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Abstract

In this master thesis the flow behavior and the performance of a bow tunnel thruster at slow forward
vessel motion is studied using Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD). The study analyzes the flow and the
turning ability for a cylindrical cross-section and the effect of changing the cross-section of the bow tunnel
thruster.

At Royal IHC it is noticed that trailing suction hopper dredgers experience a significant decrease in
turning ability, using the bow tunnel thrusters, when trailing at a speed through the water of 5 [kts] in
comparison to zero forward speed. Dredgers are often operating at those speeds, use the bow tunnel
thruster to keep course and therefore often experience this effect in practice.

To study the flow behavior the commercial CFD solver Numeca FineMarine is used. Computations are
made on model scale using a simplified wedge model of a container ship (Nienhuis wedge) for validation
purpose and of a trailing suction hopper dredger (Hopper wedge). For the Nienhuis wedge multiple numer-
ical studies are performed that focus on the used set-up, non-linear iterations and convergence, time step,
actuator disk modeling and first layer thickness. A grid study together with a verification and validation
study close the analysis of the Nienhuis wedge. The settings from the Nienhuis wedge are used for the
computations with the Hopper wedge. For the Hopper wedge a systematic tunnel cross-section variation is
derived and three different shapes are computed at different ship speeds: a circular cross-section (S1010A),
flattened cross-section (S0610A) and a streamlined cross-section (S0602A).

The flow of the tunnel jet and the flow around the ship are comparable to the flow of a jet in a cross-
flow. The flow is unsteady and fluctuates. Once the tunnel jet flow leaves the tunnel the flow interacts
with the surrounding flow and is bend into the direction of that surrounding flow. A large wake region is
visible behind the jet. The velocity ratio m between the ship speed and the tunnel jet speed is an important
factor and characterizes the behavior of the flow. At m=0.2 [-] a strong jet shows only little interaction
with the ship flow, while a weak jet at m=0.4 [-] is largely influenced by the ship flow.

For the Nienhuis wedge a grid study shows large numerical uncertainties. The verification and validation
study shows that the computations are qualitative valid and quantitative invalid. Quantitative comparison
between two different model tests shows discrepancy in the obtained side force on the wedge. However
the quantitative results of this study do agree with a full scale CFD study. In both this CFD study and
the full scale CFD study the hub and strut of the thruster are not modeled. It is expected that this has an
effect on the side force and is a possible reason for the difference between CFD and model tests.

A change in cross-section reduces the wake region behind the jet for the streamlined cross-section
(S0602A) in comparison to the other cross-section. The absolute side force of the streamlined cross-
section (S0602A) is significantly increased (more than 30 [%] at m=0.4 [-]), while the resistance is slightly
increased (4 [%]) in comparison to the circular cross-section (S1010A) and the flattened cross-section
(S0610A). The aim is an increase in absolute side force as it increases the turning ability of the ship, an
increase in resistance however is negative on the fuel-consumption of the vessel.

In general the cross-sectional variation shows promising results, however the numerical uncertainties of
the computations are too high. It is advised to check the CFD model scale results with CFD full scale
computations and to validate both with measurements. For a future CFD study it is advised to model the
hub and strut of the bow thruster, because they can have an influence on the side force on the wedge.
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Latin Letters

A Area of a cross-section [m2]
B Beam of the wedge [m]
C Courant number C = ∆tu
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Cp Normalized pressure Cp = 2p
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nnl Number of non-linear iterations [-]
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r Grid refinement ratio [-]
R Radius of the actuator disk [m]
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3
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1
Introduction

A vessel keeps its speed using propellers and its heading using rudders. Trailing suction hopper dredgers,
Figure 1.1, operate often in shallow water, where they have an increased course-keeping capabilities
compared to open water. However, during berthing, the ability to maneuver becomes more important.
Here, the bow thruster finds it use, providing extra thrust used for manoeuvring. When a vessel however
has forward speed and the bow tunnel thruster is used the effect of the thruster is decreased. Dredging
vessels often use a bow tunnel thruster at slow forward speed, during dredging in shallow water and
encounter the negative effect regularly.

Figure 1.1: The trailing hopper suction dredger Vox Maxima. Picture adapted from: [2].

The aim of this study is to investigate if a change in cross-sectional geometry of the bow tunnel has a
positive effect on the performance of the bow tunnel thruster at low forward speed.

1.1. Background
The vessel is moving at relative low forward speeds along a straight line during dredging. In general hopper
dredgers have one suction tube on one side of the vessel which is close to or even on the seabed. The
suction tube is the main contributor to the resistance of the dredger while dredging. The suction tube and
the propellers of the dredger are not situated at the same distance from midship, which results in moments
mostly yaw and surge that turn the ship. The course is constantly corrected by using the rudder(s) of the
ship to avoid turning. If only the rudder(s) are used for the correction of the heading the vessel will drift
through the water. The crew tries to avoid drifting sideways by using the bow tunnel thrusters in the front
of the ship, compare Figure 1.2.

A dredger normally dredges at 2 [kts] forward speed. In rivers and other coastal areas the current can
reach speeds of up to 5 [kts], which means that the dredger experiences velocities through the water of 4
to 7 [kts] during dredging. Sea trails where the effect of the bow thruster is tested have shown that for
ship speeds through the water of 5 [kts] the ship does not turn when the bow thruster operates. These
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Figure 1.2: Forces acting on a hopper dredger while dredging. Case A: only the suction tube is used, which results in turning.
Case B: the rudders are used to keep course, which results in drifting. Case C: also the bow thruster tunnels are used, which
results in course keeping.

results were obtained for all trailing suction hopper dredgers of Royal IHC. Based on this the research
question for this study is developed.

1.2. Research question and hypothesis
The main research question of this thesis is:

Can the design of the bow tunnel thruster of a trailing suction hopper dredger be changed in
order to improve the ability to turn the ship at slow forward motion?

Two questions were analyzed during a literature study [3] to answer the research question:

• What are the characteristics of the flow in and around of a bow thruster tunnel at slow forward
speed?

• Which factors influence the performance of a bow thruster?

Based on the literature study [3] it is chosen to focus on one influencing factor: cross-section of the
tunnel. In a paper by Karlikov & Sholomovich [4] a large increase of side force was reported for a streamlined
cross-section in comparison to a circular cross-section. The knowledge of the effect of the cross-section
of the tunnel on the performance of bow tunnel thruster is limited and a streamlined cross-section can be
implemented in a simple and cost-efficient way in current trailing suction hopper dredger designs. From
this the hypothesis is formulated:

A streamlined bow tunnel thruster cross-section increases the transverse force by 20 [%] com-
pared to a circular cross-section with the same cross-sectional area at 5 knots forward speed
for a trailing suction hopper dredger, based on CFD.

This hypothesis is based on the following:

• The CFD code of Numeca FineMarine can be used for this type of computations
• Verification and validation studies are performed and give a positive outcome
• The results, of the CFD analysis are in accordance with literature in a qualitative and quantitative
matter
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• The amount of transversal force increase is based on a paper of Karlikov & Sholomovich [4].
• A systematic variation of the cross-section is used to find a better solution
• A simplified hull form of the ships hull geometry can be used to analyze the aforementioned effects
• A forward speed of 5 [kts] is representative for the phenomena

The overall objective of this thesis is to check the hypothesis and answer the research question.

