Dominis

Impact of manufacturing tolerances on propeller performance

Investigation 1: 2D foil section in the rectilinear flow

Project no. RD36
Report no.: RD36-TC-01
Contract no.: T8009-180256/001/XLV

Prepared for: The Innovation Centre of Transport Canada

Financial contribution from
Avec fe financement de

I*I Transport  Transports
Canada Canada

UNIVERSIT

i+l

Canada

Dominis Engineering Ltd.
5515 Canotek Rd., Unit 15
Gloucester, Ontario
Canada K1J9L1

Tel: (613) 747-0192

Fax: (613) 746-3321
Web site: www.dominis.ca

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 1 of 96 Dominis Engineering



Dominis

Prepared by: Dominis Engineering Ltd.
5515 Canotek Rd., Unit 15
Gloucester, Ontario

K1J9L1
tel.: (613) 747-0193
fax.: (613) 746-3321
web site: www.dominis.ca
Project title: Impact of manufacturing tolerances on propeller performance

Investigation 1: 2D Foil section in the rectilinear flow

Project no.: RD36

Report no.: RD36-TC-01

Revision no.: Final report

Submitted to: Denis Tran, Project Manager

Innovation Centre of Transport Canada
Place de Ville, Tower C, 25th Floor
330 Sparks Street

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A ON5

Submission date: 21 March 2022

Approved by: S. (Bodo) Gospodnetic, P. Eng.

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 2 of 96 Dominis Engineering


http://www.dominis.ca/

Dominis

Notice: This report reflects the views of the authors and not necessarily of the
Innovation Centre of Transport Canada.

Acknowledgments:

The financial support for this project and advice of the Innovation Centre
of Transport Canada is gratefully acknowledged.

The generous technical support, advice and encouragement of Dr. James
L. Kennedy of Ottawa are gratefully acknowledged.

A preliminary CFD investigation of the behaviour of leading-edge defects
was carried out by Dr. David Hally, Defence Scientist at DRDC-Atlantic
Research Centre. His guidance and advice in the initial planning of this
research project are gratefully acknowledged.

We also gratefully acknowledge the support and advice of R. Adm. (ret.)
Simon Page, ADM Defence and Marine Procurement, who encouraged us
to pursue and continue this research initiative in 2018 in his former capacity
as DGMEPM.

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 3 of 96 Dominis Engineering



Dominis
Executive Summary

Anthropogenic underwater radiated noise is recognized as a worldwide problem
and a significant portion of this is generated by ships. It has been shown that at
higher speeds propeller noise is most important mainly due to cavitation.

Ship propellers are typically manufactured to meet the 1ISO 484 (International
Organization for Standards) propeller manufacturing tolerance standards. The
majority of propellers manufactured today are manually finish-ground from
castings that have been rough machined on CNC (Computer Numerically
Controlled) milling machines. Robotic and manual grinding of propeller surfaces
introduces inaccuracies and deviations from design, which could lead to
degradation of propeller performance in terms of efficiency, cavitation and noise.
The leading-edge is a very challenging area to manufacture accurately yet it has
a strong influence on sheet, streak and vortex cavitation.

There is a lack of scientific literature in the public domain that deals with the
subject of manufacturing tolerances of propellers. This gap in scientific
knowledge encouraged Dominis Engineering to initiate a thorough investigation
of propeller manufacturing tolerances. This report describes the first part of that
investigation which was to evaluate the cavitation performance degradation
between a typical propeller blade section (“as-designed”) and that same section
with a geometric defect (“as-built”).

Propeller cavitation performance will be evaluated in terms of change in
cavitation inception speed. The geometric defect examined was a sharp-edged
flat adjacent to the leading-edge with a maximum deviation of 0.5 mm from the
“as designed” form. This is at the limit of the most stringent tolerances specified
by the ISO 484 standard. Typical propeller manufacturing processes lend
themselves to creating such defects and they have been observed on propellers
in service.

Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) methods provided minimum pressure
coefficients on the sections from which cavitation performance was predicted.
Experimental measurements of cavitation inception on the sections were also
made in a cavitation tunnel. The minimum pressure coefficients and Cavitation
Numbers for the sections were developed and measured over a wide range of
angles of attack and presented in the form of cavitation buckets. The sections’
relative performance was evaluated in terms of the change in cavitation inception
speed if these results were applied to a ship propeller.
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The results of this investigation into the effect of leading-edge flats on the
cavitation of this typical propeller blade section are as follows:

« CFD calculations predict a reduction in the width of the cavitation bucket for
a typical propeller blade section with a 0.5 mm defect on the leading-edge.
This result provides a warning that such defects have the potential to cause
earlier cavitation on propellers and that this subject requires further
investigation.

« Cavitation inception was observed visually on models of perfect and defective
versions of the typical propeller blade section. The maximum observed loss
in cavitation inception speed due to a 0.5 mm defect on the leading-edge was
35%.

- The 0.5 mm defect tested is one of the tightest 1ISO 484 propeller
manufacturing tolerances and it has been demonstrated experimentally that
it affects cavitation inception significantly and detrimentally on a typical
propeller blade section.

The experimental results obtained so far show that current widely accepted

propeller manufacturing tolerances as stated in the 1ISO 484 standard need to be
thoroughly evaluated.
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CNC
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DTMB

ISO
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NAVSEA

NACA

NSRDC

RANS

TRANSOM
Definitions of Terms

As-built

As-designed

Back of the blade

Best practice setting

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow

Computational Fluid Dynamics
Computer Numerically Controlled

Defence Research and Development Canada — Atlantic
Research Centre

David Taylor Model Basin

International Organization for Standardization
Memorial University of Newfoundland

Naval Sea Systems Command

National Administrative Committee for Aeronautics
Naval Ship Research and Development Center
Reynolds Averaged Navier-Stokes (equations)

RANS CFD code developed by DRDC-Atlantic

This expression is used to describe objects which are
manufactured to comply with a specific manufacturing
tolerance. Measured dimensions of these objects vary from
the design dimensions but are within the allowable tolerance
window. Also referred to as a “defective” or (0.5 mm defect)
section.

This expression is used to describe objects with their design
dimensions specified with tolerances of +/- 0.000 mm. Also
referred to as a “perfect” or (0.0 mm defect) section.

is the side of the propeller blade or blade section where there
is a decrease in water pressure. This side of the propeller
blade is also known as the suction side (SS).

is a set of parameters for which research and experience have
shown to produce optimum results.
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Cavitation inception speed is the speed of the ship at which propeller cavitation starts.

Chord line

Face of the blade

Leading-edge (LE)

Propeller cavitation

Rectilinear flow

Trailing-edge (TE)

Nomenclature
a
c

f

Pa

Cp

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow

Is the straight line joining the LE to TE of a 2D section.

is the side of the propeller blade or blade section where there
IS an increase in water pressure. This side of the propeller
blade is also known as the pressure side (PS)

is the edge of the propeller section which enters first into the
water

is a phenomenon that occurs when the pressure on the
propeller blade surface becomes lower than the vapour
pressure of water

The onset flow is in a straight line

is the edge of the propeller section which exits last from the
water

parameter in the NACA a — series of mean lines
chord length

maximum camber

air pressure

section thickness

pressure coefficient

local static pressure on section

free stream static pressure

velocity of section
kinematic viscosity of water

density of water
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The behaviour of the 2D foil section in rectilinear flow described in this report is
part of the comprehensive investigation under the working title of “Impact of
manufacturing tolerances on propeller performance”. The work described in this
report was supported by Transport Canada

1.1 Project overview: Impact of manufacturing tolerances on propeller
performance

Ship propellers are typically manufactured to meet the ISO 484 tolerance
standards. The majority of propellers manufactured today are manually finish-
ground from castings that have been rough machined on CNC milling machines.
Robotic and manual grinding of propeller surfaces introduces inaccuracies and
deviations from design, which could lead to degradation of propeller performance
in terms of efficiency, cavitation and noise. The leading-edge (LE) is a very
challenging area to manufacture accurately yet it has a strong influence on sheet,
streak and vortex cavitation.

The project compares “as-built” propeller blade sections with their ideal “as-
designed” counterpart to elucidate the effects of manufacturing defects on
cavitation and propulsive performance. This study is investigating the effect of
sharp-edged flat regions near the LE, which are within the tolerances of ISO 484
class S. The project is organised into three investigations each carried out on
progressively more complex configurations starting with a simple 2-dimensional
foil geometry and ending with a full propeller rotating geometry. The investigations
are being carried out using RANS CFD simulations supported by experiments with
physical models in a cavitation tunnel. For details about project organization see
Appendix A.

1.2 Underwater radiated noise

Anthropogenic underwater radiated noise is now being recognized as a worldwide
problem. A significant portion of underwater noise is generated by ships.
Continued growth in the number of ships, quantities of goods transported, and
distances travelled will significantly increase the total volume of noise generated
by the global shipping fleet. Projections suggest that by the year 2030, the
underwater noise level could increase by as much as a factor of 1.9 of the current
level [1]. The relationship between the typical ocean ambient noise and modern
levels of shipping noise is illustrated in Figure 1. Underwater noise from shipping

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 13 of 96 Dominis Engineering
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is increasingly being recognized as a significant and omnipresent pollutant with the
potential to impact marine ecosystems on a global scale [2]. The current Covid-19
pandemic crisis together with the economic slowdown that the crisis precipitated
will have only a temporary effect on global shipping. The trend of underwater noise
increase is expected to continue after the conditions return to the “new normal”
after the pandemic.

100

P R S-S J0 Y-S U S SO S

e Wind-related | N
H 1

_6Knudsen NOISEs . oL i d-idLL
Vo

Spectrum level (dB re: 1uPa?/Hz)

1000
Frequency (Hz)

Figure 1: Ocean ambient noise and modern levels of shipping noise [1]

The underwater radiated noise of a ship is caused mainly by the propeller and the
main machinery. The European Union’s collaborative research project AQUO
(Achieve QUieter Oceans) has provided valuable insight into the relative
contribution of each source of noise generated by different types of ships [3]. One
of the objectives of that project was to predict and measure underwater noise
generated by several types of ships. That study showed that at lower speeds
machinery noise is the most important source of noise, however, at higher speeds
propeller noise is more important mainly due to cavitation. A significant conclusion
of the study is that for ferries and cruise vessels at normal operating speeds,
cavitation is the most important source of noise. Research findings of the AQUO
project for ferries and cruise vessels are summarized in Figures 2 and 3, which
contain graphs of the relative distribution of noise generated by machinery,
propeller and cavitation at four different ship speeds.

The noise levels from a ship jump substantially when propeller cavitation begins
[4, #10.2]. The ship speed, at which the propeller cavitation starts is denoted as
the cavitation inception speed [4, #9.4] and it is a fair but simple measure of a
condition beyond which noise can become unacceptable.
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Figure 2: Relative noise levels generated by cruise vessels [3]
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Figure 3: Relative noise levels generated by ferries [3]
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Cavitation is frequently described by how it looks and can be divided into three
categories: Bubble cavitation; Sheet cavitation and Vortex cavitation [4, #9.2]. A
lot is known about how propeller geometries can be varied to control bubble
cavitation. Inception speeds for bubble cavitation are usually pushed above a
ship’s top speed. Sheet cavitation starts at locations along the leading-edge of a
propeller blade and spreads like a sheet across the blade surface [5, #6.7; 6, #6].
It could be expected at the highest two speeds of Figures 2 and 3, and perhaps
even in the 2" lowest speed. Vortex cavitation typically starts at the propeller tip
and hub and trails downstream. Tip vortex cavitation is often, but not always, the
first type of cavitation to form, i.e. it would have the lowest cavitation inception
speed [4, #9.2].

1.3 Design and manufacturing of propellers

Ship propellers are created by a set of complex design, manufacturing and
inspection processes. The ultimate objective of a propeller is to propel a vessel
with a desired speed, absorbing specified engine power at a required rate of
rotation. This objective should be achieved with optimum efficiency, causing the
least amount of noise and vibrations, but also at the lowest possible cost. As with
all complex engineering systems, the creation of a new ship propeller is affected
by deviations from the ideal design solution due to imperfections in input and
experimental data, approximations inherent in the mathematical techniques used
in propeller design and manufacturing imperfections inherent in the chosen
propeller manufacturing process.

Propellers are typically manufactured today as follows [7, 8]:

e All surfaces of propeller castings are rough machined using CNC milling
machines.

e Propeller blade surfaces are finished using robotic or manual grinding.

e Blade edges and tips, the most sensitive parts of a propeller's geometry,
are made to conform to templates of their required form using manual
grinding.

