchored shock-tube
informed bias. The analysis revealed that parametric uncer-
tainty can reach as high as 160% for the heatshield and 50%
for the backshell. The shock-tube informed bias indicated
an increase in nominal radiative heating by 10% on the fore-
body and 24% on the afterbody. To address the substantial
uncertainties in the nonequilibrium models, we compiled the
best available nominal modeling parameters along with their
uncertainties. Our findings emphasize the critical role of CO
dissociation rate as the primary contributor to uncertainty on
the forebody, while CO2 dissociation rate is the dominant
factor on the backshell.

Index Terms— Mars Entry, Aerothermodynamics, Cou-
pled Radiation, Hypersonic

1. INTRODUCTION

The proposed 2031 launch date for the SRL requires an entry
interface velocity near 8 km/s, which results in peak radia-
tive heating at a free-stream velocity of 7.03 km/s. This 8
km/s entry interface velocity distinguishes the radiative heat-
ing of this vehicle from that of recent MSL [1], Insight [2],
Mars 2020 [3, 4], and Schiaparelli [5] vehicles, which all had
entry interface velocities near 6 km/s and peak forebody ra-
diative heating near 5 km/s. The increase in peak radiative
heating velocities from 5 to 7 km/s results in a fundamen-
tally different radiative heating environment over the vehi-
cle forebody. We will show that such increase in entry ve-
locity shifts the dominant radiation mechanism on the fore-

body from CO2 Infrared (IR) bands to CO 4th-Positive and
CN bands. The uncertainties in the flowfield chemistry and
non-Boltzmann (Quasi-Steady State) models, which are rel-
atively large, lead to substantial uncertainties in the radiative
heating predictions. We will show that these uncertainties are
anticipated to be greater than those associated with CO2 IR
bands, which are less sensitive to post-shock chemistry and
non-Boltzmann effects [6].

Fig. 1. Definition of the SRL geometry and surface regions,
as well as the nominal vibrational temperature field.

Figure 1 presents the SRL geometry considered in this
work, which consists of a 70 degree sphere-cone forebody
heat shield with a maximum diameter of 4.64 m and an elon-
gated afterbody relative to the MSL or Mars 2020 vehicles.

2. MODELING OVERVIEW

The LAURA Navier-Stokes solver [7] is applied for the flow-
field simulations in this work. The two-temperature thermo-
chemical nonequilibrium model presented by Park et al. [8] is
applied, as reviewed by Johnston et al. [9]. The flowfield con-
sists of the 16 species chemical kinetic model of Johnston and
Brandis [10]: CO2, CO, N2, O2, NO, C, N, O, CN, C2, C+,
O+, NO+, O+

2 , CO+, and e−. Table 1 tabulates the most im-
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portant rates with their associated uncertainties for modeling
radiation (see Johnston and Mazaheri [11] for more detail).

Table 1. Uncertainty values for chemical rates with the
largest impact on radiative heating predictions.

Reaction Uncertainty Multiplier
CO2 + M ↔ CO + O + M 0.3, 1.2 [8, 12, 13, 14, 15]
CO + M ↔ C + O + M 0.2, 3.5 [16, 17, 18, 19, 20]
NO + M ↔ N + O + M 0.2, 3.5 [10, 21, 22, 23, 24]
O2 + M ↔ O + O + M 0.3, 1.3 [25, 26, 27, 28]
CO + O ↔ O2 + C 0.8, 10.0 [8, 29, 30]
CN + O ↔ NO + C 0.5, 10.0 [31, 32]
N2 + C ↔ CN + N 0.8, 1.3 [8, 33, 34]
N2 + O ↔ NO + N 0.4, 1.1 [25, 35, 36, 37]

The HARA code is used for coupled radiation analyses,
which incorporates the divergence of the radiative flux into
the LAURA total energy equation as a source term. The
tangent-slab approximation is used to solve for radiative
transport and compute the divergence of radiative flux. While
the tangent-slab approximation results in unacceptable errors
in the surface radiative flux on afterbody regions, Johnston
and Mazaheri [38] showed that it is adequate for providing
the divergence of the radiative flux, which is coupled to the
flowfield energy equations. The surface radiation coupling
has the primary impact of lowering the temperatures in the
post-shock nonequilibrium region slightly, therefore decreas-
ing the radiative heating by 10 to 20%. The radiative heating
is computed as a post-processing step to these coupled radi-
ation flowfields using the ray-tracing approach [39], which
avoids the tangent-slab approximation.