1.3. Scope of this document
The purpose of this document is to present the background, analysis and results of the aforementioned
study which was performed by the author during a nine-month master thesis project at Royal IHC in
Kinderdijk the Netherlands for a degree in Maritime Technology at the Delft University of Technology.
The master thesis consists of two main phases: definition study phase and master thesis phase. During
the definition study phase a definition study [3] is written, which aims to give an answer on the research
question, based on literature, a plan of approach and a road-map for the master thesis phase. The results
of the master thesis phase are presented in this document.

The presented calculations are made for model scale. The wedge geometries are based on a container
ship cross-section (Nienhuis wedge) and a trailing suction hopper wedge cross-section (Hopper wedge) at
the bow thruster tunnel frame. These wedges are a simplification of the complete ship geometry and have
constant cross-sections, a tunnel thruster and an artifical bow and stern. All results are compared against
each other and for the Nienhuis wedge a validation case is selected.

The theoretical background presented in this document has the purpose to describe the main principles
and theories applied in CFD. For additional theoretical background the reader is referred to one of the
many textbooks on this topic; e.g two very good ones are [5] and [6].

During this study only computations with the commercial computational fluid dynamics (CFD) software
Numeca FineMarine are performed. This document discusses recommended settings for the computation
and may not be applicable for other structures. Furthermore, conclusions of the systematic variation of
tunnel cross-sections are purely based on the presented computations.

1.4. Relevance of the work
A decrease in bow thruster performance and slow forward speeds has been studied by many authors.
Different studies analyzed the effect of different influencing factors. Most of these studies are based
on model testing. In public literature not many computational fluid dynamic (CFD) results exist on the
matter, besides Nienhuis [1] and non-public CFD reports such as [7]. Next to that most of the studies
are performed between 1950 and 1990, with different hull forms. Since then the hull shapes have evolved.
This underlines the need for more research in this area. Recently a joint industry project lead by MARIN
started on this topic, which shows a need for this specific research in the industry.

The hypothesis of this study is based on a paper by Karlikov and Sholomovich [4] who reported a
significant increase in bow thruster tunnel performance by changing the cross-section of the bow thruster
tunnel. The study is based on model test results of one container vessel model. The goal of this thesis is
to contribute to the knowledge of the effect of a streamlined tunnel cross-section on the performance of
a bow tunnel thruster.

1.5. Structure of this document
The structure of this document is as follows: First in Chapter 2 the theoretical background of computational
fluid dynamics, turbulence modeling and error classification is given. In Chapter 3 computational fluid
dynamics studies are presented in order to find good computation settings. These studies are made with
the Nienhuis wedge for one ship velocity and thrust combination. This is followed by a verification and
validation study and a variation of the thrust and ship velocities. A hopper wedge is designed in Chapter
4 and is first compared with the results of the Nienhuis wedge. After the comparison a systematic cross-
section variation of the bow thruster tunnel is presented. In Chapter 5 the conclusion and recommendations
of the study can be found. The thesis contains multiple appendices which give the reader additional
information on selected topics.





2
Theoretical background

In this chapter the theoretical background of computational fluid dynamics (CFD), including turbulence
modeling and error classification is discussed. A literature study on the performance of bow thruster in
slow forward speed is presented in the Definition Study [3]. This chapter is limited to the main concepts
of the used commercial CFD package Numeca FineMarine, however most of these concepts are universally
applied in CFD software.

2.1. Concept of computational fluid dynamics
In this section the concept of computational fluid dynamics (CFD) is described in multiple phases. In this
study Reynolds averaged Navier stokes (RANS) is used, which is a common used type of CFD. A schematic
overview of these phases is shown in Figure 2.1. CFD is used to get an approximation of the real physics
involved in a problem. While the governing equations of CFD were already derived by Claude-Louis Navier
and George Gabriel Stokes in the 1840s it took until the 1960s until the Navier-Stokes equation were
solved numerically with the help of computers [8]. Since then computers have evolved and yield to more
reliable CFD computations. However the computations can only give an approximation of the solution of
the Navier-Stokes equations and until an exact solution is found CFD is the best possibility to approximate
a solution of the Navier-Stokes equations.

The concept of CFD is presented based on the books of Ferziger and Peric [5], Versteeg and Malalasek-
era [6] and on a presentation by Numeca [9].

The first phase is to analyze the problem, making some assumptions to find a suitable physical model.
One decision is for example whether the fluid is compressible or in-compressible. In this study the following
assumptions are made and therefore the corresponding physical models are used [10]:

• Incompressiblity (density is constant)
• isotherm (temperature is constant)
• viscous flow (viscosity is taken into account)
• unsteady flow (time dependent)
• Reynolds-averaged Navier Stokes equations (RANS) (time averaged equations of motion)
• turbulent flow (turbulence is modeled)
• subsonic flow (velocities under consideration are far below the speed of sound)

These physical models are translated into mathematical models, by applying the fundamental laws of
mechanics to a fluid. The result is two conservation laws. The conservation of mass is defined as:

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρ~v) = 0 (2.1)

The second one is the conservation of momentum, defined as:

ρ
∂~v

∂t
+ ρ (~v · ∇)~v = −∇p + ρ~g +∇ · τi j (2.2)
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Physical model
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Figure 2.1: Components of a CFD model. Based on [9].
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Figure 2.2: Simple 1D example to illustrate the conversion from continuous to a discrete problem. Based on [9].



2.1. Concept of computational fluid dynamics 7

As the conservation laws cannot be solved directly, the solution is approximated by a discretization,
transforming the problem from the continuous domain to a discrete domain. Figure 2.2 shows a small 1D
example of that process. While in the continuous domain the value of p is known for all locations of x ,
in the discrete domain the value is approximated at each grid point xi . There is no information available
what the approximated value of p is between two grid points. The discretization is done separately for the
space discretization and the equations, compare Figure 2.1.

During the space discretization the space is transformed into a discrete distribution of points. This
distribution is called mesh or grid and is obtained by using advanced meshing tools, algorithm that create
structured or unstructured grids. On the one hand a finer grid gives more insight in the flow, but it takes
more cells to create it and the computational costs are related to the amount of cells used. On the other
hand a coarse grid may skip important flow information, simply as no grid point is defined at the point
of interest. The standard approach is to use grid refinement at the regions of interest and much coarser
cells far away from the structure. It is important to define suitable boundary conditions on the side of the
domain, so a numerical solution can be found. Wrong boundary conditions normally give a solution, but
have no physical meaning.
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1
,v
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2
,v

2
)

y
x cell center

Figure 2.3: Sign convention for a 2D regular cell. The norms are defined pointing outward. Based on [9].

The equation discretization converts the Navier-Stokes equations into discrete equations that can be
applied at a grid node. Imagine a 2D regular cell as defined in Figure 2.3 and take the continuity equation
for a steady in-compressible flow: ∫

S

~v · ~n dS = 0 (2.3)

The continuity equation means that the net volume flow into the control volume is zero. Using the sign
definitions shown in Figure 2.3 and using the finite volume approach the continuity equation becomes:

− u1∆y − v2∆x + u3∆y + v4∆x = 0 (2.4)

With the values for the velocities at the cell faces and the geometry of the cell the continuity equation can
be solved straightforward. All mathematical equations are converted to discretized equation in a similar
way. The three most used methods are finite volume, finite difference and finite element.