Robots can grind only flat or gently curved surfaces and they are not as accurate
as CNC milling machines. Hand grinding is time-consuming, error-prone and non-
repeatable. Robotic and hand grinding could easily introduce unwanted deviations
from the design specifications of hydrodynamic surfaces, in particular on the edges

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 16 of 96 Dominis Engineering



Dominis

and tips of propeller blades. These deviations can result in degradation of propeller
propulsion, cavitation and noise performance.

During the past three decades, there have been remarkable improvements in the
design techniques for ship propellers. Shipowners are under increasing financial
and ecological pressure to improve their propellers’ hydrodynamic performance.
Propeller designers have responded by more precisely designing propellers to
avoid or delay their hydrodynamic limits. This, in turn, has required manufacturers
to produce propellers that more closely meet the designers’ intent.

During the same period, there have also been tremendous improvements in
propeller manufacturing techniques through the introduction of multi-axis CNC
milling machines and the development of high-speed machining. Improvements in
measurement and inspection of propellers are mainly due to the development of
laser scanning systems and large volume gantry CMM (Coordinate Measuring
Machines).

1.4  Manufacturing tolerances for propellers

Manufacturing tolerances for new ship propellers are governed by two organizations:
ISO which controls manufacturing standards for commercial ships and European
navies’ ship construction, and NAVSEA (Naval Sea Systems Command) which
controls manufacturing standards for US Navy’s ship construction.

The 1SO 484 standard for manufacturing tolerances for ship propellers was
established in 1981 by adopting an ISO Recommendation prepared in 1966. 1SO
484-1 [9] applies to propellers with diameters greater than 2.5 m, while ISO 484-2
[10] applies to propellers with diameters from 0.8 m to 2.5 m. There are four classes
of tolerances in each standard. Each tolerance class is intended for a certain type
of vessel. Among the four classes, class S is the most stringent. A list of vessel types
and their intended ISO manufacturing tolerance classes is presented in Table 1.

The ISO 484 standard was originally established to allow a significant number of
manufacturing companies to manufacture and finish propellers, and that these same
companies could establish, by using simple measurement equipment, whether the
propellers they have manufactured are within the ISO tolerances. Although the ISO
propeller manufacturing standard is widely accepted, it has not kept pace with the
improvements in propeller design specifications, manufacturing and inspection. The
standard has remained virtually unchanged since the original ISO Recommendation
of 1966. Minor cosmetic changes were incorporated in the last update in 2015. At
present, ISO 484 seems antiquated.
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1SO 484-1 tolerance Ship type
class

S Naval vessels such as frigates and destroyers
Cruise vessels

High speed ferries

Research vessels

Special purpose merchant vessels

1 General merchant vessels
Deep sea trawlers

Tugs

Ferries

Naval auxiliary vessels

2 Low - power craft

Low - speed craft
Inshore fishing vessels
Work boats

3 Similar types as Class 2

Table 1: ISO tolerance classes for vessel types [4, #25]

NAVSEA propeller manufacturing tolerances originally issued in 1969 are
described in the Standard Propeller Drawing no. 810-4435837, Rev. B [11]. There
are 4 classes of tolerances each applicable to a particular type of navy vessel.
NAVSEA standard is somewhat tighter in geometry precision requirements but the
main difference between ISO and NAVSEA standards is the number of surface
points on the propeller which have to be measured during an inspection. NAVSEA
Standard Propeller Drawing was last updated in 2004.

NAVSEA class | and ISO class S standards have similar demands on precision for
most main propeller parameters except for surface roughness and leading-edge
form with NAVSEA tolerances being slightly more stringent. NAVSEA standard
also requires more points to be measured for propeller inspection than ISO 484.
See Table 2 for a comparison of tolerances for LE form and surface roughness
between NAVSEA class | and ISO 484-1 class S.

Propeller dimension NAVSEA class | ISO 484-1 class S
Imperial Metric Metric Imperial

LE form 10.015inch | 0.38 mm | 0.50 mm 10.020 inch

Surface roughness 63 pinch 1.6 um 2 uym 79 pinch

Table 2: NAVSEA class | [11] vs. ISO 484-1 class S [9] tolerances
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1.5 Project background and preliminary investigation

A survey of scientific literature in the public domain by Dominis in 2017 found only
three scientific papers that dealt with the subject of manufacturing tolerances of
propellers. All three of these papers originated at Lips — Wartsila in the Netherlands
and were published in 1977 [12], 1984 [13] and 2017 [7]. Two studies of tolerance
impact on B-series propellers by Dr. James L. Kennedy of Ottawa [14, 15] provided
additional insight and importance of the propeller manufacturing tolerances.

Intrigued by the lack of public domain scientific literature that deals with a
manufacturing tolerance of propellers and encouraged by the insight gained by two
studies on B-series propellers, Dominis has begun to investigate the effects of
manufacturing variations at the leading-edges (LE) prompted by two factors:

1) The LE geometry is highly susceptible to manual grinding errors and

2) Basic two-dimensional foil theory points to the sensitivity of the LE
pressures to geometric variations. [16].

There are an infinite variety of defects that could be examined. The tightest
dimensional tolerances (apart from roughness) on NAVSEA and ISO standards
are reserved for the form of the leading-edge, undoubtedly reflecting propeller
manufacturers’ understanding of the criticality of that region. A flat surface, rather
than the desired curved outline, is likely as bad a defect as could be expected, is
guite possible given the grinders used, and is what has been observed on a
propeller used on an actual vessel in service.

Typical “real-life” defects on the LE of a propeller blade are shown in Figure 4. It is
not known if the defects shown in Figure 4 are the results of the original manual
grinding of the propeller blade edges or if they are the result of cleaning and
polishing of the propeller blade to remove fouling. Regardless of the origin of these
flats on the LE, they were found on a propeller used on an operational ship. LE
flats shown in Figure 4 were measured and these measurements were used to
create 3 versions of defective LE forms used in this study. The location of these
flat defects in the current study is fairly typical of sections where LE cavitation is
observed on propellers.
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£

Figure 4: Leading-edge defects on a propeller blade in service.
Photo courtesy of DRDC-Atlantic

The decision was therefore made to initiate the investigation into the impact of
manufacturing tolerances on LE of 2D propeller blade sections. According to the
ISO 484 standard, the form of the LE contour, when measured with a one-part
template, cannot deviate from the design by more than 0.5 mm for class S. CFD
simulations using a typical propeller blade section (NACA-66) foil with 1 m chord
were conducted by Dr. David Hally of DRDC-Atlantic (Defence Research and
Development Canada) [16, 17]. These exploratory CFD simulations demonstrated
that small deviations (even smaller than the ISO class S requirements) from the
design geometry can have significant effects on the flow near the LE and the
pressures that cause cavitation there. Figures 5A and 5B show pressure coefficient
distributions and Figure 6 shows pressure peaks near the LE caused by small
deviations from true foil form. The relation between pressure coefficient and
velocity of the section is defined by the following expression:

Cp = Pl P;o

2PV

local static pressure on the section
free stream static pressure
density of water

velocity of section

where;

Q"DS"U"U
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Figure 5A:  Pressure near the leading-edge, “as-designed”, no defects,
angle 2° [16]

Figure 5B:  Pressure near the leading-edge, “as-built’, 0.094mm defect,
angle 2° [16]

From pressure peaks in Figure 6, we can calculate the ratio of cavitation inception

speeds from the highest points on each of the Cp curves for an ideal (“as-
designed”) section and a section with LE flat (“as-built”). For example:

Cp (no flat) =21

Cp (0.25 mm defect) = 2.8

Ratio = \/27—1 = 0.87
2.8
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Figure 6: Pressure peaks near the leading-edge. The angle of attack 2°,
“as-designed” no flat, “as-built” with 0.094 mm, 0.25 mm and 0.5 mm
LE defect. [16]

Cavitation on that section with that flat on the LE will begin at 87% of the cavitation
inception speed of the designed section without the flat, or for example at 8.7 knots
instead of 10 knots. These preliminary findings suggest that the propeller
manufacturing tolerances as specified by 1SO 484 should be thoroughly
investigated.

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of this research project was to determine cavitation performance
degradation between a typical ideal-geometry propeller blade section (“as-
designed”) and that same section with compromised geometries (“as-built”).
Propeller cavitation performance was evaluated in terms of change in cavitation
inception speed. Geometries of the compromised propeller blade sections studied
had sharp-edged LE flat defects which are within the limits of the most accurate
manufacturing tolerances specified by ISO 484, that is, class S.

SCOPE OF WORK

The investigation was carried out using Reynolds Averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS)
CFD simulations. These CFD simulations computed the cavitation buckets for one
ideal geometry and three defective geometry sections. The CFD simulations were
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4.0

performed by graduate students at the Memorial University of Newfoundland
(MUN) using STAR-CCM+ and defence scientists at DRDC-Atlantic using ANSYS
CFX and TRANSOM software systems. The methods will be validated against
known solutions and the results of the solution methods will be compared. The
cavitation degradation results for the different geometries will give their relative
cavitation inception speeds.

Further CFD simulations of the physical model of foils in a cavitation tunnel were
carried out by MUN to provide guidance for the experimental phase of the study.

Results of CFD simulation were compared with the results of experiments with a
physical model in the cavitation tunnel at the Brodarski Institut in Zagreb, Croatia.
A single model incorporating both the ideal and a defective foil geometry was used
for cavitation tunnel experiments. The cavitation was observed visually. The
cavitation inception speed was recorded for a range of angles of attack for both
the ideal and defective portion of the foil model.

2D FOIL CFD INVESTIGATION IN RECTILINEAR FLOW

The 2D foil cavitation data for “as-designed” sections is well known and is used by
propeller designers to ensure high sheet cavitation inception speeds. What is
unknown is the corresponding data for defective sections. This investigation will
attempt to fill this gap in scientific knowledge.

4.1 2D foil CFD simulations

The DTMB modified NACA-66 (a=0.8) foil with t/c = 0.0416 and f/c = 0.014 was
selected for this study [19]. Coordinates of the foil are given in Appendix B. This
geometry is fairly typical of a propeller blade section at outer radii and it is
specifically that at 0.7 radius of the propeller on the “KCS” ship model [20, 21, 22,
23, 24, 25, 26], scaled to have a chord length of 1 m.

CFD simulations were carried out by MUN using the steady RANS solver in STAR-
CCM+ on structured grids for 2D foils with and without LE defects in an infinite
field. Additional CFD simulations were performed on a NACA-66 (a=0.8) foil with
t/c = 0.2 and f/c = 0.02 to compare the steady RANS numerical results with
potential-flow solutions of Terry Brocket [19] and numerical solutions carried out
by David Hally [27] at DRDC using ANSYS CFX and TRANSOM software systems.

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 23 of 96 Dominis Engineering



Dominis
4.2 Test foils

The coordinate system for all 2D CFD simulations is depicted in Figure 7. The
origin, O of the coordinate system is at the leading-edge of the foil. The x-axis
starts at the leading-edge (LE) and runs along the chord line towards the trailing-
edge (TE). The y-axis is perpendicular to the x-axis.

y —— No defect
- - - 0.5 mm defect
- -- 0.25 mm defect
- -- 0.1 mm defect
NE
1,000 mm X

Figure 7: NACA-66 foil (a=0.8, f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) with and without defects

Three sizes of LE defects that are within class S tolerance of the ISO 484-1
standard were selected (see Figure 7). According to ISO 484 standard, class S
tolerance for leading-edge is 0.5 mm for a 1-part template or 0.25 mm for a 3-part
template.

4.3 Leading-edge defects

Metal templates of a sort shown in Figure 8 are used for measurement and
verification of compliance of manufactured leading-edge form to designed leading-
edge form.

Rad 0,80

Mﬁ

Figure 8: 3-part LE template, ISO 484-1 [9]
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Drawing in Figure 9 shows the application of the leading-edge template to an “as-
designed” leading-edge without defect. Drawing in Figure 10 shows the application
of the leading-edge template to an “as-built” leading-edge with a 0.5 mm defect.

"'2'3-1 /—SEE DETAIL A
ss
7 | ;
| NO DEFECT
P
\—TEMF’LATE —
EDGE OF THE SCALE 10:1
TEMPLATE
-20-—‘
6
NO DEFECT
PS
\—SEE DETAIL B \_TEMPL”E

DETAIL B
SCALE 10:1

Figure 9: Application of the template to a leading-edge without defect

——20‘] /—SEE DETAILA

)

\—TEM PLATE

DEFECT 0 .500mm

DETAILA

EDGE OF THE SGALEA0:1

TEMPLATE

QZOVOI

DEFECT 0.500mm

PS

\—SEE DETAL B \—TEMPLATE

DETAILB
SCALE 10:1

Figure 10: Application of the template to a leading-edge with 0.5 mm
defect

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 25 of 96 Dominis Engineering



Dominis

The photograph in Figure 11 shows the application of the leading-edge template
to a physical model of NACA-66 foil leading-edge with a 0.25 mm defect. This
defect is very small and it is visible as a tiny speck of light on the back of the foil,
i.e. between the foil and the upper edge of the template. On the rest of the foil back,
the contour of the template upper edge fits tightly to the foil without any gaps.