The free-stream mass fractions are set to 0.97 for CO2 and
0.03 for N2, which corresponds to a free-stream gas constant
R of 192 J/kg. This gas constant is convenient for converting
the flight pressures to shock-tube conditions, while maintain-
ing the free-stream density. This conversion is required be-
cause the free-stream temperatures for the EAST shock-tube
conditions, discussed in Section 5, are larger than the flight
value. This conversion is pEAST = ρflight RTEAST , where
TEAST = 300 K.

The uncertainties associated with the molecular band pro-
cesses used in the radiation analyses are listed in Table 2 along
with the non-Boltzmann rates uncertainties that are listed in
Table3.

3. RADIATIVE HEATING

The results are presented for the peak forebody radiative heat-
ing case listed in Table 4. The nominal radiative heating
distributions on the forebody and afterbody for this case are
shown in Fig. 2. The peak radiative heating value on the fore-
body, which occurs at the stagnation point, is 38 W/cm2. The
flowfield region that provides the dominant emission contri-
bution to this radiative heating is the near-shock nonequilib-
rium region. This is shown in Fig. 3(a), where a sharp in-
crease in the wall-directed intensity near 24 cm body normal

Table 2. Uncertainties in the molecular band processes.
Molecule States Band name λ Range Uncertainty

(nm)
CO A1Π – X1Σ+ 4th Positive 120 – 280 ±40% [40, 41, 42]
CO b3Σ+ – a3Πr 3rd Positive 250 – 450 ±50% [40, 41]
CO d3∆i – a3Πr Triplet 320 – 2500 ±50% [41]
CO a’3Σ+ – a3Πr Asundi 370 – 2500 ±50% [41]
CO B1Σ+ – A1Π Angstrom 400 – 700 ±50% [41]
CO X1Σ+ – X1Σ+ Infrared 1200 – 7000 ±50% [40, 41]

CN A2Πi – X2Σ+ Red 400 – 2800 ±30% [40, 41, 42]
CN B2Σ+ – X2Σ+ Violet 300 – 550 ±15% [40, 41, 42]

C2 d3Πg – a3Πu Swan 390 – 1000 ±50% [40, 41, 42]
C2 b3Σ−

g – a3Πu Ballik-Ramsay 500 – 3000 ±50% [40, 41, 43, 44]
C2 A1Πu – X1Σ+

g Phillips 350 – 1200 ±50% [40, 41]
C2 D1Σ+

u – X1Σ+
g Mulliken 200 – 250 ±50% [40, 41]

C2 C1Πg – A1Πu Des.-D’Azam. 280 – 700 ±50% [40, 41]
C2 e3Πg – a3Πu Fox-Herzberg 200 – 500 ±50% [40, 41]

CO2 X1Σ+
g – X1Σ+

g 2700 nm band 2600 – 3300 ±70%
CO2 X1Σ+

g – X1Σ+
g 4500 nm band 4000 – 5000 ±20%

Table 3. Uncertainties for the Non-Boltzmann rates:
Kf [cm

3/mol − s] = ATn exp(−E/T ).
Reaction A n E Kf Multiplier

CO(X1Σ+) + M ↔ CO(A1Π) + M 1.86e-10 0.344 93669 0.3, 3.0 [45]

CO(X1Σ+) + e− ↔ CO(A1Π)+ e− 3.82e-09 0.12 95850 0.3, 3.0 [46]

CN(X2Σ+) + M ↔ CN(A2Π) + M 1.29e-13 0.50 13300 0.3, 2.5 [47]
CN(X2Σ+) + M ↔ CN(B2Σ+) + M 1.03e-12 0.50 37000 0.1, 2.5 [48]

CN(X2Σ+) + e− ↔ CN(A2Π) + e− 6.41e-09 0.20 18303 0.3, 3.0 [49]
CN(X2Σ+) + e− ↔ CN(B2Σ+) + e− 6.83e-10 0.39 40428 0.3, 4.0 [49]

Table 4. Freestream condition for the peak forebody radiative
heating case.