Many of the discretized equations are (non)linear differential equations. To calculate derivatives and
integrals non-linear numerical schemes are developed that approximate them. First an example is given for
a linear differential algebraic equation:

du

dx
+ u = 0 0 ≤ x ≤ 1 u(0) = 1 (2.5)
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The discretized equation becomes:

ui +

(
du

dx

)
i

= 0 (2.6)

For the approximation of the derivative a first order Taylor expansion (first order Euler forward) is chosen:(
du

dx

)
i

=
ui − ui−1

∆x
+O (∆x)2 (2.7)

Where O (∆x)2 is the truncation error that is proportional to ∆x2; all terms higher than the first order
are neglected. Therefore this approximation is 1st order accurate. The order of the numerical scheme is
therefore a measure for its accuracy. After rearranging the example becomes:

− ui−1 + (1 + ∆x) ui = 0 (2.8)

The choice of the numerical scheme is affecting three important factors: numerical stability, accuracy
and convergence. In general a higher-order method is more stable and has better convergence, while
increasing the computational cost. Therefore in most commercial codes, including Numeca FineMarine,
2nd-order numerical schemes are used as a compromise [5].
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1.0

1.1

u
 [
m
/s
]

Exact solution

N=4

N=8

N=16

Figure 2.4: The example calculated for 4,8 and 16 grid points together with the exact solution u(x) = e−x .

The solution of Equation 2.8 can now be approximated for a different amount of grid points. In Figure
2.4 the linear system is solved for 4, 8 and 16 grid points together with the exact solution. It can be
seen, that an increasing number of grid points result in a smaller difference to the exact solution. In this
example with a first order scheme the discretization error is proportional to ∆x , for a second order method
proportional to ∆x2. Which means that if ∆x is reduced by factor 2, the discretization error is reduced by
factor 4. When a grid refinement gives a difference within a defined tolerance, grid convergence is reached.

As most of the equations are non-linear equations an additional level of complexity is added in order to
solve them. A common approach is to use the guess value method, which uses a guess value of a quantity
based on previous information. This method is explained in the following non-linear differential equation
method [9]:

du

dx
+ u2 = 0 0 ≤ x ≤ 1 u(0) = 1 (2.9)

Discretized the equation becomes:
ui − ui−1

∆x
+ u2

i = 0 (2.10)

As this equation cannot be solved linearly a guess value ugi is introduced:

∆ui = ui − ugi (2.11)
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Taking the square, neglecting ∆u2
i and rearranging results in:

u2
i ≈ u2

gi + 2ugi (ui − ugi) (2.12)

The discretized equations can then be substituted with:

ui − ui−1

∆x
+ 2ugiui − u2

gi = 0 (2.13)

The value of ugi is now guessed and iterations are made until the difference between the guess value of ugi
and the velocity ui are converged. As a measure of convergence a residual is defined, which is a measure
of the difference between the guess value and the ’real’ value and is defined either by using the L2 or the
Linf norm. Using the L2 norm the residual is defined as:

RL2 =

√√√√√√
N∑
i=1

(ui − ugi)2

N
(2.14)

Using the Linf norm the residual becomes

RLinf = max (|ui − ugi |) (2.15)

The residuals are calculated for all important quantities of the computation. If the residual decreases
to an acceptable level, the computation is converged. Figure 2.5 shows the algorithm Numeca FineMarine
uses to compute a solution. After a solution is found, the solution can be made visible with the help of
the generated grid and the solution of each grid point, as shown in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.5: A schematic overview of the algorithm used by Numeca. Adapted from [9].

2.2. Turbulence modeling
Turbulence is chaotic and random in motion and changes continuously in time [6]. This behavior causes
fluctuations on a wide range of time and length scales. A big issue of CFD is how to deal with turbulence.
In fluid dynamics above a certain Reynolds number Re a flow becomes turbulent, below that point the
flow is laminar. The Reynold number is defined as:

Re =
UL

ν
(2.16)

Where U and L are characteristic velocity and length scales and ν is the kinematic viscosity. The difference
in length scale between the smallest (Lmin) and largest (Lmax) eddy is based on experiments related to the
Reynolds number by [11]:

Lmax
Lmin

= Re
3
4 (2.17)
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For Re=1.6E9 [-], a typical Reynold number for full scale ships the relation between the smallest and
largest eddy is 8E6 [-]. This means if the largest eddy length scale is about 100 [m] the smallest eddy
scale is 0.0125 [mm]. To cover all this length scales very small cell sizes need to be used. In practice three
approaches to deal with turbulence are available:

• Direct numerical simulation (DNS)
• Large eddy simulation (LES)
• Renolds-Averaged Navier Stokes (RANS)

As DES and LES are too expensive for commercial and practical engineering cases, RANS is the most
used method. At the moment LES and DES are primarly used in fundamental conceptual research, but it
is expected that they become more important as the computerpower will further evolve. In the following
a description on the concept of RANS is given together with the different types of turbulence models for
RANS. The discussion is based on Versteeg and Malalasekera [6], the ISIS-CFD manual [10] and Collie et
al. [11].

Figure 2.6: Typical measurement of the point velocity in turbulent flow. Adapted from [6].

A typical point measurement in turbulent flow is shown in Figure 2.6. The velocity u(t) is decomposed
in a steady mean value U and a fluctuating component u′(t). The so called Reynolds decomposition is
therefore defined by mean values of the flow and statistical properties of the corresponding fluctuation:

u(t) = U + u′(t) (2.18)

When introducing this decomposition to the Navier stokes equation one gets the Reynolds-averaged Navier
Stokes equations [11]:

∂ui
∂xi

= 0 (2.19)

Uj
∂Ui
∂xj

= −
1

ρ

∂P

∂xi
+

∂

∂xj

(
ν
∂Ui
∂xj
− u′iu′j

)
(2.20)

Where U and P are the mean values of the velocity and pressure respectively, u′ the fluctuating component
of the velocity, ρ the density and ν the kinematic viscosity of the fluid. The product of the fluctuating
quantities u′iu

′
j is unknown and therefore a method to find this unknown correlation is needed. Two types

of models exist: the 2nd-order closure models and the eddy viscosity models. Where the former solves
modeled differential equation for the Reynold stresses and the latter approximate the Reynold stresses as
a function of eddy viscosity vt and the mean stress tensor Si j .

The eddy viscosity models are most commonly approximated with the Boussinesq equation, which
assumes that the the Reynold stresses are proportional to the mean stresses:

τi j = νtSi j with Si j =
1

2

(
∂Ui
∂xj

+
∂Uj
∂xi

)
(2.21)
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It should be noticed that due to this definition the eddy viscosity varies throughout the flow domain. The
different eddy viscosity models can be grouped into three types:

• Zero-equation models (algebraic)
• One-equation models
• Two-equation models

where for the zero-equation model an algebraic description of the eddy viscosity is used and the other two
types use one or respectively two extra transport equation to determine the eddy viscosity.

In FineMarine multiple eddy viscosity models are available, for this study the common used shear-stress
transport Menter k-ω (SST Menter k-ω) model is used. This is a mixed approach that makes use of the
Wilcox k-ω model near solid walls and the standard k-ε model near boundary layer edges and in free-stream
layers. The equations of the used SST Menter k-ω model are included in Appendix A.

2.3. Error classification
The theoretical background of CFD and turbulence modeling indicates that a simulation consist of many
uncertainties and errors. In this study the definition of Roache [12] for error and uncertainty is used. An
error is the difference between the true/exact value and a given solution and has a sign. Which means a
true/exact value needs to be known in order to determine the error. Uncertainty on the other hand is an
error band for the numerical result, where the true/exact solution is expected to be within this error band.
The error band is defined in this study with a 95 [%] confidence interval. An uncertainty has therefore no
sign.