0.25 mm defect

Figure 11:  Application of the template to a model leading-edge of NACA-66 foil

with a 0.25 mm defect.

Dimensions of the LE defects are given in Table 3 and the geometry of the
leading-edge without and with defects is shown in Figures 12, 13, 14 and 15.

Defect Point A Point B Length AC
X Y Angle X Y Angle

0.094 | 0.078 | 0.490 | 20.2° | 1.104 | 1571 | 11.1° | 1.490 | 1.026

0.250 | 0.078 | 0.489 | 29.8° | 2.796 | 2,531 | 11.5° | 3.390 | 2.718

0.500 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 57.7° | 3.160 | 2.700 | 16.2° | 4.156 | 3.160

Table 3: Dimensions of LE flat defects (units: mm)

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow
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Figure 12: Leading-edge geometry of NACA-66 foil without LE defect
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Figure 13: Leading-edge geometry of NACA-66 foil with 0.1 mm defect
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Figure 14: Leading-edge geometry of NACA-66 foil with 0.25 mm defect
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Figure 15: Leading-edge geometry of NACA-66 foil with 0.5 mm defect
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4.4  Computational domain

The computational domain to be used for CFD simulations had to be sufficiently
large to represent an infinite field. The geometry of the computational domain
should facilitate the creation of high-quality structured grids. The grids were fully
resolved to the foil surface (near wall spacing with y* < 1) and the cell size was
refined near the location of the defects. Since the computational domain is large,
to reduce computational requirements, cell size was gradually increased as the
boundaries of the domain were approached. Two conflicting requirements had to
be satisfied; on one hand, the cells must be as small as possible to resolve the
flow with sufficient detail, on the other hand, the total number of cells must also be
as small as possible to reduce computational load.

Three types of rectangular domains (H-type, O-type and C-type grid topology) and
a circular domain (O-type grid topology) were investigated to compare the grid
guality and convergence of the RANS solutions. These investigations showed that
the grid quality provided by the circular domain is superior to the quality provided
by the rectangular domains. Therefore, the circular domain with the O-type grid
topology was chosen for this study [28].

Air pressure = 101,325 Pa

Outlet

Figure 16: Circular computational domain with boundary conditions

Boundary conditions for the circular computational domain are given in Figure 16.
The hydrostatic pressure was not taken into account in the present simulations.
The pressure boundary condition with p = 0 was specified on the outlet. A no-slip
wall boundary condition was imposed on the surface of the foil section. The
Reynolds number for all cases was Re = 3 x 10’. At the inlet boundary, a uniform
velocity of U = 30 m/s was specified.
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45 Grid generation

The generation of structured grids is dependent on three variables: non-
dimensional first grid spacing y*, the grid aspect ratio (AR) and the grid stretching
ratio (SR). The non-dimensional first grid spacing y* is estimated by:

+ _  [0.013U%AS
y o Rel/7 v
where AS is the height of the first grid near the wall. It should be noted that, in
STAR-CCM+, AS is measured from the centre of the grid cell.

a5 N 3
\ 225 % 3

\g\/ \\ \
o LW
( \
il

Figure 17: Grid geometry

The cell aspect ratio (AR) is defined as the maximum ratio of cell width to height.
As shown in Figure 17, the AR of the n(th) cell is determined as:

AR = wn/hn

where wn is the grid width and hn is the grid height.

The grid stretching ratio (SR) is defined as the ratio of the heights of adjacent cells.
As shown in Figure 17, the SR of the nth cell is given as

SR = hn+1/hn

where hn and hn+1 are the heights of corresponding n" and (n+1)™ cells.
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Figure 18: Grid distribution on the foil surface with 0.5 mm LE defect

The cells on the foil surface are generated according to selected first grid spacing
y*, aspect ratio AR and grid distribution. As illustrated in Figure 18, the face and
the back of the foil were divided into three segments; 0.15¢c segment for the LE
with uniform grids, 0.7c segment for the mid-section with non-uniform grids and
0.15c segment for the TE with uniform grids. In the example illustrated in Figure
18 the total number of nodes on the foil is 13,695, including 1,909/1,885 nodes on
the back/face of the leading-edge segment, 1,168/1,167 nodes on the back/face
of the middle segment and 3,796/3,770 nodes on the back/face of the trailing-edge
segment. In this example, the first grid spacing, y*, is equal to 1.0. The
corresponding aspect ratios on the leading-edge, middle and trailing-edge
segments are 40, 300 and 20 respectively. The uniform aspect ratio of 20 on the
trailing-edge was used to improve the simulation of vortex flow. The number of
cells on the defect is 52. Since the linear length of the 0.5 mm defect is 4.156 mm,
the length of the cells on the defect is 0.080 mm. See Figures 19 and 20 for grids
near the leading-edge and the trailing-edge respectively.

Leading edge
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0001
> 0:_
0.001 —
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Figure 19: The grid near the leading-edge of the foil
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Figure 20: The grid near the trailing-edge of the foil

4.6 Convergence criteria
Convergence criteria applied in this study are [28]:

1) Residuals, defined as normalized root-mean-squared values in STAR-CCM+,
are used as the first convergence criterion. The acceptable level for
convergence is three orders of magnitude reduction in residuals. However,
initial values also strongly influence residuals. For example, residuals would
not reduce significantly if the initial solution satisfies discretized equations very
well. Therefore, it is also necessary to examine the convergence of lift, drag
and minimum pressure coefficients.

2) For the convergence of lift, drag and pressure coefficients, the magnitude of
change in their values between the current and previous iterations are used as
convergence quality indicators after the residual criteria are satisfied.
Acceptable magnitudes of change between two iterations are 10 for the lift
and drag coefficients and 10 for the minimum pressure coefficient.

The maximum number of iterations for all simulations was set at 40,000. Residuals

and changes in lift, drag and pressure coefficients were then checked against the
convergence criteria.

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 32 of 96 Dominis Engineering



Dominis

4.7  Simulation parameters and cases

To evaluate the effect different parameters have on the convergence of CFD
simulations, over 1,000 CFD simulation cases were run for circular computational
domains of several different sizes [28]. Runs also included different combinations
of angles of attack, turbulence models, grid stretching ratios, LE and TE grid aspect
ratios, and first grid spacing y*. Values of parameters that were kept constant

during all these runs are:

Air pressure Pa = 101,325 Pa
Density of water o = 1,000 kg/m?3
Kinematic viscosity of water Vv = 1.0 x 105 m?/s

In these convergence studies, the number of
2,013,312. The summary of simulation cases and parameters used is presented

in Table 4.

terms of radius of domain

Parameter description No. of Parameters used in simulations
cases
Computational domain in 6] 6m, 2m, 8m

24 m,30m, 36 m

Grid stretching ratio

121
1.2

Grid aspect ratio at LE

320.00, 160.00, 113.12
80.00, 56.56, 40.00

Grid aspect ratio at TE

120.0, 80.0, 60.0
40.0, 30.0, 20.0

First grid spacing y”

14

0.5, 0.707, 1.0, 1.414
20, 2828, 40, 50
10.0, 15.0, 30.0, 60.0
90.0, 120.0

Turbulence models

Spalart-Allmaras one-equation model
k - £ two-equation model

k - w two-equation model

SST k- w two-equation model
elliptic blending model

Reynolds stress model

Table 4: Summary of simulation cases
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4.8 2D CFD simulations and best practice settings for STAR-CCM+

After extensive convergence studies, the best practice settings for 2D CFD
simulations under investigation were determined for steady RANS solver in STAR-
CCM+. See Table 5 for the number of grids used for NACA-66 without and with
defects. Best practice settings and default parameter settings for STAR-CCM+ are
given in Tables 6 and 7 respectively.

Description No defect 0.5 mm 0.25 mm 0.094 mm

defect defect defect
No. of cells over defect 52 42 19
No. of cells on the back 3,044 3,041 3,043 3,043
No. of cells on the face 3,014 3,014 3,014 3,014
Total no. of cells on the foil 6,058 6,055 6,057 6,057
Total no. of cells in the 890,526 890,085 890,379 890,379
computational domain

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow

Table 5: No. of cells for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014,
t/c=0.0416) without and with LE defects
Description Best practice
setting

Domain type Circular

Domain size R=24m

Grid topology O-type

First grid spacing, y” 1.0

Grid stretching ratio 1%

Grid aspect ratio near LE 40

Grid aspect rationear TE 120

No. of grids over 0.5 mm defect 52

No. of grids over 0.25 mm defect 43

No. of grids over 0.0.094 mm defect 19

Wall treatment

low y” wall treatment

Turbulence model

Standard k - w

Table 6: Best practice settings for STAR-CCM+
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Simulation parameter

Default setting

Convection scheme

2" order upwind

Gradient method

Hybrid Gauss-Least squares method

Limiter method

Venkatakrishnan method

Custom accuracy level selector 2" order
Reference pressure 101,325 Pa
Initial turbulence intensity, I 1%

Initial turbulence viscosity ratio, p/u 10.0

Linear solver

Algebraic multigrid method (AMG)

Relaxation scheme

Gauss-Seidel

Under-relaxation factor for velocity 04

Under-relaxation factor for pressure 0.1

Under-relaxation factor for turbulence | 0.8

Convergence tolerance 0.1

Table 7: Default settings used with STAR-CCM+

4.9 Cavitation buckets for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.02, t/c=0.2)

In his seminal paper from 1966, Terry Brocket [19] used potential-flow theory to
compute negative minimum pressure coefficients for modified NACA-66 (a=0.8)

6.0 = T T T T
50| , — Brockett (1966 |
: —— TRANSOM, DRDC
4.0 | —— CFX, DRDC ]
—oe— STAR-CCM+
3.0 | :
20 :
8
Eﬁ 1.0 | a
C 00} :
° 10} :
-2.0 :
-3.0 :
4.0 \ :
_5.0 | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
-0.20.0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 3.0
h Pmin
Figure 21:  Cauvitation buckets for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.02,

t/c=0.2) foil without LE defects
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sections with a wide range of camber and thickness distributions. To verify the
numerical results of STAR-CCM+ simulation runs, additional CFD simulations
were carried out on the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8, t/c = 0.2, f/c = 0.02) and the
results were compared to potential flow solutions by Brocket (1966) and numerical
solutions by ANSYS CFX and TRANSOM by DRDC (Hally, 2009) [27]. There is
generally a good agreement among the 4 solutions (see Figure 21).

4.10 Cavitation buckets for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014,
t/c=0.0416) without and with LE defects

Cavitation buckets were computed for NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416)
without and with three LE defects defined in section 4.2. Table 8 lists all simulation
cases. Figure 22 shows the minimum pressure coefficient bucket for the foil without
LE defect. Figures 23 through 25 show minimum pressure coefficient buckets for
the foils with 0.1 mm, 0.25 mm and 0.5 mm LE defects.

Description of variable Variable setting
Reynolds number, Re 3 x 107
Inflow velocity (m/s) 30.0
LE defect no defect
0.5 mm defect
0.25 mm defect

0.094 mm defect

Angle of attack, a, (degrees) | 2.75, 3.00, 4.00

1.75, 2.00, 2.25, 2.50
0.90, 1.00, 1.25, 1.50
0.50, 0.60, 0.70, 0.80,
0.10, 0.20, 0.30, 0.40
0.00

-0.10, -0.20, -0.30, -0.40
-0.50, -0.60, -0.70, -0.80
-0.90, -1.00, -1.25, -1.50
-1.75, -2.00, -2.25, -2.50
-2.75, -3.00, -4.00

Table 8: Simulations for the modified NACA-66 foil (a=0.8, f/c=0.014,
t/c=0.0416) without and with LE defects
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From Figures 23 through 25 it can be seen that the LE defects have the effect to
narrow the cavitation bucket for certain ranges of angles of attack. The following
observations can be made: the 0.5 mm defect can narrow the cavitation bucket
angles from around -1° to around +2.5°, the 0.25 mm defect can narrow the bucket
from 0° to around +2.7° and the 0.1 mm defect can narrow the cavitation bucket
for angles great than 0°.

Dashed lines in Figures 23 through 25 show one example in the propeller design
range. A narrower cavitation bucket can reduce the cavitation inception speed.