Time Velocity Density Temperature Angle of Attack
(s) (m/s) (kg/m3) (K) (Degrees)
630 7030 4.65×10−4 158 -20

Fig. 2. Nominal radiative heating for the 630 s case.
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distance is evident in the region where the temperatures are
still equilibrating and the chemical nonequilibrium is strong

Considering the afterbody, the peak radiative heating of
2.2 W/cm2 occurs near the lee-side shoulder. Figure 3(b)
presents the temperatures and wall-directed radiative inten-
sity along the wake-line defined in Fig. 1. Similar to the
stagnation-line, this figure shows that the dominant emission
occurs in the near-shock region.
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Fig. 3. Temperature and wall-directed radiative intensity pro-
files along body normal lines defined in Fig. 1.

Figure 4 shows the contributions from individual molec-
ular band systems to the centerline radiative heating. These
values were computed by evaluating the ray-tracing radia-
tive heating separately for each band system. This figure
shows the nearly equal contribution from CO 4th-Positive and
CN Violet. The remaining band systems provide the other
roughly one-third of the radiative heating in the stagnation re-
gion (z ≈ 1.4 m). Because of the lower normal shock veloc-
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Fig. 4. Molecular band contributions to the the radiative heat-
ing along the centerline for the 630 s case.

ities on the lee-side forebody (negative z values) compared
to the wind-side, the relative contribution from the CO2 IR
band is larger because of less CO2 dissociation and therefore
stronger CO2 IR emission.

4. PARAMETRIC UNCERTAINTY

The HARA UQ code [7] is used for the radiative heat-
ing parametric uncertainty. Each modeling parameter was
changed by its uncertainty increment defined in Section 2
to obtain the associated parametric sensitivity. A major fac-
tor in this parametric uncertainty is the near-shock emission,
which was shown to be a dominant contributor to the radiative
heating (see Fig. 3). This is because of the relatively large
uncertainties in the chemical rate and non-Boltzmann mod-
els which the radiative emission is sensitive to in near-shock
nonequilibrium regions. And the large uncertainties in these
models are due to the difficulty in obtaining relevant rate data.

The largest contributors to the radiative heating paramet-
ric uncertainty are presented in Fig. 5 along the forebody and
afterbody centerlines, where the lee-side is on the left and the
wind-side is on the right. This figure shows that the CO dis-
sociation rate and CO non-Boltzmann rates have the largest
impact on the forebody radiative heating parametric uncer-
tainty. This is due to their strong impact on CO 4th-Positive
emission (see Fig. 4) to be one of the dominant contributors
to the forebody radiation. The other dominant contributor on
the forebody is CN Violet, which is also influenced by the
higher temperatures resulting from the decreased CO disso-
ciation rate. The decrease in this rate is applied in the sensi-
tivity analysis because it provides an increase in the radiative
heating. For the afterbody region, this figure shows that the
CO2 and CO Infrared band strengths and CO2 dissociation
rate dominate the parametric uncertainty, due to the dominant
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Fig. 5. Sensitivity of the radiative heating along the centerline
to modeling parameters for the 630 s case.

CO2 and CO IR bands for the lower temperature wake flow-
field.