In general the difference between a simulation result φS and the truth φT is decomposed in three types
of errors: modeling error εSM , input error εSI and numerical error εSN [13]:

εS = φS − φT = εSM + εSI + εSN (2.22)

For experimental data, on the other hand, the difference between the experimental result φD and the truth
φT is defined as the experimental error εD [13]:

εD = φD − φT (2.23)

The resulting error ε is then defined as the difference between the simulation and experimental result
as:

ε = φS − φD (2.24)

With this definition the corresponding validation uncertainty uval ,assuming that the uncertainties are
independent, is defined as [13]:

u2
val = u2

SN + u2
SI + u2

D (2.25)

The error ε together with the validation uncertainty form an interval in which by definition the model error
εSM falls [13]:

εSM ∈ [ε− uval , ε+ uval ] (2.26)

Based on the values for the error ε and the validation uncertainty uval two cases can occur [14]:

• If |ε| > uval the comparison error is probably dominated by the modeling error. Which gives an
indication that the model needs to be improved.
• If |ε| < uval the comparison error is within the noise level imposed by the three uncertainties. For
a small value of ε this means that the solution is validated with uval accuracy. Otherwise it means
that the results of the experiment or numerical simulation need to be improved.

In the following subsections the numerical, input and experimental errors are explained in more detail.
Next to that it is explained how these errors are taken into account during this study.

2.3.1. Numerical error
The numerical error of a simulation is commonly divided in three types of errors: round-off error, iteration
error and discretization error. The numerical error is therefore defined as:

εSN = εround + εiteration + εφ (2.27)

In the following a small explanation on how to determine these numerical errors is given.
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Round-off error
The round-off error is the error that is introduced by the rounding of values by the computer. The round-off
error is direct consequence of the finite precision of a computer. As the precision of a computer is very
high, the round-off error is negligible compared to the other errors. In this study a double precision with
15 digit is used. The round-off error is therefore neglected in this study.

Iteration error
The iteration error results from the non-linear iteration used to numerically solve the mathematical equa-
tions. In this study a convergence criteria of 2 orders is used. To calculate this convergence criteria the
residual is defined using the infinite norm as [15]:

R = max(|Ri |) (2.28)

Where Ri is the residual in cell i . The development of the decrease in residual (gain) is defined as the
ratio between the initial residual Ri and the final residual Rf as:

Gain =
Ri
Rf

(2.29)

The order of convergence is then defined as:

Order = log(Gain) (2.30)

Or in other words the convergence criteria of 2 orders ensures that the gain in residual is at least 100 [-].
The iteration error is assumed to be minimized significantly compared to the discretization error and

therefore the iteration error is neglected. However to ensure that the iteration error is fully neglectable
it should be decreased to the finite precision of the computer. This is not practical in many engineering
situations and not done in this study. This can lead to underestimation or incorrectly ignoring of the
iteration error [16].

Discretization error
To access the discretization error with grid refinement studies a power series expansion is commonly used.
The discretization error εφ of a variable φ is represented using a power series expansion as [16, Eq. 1]:

εφ ' δRE = φi − φo = αhpi (2.31)

where φi is the flow quantity of grid i , φo is the estimate of the exact solution, α is an unknown constant,
hi stands for the typical cell size of grid i and p is the observed order of accuracy. The typical cell size hi
is defined as [16, Eq. 4]

hi =

(
1

Ni

) 1
n

(2.32)

Where Ni is the number of cells and n is the geometric dimension of the computation domain i.e. n = 3

for 3D.
The usage of a power series needs to fulfill two assumptions: the data are obtained in a sufficient

refined grid to guarantee that the first term is dominant (solution in the asymptotic range) and the grid
refinement ratio is constant for the complete computation. According to Eça and Hoekstra [17] the two
assumptions are rarely met for practical CFD problems. Due to unstructured grids it is nearly impossible
to maintain a constant grid refinement ratio, causing a lack of geometric similarity of grids is the main
contributor to noisy data.

For practical problems three additional error estimators can be derived, assuming that the code is
second-order accurate [17, Eq. 5,6,7]:

εφ ' δ1 = φi − φo = αhi (2.33)

εφ ' δ2 = φi − φo = αh2
i (2.34)

εφ ' δ12 = φi − φo = α1hi + α2h
2
i (2.35)
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The additional estimators of Eça and Hoekstra [17] are only used if Equation 2.31 is impossible to solve or
if the results are not reliable. In the following the method is described shortly. In Appendix B the method
is described in full detail. It should be noticed that the method proposed by Eça and Hoekstra [17] is an
extension of the well-known grid convergence index (GCI) by Roache [12].

The proposed method needs at least 4 number of grids (ng ≥ 4), and includes a weighted approach. The
error estimates in Equation 2.31, 2.33, 2.34, 2.35 are compared using least squares in order to determine
the best φo . As a weighted approach is used every equation is calculated twice, once with every grid
contributing the same and once weighted, were the finer mesh values have more weight on the outcome
compared to a coarser mesh. The least square regression yields to estimations of the discretization error
εφ, the standard deviation of the best fit σ and in some cases the order of grid convergence p. To estimate
the uncertainty Uφ with a 95 [%] confidence interval a data range parameter is defined to distinguish
between "good" and "bad" error estimations [17, Eq. 19]:

∆φ =
(φi)max − (φi)min

ng − 1
(2.36)

If the solution is monotonically convergent (0.5 ≤ p < 2.1) and σ < ∆φ, the error estimation is considered
reliable and a safety factor of FS = 1.25 [-] is chosen. If the solution doesn’t fulfill the requirement a
safety factor of Fs = 3.0 [-] is chosen (Compare [12] and [17]). The uncertainty Uφ is then defined as [17,
Eq. 20, 21]:

Uφ (φi) =

{
FSεφ (φi) + σ + |φi − φf it | for σ < ∆φ

3 σ
∆φ

(εφ (φi) + σ + |φi − φf it |) for σ ≥ ∆φ
(2.37)

2.3.2. Input error
The input error is a measure for the error introduced by the chosen settings and inputs. For example a
constant value for the fluid properties is used during the CFD calculations. These values have by definition
also a certain uncertainty and result in an error. For a general discussion and the determining of input
errors the guidelines of ASME [13] are recommended. It is known that they are some input errors in the
simulation by definition. These errors are caused by a lack of information in the Nienhuis reference case.
The missing input values have been chosen with care. As the values used during the test are not known it
is hard to quantify the error. In this study the input error is neglected and therefore uSI is taken as zero.

2.3.3. Experimental error
For the validation study some model scale experiments are used. The uncertainties of the experiments is
not reported. It is however known that all measurements have a certain error and therefore uncertainties
in the results. In general two types of error exist: systematic and random errors. A systematic error is
normally introduced by the measuring set-up. For example a load cell is not well calibrated. Random
error are unknown and unpredictable an can change between different test runs. The random error can
be deceased by running the same test run multiple times. As the uncertainties from model tests are not
known it is assumed that all measured values have an uncertainty of 1.5 [%]. This is a typical order of
magnitude for model tests, compare [14].