5.0
4.0 a
3.0 a
20 a

1.0 No defect] |
0.0 R

-1.0 | .
20 | .
30 | .
~40 | 1

_5.0 | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 40 50 6.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.011.012.013.014.015.0

Prmin

a (degree)

Figure 22:  Cavitation bucket, for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8,
f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) foil, no LE defect
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Cavitation bucket, for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8,
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2D foil section in the rectilinear flow
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Cavitation bucket, for the NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014,

t/c=0.0416) foil, 0.25 mm LE defect
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Figure 25:  Cavitation bucket, for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8,
f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) foil, 0.5 mm LE defect

4.11 Effect of LE defects on cavitation inception speed

As an example of the foil performance in the typical propeller design range, Figure
26 presents the contours of pressure coefficient and streamlines near the LE at a
= 1.0° for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) foils without defect
and with 0.5 mm, 0.25 mm and 0.1 mm defects. It can be observed that the defect
causes lower pressure near the LE. Locations of the minimum pressure depend
on the size of the defect and they are located close to the upper end of the defect.
For example, the coordinates of the location of the minimum pressure for the foil
with 0.5 mm defect is at (0.00324, 0.00266) and the location of the upper end of
the defect is at (0.00316, 0.00270). Figure 27 shows pressure distributions on face
and back of the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) foil without and
with defect at a = 1.0°.
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Figure 26:  Pressure coefficient contours and streamlines for the modified
NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) foil at a = 1.0° without
and with LE defects.
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Figure 27:  Pressure distributions on face and back for the modified
NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) foil at a = 1.0°.

Figure 27 shows that the negative pressure peaks for the section are at the ends
of the flats and on the side where the defects are located. The flow separates at
the furthest forward edge of the defect. When the flow separates the lift of the
section decreases and the drag increases. The 0.5 mm defect which started
exactly at the leading-edge showed cavitation on both sides of the section.

Minimum pressure coefficients (-Cpmin) were computed for each CFD simulation.
Figure 28 shows differences in computed minimum pressure coefficients for the
foil without defects and 3 foils with LE defects. In the range of angles of attack from
-2° to +2° which is likely to be of interest to propeller designers who would use this
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section, the difference in minimum pressure coefficient between the foil without

defects and foils with defects is significant.

To quantify the reduction in cavitation inception speed due to LE defects a
cavitation Inception Speed Ratio (ISR) can be defined as follows:

ISR = |-Zmin
= |z
Pmin
where - Gy, is the minimum pressure coefficient

for the foil without LE defect
- C'p, . isthe minimum pressure coefficient

for the foil with LE defect

Table 9 shows minimum pressure coefficients, cavitation inception speed ratios
and percentage inception speed reduction for the modified NACA-66 foils for an
angle of attack of 1.0°.

Defect =Comin Location of -C,, Cavitation Percentage
size {X,Y) {(m) inception inception speed
speed ratio reduction
No defect 0427 0.00212 0.00213 1
0.5 mm 1.395 0.00324 0.00266 0.553 44.7 %
0.25 mm 0.981 0.00288 0.00250 0.660 34.0%
0.094 mm 0.787 0.00116 0.00157 0.737 26.3 %
Table 9: Cavitation inception speed reduction for the modified

NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) foils without and
with 0.5 mm, 0.25 mm and 0.1 mm LE defects at a = 1.0°

Figure 28 shows Cpmin distributions for the modified NACA-66 (a=0.8, f/c=0.014,
t/c=0.0416) foils without and with LE defects. Figure 29 shows percentage
reduction in cavitation inception speed for the modified NACA-66 foils with 0.5 mm,
0.25 mm and 0.1 mm LE defects
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Figure 28:  Cpmin distributions for the modified NACA-66 (=0.8,
f/c=0.014, t/c=0.0416) foils without and with 0.5 mm,
0.25 mm and 0.1 mm LE defects
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4.12 Effect of LE defects on efficiency

The ratio of lift coefficient to drag coefficient of a 2D propeller section provides a
suitable indicator of the efficiency of the propeller which incorporates the 2D
section. The effect LE defects have on the ratio C/Cd is shown in Figure 30. In the
normal operating range of angles of attack for a moderately loaded propeller, LE
defects have little effect on the efficiency. However, at larger angles of attack or
for a more heavily loaded propeller or a propeller operating in a highly uneven
wakefield, LE defects would reduce the efficiency more significantly.

—a— No Defect
—&— 0.5mm defect
0.25 mm defect

——0.1 mm defect

-5.00 -4.00 -3.00 -2.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00

5.0

Angle of attack (°)

Figure 30:  Ratio of lift coefficient to drag coefficient vs. angle of attack

2D FOIL MODEL TESTS IN THE CAVITATION TUNNEL

Physical models of the 2D foils used in the CFD investigations were used in
cavitation tunnel experiments. All foil models were manufactured with a chord
length of 1 m. The large scale of the model ensures that the Reynolds Number is
close to that of a full-scale propeller. Matching the Reynolds Numbers ensures that
the viscous and inviscid hydrodynamic forces are in the correct ratio. The large
size of the test model also permits the accurate manufacture of relatively small
leading-edge defects at full scale.
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5.1 Cavitation tunnel at Brodarski Institut

The large cavitation tunnel at the Brodarski Institut in Zagreb, Croatia was selected
as a venue for 2D foil model tests. The working section of the cavitation tunnel is
3.5 m long with a cross-section of 1 m by 1 m. The maximum water velocity and
range of pressures that can be achieved in the tunnel are 8.6 m/s and 0.1 to 2 bar
respectively. The minimum Cavitation Number which can be achieved in the tunnel
is between 0.32 and 0.35. Cavitation Number o is defined as follows:

_P-h
g

Dimensions of the measurement section of the cavitation tunnel and the location
of the 2D foil model inside the measurement section are shown in Figure 31.

= =
X
! 3 l
) Y e Y e W 1—3 < S
| e ] TOP VIEW
g & e p——— —_—— <,:
‘T | — 7 T —— o
| ‘i I > \
( L, \\
e — = — _—, >
Fig=———= ) —— 1
I I L
e e s 2 o o I _|
1 \ 1 I

\ B0TTOM VIEW

ition of connection for measurement the pressure differential
vel and atmesphere
lother end s placed in jar filied with water at the 0 position)

f

') 1575

J

1 -‘ ) 1
oz =nrall roll
| | | |

R e Dy o e ek e A

It il Sl

0 POSITION ! ol | ! I ! Asb

| i Hi I
| [ | | 1Y R

L i ——— L [

=== e e e (]
| 0 | I | \
T urxé@@tu T T I T t /
I N o I ol /

898 | 852 \ 3250

| 1
| 1

' \ /
| a v ‘Ih /

' FRONT VIEW \ /

additional position for for measurement| \
the pressure differential \ >
— \
\ position of connections for measurement of the pressure differential,
\for calcutation of the velocity of the water

Figure 31: Measurement section of the cavitation tunnel at Brodarski
Institut in Zagreb, Croatia
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The velocity of the water flow is computed from the measured pressure differential
between points E and B. Pressure in the tunnel is measured at points D’ and F'.
Pressures at points D and F are computed by subtracting from these two
measurements the pressure difference between the bottom and the middle of the
tunnel.

5.2 2D foil model fabrication

The 2D foil models for cavitation tunnel testing were manufactured in Aluminum
6061-T651. To increase the visibility of the foil inside the tunnel and to protect the
model foils from corrosion, the models were anodized. The final size of the model
was 1 m chord by 0.525 m span. Originally, it was planned to have the 2D foil
models with a span of 1 m so that the models could span from one end to the other
end of the tunnel. Unfortunately, the span of the 2D foil models had to be reduced
to 525 mm to limit forces acting on the foil flanges and their support bearing and
seals mounted in the windows of the tunnel.

This change in the model geometry, from a full wall-to-wall 2D foil to a low-span
‘wing” model makes a significant difference in the hydrodynamics. Large end-
plates were incorporated in the model to produce some semblance of two-
dimensional flow over the wing. CFD analysis of the model indicated that the flow
was uniform over almost all of the wing and cavitation inception could be expected
to be the same at almost all span-wise locations. The calculated inception speed
ratios for the “wing” model in the tunnel and the 2D sections are compared in Figure
32. The magnitude and shape of the curves are similar but the “corresponding”
angles of attack for the wing are greater than the 2D section’s as they depart further
from the section’s zero-lift angle (-1.56°), as might be expected.

Inception Speed Ratio VS. Angle of Attack

Incegﬂon Speed Ratio "

1 2
Angle of Attac

Figure 32: ISR, CFD prediction for 2D and 0.525 m foil model
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The 2D foil models were CNC milled from solid blocks of Aluminum. Through holes
to reduce the weight of the foil and seats for foil flanges were pre-machined in the
foil blank before milling of foil surfaces. Hydrodynamic surfaces were milled using
the Dominis process for CNC milling to “final form and finish” [29, 30, 31] without
hand grinding. Leading-edges and foil surfaces were CNC milled chord-wise.
Surface roughness (Ra) achieved by the Dominis process was 0.6 um (24 pinch).
Residual scallops with a theoretical height of 0.002 mm are visible on the finished
surface after milling. These visual artifacts were removed by gentle manual
application of 240 grit sandpaper. Finished foil models were laser scanned and
found to be globally accurate within +/- 0.100 mm (+/- 0.004 inch). Figures 33 and
34 show photographs of the 2D foil model after CNC milling to “final form and finish”
and a close-up of the leading-edge of the defective section of the model
respectively. A total of five models were manufactured but only one model was
tested in the tunnel.

Figure 33: 2D foil model after CNC milling to “final form and finish”
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To ensure that both the “as-designed” and “as-built” foil containing a LE defect are
tested under identical tunnel conditions, it was decided that the foil to be tested in
the cavitation tunnel should contain both the “as-designed” and “as-built” sections.
Therefore, the foil used for testing consisted of three sections: the “as-designed”
section of 250 mm span at one end, the “as-built” section of 250 mm span at the
opposite end and a transition section from “as-built” to “as-designed” foil of 25 mm
span in the middle. The table with coordinates of the NACA-66 section as modified
by Terry Brockett is given in Appendix B. This table contains the coordinates for
both the “as-designed” and “as-built” versions of the foil section.

119/103/2020 09:

Figure 34: 2D foil model; the leading-edge of the “as-built” section
of the foil model containing a 0.5 mm defect

Figure 34A contains a photograph of the complete leading-edge of the anodized
experimental foil model. Figures 34B, 34C and 34D contain close-up photographs
of “as designed”, “as-built” and transition area of the leading-edge of the
experimental foil model.
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Figure 34A: View of the leading-edge of the anodized experimental foil model

LE “as designed”

Figure 34B: View of the “as-designed” end of the experimental foil model
leading-edge
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Figure 34C: View of the “as-built” end of the experimental foil model
leading-edge with 0.5 mm defect
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Figure 34D: View of the 25 mm long transition area of the experimental foll
model leading-edge.
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5.3 Experimental set-up in the cavitation tunnel

Four foil flanges are used to mount and secure the 2D foil model in the cavitation
tunnel. Flanges are bolted into recessed slots on the sides of the foil. Locations of
flanges are at the foil model pivot points located at 25% of the foil chord and at the
foil model support points located at 75% of the chord length from the leading-edge.
End plates, fabricated in 10 mm thick Lexan, were bolted on each side of the 2D
foil model.

The foil model to be tested was positioned in the middle of the measurement
section of the cavitation tunnel. Drawings of the foil model with “as-designed”
NACA-66 section and with “as-built” (defective) LE section are shown in Appendix
C. Drawings of all components of the foil model test assembly in the cavitation
tunnel are in Appendix D. See Figure 35 for graphic representation of the test
assembly inside the tunnel. Figures 36 through Figure 39 contain photographs of
the experimental set-up in the cavitation tunnel. Based on the conclusions from the
results of 2D CFD simulations, the experimental set-up in the tunnel was designed
to accommodate the range of angles of attack from -2° to +2°.

_|

Figure 35: 2D foil with end plates, flanges and sleeves in position inside
the cavitation tunnel
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Figure 37: 2D foil in the tunnel; looking through the window in the tunnel
ceiling

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow Pg. 52 of 96 Dominis Engineering



Dominis

Observation window

fﬂa«. V
!
&

S
)

K

Foil support point

Figure 39:  Experiment set-up; observation window, view of the support
bearings and seals in the tunnel windows
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5.4 Description of experiments and tests conducted in the cavitation
tunnel

The objective of the experiment was to quantify the cavitation degradation due to
defects and to compare these results with those predicted by CFD.

The technique used in the experiments in the cavitation tunnel was to visually
observe and record the inception and desinence of cavitation on the LE of the “as-
designed” and “as-built” (defective) NACA-66 2D foil models, while the conditions
in the tunnel were slowly changing.