The resulting upper limit parametric uncertainty values
for the radiative heating, expressed as a percentage with re-
spect to the nominal value, are shown in Fig. 6. In the stagna-
tion region, where the radiative heating has the highest mag-
nitude, the upper limit parametric uncertainty value is 73.9
W/cm2. This corresponds to a nearly 100% parametric un-
certainty, which increases to over 160% near the wind-side
shoulder region. On the afterbody, where the maximum pre-
dicted parametric uncertainty is near 50%, the peak upper
limit radiative heating is 2.7 W/cm2.

Fig. 6. Percentage of the radiative heating parametric uncer-
tainty for the 630 s case.

5. SHOCK-TUBE INFORMED BIAS

The shock-tube informed bias (STIB) approach [50] allows
differences between shock-tube measurements and their sim-
ulations to be converted into bias(model) form error in the
computed surface radiative heating. To apply the STIB ap-
proach, the disagreement factors are evaluated for the rele-
vant shock-tube measurements [51, 52, 4], which are listed in
Tables 5 and 6. These measurements are for a Mars/Venus-

Table 5. EAST Measurements [51, 52] considered for the
STIB analysis of CO, CN, and C2 bands.

Velocity Pressure Test
(km/s) (Torr) #
6.72 0.1 51-40
6.79 0.1 54-4
6.90 0.1 51-12
7.00 0.1 54-6
7.71 0.1 54-2
7.98 0.1 54-7
6.43 0.25 51-7
6.53 0.25 51-17
6.71 0.25 51-2
7.75 0.25 48-43
7.82 0.25 48-39

Table 6. EAST Measurements [4] considered for the STIB
analysis of CO2 IR bands.

Velocity Pressure Test
(km/s) (Torr) #
5.29 0.15 55-20
5.83 0.15 55-22
4.77 0.5 55-13, 55-28
4.82 0.5 55-18, 55-27
4.91 0.5 55-29
4.93 0.5 55-15
4.98 0.5 55-16
5.24 0.5 55-14

relevant free-stream composition of 96% CO2 and 4% N2, by
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mole. For more details on the disagreement factors, the read-
ers are referred to the work of Johnston and Mazaheri [11].

Figure 7 shows the percent difference between the nomi-
nal surface radiative heating values and the values evaluated
with the STIB correction. The impact of STIB approach is
seen to be up to a 10% increase on the forebody and 24%
increase on the afterbody radiative heating.

Fig. 7. Percent increase in the STIB radiative heating relative
to the nominal for the 630 s case.

6. MARGIN ASSESSMENT

The total margined radiative heating is obtained by taking a
pragmatic approach using the maximum between the STIB
(model-form uncertainty) and parametric uncertainty (PU) at
each surface location; i.e,,

qrad,margined = qrad,nominal [1 + max (STIB ,PU )] . (1)

For the present case where the PU is larger than STIB at
every surface location, the PU result defines the margin. Note
that other approaches for combining uncertainty components
could be considered, such as that presented by Cruden et
al. [53], which is not considered in this work.

The resulting margined radiative heating for the 630 s case
is shown in Fig. 8. The maximum margined radiative heating
on the forebody is at the stagnation region with the value of
73.9 W/cm2. On the afterbody, the maximum margined ra-
diative heating occurs near the lee-side shoulder with a value
of 2.7 W/cm2.

7. SUMMARY

The nominal radiative heating environment for an 8km/s en-
try Mars Sample Return Sample Retrieval Lander, which

(b) Forebody

(b) Afterbody

Fig. 8. Comparison between the unmargined (nominal) and
margined radiative heating for the 630 s case.

resulted in a peak radiative heating velocity of 7.03 km/s, was
quantified. It was shown that the CO 4th-Positive and CN
Violet bands are dominant radiation mechanisms under such
entry conditions. Both the parametric uncertainty in the ra-
diative heating model and the shock-tube informed bias were
assessed. The parametric uncertainty in radiative heating was
found to vary from around 100% at the forebody stagnation
point to 160% near the shoulder. For the afterbody, the para-
metric uncertainty in the radiative heating was shown to be
up to 50%. The STIB analysis indicated estimated model
form uncertainty bounds of 10% on the forebody and 24% on
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the afterbody. As the STIB uncertainty bounds were much
smaller than the parametric uncertainty bounds, the margin
policy was driven by the latter. The maximum margined
radiative heating on the forebody was predicted to be 73.9
W/cm2, while the maximum margined radiative heating on
the afterbody reached 2.7 W/cm2.