3
Computational fluid dynamics study of

the Nienhuis wedge

Computational fluid dynamics computations for the Nienhuis wedge are performed to validate the compu-
tations with model test results of Nienhuis [1]. First the Nienhuis wedge is described in full detail together
with the modeling, meshing and computational set-up of the computations. A base case is chosen to
analyze the problem in-depth and to verify the basic settings for a speed and thrust variation. For all
computations used in this study the following applies:

• model scale
• unstructured grid
• unsteady computation
• SST Menter k-ω turbulence model

3.1. Axis definition
The general axis definition used in this study is as follows. The positive x-direction points towards the
stern with it’s origin at the forward most point of the bow, the positive y-direction is defined from midship
towards portside. The positive z-direction is pointing upwards with it’s origin at the keel of the ship. Next
to the general definition a local, bow tunnel based, coordinate system is used. The origin for that local
coordinate system is at the most forward point of the tunnel in x-direction, at midship in the y-direction
and the centerline of the tunnel in z-direction. The origin is therefore at (1.475,0,0.152) [m] for the
Nienhuis wedge and at (1.475,0,0.1096) [m] for the Hopper wedge. Figure 3.1 shows the axis definition.
The velocities are denoted u for the x-direction, v for the y-direction and w for the z-direction.

3.2. Modeling, meshing and set-up of the computations
In this section the Nienhuis wedge is developed and is fully described. After that the meshing and the
numerical model of the Nienhuis wedge are discussed.

3.2.1. Modeling of the geometry
The geometry of the Nienhuis wedge can be seen in Figure 3.2a and the thruster geometry in Figure 3.2b.
In the model tests the thruster is placed inside the tunnel. The tunnel has a circular cross-section and has
a diameter Dref of 0.15 [m]. Nienhuis measures the force on the model in all three directions and the
thrust and torque of the thruster. Nienhuis derived the wedge geometry from the frame of a container
ship. He took the frame at the position of the bow thruster tunnel and extended it to 10 tunnel diameters
in length, 5 Dref forward and 5 Dref aft of that frame. The thruster is placed in the middle of the tunnel.
The main particulars of the original geometry can be found in Table 3.1.

The frame of the used CFD model was created based on data points that were extracted from the
original drawings of Nienhuis using a point extraction algorithm [18]. The resulting frame can be seen in
Figure 3.3.

15
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Figure 3.1: Axis definition.

(a) Wedge geometry (b) Thruster geometry

Figure 3.2: Technical drawings of the original wedge and thruster model used by Nienhuis. Adapted from [1].

Table 3.1: Main particulars of the Nienhuis wedge as reported by Nienhuis [1] and as used in this study.

Particular Symbol Unit Model [1, Tab. A.5] CFD model

Length straight section Lor iginal [m] 1.5 1.5
Length overall L [m] 1.5 3.1
Beam B [m] 0.546 0.546
Draft T [m] 0.508 0.508
Block coefficient straight section CB [-] 0.715 0.715
Tunnel diameter Dref [m] 0.15 0.15
Tunnel center z location zref [m] 0.152 0.152
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The geometric difference between the original drawings of Nienhuis and the CFD model is less than
0.01 [%] and therefore insignificant. Calculations with a 3D representation of the Nienhuis wedge as shown
in Figure 3.4a resulted in numerical instabilities due to the flat "bow" and "stern". To allow more stable
numerical simulations an artificial "bow" is made with a length of 0.8 [m]. It is created based on linear
scaling of the frame. The artificial "bow" is added to the front and back of the wedge and extending it’s
length overall to 3.1 [m]. A 3D rendering of the CFD model as used in the validation study is shown in
Figure 3.4b.

3.2.2. Meshing
For the meshing Numeca Hexpress is used. The 3D model was constructed in Rhinoceros and has been
exported as para-solid. The para-solid is used as starting point for the mesh procedure. For all meshes a
python script has been written, to control the behavior of the mesh, to change only a single parameter of
the mesh settings and to reproduce meshes if needed. Hexpress produces an unstructured grid, by dividing
an initial grid into multiple smaller cells. This refinement can be controlled and is applied to all surfaces
on the body and to refinement boxes. In Appendix C the mesh settings of all used meshes are summarized
and an example Python file for the creation of the meshed using Hexpress is given.

Based on a small preliminary study it was chosen to use a large domain, approximate three times larger
than the recommended domain size for vessels by Numeca. Smaller domains seem to have problems of
convergence for very low Froude number. At a domain size a factor three higher than usual the convergence
became significant better. The tunnel thruster is simulated by an actuator disk. The actuator disk delivers
a constant thrust and is explained in the Definition Study [3] in more detail.

In the beginning four set-up’s are considered:

• Set-up 1 is the wedge modeled with a free-surface, to represent the waterline (z=0.508 [m])
• Set-up 2 is the same domain as set-up 1, but without a free-surface
• Set-up 3 uses the double body approach. A symmetry plane is used at the vertical position of the
deck (z=0.804 [m])
• Set-up 4 uses the double body approach with a symmetry plane at the location of the waterline
(z=0.508 [m])

For all four set-up’s the same refinements are used to allow comparability. The intention of the analysis
of four different set-up’s is to analyze the effect of a free-surface and find the best set-up at acceptable
computation effort.

The domain is 15 L in length direction (x-axis), 9 L in the width direction (y-axis) and 9 L in the height
(z-axis) (for set-up 1 and 2) and 6L in height (for set-up 3 and 4). The bow of the model is placed at
coordinate (0,0,0), the model is at model scale and the length dimensions are in [m]. The wedge is moving
in the negative x-direction when moving forward. A positive thrust is applied in the positive y-direction. In
Figure 3.5 the domain of set-up 2 is shown. In Figure 3.6 a comparison of the four set-up’s in the yz-plane
is shown, only the height of the domain is different. Table 3.2 presents the dimensions of the domains for
the four set-up’s.

Table 3.2: Domain used for the Nienhuis wedge, the values refer to the geometric origin where the forward most point of
the geometry is located. The location of the lower and upper boundaries are presented in terms of the length of the wedge
L and the location of the symmetry plane zs (for set-up 3 and 4).

lower boundary upper boundary

set-up [-] [m] [-] [m]

x-direction 1,2,3,4 -3 L -9.30 12 L 37.20
y-direction 1,2,3,4 -4.5 L -13.95 4.5 L 13.95
z-direction 1,2 -4.5 L -13.95 4.5 L 13.95
z-direction 3 zs -6 L -17.758 zs 0.842
z-direction 4 zs -6 L -18.092 zs 0.508

The geometry of the wedge is split in six different surfaces. The surfaces are refined to better capture
the flow behavior. The terminology used for the six surfaces is defined in Figure 3.7. Next to the surfaces,
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Figure 3.3: Frame of the CFD model of the Nienhuis wedge. The data points and the resulting frame using solid lines.

(a) original (b) modified

Figure 3.4: 3D rendering of the CFD model of the Nienhuis wedge of the original and the modified model.
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(a) Perspective (b) xy-plane

(c) xz-plane (d) yz-plane

Figure 3.5: Overview on the computational domain for the Nienhuis Wedge showing set-up 2.
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(a) Set-up 1 (b) Set-up 2

(c) Set-up 3 (d) Set-up 4

Figure 3.6: Overview of the yz-plane of the computational domain for the Nienhuis Wedge for the set-up’s 1,2,3 and 4.
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(a) Perspective (b) xy-plane

(c) xz-plane (d) yz-plane

Figure 3.7: Overview on the definition of the different solids for the Nienhuis Wedge: Yellow= Deck (only applicable for
set-up 1 and 2) , red= Hull, blue= front_midship, tourquoise= TT_side, green= TT_tunnel, magenta= aft_midship
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refinement boxes are defined, their coordinates are shown in Table 3.3 and a curve refinement along the
tunnel-hull intersection is applied. All refinements are summarized in Table 3.4.