All tests in the cavitation tunnel were conducted in the following manner:

- The NACA-66 foil model was rotated to a pre-selected angle of attack and
pinned in place at the foil pivot point located at 25% of the chord. After the
foil model had assumed its normal position for the current angle of attack,
the foil model support point located at 75% of the chord was secured and
locked in place.

- The velocity of water in the tunnel was gradually increased up to the
maximum of 8.5 m/s, or until the cavitation could be observed on the foil.

- Pressure in the tunnel was also reduced to facilitate the cavitation at the
lowest possible cavitation number. Care had to be taken to maintain good
visibility for observation in the tunnel.

- The velocity of water was increased and pressure in the tunnel was reduced
until cavitation could be observed on both the “as-designed” and defective
portions of the foil model. Once this condition was achieved, the velocity of
water was alternately decreased and increased until the threshold for
inception and desinence of cavitation can be established. Search for this
threshold was repeated several times until the confidence in the
repeatability of visual observation could be established.

- Readings for the velocity of water, cavitation number and pressure were
recorded for each occurrence of cavitation inception and cavitation
desinence.

Five experiments and a total of 12 tests were conducted in the cavitation tunnel
over the period of five months. A list of experiments and a summary of all tests
completed is given in Table 10. Each experiment investigated the performance of
the foil for a different range of angles of attack.
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All the hardware for rotation of the 2D foil model around the pivot points and for
securing the foil model position at the foil support points were designed for testing
a 1 m-span test specimen which was originally envisaged. This hardware had a
limited angular operating range and had to be refitted in the tunnel for each of the
four set-ups to cover different ranges of angles of attack.

Experiment | Set-up | Test Date Angles of Minimum cav.
no. no. attack (°) no. tested

1 1 1 4 Sept. 2020 0.0 0.33

1 1 2| 8 Sept. 2020 +1.0,-1.0, -2.0 0.35

1 1 3| 9 Sept. 2020 +2.0,+1.0,0.0 0.35
-1.0,-1.5,-2.0

1 1 4| 11 Sept. 2020 +2.34, -2.34 0.30

1 1 5| 17 Sept. 2020 -0.75 0.36

2 2 6| 13 Oct. 2020 -4.0,-3.5,-3.0 1.16
2.0

2 2 7| 16 Oct. 2020 -4.0,-3.5,-3.0 1.39
2.5

3 3 8| 230ct 2020 | +3.0,+3.5, +4.0 0.22

3 3 9 5 Nov. 2020 +3.75, +4.25 0.31
+4.50, +4.75

3 3 10 6 Nov. 2020 +3.75, +4.0 0.29

4 4 11| 18 Dec. 2020 +5.0, +6.0 +7.0 0.60
+7.5,+8.0

5 4 12 | 10 Jan. 2021 +6.0, +8.0 1.14

Table 10: Summary of experiments and tests conducted in the cavitation tunnel

5.5 CFD results for the test set-up

In anticipation of the experimental tests, CFD calculations were made with the test
set-up. These indicated that the pressure distributions for span-wise pressures
were uniform over + 40% of the span around the mid-span. Cavitation buckets
were developed for the mid-span section for both the “as-designed” (0.0 mm
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defect) and “as-built” (0.5 mm defect) foil models at an anticipated Reynolds
Number of 8*106.

After the experiments were completed mid-span cavitation buckets for the test
set-up were developed at the experimental Reynolds Numbers, which ranged from
about 2*10° to about 5*108. The cavitation buckets for these cases are given in
Figure 40.

== 0.0mm -Cpmin Re=8"10/6 == 0.5mm -Cpmin Re=8"10/6
== 0.0mm -Cpmin Re~2-4"10/6 0.5mm -Cpmin Re=3-5*10/6

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 4.5

Minimum Pressure Coefficient, -Cp_min

Figure 40: Cavitation buckets for mid-span of test setup foils at Re = 8*106
and at Re used in the experimental tests

Where they overlap, the minimum pressure coefficients for the two different
Reynolds Numbers are not significantly different. They would amount to a
difference in inception speed of less than 3%. For comparison of CFD and
experimental results the results from the experimental Reynolds Numbers will be
used where possible and the results at 8#10° only where necessary.

Figure 40 can be compared with Figure 25. The trends are the same. The defect
produces a significantly narrower cavitation bucket up to the point where flow
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separation effects dominate. There is a clear difference in the onset of flow
separation effects on the lower surface for the “as-designed” foil at Re = 3*106
and the 2D results at Re = 3*10”. The difference for the “as-built” foil is noticeable
but less dramatic.

The differences in angles of attack for “equivalent” locations on the bucket arise
because the test set-up is a finite wing. Rudimentary finite wing theory predicts
that the difference in Cpmin should be zero at the zero-lift angle, and that is roughly
the case for the “as-designed” foil. To produce the same Cpmin at other angles of
attack the magnitude of the absolute test set-up angle of attack would be greater
than the 2D absolute angle of attack. (The absolute angle is defined here as the
difference between the geometric angle of attack and the zero-lift angle of attack.)
That absolute angle increase for the same Cpmin is clearly seen by comparing
Figure 40 and Figure 25.

5.6 Experimental results and comparison with CFD

Appendix E contains the record of all observations and measurements taken in
the cavitation tunnel. The most relevant measurements for this study are cavitation
numbers o at cavitation inception and desinence for “as-designed” (0.0 mm
defect) and “as-built” (0.5 mm defect) foil models.

Cavitation on both portions of the 2D foil model started with streak cavitation
at isolated locations. In both cases, the individual cavitation streaks coalesced
into sheet cavitation along most of the portion’s span with a very small increase
in speed. The cavitation inception condition (speed and pressure) was recorded
consistently as being when the individual streaks coalesced into sheet cavitation.
The cavitation desinence condition was recorded consistently as being when
the sheet cavitation divided into individual streaks. The uniform change from
streak to sheet cavitation along most of the span of each portion of the foil
suggests that the flow over each portion of the foil was fairly uniform, as the CFD
had predicted.

The following observations were made during cavitation tunnel experiments:

1) For all negative angles, cavitation was observed on the face of the 2D foil
model. The locations of the onset of cavitation were predicted by the 2D
CFD.

2) For all positive angles, cavitation was observed on the back of the 2D foil
model. The locations of the onset of cavitation were predicted by the 2D
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CFED.

3) The cavitation tunnel cannot produce Cavitation Numbers below about
0.32. For that reason, it was not possible to show cavitation on either the
"as-designed” or the “as-built” portions of the 2D foil model between 0° and
3°, and at 3.5° it could only produce cavitation on the back of the defective
portion of the 2D foil model.

Cavitation numbers were recorded for conditions of interest and in this report oi
designates the cavitation number at cavitation inception; od designates the
cavitation number at cavitation desinence; and om designates the mean cavitation
number, the mean of all inception and desinence cavitation numbers at a particular
angle of attack.

Figure 41 contains the plots of the mean cavitation numbers om recorded during

the cavitation experiments and CFD predictions of Cpmin for the experimental
setup.

© 0.0mm o_m Re=2-4*10/6 ® 0.5mm o_m Re=3-5"10/6
= 0.0mm -Cpmin Re=2-8"10/6 == 0.5mm -Cpmin Re=3-8*10/6

a, deg
A

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 4.5

Cavitation No. & Pressure Goefficient

Figure 41: Experimental (om ) and CFD-predicted (-Cpmin) cavitation buckets for
the “as-designed” (0.0mm defect) and “as-built” (0.5mm defect) foils.
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The simple standard approximation against which cavitation results are compared
is that cavitation inception occurs when the local pressure reaches the vapour
pressure of water. That is when om = -Cpmin. There are obvious differences
between the experimental om results and the CFD predictions of -Cpmin for both the
“as-designed” and “as-built” foils. At this time the causes of the difference are not
known but the following possibilities have been identified:
« The CFD predictions of pressure are wrong.
» Possible difference in the determination of P- between CFD and
experiment.
* The observed cavitation does not represent the inception condition.
* The simple standard approximation does not adequately model cavitation
inception for such foils
These possibilities form a basis for future investigation.

The experimental data gave well-defined cavitation buckets for both the “as-
designed” and “as-built” foils models to the limits of the tunnel’'s abilities. The
effects of the defect on the foil are clear. The defect substantially reduces the
cavitation-free angle of attack for cavitation on the back. That reduction was
predicted by the CFD but its magnitude was not so well predicted. The defect on
the back also changes the cavitation-free angle of attack for cavitation on the face.
These changes follow those predicted by the CFD. For angles of attack below -3°,
flow separation effects are apparent and CFD results are not expected to be
reliable there.

For angles of attack where cavitation is on the back of the foil (4° to 8°), the “as-
built” portion ofthe foilmodel has alower inception speed than the “as-designed”
portion. This effect was predicted by the CFD for both the 2D section and the test
foil (see Figure 32).

For angles of attack where cavitation is on the face of the foil (< 0°) there is a small
range of angles (0° to -1.5°) where the “as-built” foil has a higher inception speed
than the “as-designed” foil. Thit effect was predicted by CFD for both the 2D
section and the test foil (see Figure 32).

The ratios of the “as-built* foil’s cavitation inception speeds to that of the “as-
designed” foil (the Inception Speed Ratios, ISR) are determined by the equation
in Section 4.11 with the Cpmin replaced by i, od and om as appropriate. Table 11
gives relevant cavitation numbers at inception and desinence, ISR and PRCIS
(percentage reduction in cavitation inception speed).
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"As-designed" foil "As-built" foil
A:t?;i:f o; min | o; max|oy minjoy max| o, o; min| 0, max|oy min|oy max| o, ISR | PRCIS

-4.00 2.00 2.16 1.90 241 2.04 2.09 2.28 2.1 221 217 097 3%
-3.50 2.21 2.35 2.21 2.40 2.29 2.12 2.27 2.1 2.29 2.20 1.02[ -2%
-3.00 2.34 2.46 233 2.43 2.39 2.83 2.86 2.78 3.10 2.89 091 9%
-2.50 1.91 1.96 1.91 1.96 1.94 2.41 2.44 2.26 2.28 2.35 091 9%
-2.34 1.68 1.76 1.67 1.73 1.71 1.90 1.99 1.91 2.00 1.95 0.94| 6%
-2.00 1.31 1.4 1.338 1.38 1.36 1.32 1.38 1.32 1.38 135 1.00] 0%
-1.50 0.96 0.98 0.94 0.99 0.97 0.76 0.79 0.77 0.81 0.78 111 -11%
-1.00 0.68 0.72 0.68 0.72 0.70 0.49 0.55 0.52 0.54 0.53 1.15[ -15%
-0.75 0.61 0.61 0.60 0.60 0.61 0.38 0.40 0.42 0.42 0.41 122 -22%
0.00

3.50 0.41 0.42 0.39 0.42 0.41

3.75 0.32 0.35 0.35 0.37 0.35 0.47 0.52 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.83| 17%
4.00 0.33 0.39 0.33 0.40 0.36 0.47 0.54 0.47 0.54 0.51 0.85| 15%
4.25 0.42 0.45 0.46 0.46 0.45 0.85 0.90 0.82 0.90 0.87 0.72| 28%
4.50 0.45 0.48 0.50 0.51 0.49 0.97 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.70| 30%
4.75 0.50 0.51 0.49 0.53 0.51 1.12 1.13 1.12 1.14 1.13 0.67| 33%
5.00 0.65 0.70 0.68 0.71 0.69 1.61 1.63 1.58 1.64 1.62 0.65| 35%
6.00 1.44 1.48 1.46 1.51 1.47 2.43 2.49 2.46 251 2.47 0.77| 23%
7.00 2.64 2.68 2.64 2.66 2.66 2.66 3.38 3.42 3.48 3.24 091 9%
7.50 3.18 3.19 3.25 3.26 3.22 3.84 3.90 3.80 3.86 3.85 091 9%
8.00 3.64 3.68) 3.54 3.63 3.62 4.13 4.22 4.10 4.16 4.15 093] 7%

Table 11: Cavitation Numbers at inception and desinence, ISR and PRCIS
(percentage reduction in cavitation inception speed)

Inception Speed Ratio, ISR

Figure 42: Inception Speed Ratio (ISR) vs. angle of attack for 2D foil model and

© Experiment ISR Re~2-5*10/6

== CFD ISR Re~2-8"10/6

CFD predictions
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The major difference between the experiment and the CFD predictions is in the
magnitude of the ISR (Figure 42). The minimum ISR for back cavitation is about
0.65 in the experiment and about 0.5 in the CFD prediction. The maximum ISR for
face cavitation is about 1.13 in the experiment and about 1.5 in the CFD prediction.
These differences are likely best illustrated by the percent reduction in cavitation
inception speed (Figure 43).