8. REFERENCES

[1] Karl T Edquist, Brian R Hollis, Christopher O Johnston,
Deepak Bose, Todd R White, and Milad Mahzari, “Mars sci-
ence laboratory heat shield aerothermodynamics: Design and
reconstruction,” Journal of Spacecraft & Rockets, vol. 51, no.
4, pp. 1106–1124, 2014, https://doi.org/10.2514/
1.A32749.

[2] Robin AS Beck, Jarvis T Songer, Christine E Szalai, David A
Saunders, Mark A Johnson, and Chris Karlgaard, “Insight
aerothermal environment assessment,” Journal of Spacecraft
& Rockets, vol. 58, no. 6, pp. 1582–1589, 2021, https:
//doi.org/10.2514/1.A35078.

[3] A. Wise, D.K. Prabhu, C.O. Johnston, D.A. Saunders, and
K.T. Edquist, “Computational aerothermodynamic environ-
ments for the mars 2020 entry capsule,” AIAA Paper
2018–3116, June 2018, https://doi.org/10.2514/
6.2018-3116.

[4] Brett A Cruden, Aaron M Brandis, Todd R White, Milad
Mahzari, and Deepak Bose, “Radiative heating during mars
science laboratory entry: Simulation, ground test, and flight,”
Journal of Thermophysics and Heat Transfer, vol. 30, no. 3,
pp. 642–650, 2016, https://doi.org/10.2514/1.
T4798.

[5] AM Brandis, TR White, DA Saunders, JP Hill, and CO John-
ston, “Simulation of the schiaparelli entry and comparison to
aerosciences flight data,” Journal of Spacecraft & Rockets,
vol. 59, no. 1, pp. 166–177, 2022, https://doi.org/
10.2514/1.A35049.

[6] Amal Sahai, Christopher O. Johnston, Bruno Lopez, and
Marco Panesi, “Flow-radiation coupling in co2 hypersonic
wakes using reduced-order non-boltzmann models,” Physical
Review Fluids, vol. 4, pp. 093401, 2019.

[7] K. Thompson, B. R. Hollis, C. O. Johnston, B. Kleb, V. Less-
sard, and A. Mazaheri, “Laura users manual,” NASA TM
2020-220566, 2020.

[8] Chul Park, John T. Howe, Richard L. Jaffe, and Graham V.
Candler, “Review of chemical-kinetic problems for future
nasa missions, ii: Mars entries,” Journal of Thermophysics
and Heat Transfer, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 9–23, 1994, https:
//doi.org/10.2514/3.491.

[9] C. O. Johnston, A. M. Brandis, and K. Sutton, “Shock layer
radiation modeling and uncertainty for mars entry,” AIAA Pa-
per 2012–2866, 2012, https://doi.org/10.2514/6.
2012-2866.

[10] C. O. Johnston and A. M. Brandis, “Modeling of nonequi-
librium co fourth-positive and cn violet emission in co2-n2

gases,” Journal of Quantitative Spectroscopy and Radiative

Transfer, vol. 149, pp. 303–317, 2014, https://doi.org/
0.1016/j.jqsrt.2014.08.025.

[11] Christopher O. Johnston and Alireza Mazaheri, “An analysis of
shock-layer radiative heating for a MSR sample retrieval lan-
der concept,” Journal of Spacecraft & Rockets, vol. to appear,
2025.

[12] N. A. Ebrahim and R. J. Sandeman, “Interferometric stud-
ies of carbon dioxide dissociation in a free-piston shock tube,”
Journal of Chemical Physics, vol. 65, no. 9, pp. 3446, 1976,
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.433598.