Table 3.3: Definition of the refinement boxes used for the Nienhuis wedge.

lower boundary upper boundary

x y z x y z
Name [m] [m] [m] [m] [m] [m]

Box 1 1.4 -1.5 0 2.0 1.5 0.377
Box 2 1.475 -0.05 0.077 1.625 0.05 0.227
Box 3 1.475 -0.25 0.077 1.625 -0.05 0.227
Box 4 1.475 0.05 0.077 1.625 0.25 0.227
Box 5 1.475 -0.6 0.077 1.625 -0.25 0.227
Box 6 1.475 0.25 0.077 1.625 0.60 0.227

The refinement method used in Hexpress successively subdivides cells and therefore the initial mesh cell
is divided by a factor of 2n, where n is the number of refinements. Therefore a refinement number of five
represents a subdivision of one initial cell into 25 = 32 cells in each geometric direction. As all target cell
sizes are set to 0,0,0 it is ensured that the algorithm refines exactly the number of times specified.

Table 3.4: Number of refinements used and their corresponding adaptation criteria. The adaptation criteria and refinement
method are described in [19]

Adaptation criteria

Name Number of refinements Distance Curvature Target cell size

Global 12 na na na
TT_tunnel 7 0 1 0 0 0
TT_side 7 0 0 0 0 0
front_midhsip 6 0 0 0 0 0
aft_midship 6 0 0 0 0 0
hull 5 0 0 0 0 0
deck 3 0 0 0 0 0
free surface (only set-up 1) 12 0 0 0.775 0.775 0.0031
TT edges 8 0 1 0 0 0
TT edges 8 0 1 0 0 0
Box 1 6 0 0 0 0 0
Box 2 7 0 0 0 0 0
Box 3 8 0 0 0 0 0
Box 4 8 0 0 0 0 0
Box 5 7 0 0 0 0 0
Box 6 7 0 0 0 0 0

The last step of the mesh generation is that viscous layers are inserted close to the solids. The number
of viscous layers is dependent on the expansion ratio, the cell sizes close to the surface and the width of
the first cell close to a surface ywall which is in Numeca FineMarine defined as [19]:

ywall = 6
(uref
ν

)− 7
8

(
Lref

2

) 1
8

y+ (3.1)

Where uref and Lref are the reference velocity and length, ν is the kinematic viscosity and y+ the dimen-
sionless wall distance. The values used for the calculation of the first cell size is shown in Table 3.5, for
the kinematic viscosity the water properties shown in Table 3.6 are used.
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Table 3.5: Reference velocity and length for the calculation of the first cell close to a surface ywall

Lref uref y+ wall function y+ no slip
Solid names [m] [m/s] [-] [-]

TT_tunnel 0.361 3.0 30 1
All other 3.1 0.478 30 1

3.2.3. Computation settings
All computations are solved using an unsteady RANS solver (Numeca FineMarine), a multifluid approach
is used with the properties specified in Table 3.6. For computations without a free surface (set-up 2,3 and
4) the initial free surface height is defined at 30 [m] above the keel, which is far outside of the domain
(compare [20]).

Table 3.6: Water and air properties, adapted from [15, 5-2]. The properties are not based on Nienhuis, as the properties of
the model tests are unknown.

Property Symbol Unit Value

Density of water ρw [kg/m3] 998.4
Dynamic viscosity of water µw [N s/m2] 1.04e-03
Density of air ρa [kg/m3] 1.2
Dynamic viscosity of air µa [N s/m2] 1.85e-05
Gravity intensity g [m/s2] -9.81

The solving algorithm of Numeca FineMarine is based on a reference length and reference velocity. As
reference length the length of the wedge (3.1 [m]) is used and the reference velocity is set to the ship
velocity us under consideration. The SST Menter k-ω turbulence model is used in all cases. The boundary
conditions are defined as follows:

• Solids of the wedge Wall function for y+ of 30 [-], no-slip for y+ of 1[-]
• Deck Slip. The deck is only defined for set-up 1 and 2
• Domain sides Far field (all velocity components are zero)
• Bottom of the domain Updated hydro-static pressure
• Top of the domain Updated hydro-static pressure, for set-up 1 and 2, mirror for set-up 3 and 4

The motion in the length direction of the ship is imposed. A half sinusoidal ramp is used for a certain
time to reach the reference velocity. The motion is defined in the negative x-direction. The five remaining
degrees of freedom are fixed.

Figure 3.8: The geometry of the actuator disk. The dimensions are shown in Table 3.7

The propeller is modelled as an actuator disk. Figure 3.8 shows a rendering of the actuator disk used
for the computations. In Table 3.7 the dimensions are shown, which are based on the dimension of the
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propeller used by Nienhuis [1]. The settings are: uniform force distribution without tangential forces and
no body force update.

Table 3.7: Dimensions of the actuator disk. The dimensions are based on the model Nienhuis used [1].

Property Unit Value

Inner radius [m] 0.0225
Outer radius [m] 0.07112
Thickness [m] 0.0415
Center coordinates [m] 1.55 0.0 0.152
Shaft direction [m] 0.0 1.0 0.0

3.3. Base case studies
First a representative base case is established to analyze the behavior in a qualitative and quantitative
way and to find good computation settings. As base case a thrust T of 10 [N] and a ship speed us of
0.318 [m/s], which corresponds to a Froude number Fn of 0.058 [-] is chosen.

For this base case different studies are performed. At the beginning of each study a small summation
of the important settings are given. During the set-up study the best set-up is found which neglects
the free-surface. After that a discussion on the effect of non-linear iterations and convergence criteria is
presented. The effect of the time step and the cell Courant number is covered in a study after that. In
an actuator disk study the best representation of the propeller for this case is obtained. Finally with an
analysis of the first layer thickness a basic computation configuration is found.

3.3.1. Set-up study
As the main focus of this study is to vary the cross-section of the tunnel thruster it is interesting to neglect
the free-surface, as it requires a lot more cells. However to do this a suitable set-up needs to be selected
to get comparable results. The general settings for this set-up study are:

• free-surface modeling varied
• grid refinement ratio r=2
• y+=30 [-], wall function
• actuator disk: uniform distribution, no tangential forces
• 1500 [-] time steps with time-step of 0.097 [s]
• 4 non-linear iterations, 2 orders convergence criterion
• ship speed us=0.318 [m/s], thrust T=10 [N]

For the set-up study the set-up’s 1,2,3 and 4 are calculated with 1500 [-] time steps, with the recommended
time-step of 0.097 [s]. This recommendation is defined by Numeca as 1 [%] of the ratio of the reference
length Lref and the reference speed uref :

t = 0.01
Lref
uref

(3.2)

The 1500 [-] time steps can be split in three sections. During the first 500 [-] time steps the wedge is
accelerated to the constant defined speed of 0.318 [m/s] in the negative x-direction. The following 500 [-]
time steps are used to stabilize the solution. The last 500 [-] steps will be used in the analysis and are
therefore considered as measuring section. A schematic view of this configuration is shown in Figure 3.9.
The measuring section is in this study 48.5 [s] and the wedge travels nearly 5 L during that time.

All computations uses four non-linear iterations per time step, causing that the convergence criterion
is not reached. Special attention to the time step, cell Courant number and convergence criterion is given
in-depth in Section 3.3.3. The results of the four set-up’s are comparable.