© Experiment % reduction Re=2-5"10/6
== CFD % reduction Re=~2-8"10/6

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
-10%
-20%

-30%

Reduction in Cavitation Inception Speed

-40%

-50%

-4 2 0 2 4 6 8
o, deg
Figure 43: Percentage reduction in cavitation inception speed

The detrimental effects of the defect on inception speed found in the experiment
are about one-half of those predicted by the CFD. Further, on the face for a limited
range of angles, where the defect seems to provide some advantage, that
advantage is about doubled. The detrimental effects are the more important and
this experiment indicates that a defect allowed under the class S 1SO-484
tolerances, could result in a 30% reduction in cavitation inception speed. By
comparison, the CFD analysis indicates a 50% reduction.
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Appendix F contains the photographs of cavitation inception on the “as-
designed” (0.0 mm defect) and the “as-built” (0.5 mm defect) foil model in the
cavitation tunnel. Please note that in the cavitation tunnel, the “as-designed”
section of the 2D foil model was closer to the observation window than the “as-
built” section.

6.0 CONCLUSIONS

Following conclusions can be drawn from the CFD simulations and experiments
conducted in the cavitation tunnel:

e CFD calculations predict a reduction in the width of the cavitation bucket for
a typical propeller blade section with a 0.5 mm defect on the leading-edge.
This result provides a warning that such defects have the potential to cause
earlier cavitation on propellers and that this subject requires further
investigation.

e Cavitation inception was observed visually on models of perfect and
defective versions of the typical propeller blade section. The maximum
observed loss in cavitation inception speed due to a 0.5 mm defect on the
leading-edge was 35%.

e The 0.5 mm defect tested is one of the tightest ISO 484 propeller
manufacturing tolerances and it has been demonstrated experimentally that
it affects cavitation inception significantly and detrimentally on a typical
propeller blade section.

7.0 FUTUREWORK
1, Expand the investigation to a 3D wing planform

The cavitation inception speed reduction for sheet cavitation which was
demonstrated in this study suggests that leading-edge defects of this and similar
sizes will be of interest to ship-owners with requirements to maintain speed while
limiting radiated noise. The investigation carried out so far is appropriate for foils
of either the infinite span or ones with end-plates but always with its leading-edge
perpendicular to the inflow. Propeller blades have leading-edges that range from
perpendicular to the inflow, at the mid-span to aligned with the inflow, at the tip.
That geometry can lead to both leading-edge vortex cavitation and tip vortex
cavitation and the study of the effect of leading-edge defects on these seems a
logical next step. A CFD and experimental program investigating the effects of
defects within the 1SO-484 that looks at the outer reaches of propeller blades is
therefore proposed.
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2, Expand the investigation to defects of different sizes

The scope of this investigation was limited to three leading-edge defects with sharp
ends on the back of the 2D foil. Defects of different sizes and at different locations
on the back and the face of the 2D foil should be analyzed for their effect on
cavitation. Also, the effect of rounding the corners on the leading-edge defect
should be investigated. A comprehensive study to determine what types of defects
and at which locations on the section have the most detrimental effect on the
cavitation performance of the section is therefore proposed.

3, Validation of CFD

There are many studies of the performance of 2D sections which are “as-designed”
i.e. perfect in shape and we can say with confidence that CFD computation of
pressure distributions for 2D sections has been validated. However, there are no
validation data in the open literature for 2D sections with small LE defects such as
those that we were studying. Measuring pressure on and around a 4 mm long flat
LE defect on a 2D foil model presents the experimental team with several problems.
CFD predicts a high-pressure peak at the fwd end of the defect and a smaller one
at the aft end (see Figure 6). To measure the pressure peak accurately we would
need to measure about 10 pressure points inside the length of 1 mm. Measuring
pressure as it is traditionally done with pressure taps is not feasible because the
minimum diameter of pressure taps available for wind tunnel or cavitation tunnel
experiments is 0.5 mm. The use of PSP (Pressure Sensitive Paint) techniques to
measure pressure was discussed with the researchers at the National Research
Counsel’s (NRC) wind tunnel. At the moment the resolution of the system in use at
NRC is not high enough for our application. However, the researchers at NRC are
developing a new system that will have the resolution required for our application.
This new capability at NRC’s wind tunnel will be available by early 2023. When the
new capability is available at NRC, an experiment to validate the CFD on several
different LE defects is therefore being proposed.
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APPENDIX A: Impact of manufacturing tolerances on propeller performance
Project overview

Project organization:
e Investigation 1: 2D foil section in the rectilinear flow
e Investigation 2: 3D wing planform in the rectilinear flow
e Investigation 3: 3D full propeller (rotating)

Project partners:

e Dominis Engineering: Project lead, coordination, managing
experimental program, manufacturing of models and reporting

e Defence Research and Development Canada (DRDC) — Atlantic
Research Centre: RANS CFD modelling

e Memorial University of Newfoundland (MUN): RANS CFD modelling

e Brodarski Institut, Zagreb, Croatia: Cavitation tunnel experiments for
Investigation 1.

Project financing:

e Transport Canada Innovation Centre: Direct financial support to the
project. (www.tc.gc.ca/en/initiatives/innovation-centre.html)

e DRDC - Atlantic Research Centre: In-kind support to the project
(www.drdc-rddc.gc.ca)

e Mathematics of Information Technology and Complex Systems
(MITACS): Financial support to MUN researchers. (www.mitacs.ca)

e Dominis Engineering Ltd.: In-kind and financial support to the
project. (www.dominis.ca)

Project timeline:
Preliminary investigation: January 2016 — December 2018

Project start: January 2019

Investigation 1: January 2019 to March 2022
Investigation 2: April 2022 to TBD
Investigation 3: TBD
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APPENDIX B: Coordinates of the NACA-66 section (a=0.8, t/c=0.0416, f/c=0.014)

Chord (mm) Back (mm) Face (mm)
0.000 0.216 0.000
0.313 0.862 -0.557
0.625 1.190 -0.802
1.250 1.672 -1.132
2.500 2.387 -1.562
5.000 3.447 -2.114
7.500 4.293 -2.492

12.500 5.689 -3.028
25.000 8.384 -3.844
50.000 12.443 -4.774
75.000 15.668 -5.366
100.000 18.404 -5.804
150.000 22.891 -6.422
200.000 26.446 -6.846
250.000 29.225 -7.085
300.000 31.831 -7.205
350.000 32.980 -7.225
400.000 34.057 -7.150
450.000 34.621 -6.975
500.000 34.632 -6.652
550.000 34.109 -6.209
600.000 33.052 -5.664
650.000 31.437 -5.030
700.000 29.239 -4.339
750.000 26.406 -3.655
800.000 22.799 -3.095
850.000 18.160 -2.931
900.000 12.860 -2.778
950.000 7.172 -2.350
975.000 4.271 -1.960
1000.000 0.000 0.000

Coordinates according to Terry Brockett [19] with corrections by David
Hally. Personal communication; D. Hally to S. Gospodnetic 2017.
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f 2D foil model assembly for cavitation tunnel test

ings o

Draw

¢ d0 L 81 a
133HS 3OS 3zis
20 0202 ‘9L YW 110M3 0
3nsst [ 3va uIN9SIA
100- LOW-SINa —

ASSV LS31 99 VOVN ‘OL1-9ead
S25 X 000} “1104

ERTT
LZEE-L-E19 X E6L0-LYLELG Hd

176 11 NO "H3LSTONOTS 5E LINN ‘GY NILONYO 5155

Siuiwio

|a v|szo |
S3IONVHITOL ANV ONINOISNIWIA J1HLIW0ID
SHILINTTIW NI 38V 0 1TV A3H103dS SS3NN

S3LON 338

HSINIS

1591-1909 AOTTY WNNIWNTY
[SCERT
‘0L ONINIINIONS SINIWOQ
40 INISNOO NILLIMM JHL LNOHLIW G3SN HO G30NA0¥dTH
39 LON LSNI ONY T¥LINIQIINOO SI ONIMYNA SIHL ‘03AN3STY
‘SLHOIY TIV ‘0L ONINIINIONS SINIWOQ 12022 1HOINALOD

rOld JTONY QHIHL

Ell

IVAOHJdY 31va NOILdIHOS3a

S30Vd ¥
NIW ¢l 3IVOS

R

8 7iviaa

775000+, .
| 0048+

3HNLOVANNYI HOd T30OW Qv 38N €
$3NAIS3Y ONIENLOVANNYW 1TV IAOW3H 2 H
v

_ ONIHSITOd ANVH ON ‘ATNO 3NIHONYI
wn g'0 Bd OL 371404d 7104 NO HSINI4 30v4HNS "L

M3IA ae

3L

003 | A3d

SNOISIAZY

gclL

X

g 7Iv.l3a 33s

Ses

$30Vd ¥ 8X
¢l 37vos S¢ 2 T711Ha 8’9
¥ Tiviaa ;02 ~dvYLOSISCEX 8N

M3IA ITH40Hd

—V 1lvl3a 33s

X=X NOILO3S

Dominis Engineering

X X

EIX
NYHL 18°€2

Pg. 70 of 96

i

i

EIX

000}

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow



INis

Dom

z 40 2 vil a9
1334 Iwos  3zs
20 0202 ‘94 HYIW 10m3ao
| anssi | zwa U3NDIS3a
100-LOW-SNa s—

ASSY 1831 99 VOVN ‘01-9¢ay
§2S X 000} 1104

3L

12E6-072-E19 X4 £010-LVLC 19 Hd
178 P13 NO "HALSION0TO 'Sk LINN ‘0¥ MALONYD G165

SIUIwog

‘QISVE SEY SNOISNANIO GIONVHSTOLNN 766115 PLA VISV 3d ONONVEZIOL
SIONVHITOL ANV ONINOISNIWIA JIHLINOTD
SIHONI NI J6V SNOISNINIC 11V O314I03dS ISIMHIHLO SSNN

S3LON 338
HSINI

1991-1809 AOTIY WNNIWNTY
roHd SIONY QdiHL TIHILYI
L7 ONISIINIONS SININOT
40 LN3SNOD N3LLIMW FHL LNOHLM 038N HO 030NA0HI3Y
39 LON 1SN ONY TWLINITIINOD S| ONIMYSA SIHL '03AY3S3Y
SIHORI TV QLT ONIYIINIONS SININOQA 1202@ LHOIMAJOD

T
Yoo
v| 2z ¥

[s3aIs HLO4] S3.1V1d AN3 HO4 SNOILYOOT 310H

ssy

056
0S8
S99
Svs

9LX
SL A XT7"as

gL 1 dvLOSI L X 9nN—"

Dominis Engineering

Pg. 71 of 96

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow



INis

Dom

[ T ziL g
[ 133Hs [3wos | 3zis
0 0202 'v0 834 110mM3 o
anssi ENT] FENCET
200-LON-SING (i

ASSY 1531 99 VOVN ‘01-9edd
NN OF ‘FONV14 TI04

| 3w

1ZEE-9VLEL9 X4 TBL0-LYLELY HY
116 1151 NO ¥31SIONOTS '§) LINN ‘G HALONYI 5155

sSiuiwog

IS8 Tu0¥ SNOISNINIA CIONVEITOLNN VBB 1S VA THSY 13d DNIONVTIOL

'SIONVHITOL ANV DNINOISNIWIC DIHLIWO0ID

SHILIWNTIN NI FHY SNOISNIWIO 1TV G3IHI03dS ISIMHIHLO SSTTHN

S3LON 338
HSINIZ
SAISX 56 'S¢ 0d OL AIN3IAHVH3Hd
VI3 .§'€ 'HY8 13318 ATV Ovivy

OHd TONY QHIHL| fraezivi

‘GL7 ONINIINIONT SININOT

40 INISNOO NILLIEM 3HL LNOHLIM G3SN ¥O 030NA0AdIY
38 LON 1SN ONY T¥1LN3AISNOD S| ONIMYNA SIHL ‘03AN3STY
SLHOIY TT7 ‘0L ONI¥IZNIONS SININOQ 02023 LHOINAOD

M3IA aE

G¢ 0¥ O1 AaN3aANVHIANd
szzL')L ‘(yy2)yOoONIOZY
1071y OL

IVINELVYIN LNITVAINDI

IHNLOVANNYN HOd 130N avO 3sN 't |
J S3NAIS3H ONIHNLOVANNY 17V JAON3Y '€
% o 7 wn 9°L Y4 OL HSINI4 30V4dNS A3NIHOVIA 2

R 87 S0 XVIN S3903 ddVHS 11V Yv3ds 't
- ‘S3LON]
2 ===
aog sz NO  M3IAHVIY
8 U L SEX Z0L 7 TIHA [Navous]
200+, L 2T
6XElor 9% 4 . L2 dVYLOSISLLX TN M3IA 3aIS