[13] M. A. Oehlschlaeger, D. F. Davidson, J. B. Jeffries, and R. K.
Hanson, “Carbon dioxide thermal decomposition: Obser-
vation of incubation,” Z. Phys. Chem., vol. 219, pp. 555–
567, 2005, https://doi.org/10.1524/zpch.219.
5.555.64325.

[14] M. Burmeister and P. Roth, “Aras measurements on the thermal
decomposition of CO2 behind shock waves,” AIAA Journal,
vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 402–405, 1990, https://doi.org/
10.2514/3.10406.

[15] S. Saxena, J. H. Kiefer, and R. S. Tranter, “Relaxation, incu-
bation, and dissociation in co2,” J. Phys. Chem. A, vol. 111,
pp. 3884–3890, 2007, https://doi.org/10.1021/
jp066717b.

[16] R. K. Hanson, “Shock-tube study of carbon monoxide disso-
ciation kinetics,” Journal of Chemical Physics, vol. 60, no. 12,
pp. 4970–4976, 1974, https://doi.org/10.1063/1.
1681010.

[17] J. P. Appleton, M. Steinberg, and D. J. Liquornik, “Shock-
tube study of carbon monoxide dissociation using vacuum-
ultraviolet absorption,” Journal of Chemical Physics, vol.
52, no. 5, pp. 2205–2221, 1970, https://doi.org/10.
1063/1.1673286.

[18] C. Chakerian, “The dissociation of shock heated carbon
monoxide studied by two wavelength infrared emission,” in
Shock Tube Research, Imperial College, London, 1971.

[19] H.-J. Mick, M. Burmeister, and P. Roth, “Atomic resonance ab-
sorption spectroscopy measurements on high-temperature CO
dissociation kinetics,” AIAA Journal, vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 671–
676, 1993, https://doi.org/10.2514/3.11602.

[20] Nicolas Q Minesi, Lok H Lai, Miles O Richmond, Christo-
pher C Jelloian, and R Mitchell Spearrin, “Carbon monox-
ide dissociation at planetary entry conditions examined by
megahertz-rate laser spectroscopy,” Journal of Thermophysics
and Heat Transfer, pp. 1–10, 2024, https://doi.org/
10.2514/1.T6915.

[21] K. L. Wray and J. D. Teare, “Shock-tube study of the kinet-
ics of nitric oxide at high temperatures,” Journal of Chemical
Physics, vol. 36, no. 10, pp. 2582–2596, 1962.

[22] K Thielen and P Roth, “Resonance absorption measurements
of n and o atoms in high temperature no dissociation and for-
mation kinetics,” in Symposium (International) on Combus-
tion. Elsevier, 1985, vol. 20, pp. 685–693, https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0082-0784(85)80558-0.

[23] Albert L Myerson, “Shock-tube atom kinetics of nitric oxide
decomposition,” in Symposium (International) on Combustion.

3rd International Conference on Flight vehicles, Aerothermodynamics and Re-entry (FAR)
18 - 22 May 2025. Arcachon, France



Elsevier, 1973, vol. 14, pp. 219–228, https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0082-0784(73)80023-2.

[24] M Koshi, S Bando, M Saito, and T Asaba, “Dissociation of
nitric oxide in shock waves,” in Symposium (International) on
Combustion. Elsevier, 1979, vol. 17, pp. 553–562, https:
//doi.org/10.1016/S0082-0784(79)80056-9.

[25] Chul Park, Nonequilibrium Hypersonic Aerothermodynamics,
Wiley, 1st edition, 1990.

[26] M. S. Grover, C. J. Suchyta, and E. Josyula, “Ab ini-
tio based rate coefficients for two-temperature nonequilibrium
models in hypersonic blunt body flow,” AIAA Paper 2019-
0790 2019-0790, 2019, https://doi.org/0.2514/6.
2019-0790.