Qualitative
The qualitative comparison is based on the results of the last time step. It is known due to the unsteady
behavior of the flow that a lot of quantities vary significantly in time. It is assumed that the global behavior
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Figure 3.9: Overview of the different phases of the computation. Illustrated using the time trace of the resistance in the ship
direction Fx for set-up 1.

can be studied based on the last time step.
The first visualization of the flow is made by creating a cutting plane at the vertical center location of

the tunnel at z=0.152 [m]. All quantities are displayed on this cutting plane. The selected view is in the
xy-plane with the positive x-direction to the right, the positive y-direction to the bottom, the movement
of the wedge is towards the left and the thrust is applied pointing downwards. The contour plot shows the
magnitude of the vector components in the xy-plane and is calculated using the Pythagoras theorem as:

vrel =

√
u2 + v2

us
(3.3)

Where u and v are the local velocity component in the x- and y-direction respectively, which is normalized
with the ship velocity us . On top of the contour plot of the relative velocity vref the vector components
of each grid are plotted to visualize the direction of the velocity.

The relative velocity is plotted for the four set-up’s in Figure 3.10. The flow is accelerated by the
actuator disk. The water in the front of the tunnel is sucked into it. Resulting in a small area of very
low velocities at the back of the tunnel inlet. In the tunnel the flow is accelerated and distributed by the
actuator disk. After the actuator disk the velocities at the center are very low, as the actuator disk is
modeled as annulus. On the sides the velocity is increased to values of up to vref =3 [-]. Towards the
outlet the flow keeps this shape, while moving a bit to the front. When the flow leaves the tunnel it is
bend by the surrounding cross-flow. The surrounding flow is decelerated as it encounters the jet-flow of
the tunnel. Behind the jet a region with lower velocity is noticed. Next to that there is a region with zero
velocity in the wake of the jet. The noticed flow behavior is mentioned by multiple authors in literature
[1], [7], [21], [22], [23], [24].

All four set-up’s show this general behavior. The biggest differences are noticed near the wedge behind
the jet outlet. In general it can be stated that the agreement of the four set-up’s is good for the general
flow behavior.

For the second comparison the hydrodynamic pressure is plotted as contour on the surfaces close to the
bow thruster tunnel. The view is in the xz-plane showing either the inlet side (viewing from the negative
y-direction) or the outlet side (viewing from the positive y-direction). The wedge is moving in the left
direction. The hydrodynamic pressure is plotted in the range -1000 and 300 [Pa] with isobar’s of every
50 [Pa].

At the inlet side (Figure 3.11) a small region of low pressure is shown before the tunnel. This region
reaches approximately 1/2 D towards the left. Behind the tunnel a large region with high pressure is
noticed. However the magnitude of these pressures is small. All four set-up’s show these two pressure
regions. The low pressure region is similar for all set-up’s. For the high pressure region differences are
noticed. For set-up 1 (with free-surface) the high pressure region extends upwards of the surfaces under
consideration.
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(a) Set-up 1 (b) Set-up 2

(c) Set-up 3 (d) Set-up 4

Figure 3.10: Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet
side.

(a) Set-up 1 (b) Set-up 2

(c) Set-up 3 (d) Set-up 4

(e) Pressure scale

Figure 3.11: Hydrodynamic pressure of the inlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].
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The outlet side shown in Figure 3.12 shows different pressure regions. Before the tunnel a high pressure
region exist with a low magnitude. A low pressure region exists on the backside and on top of the tunnel.
Behind the tunnel regions of constant pressure exists as well, but have a minor influence due to their
magnitude. The positions of the pressure regions agree with literature (Compare [3], [4], [1], [21] and
[25]). The plots show that the highest pressure occurs close to the tunnel-hull intersection. This is logical
as a sharp transition exists between the tunnel and the hull. During meshing this effect is taking into
account by refining this section of the wedge the most.

The qualitative comparison has shown that the general flow and the pressure area are as expected
and agree with literature. Based on the qualitative comparison alone it is not possible to select the best
alternative for set-up 1 to neglect the free surface. However it should be remembered that the qualitative
comparison is based on a snapshot in time.

Quantitative
In the quantitative comparison the obtained values are compared. For the global forces the complete time
trace is known. The last 500 [-] time steps are used to create a mean value. For other quantaties such as
pressure and velocity the values of the last time steps are used. All quantitative analysis make use of the
standard error propagation, described in Appendix D.

First the resistance of the wedge is analyzed by studying the force in the x-direction. In Figure 3.13a
the time trace of the last 500 [-] time steps is shown. The double body approach with a mirror plane at
the waterline (set-up 4) shows the best agreement with the free surface case (set-up 1). Set-up 2 and
set-up 3 overestimate the resistance significantly compared to set-up 1. Set-up 2 has a deck with no slip
condition which is submerged underwater, leading to resistance along the complete body. For set-up 1
and 4 only the underwater ship contributes to the resistance. As the mirror plane for set-up 3 is placed
higher as compared to the set-up 1 and 4, a higher fraction is submerged and therefore contributes to the
resistance. As the deck is part of the mirror plane the resistance for set-up 3 is less than for set-up 2.

All four set-up’s show an oscillation, to analyze the behavior of these oscillation a fast Fourier transform
is performed. The resulting frequency spectrum for frequencies of 0 to 0.5 [1/s] in Figure 3.13b shows
a dominant peak at around 0.09 to 0.1 [1/s] for set-up 1, 3 and 4. This frequency corresponds with a
period of 11 to 10 [s], which can be recognized in the time trace. Set-up 2 has completely other peaks
as set-up 1,3 and 4, which suggest that set-up 2 is not a suitable alternative to a free surface calculation.
The oscillation of set-up 2 corresponds with a period of 4.5 [s], which can again be seen in the time trace
in Figure 3.13a. The sources of these peaks can not be distinguished.

When looking at the time trace of the force in y-direction in Figure 3.14a one sees a higher oscillation
in amplitude and different results. Set-up 3 seems to have problems to converge. This results in a diverse
frequency spectrum (Figure 3.14b). The amplitudes of the frequency spectrum are indeed higher than for
the force in x-direction. Again set-up 2 shows different peaks compared to set-up 1,3 and 4. The data of
the time trace is shown in Table 3.8.

Table 3.8: Results of the set-up study. The calculated mean µ and standard deviation σ are based on the last 500 [-] time
steps

Fx Fy

Set-up µ [N] σ [N] µ [N] σ [N]

1 5.81 0.03 -0.33 0.19
2 10.38 0.02 -0.57 0.18
3 7.47 0.07 0.14 0.36
4 6.06 0.05 -0.79 0.26

To study the behavior of the velocities near the outlet side of the tunnel, eight different positions are
analyzed in Figure 3.15. Half a diameter before the tunnel outlet (x/D=-0.5 [-]) the v velocity in the
direction of the tunnel is nearly 0 [-], while the u velocity is u/us=1 [-]. The graph of u is increasing from
rest near the wedge to 1 [-], due to the viscous layer. At the center of the tunnel (x/D=0.5 [-]) and further
aft an interaction between the local jet speed v and ship speed u is visible. The ship speed decreases due
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(a) Set-up 1 (b) Set-up 2

(c) Set-up 3 (d) Set-up 4

(e) Pressure scale

Figure 3.12: Hydrodynamic pressure of the outlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].
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Figure 3.13: Set-up study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in x-direction of the last 500 [-] time steps. The
dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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Figure 3.14: Set-up study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in y-direction of the last 500 [-] time steps. The
dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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to the flow from the tunnel and even gets negative (x/D = 1.0 and 1.5 [-]), while the normalized jet speed
v/us reaches values up to 2.5 [-] near the tunnel.