- osb | -

i (sov) -

YAOHddY awva NOILdIHOS3a
SNOISIAIYH

10
003 A3d

[M3IA TYILHYd]
X-X NOILD3S

ft—— (08 7)) — 4

(oo1y)

0 gz *
i St
pLo
70200,
L g0008+
2X
NUHL Y87 M3IA LNOYA
. e
. %
— XV 5'0d 3 «
e +
1
[v| - 09 =

Dominis Engineering

Pg. 72 of 96

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow



(S} L [} 2]

133HS | Fwos | =S
10 0202 ‘%0 834 110m3 2
ansst e |4anorssa aod
M3IA Qg M3IA UVY3Y L 88
£00-LON-SNA onoma -

ASSV 1S31 99 VOVN '01-9eay
©0d 3AIYA FONV1d

| 3uun

1ZEE-9pL-€19 X4 £610-L8L€19 Hd ; .
116 113 NO "d3LSTON0TS 54 LINN ‘GY HILONYO 5155 H ) i

Siuiwog

20 Y T Ty i \
01578 34V SNOISNINI GIONVHII0INN 61115 ¥iA SSY H3d DNONYLII0L - T X eX
S3ONVHITOL ANV DNINOISNIWIG J1IHLINO0ID po g % 200+
SIHONI NI 34V SNOISNIIQ TTV G3IHI03dS ISIMYIHLO SSTINA : G oL+ QY
S3LON 338 T
| Hsini X
SA ISY $6 'SE OH OL AIN3AHYHIHd 6 X-X NOILD3S
33LS A0V OV LY
1OEd F1ONY QHIHL fviEaLvA

L7 ONIIINION SINIKOA

50 INSNOD NILLIMMW 3HL LNOHLIM O3SN ¥O 030Na0HdIE
38 LON LSNW ONY T¥IINIAISNOO S| ONWAYNA SIHL ‘03AN3SIN
SLHO TT¥ "QLT ONIYIINIONS SINIWOT 02022 LHOIIADOD

S3NAIS3H ONIHNLOVINNVIN 1Y SAOW3Y '€ 2l
wn 9°L ey OL HSINI4 30V4dNS AaNIHOVIA "2 !
GO0" XVIN S390A3 dHVHS TV Mv3dg °L a
S€ 0¥ 01 GINIAYVHINd S3ION, =] S6LE =
szzL'L (PPOWONIOZY
0vLy

OL TVINILVIN LNITVAINDI RO L

or i

X -t

~ NgH
S
| 5
awa | NOILdIHOS3a 003 A3
SNOISIAZY

I¥AOHddY

Dominis Engineering

Pg. 73 of 96

INis

Dom

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow



[T} I 8l d
133HS 3WoS 3218
20 0202 '€2 WY L10M13 0
3anssi 31va H3NOIS3Q
1 LO-FOW-SNA ST

ASSY 1S31 99 YOVN ‘01-9ead

W 0SL ‘31v1d 3AIS

M3IA A€

¢l 3TvIS

vV Tivi3a b ,m.o+NN ;

T Yo ol
1ZEE-9PL-€L9 Xd €BLO-LPL-EL9 Hd \
116 M) NO 'H§31S30M0719 'S4 LINN ‘0 ¥3LONYD 5165 T ’
S 3
055
SIONVHIT0L ANV DNINOISNIWIQ OIH1IN0TD |v = | go+08 R
SUILINITIIN NI 3UV SNOISNIWIT TTV Q311034S ISIMUIHLO SSINN e
S3LON33S
HSINIS
dv310 'ONALOVY
NOYd FTONY QdIHL VIEILYIN
oo TSRS | || 3UNLOVANNYN 04 130N 0V 361 5| 056
33 1ON JSTN ONY WUNSQINOD Sl DNWvEa SHL 03naasa | | 'SINAISTH ONIINLOVANNYA TV SAOW3H 2 - 0s8 -
S1HON TV 'L ONINIINIONS SININOQA 02023 LHOIYAJOD "HY3TO TLNN HSITOd HSINIA 3OV4HNS “| mww
‘$310N
: ! S5
— SSy —
—~———gge _
A-A NOILO3S - 0GL
4 k —
) */ ” (g°00€)
]
!
- A Loex
a q4=——o v ~— 0% —= Vv 1v13a33s
- 0SL -—
0001
T (Log1) -
0
VAOHddY 3iva NOILJIYOS3a 003 A3y
SNOISIAZH

INis

Dom

Dominis Engineering

Pg. 74 of 96

2D foil section in the rectilinear flow



Appendix E: Observations and measurements recorded in the cavitation tunnel

E1l: Measurements for the “as-designed” (0.0 mm defect) 2D foil model

NACA 66 Cavitation tunnel tests Prepared by Sanja Goles
Testes performed from 8 Sept. 19 to Dec. 2020 Received 22 Jan. 2021
No defect start No defect end
o [deg] | -Cpmin | tw [’C]l | Ahp[mm]| p[Pa] | v[m/s] a[deg] | Cpmin | t [°C]l |Ahp[mm]| p[Pa] |v[m/s]
-0.75 -0.75 0.60| 22.90 654.00( 19,957 7.56
-0.75 -0.75 0.60|] 22.90 656.00( 19,727 7.54

-0.75 0.61 22.90 654.00| 19,919 7.51

-1.00 0.68 22.50 666.00| 18,399 6.78 -1.00 0.71 22.50 658.00| 20,394 7.06
-1.00 0.69 22.50 683.00| 16,315 6.23 -1.00 0.72| 22.50 654.00f 20,838 7.13
-1.00 0.72 22.90 681.00] 16,636 6.19 -1.00 0.68( 22.90 667.00| 18,375 6.79
-1.00 0.70] 22.90 684.00| 16,325 6.23 -1.00 0.70[ 22.90 664.00| 18,727 6.74

-1.00 0.68] 22.90 685.00] 16,109 6.27

-1.50 0.96] 22.50 669.00| 18,944 5.81 -1.50 0.99 22.50 667.00| 19,267 S.H
-1.50 0.98] 22.50 669.00| 18,976 5.75 -1.50 0.94 22.50 671.00| 18,778 5.85
-1.50 0.96] 22.50 670.00| 18,802 5.80 -1.50 0.95[ 22.50 670.00| 18,855 5.82
-1.50 0.98] 22.50 669.00| 18,996 5.78 -1.50 0.98 22.50 668.00| 19,149 5.78
-2.00 1.38] 22.50 633.00] 23,350 5.46 -2.00 1.33] 22.50 636.00| 23,037 5.52
-2.00 1.34] 22.50 636.00] 23,076 5.51 -2.00 1.38] 22.50 633.00| 23,405 5.47
-2.00 1.31] 22.50 653.00| 20,904 5.28 -2.00 1.36] 22.50 650.00| 21,329 5.24
-2.00 141 17.60 675.00] 16,369 4.51 -2.00

-2.34 1.70f 23.10 632.00] 22,485 4.81 -2.34

-2.34 1.74] 23.10 639.00| 21,716 4.67 -2.34

-2.34 1.76] 23.10 640.00] 21,501 4.60 -2.34 1.72| 23.10 643.00 21,223 4.63
-2.34 172 23.10 645.00] 20,965 4.59 -2.34 1.71] 23.10 650.00| 20,357 4.54
-2.34 1.68] 22.90 643.00| 21,224 4.67 -2.34 1.73| 22.90 658.00| 19,542 4.41

-2.34 1.67| 22.90 658.00| 19,541 4.48

-2.50 191 17.10 685.00] 16,155 3.78 -2.50

-2.50 1.96] 17.10 685.00] 16,210 3.74 -2.50

-2.50 1.96] 17.10 684.00| 16,298 3.76 -2.50

-3.00 2.38] 17.60 673.00] 16,506 3.49 -3.00 2.34

-3.00 2.34] 17.60 671.00] 16,750 3.55 -3.00 2.33

-3.00 2.37| 17.60 672.00| 16,672 3.52 -3.00 2.33] 17.10 677.00[ 16,636 3.56
-3.00 2.39] 17.60 673.00] 16,532 3.49 -3.00 2.33| 17.10 678.00| 16,533 3.54
-3.00 2.37 17.10 676.00] 16,762 3.53 -3.00 242 17.10 674.00| 16,979 3.51
-3.00 2.46] 17.10 675.00] 16,927 3.49 -3.00 243 17.10 677.00| 16,706 3.49
-3.00 2.45] 17.10 677.00] 16,698 3.47 -3.00 2.39] 17.10 663.00| 18,429 3.72
-3.00 2.36f 17.10 664.00| 18,280 3.72 -3.00 242 17.10 665.00| 18,086 3.66
-3.00 2,40 17.10 676.00] 16,831 3.52 -3.00

-3.00 242 17.10 676.00| 16,793 3.50 -3.00
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No defect start No defect end
a[deg] | -Cpmin | tw[°C] | Ahp[mm]| p[Pa] | v[m/s] a[deg] | -Cpmin | tw[°C] |Ahp [mm]| p[Pa] |v[m/s]
-3.50 2.23 17.60 672.90| 16,571 3.62 -3.50 221 17.60 670.90| 16,815 3.66
-3.50 2:21 17.60 671.30| 16,770 3.66 -3.50 2.30 17.60 667.20( 17,267 3.65
-3.50 2.35 17.60 668.00] 17,171 3.60 -3.50 2.27 17.60 668.80| 17,075 3.64
-3.50 -3.50 2.35 17.60 664.50| 17,609 3.65
-3.50 2.32 17.60 666.70| 17,331 3.64 -3.50 2.37 17.60 666.20( 17,396 3.60
-3.50 2.33 17.60 668.60| 16,571 3.62 -3.50 2.33 17.10 658.30( 18,893 3.82
-3.50 2.30 17.10 661.90| 18,454 3.79 -3.50 2.40 17.10 649.80 3.85
-3.50 2.34 17.10 663.50| 18,258 3.74 -3.50 2.38 17.10 659.70| 18,722 3.75
-4,00 2.00 17.60 677.00|] 16,013 3.74 -4.00 2.05 17.10 664.00| 18,227 3.98
-4.00 2.09 17.60 673.00|] 16,526 3.73 -4.00 2.09 17.10 664.00 18,245 395
-4,00 2.16 17.10 660.00| 18,687 3.94 -4,00 2,11 17.10 664.00| 18,312 3.94
-4,00 2.15 17.10 663.00| 18,360 3.91 -4.00 1.96 17.60 677.00| 16,022 3.78
-4.00 2.09 17.10 664.00| 18,228 3.95 -4.00 1.90 17.60 678.00| 15,978 3.83
3.75 0.35 19.70 745.00| 10,236 6.73 3.75
3.75 0.32 19.70 749.00] 9,807 6.82 3.75 0.37 19.70 742.00| 10,657 6.69
3.75 0.33 19.70 747.00] 9,975 6.80 3.75 0.35 19.70 745.00| 10,270 6.75

3.75 0.32 19.90 746.00| 10,246 7.04

4.00 0.39] 19.90 738.00] 11,264 6.81 4.00 0.35| 19.70 723.00) 11,038 6.80
4.00 0.38] 19.90 738.00] 11,262 6.84 4.00 0.33| 19.70 730.00| 10,206 6.96
4.00 0.33] 19.70 731.00] 10,109 6.88 4.00 0.40f 19.90 736.00| 11,556 6.76
4.00 0.33] 19.70 729.00] 10,323 6.95 4.00 0.40| 19.90 736.00| 11,508 6.77
4.25 0.42| 19.70 748.00] 9,927 6.01 4.25 0.46/ 19.70 740.00| 10,948 6.17
4.25 0.44f 19.70 737.00] 11,279 6.38 4.25 0.46/ 19.70 734.00| 11,617 6.35
4.25 0.45| 19.70 735.00] 11,485 6.39 4.25