[27] Marat Kulakhmetov, Michael Gallis, and Alina Alexeenko,
“Ab initio-informed maximum entropy modeling of rovibra-
tional relaxation and state-specific dissociation with applica-
tion to the o2 + o system,” The Journal of Chemical Physics,
vol. 144, no. 17, pp. 174302, 2016, https://doi.org/0.
1063/1.4947590.

[28] Jae Gang Kim and Gisu Park, “Thermochemical nonequilib-
rium parameter modification of oxygen for a two-temperature
model,” Physics of Fluids, vol. 30, no. 1, pp. 016101, 2018,
https://doi.org/0.1063/1.4996799.

[29] A. J. Dean, D. F. Davidson, and R. K. Hanson, “A shock tube
study of reactions of C atoms with H2 and O2 using excimer
photolysis of C3O2 and C atom atomic resonance absorption
spectroscopy,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry, vol. 95,
no. 1, pp. 183–191, 1991, https://doi.org/10.1021/
j100154a037.

[30] K. H. Becker, K. J. Brockman, and P. Wiesen, “Spectro-
scopic identification of C(3P) atoms in halogenomethane + h
flame systems and measurements of C(3P) reaction rate con-
stants by two-photon laser-induced fluorescence,” J. Chem.
Soc. Faraday Trans., vol. 84, pp. 455–466, 1988, https:
//doi.org/10.1039/F29888400455.

[31] A. J. Dean, R. K. Hanson, and C. G. Bowman, “A shock
tube study of reactions of C atoms and CH with NO includ-
ing product channel meaurements,” The Journal of Physical
Chemistry, vol. 95, no. 8, pp. 3180–3189, 1991, https:
//doi.org/10.1021/j100161a042.

[32] S. Andersson, N. Markovic, and G. Nyman, “Computational
studies of the kinetics of the C + NO and O + CN reac-
tions,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry, vol. 107, no.
28, pp. 5439–5447, 2003, https://doi.org/10.1021/
jp0222604.

[33] Tahir Gokcen, “N2-ch4-ar chemical kinetic model for simula-
tions of atmospheric entry to titan,” AIAA Paper 2004–2469,
July 2004, https://doi.org/10.2514/1.22095.

[34] Quang Ngoc Le and Marcel Vanpee, “Free radical concentra-
tion measurements in nitric oxide acetylene flames,” Combus-
tion and flame, vol. 62, no. 2, pp. 193–210, 1985, https:
//doi.org/10.1016/0010-2180(85)90145-2.

[35] Kazuhisa Fujita, Tetsuya Yamada, and Nobuyuki Ishii, “Im-
pacts of ablation gas kinetics on hyperbolic entry radiative
heating,” AIAA Paper 2006–1185, Jan. 2006, https:
//doi.org/10.2514/6.2006-1185.

[36] Chul Park, Richard L. Jaffe, and Harry Partridge, “Chemical-
kinetic parameters of hyperbolic earth entry,” Journal of Ther-
mophysics and Heat Transfer, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 76–90, 2001,
https://doi.org/10.2514/2.6582.

[37] D. L. Baulch, C. J. Cobos, R. A. Cox, P. Frank, G. Hayman,
Th. Just, J. A. Kerr, T. Murrells, M. J. Pilling, J. Troe, R. W.
Walker, , and J. Warnatz, “Evaluated kinetic data for combus-
tion modelling supplement i,” Journal of Physical and Chemi-
cal Reference Data, vol. 23, pp. 847–1033, 1994.

[38] C. O. Johnston and A. Mazaheri, “Impact of non-tangent-slab
radiative transport on flowfield-radiation coupling,” Journal
of Spacecraft & Rockets, vol. 55, no. 4, pp. 899–913, 2018,
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.A34072.

[39] A. Mazaheri, C. Johnston, and S. Sefidbakht, “Three-
dimensional radiation ray-tracing for shock layer radiative
heating simulations,” Journal of Spacecraft & Rockets, vol. 50,
no. 3, 2013, https://doi.org/10.2514/1.A32448.