4.50 0.45| 19.70 736.00] 11,336 6.38 4.50 0.50| 19.70 730.00) 12,082 6.24
4.50 0.43| 19.70 732.00] 11,863 6.30 4.50 0.51| 19.70 728.00| 12,321 6.27
4.75 0.50f 19.70 735.00] 11,538 6.11 4.75 0.49| 19.70 735.00) 11,543 6.14
4.75 0.51f 19.70 732.00] 11,838 6.12 4.75 0.53| 19.70 730.00) 12,073 6.09
5.00 0.65| 15.10 746.00] 9,810 4.99 5.00 0.68| 15.10 744.00) 10,009 4.93
5.00 0.70f 15.10 743.00] 10,086 4.91 5.00 0.71f 15.10 742.00) 10,239 4.89
6.00 1.48] 15.10 708.00] 14,441 4.15 6.00 1.46] 15.10 707.00| 14,524 4.20
6.00 1.44] 15.10 710.00] 14,200 4.16 6.00 1.51] 15.10 707.00| 14,541 4.12
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No defect start No defect end
u[deg]l -Cpmin | t, [°C] |Ahp[mm]| p [Pa] |v[m/s] a[deg]l -Cpmin | t, [°C] |Ahp[mm]| p[Pa] |v[m/s]
7.00 2.64 15.10 682.00] 17,705 3.48 7.00 2.66 15.10 680.00| 17,863 3.49
7.00 2.68 15.10 680.00| 17,854 3.47 7.00 2.64 15.10 681.00( 17,753 3.49
7.50 3.18 15.10 666.00| 19,671 3.36 7.50 3.25 15.10 663.00| 19,989 3.36
7.50 3.19 15.10 665.00] 19,758 3.36 7.50 3.26 15.10 664.00( 19,896 3.34
8.00 3.68 15.10 651.00] 21,510 3.28 8.00 3.58 15.10 650.00| 21,601 3.34
8.00 3.67 15.10 649.00| 21,742 3.31 8.00 3.54 15.10 652.00 21,322 3.33
8.00 3.64 15.10 653.00] 21,234 3.28 8.00 3.63 15.10 653.00 21,245 3.28
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E2: Measurements for the “as-built” (0.5 mm defect) 2D foil model

NACA 66 Cavitation tunnel tests Prepared by Sanja Goles
Tests performed from 8 Sept. to 19 Dec. 2020 Received 22 Jan. 2021
Defect start Defect end

a[deg]| -Cpmin | t [°C] [Ahp[mm]| p[Pa] | v[m/s] a[deg] | Cpmin | t [’C] |Ahp[mm]| p[Pa] | vIm/s]
-0.75 0.38 22.90 693.00] 15,141 8.10 -0.75 0.42 22.90 697.00| 14,752 7.51
-0.75 0.40| 22.90 693.00] 15,157 7.87
-1.00 0.49 22.50 690.00| 16,377 7.47 -1.00 0.54| 22.50 683.00|] 17,253 7.34
-1.00 0.51 22.50 691.00] 15,459 7.28 -1.00 0.53 22.50 672.00] 17,810 7.77
-1.00 0.50] 22.90 692.00] 15,335 7.12 -1.00 0.53 22.90 691.00] 15,433 6.94
-1.00 0.54| 22.90 693.00| 15,233 6.78 -1.00 0.52 22.90 687.00] 15,859 7.07
-1.00 0.55 22.90 685.00] 16,199 6.99
-1.50 0.78 22.50 684.00] 17,085 6.09 -1.50 0.79 22.50 679.00| 17,714 6.16
-1.50 0.76] 22.50 686.00] 16,924 6.11 -1.50 0.77| 22.50 684.00|] 17,085 6.10
-1.50 0.78 22.50 684.00] 17,088 6.07 -1.50 0.81 22.50 679.00|] 17,754 6.09
-1.50 0.79 22.50 683.00| 17,320 6.07 -1.50 0.81 22.50 680.00|] 17,597 6.08
-2.00 1.32 22.50 636.00] 23,015 5.55 -2.00 1.32 22.50 677.00] 16,054 4.61
-2.00 1.32 22.50 637.00] 22,929 5.54 -2.00 1.38 17.60 676.00| 16,172 4.53
-2.00 1.34] 17.60 677.00] 16,124 4.58 -2.00 1.36] 17.60 674.00|] 16,408 4.60
-2.00 1.38 17.60 633.00] 23,365 5.47
-2.34 1.90f 23.10 633.00] 22,415 4.54 -2.34 1.99 23.10 620.00] 23,958 4.61
-2.34 1.92 23.10 638.00] 21,770 4.45 -2.34 2,00 23.10 629.00] 22,938 4.49
-2.34 1.99 23.10 636.00] 22,049 4.40 -2.34 1.98 23.10 631.00| 22,631 4.48
-2.34 1.91 23.10 638.00] 21,796 4.46 -2.34 1.93 23.10 633.00] 22,456 4.51
-2.34 1.92 23.10 636.00] 22,066 4.48 -2.34 1.91 22.90 633.00| 22,458 4.54

-2.34 1.95 22.90 647.00] 20,874 4.31

-2.50 2.441 17.10 673.00] 17,609 3.52 -2.50 2.28 17.10 677.00] 17,140 3.58
-2.50 2.42 17.10 675.00] 17,380 3.51 -2.50 2.33 17.10 678.00] 17,037 3.53
-2.50 2.41 17.10 678.00] 17,061 3.48 -2.50 2.26] 17.10 677.00] 17,095 3.59
-3.00 2.83 17.10 670.00] 17,499 3.31 -3.00 2.90| 17.60 664.00] 17,630 3.29
-3.00 2.85 17.10 672.00] 17,281 3.28 -3.00 2,90 17.60 666.00] 17,409 3.26
-3.00 2.85 17.10 669.00] 17,611 3.32 -3.00 310 17.60 664.00] 17,664 3.18
-3.00 2.85 17.10 670.00] 17,529 3.31 -3.00 2.78 17.10 657.00|] 19,131 3.52
-3.00 2.86] 17.10 670.00] 17,553 3.30 -3.00 2.99 17.10 653.00] 19,582 3.44
-3.00 -3.00 2.95 17.10 655.00] 19,418 3.45
-3.00 -3.00
-3.00 -3.00
-3.00 -3.00
-3.00 -3.00
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Defect start Defect end
a[deg]| -Cpmin | tw[°Cl |Ahp [mm]| p[Pa]l | vIm/s] a[deg] | Cpmin | t[°C] |Ahp[mm]| p[Pa] | vIm/s]

-3.50 2.13 17.60 676.10] 16,173 3.65 -3.50 2.11 17.60 673.50| 16,492 3.71
-3.50 2.12 17.60 673.70| 16,477 3.70 -3.50 2.18 17.60 671.90| 16,691 3.67
-3.50 2.27 17.60 669.60] 16,978 3.63 -3.50 2.16 17.60 670.70| 16,845 3.71
-3.50 2.21 17.60 664.10| 17,652 3.7 -3.50 221 17.60 666.80| 17,316 3.72
-3.50 2.19 17.60 668.20| 17,146 3.72 -3.50 2.28 17.60 667.40| 17,242 3.66
-3.50 -3.50 2.27 17.60 661.90 3.82
-3.50 2.22 17.10 661.00] 18,562 3.87 -3.50

-3.50 2.26 17.10 663.80] 18,219 3.80 -3.50 2.29 17.10 662.10| 18,420 3.80
-4,00 2.09 17.10 676.00] 16,176 3.69 -4.00 2.14 17.10 675.00| 16,342 3.66
-4.00 2.10 17.10 675.00] 16,302 3.70 -4.00 2.11 1710 672.00| 16,732 8.73
-4.00 2.28 17.10 658.00] 19,014 3.87 -4.00 217 17.10 662.00| 18,540 3.91
-4.00 2.26 17.10 662.00] 18,513 3.83 -4,00 2.20 17.10 662.00| 18,544 3.89
-4.00 2.17 17.10 663.00| 18,396 3.90 -4.00 2.21 17.10 661.00| 18,596 3.88
3.50 0.41 19.70 716.00] 11,918 6.83 3.50 0.39 19.70 719.00f 11,483 6.88
3.50 0.42 19.70 714.00| 12,187 6.84 3.50 0.42 19.70 713.00| 12,246 6.84
3.75 0.49 19.70 727.00] 12,501 6.46 3.75 0.50 19.90 720.00f 13,460 6.66
3.75 0.50 19.70 726.00| 12,575 6.44 3.75 0.51 19.70 726.00f 12,629 6.39
3.75 0.52 19.70 717.00| 13,864 6.64 3.75 0.50 19.70 725.00| 12,740 6.44
3.75 0.47 19.70 731.00] 12,024 6.46 3.75 0.50 19.70 725.00| 12,777 6.50
4.00 0.47 19.70 711.00] 12,470 6.56 4.00 0.49 19.70 708.00f 12,911 6.61
4,00 0.50 19.70 707.00] 13,057 6.58 4.00 0.47 19.70 710.00| 12,624 6.65
4.00 0.53 19.90 713.00] 14,386 6.40 4,00 0.54 19.90 718.00| 13,690 6.49
4.00 0.54 19.90 719.00] 13,639 6.47 4.00 0.54 19.90 717.00f 13,826 6.51
4,25 0.90 19.70 710.00] 14,595 5.25 4.25 0.82 19.70 707.00| 14,913 5.55
4,25 0.85 19.70 698.00] 16,061 5.70 4.25 0.86 19.70 697.00| 16,209 5.69
4,25 0.88 19.70 695.00] 16,425 5.67 4.25 0.90 19.70 694.00| 16,548 5.64
4,50 0.97 19.70 693.00] 16,719 5.44 4.50 1.00 19.70 689.00| 17,172 5.47
4.50 0.98 19.70 691.00] 16,921 5.46 4.50 1.00 19.70 689.00| 17,106 5.46
4,75 1.13 19.70 690.00] 17,033 5.12 4.75 1.12 19.70 688.00| 17,283 5.17
4.75 1.12 19.70 688.00| 17,316 5.19 4.75 1.14 19.70 687.00] 17,380 5.16
5.00 1.63 1570 707.00] 14,588 3.97 5.00 1.58 15.10 707.00f 14,555 4.03
5.00 1.61 15.10 707.00] 14,603 4.01 5.00 1.64 15.10 706.00| 14,733 3.99
6.00 2.49 15.10 684.00] 17,351 3.55 6.00 2.51 15.10 686.00| 17,205 3.51
6.00 2.43 15.10 689.00| 16,817 3.53 6.00 2.46 15.10 690.00| 16,733 3.50
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Defect start Defectend
a[deg]l| -Cpmin | tw[°C] |Ahp [mm]| p[Pa] | v[m/s] a[deg] | -Cpmin | t[°Cl |Ahp[mm]| p[Pa] | v[m/s]
7.00 2.66 15.10 680.00|] 17,863 3.49 7.00 3.42 15.10 672.00] 18,896 3.17
7.00 3.38 15.10 674.00] 18,592 3.16 7.00 3.48 15.10 672.00| 18,921 3.15
7.50 3.84 15.10 660.00] 20,393 3.12 7.50 3.80 15.10 660.00| 20,406 3.14
7.50 3.90 15.10 658.00| 20,586 3.11 7.50 3.86 15.10 660.00| 20,312 3.11
8.00 4.22 15.10 643.00| 22,500 3.14 8.00 4,10 15.10 646.00| 22,096 3.15
8.00 4.13 15.10 647.00] 21,931 3.13 8.00 4.16 15.10 647.00| 21,959 3.12
8.00 4.21 15.10 646.00| 22,116 3.11 8.00 4,10 15.10 650.00] 21,655 3.12
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Appendix F: Photographs of cavitation inception observations on the 2D foil
model at different angles of attack

The 2D foil model tested in the cavitation tunnel was composed of three
sections: the “as-designed” section 250 mm in length, the transition section
of 25 mm and the “as-built” section of 250 mm. When looking through the
observation window of the cavitation tunnel, the “as-designed” section of
the 2D foil model is closer to the observation window. Cavitation inception
observations are documented with two photographs for each angle of
attack. The upper photograph on the page shows the section of the 2D foil
model where the cavitation was observed first, either “as-designed” or “as-
built”. The lower photograph shows the 2D foil model where both the “as-
designed” and the “as-built” sections are cavitating.
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The angle of attack: - 4°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the lower surface. om=2.17

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the lower surface. om =2.04
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The angle of attack: -3.5°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the lower surface. om=2.20

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the lower surface. Om =2.29
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The angle of attack: -3.0°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the lower surface. om = 2.89

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the lower surface. Om =2.39
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The angle of attack: -2.5°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the lower surface. om=2.35

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the lower surface. om =1.94
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The angle of attack: -2.0°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the lower surface. om=1.35

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the lower surface. om =1.36
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The angle of attack: -1.0°

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the lower surface. om =0.70

The “as-built” section cavitates on the lower surface. om = 0.53
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The angle of attack: 3.5°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =041

The “as-designed” section did not cavitate even at the lowest o which can be
obtained in the cavitation tunnel.
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The angle of attack: 4.0°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =0.51

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =0.36
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The angle of attack: +4.5°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =0.99

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =0.49
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The angle of attack: +5.0°

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the upper surface. om = 0.69
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The angle of attack: +6.0°

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the upper surface. om=1.47
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The angle of attack: +7.0°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the upper surface. om=3.24

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =2.66
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The angle of attack: +7.5°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =3.85

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =3.22
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The angle of attack: +8.0°

The “as-built” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =4.15

The “as-designed” section cavitates on the upper surface. om =3.62
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