[40] Y. Babou, P. Riviere, M.-Y. Perrin, and A. Soufiani, “Spectro-
scopic data for the prediction of radiative transfer in CO2-N2

plasmas,” Journal of Quantitative Spectroscopy and Radiative
Transfer, vol. 110, pp. 89–108, 2009, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jqsrt.2008.09.007.

[41] M. Lino da Silva and M. Dudeck, “Arrays of radiative transi-
tion probabilities for CO2-N2 plasmas,” Journal of Quantita-
tive Spectroscopy and Radiative Transfer, vol. 102, pp. 348–
386, 2006, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jqsrt.
2006.02.018.

[42] J. Rodio and H. Hassan, “Spectroscopic data and model
predictions for venus and mars atmospheres,” AIAA Pa-
per 2011–3949, 2011, https://doi.org/10.2514/6.
2011-3949.

[43] D. L. Kokkin, G. B. Bacskay, and T. W. Schmidt, “Oscillator
strengths and radiative lifetimes for C2: Swan, ballik-ramsay,
phillips, and d3πg-c3σu,” Journal of Chemical Physics, vol.
126, no. 084302, 2007, https://doi.org/10.1063/
1.2436879.

[44] T. W. Schmidt and G. B. Bacskayt, “Oscillator strengths of the
mulliken, swan, ballik-ramsay, phillips, and d3πg-c3σu sys-
tems of C2 calculated by mrci methods utilizing a biorthogo-
nal transformation of CASSCF orbitals,” Journal of Chemical
Physics, vol. 127, no. 234310, 2007, https://doi.org/
10.1063/1.2806988.

[45] K. Schofield, “Critically evaluated rate constants for gaseous
reactions of several electronically excited species,” Journal of
Physical and Chemical Reference Data, vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 723–
798, 1979, https://doi.org/10.1063/1.555606.

[46] C. Park, “Rate parameters for electronic excitation of di-
atomic molecules i. electron-impact processes,” AIAA Pa-
per 2008-1206, 2008, https://doi.org/10.2514/6.
2008-1206.

[47] E. N. Tereshchenko, S. Golovkona, and N. Dodonova, “Study
of the collisional deactivation processes of the a state of the
cn radical by the fluorescence quenching method,” Optics and
Spectroscopy, vol. 42, no. 3, pp. 315–316, 1977.

3rd International Conference on Flight vehicles, Aerothermodynamics and Re-entry (FAR)
18 - 22 May 2025. Arcachon, France



[48] E. N. Tereshchenko and N. Dodonova, “Collisional deac-
tivation processes for electronically excited cn (b) radicals,”
Optics and Spectroscopy, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 435–436, 1975,
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1680071.

[49] S. Harrison and J. Tennyson, “Electron collisions with the CN
radical: Bound states and resonances,” Journal of Physics
B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics, vol. 45, pp. 1–7,
2012, https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/45/
3/035204.

[50] C. O. Johnston, “Evaluating shock-tube informed biases for
shock-layer radiative heating simulations,” Journal of Thermo-
physics and Heat Transfer, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 349–361, 2021,
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2019-3259.

[51] B. A. Cruden, D. Prabhu, R. Martinez, H. Lee, D. Bose, and
J. H. Grinstead, “Absolute radiation measurements in venus
and mars entry conditions,” AIAA Paper 2010–4508, 2010,
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.A32204.

[52] A. M. Brandis, C. O. Johnston, B. A. Cruden, and D. K.
Prabhu, “Investigation of nonequilibrium radiation for mars
entry,” AIAA Paper 2013–1055, Jan. 2013, https://doi.
org/10.2514/6.2013-1055.

[53] Brett A. Cruden, Aaron M. Brandis, and Christopher O. John-
ston, “Development of a radiative heating margin policy for
lunar return missions,” Journal of Thermophysics and Heat
Transfer, vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 303–315, 2018, https://doi.
org/10.2514/1.T5236.

3rd International Conference on Flight vehicles, Aerothermodynamics and Re-entry (FAR)
18 - 22 May 2025. Arcachon, France