The pressure profile along the side of the wedge is shown in Figure 3.16. The pressure on the side of
the wedge is taken at the centerline of the cross-section (z=0.152 [m]) and has been normalized with the
ship velocity us and the density of water ρw using Bernoulli as:

CP =
2p

ρwu2
∞

(3.4)

The trend in Figure 3.16 is consistent for all four set-up’s, agrees with the qualitative comparison and is
as expected. The same trend has been reported in [1], [4] and [21].

Based on the presented study it is shown that all set-up’s produce qualitative reliable results. The
results of the set-up study in itself are quantitative reliable, however only set-up 4 corresponds with set-up
1 in an acceptable way, for the measured forces. All four set-up’s are qualitative valid, as the flow pattern
is as expected and documented in many cases. Quantitative validity couldn’t be checked, however pressure
and velocity distributions seem to be logical and show the same trends as literature.

Table 3.9: Computational time of the set-up study (1500 time steps), performed using a computer with 8 cores (@3.06 Ghz)
and 48 GB RAM

computation time

Set-up Number of cells total [min] per time step [s]

1 3944321 2232 89.3
2 594416 103 4.1
3 585549 199 8.0
4 564196 189 7.6

Based on the set-up study and after considering the computational gain shown in Table 3.9 set-up 4 is
selected, as it has shown good agreement with the free surface calculations and decreases the computation
time by a factor of 11 [-]. From now computations are performed using set-up 4.

3.3.2. Study on the effect of non-linear iterations and convergence criterion
During the set-up study it was noticed that the settings for the non-linear iterations and convergence
criterion, which are recommended by Numeca for ship resistance computations [15], caused the solver to
stop the non-linear iterations based on the number of iterations, not based on the convergence criterion.
This basically means we know for sure that at each time step four non-linear iterations were performed,
but we have different order of convergence. In this study it is checked how to deal with this in the best
way. For the study the following settings apply:

• non-linear iterations are varied, convergence criterion of 2 orders is kept constant
• grid refinement ratio r=2
• free-surface: double body with mirror plane at waterline
• y+=30 [-], wall function
• actuator disk: uniform distribution, no tangential forces
• 1000 [-] time steps with time step of 0.097 [s]
• ship speed us=0.318 [m/s], thrust T=10 [N]

As an increase in non-linear iterations will cause an increase in computation time the following con-
figuration is chosen: First 1000 [-] time steps (500 [-] acceleration and 500 [-] stabilization), with four
non-linear iterations are simulated. For the nnl=256 [-] case, the simulation is restarted and computed for
500 [-] additional time steps which are measured with 256 non-linear iterations. For the nnl=4 [-] case,
the simulation is restarted after the first 1000 [-] time steps and additional 4000 [-] time steps with four
non-linear iterations are simulated. The 4000 [-] time steps are divided in blocks of 500 [-] time steps
which are analyzed independent of each other.
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Figure 3.15: Velocity profile in the xy-plane at the center height of the tunnel thruster (z=0.152 [m]) on the outlet side.
x/D=0 [-] is situated at the forward most point of the tunnel. u velocities refer to the velocity in the longitudinal direction
of the wedge (x-direction) and v velocities to the transverse velocities in the y-direction.

.
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Qualitative
The resulting flow is shown in Figure 3.17. Both show a similar behavior and the only difference is again
close to the wedge behind the jet for the nnl=4 [-] case. Based on the flow profile no conclusion can be
drawn.

For the hydrodynamic pressure at the inlet side, see Figure 3.18, no difference can be noticed. Both
situations are close to being identical. The influence of the convergence criterion can not be seen at the
inlet side.

On the outlet side on the other hand small differences exist. However these are most likely due to that
a snapshot is taken. The qualitative comparison between the two cases nnl=256 [-] and nnl=4 [-] shows
no difference to each other. For this case the non-uniform convergence of the nnl=4 [-] seems to have no
effect on the behavior of the flow and the pressure distribution.

Quantitative
In Figure 3.20a the time trace of the resistance is shown. It can be noticed that all time bins related
to nnl=4 [-] show the same behavior and are just shifted in time. The nnl=256 [-] case shows a higher
fluctuation, which results in a slightly different mean and a higher standard deviation (compare with Table
3.10).

This can also be seen in the frequency spectrum in Figure 3.20b. It can be seen that all nnl=4 [-] cases
show the same trend. The first peak at 0.9 [1/s] corresponds with around 110 [-] time steps in Figure
3.20a. Each of the nnl=4 [-] cases show four periods. For the nnl=256 [-] case the same peak is noticed.
The first peak corresponds with a period of 500 [-] time steps.

The force in the y-direction shows the same behavior (Figure 3.21a). Here the fluctuation of the
nnl=256 [-] case causes a significant change in the mean value.

For the frequency domain of the force in y-direction in Figure 3.21b the exact same trends are visible
as for the x-direction in Figure 3.20b.

Table 3.10: Results of the convergence study. The calculated mean µ and standard deviation σ are based on the last 500 [-]
time steps

Fx Fy

nnl [-] time steps [-] µ [N] σ [N] µ [N] σ [N]

256 1000-1500 6.046 0.066 -0.584 0.308
4 1000-1500 6.062 0.047 -0.790 0.259
4 1500-2000 6.059 0.046 -0.789 0.259
4 2000-2500 6.056 0.048 -0.818 0.272
4 2500-3000 6.062 0.048 -0.793 0.259
4 3000-3500 6.061 0.046 -0.788 0.261
4 3500-4000 6.059 0.046 -0.792 0.257
4 4000-4500 6.056 0.048 -0.820 0.272
4 4500-5000 6.068 0.050 -0.804 0.256

When analyzing the signal in the frequency domain, it becomes clear that all time bins of nnl=4 [-] have
the same peaks.

For this study also two other speed thrust configurations have been tested. When the ship has zero
speed and the thrust is 10 [N] and when the thrust is 0 [N] and the ship velocity is 0.318 [m/s]. The same
trends are noticed.

For the presented study it can be concluded, that an increase in time steps for the nnl=4 [-] case results
in no differences. The resulting mean and standard deviations are very close to each other. The case
of nnl=256 [-] shows more fluctuation and seems to have more problems to converge to one value. It is
however known that the convergence criterion of 2 orders is reached at each time step for nnl=256 [-].
Based on this study it is concluded to use 256 non-linear iterations, because the convergence is uniform
for all time steps. This increases the comparability of the computations. To keep the computation time
reasonable the first 1000 [-] time steps are computed with 4 non-linear iterations and then a restart of the
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Figure 3.16: Pressure profile along the side of the wedge at the center height of the tunnel thruster (z=0.152 [m]). x/D=0 [-]
is situated at the forward most point of the tunnel.

(a) nnl=256 [-] (b) nnl=4 [-]

Figure 3.17: Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet
side.

(a) nnl=256 [-] (b) nnl=4 [-]

(c) Pressure scale

Figure 3.18: Hydrodynamic pressure of the inlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].
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(a) nnl=256 [-] (b) nnl=4 [-]

(c) Pressure scale

Figure 3.19: Hydrodynamic pressure of the outlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].
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Figure 3.20: Convergence study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in x-direction of the last 500 [-] time steps.
The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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Figure 3.21: Convergence study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in y-direction of the last 500 [-] time steps.
The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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computation with 256 non-linear iterations is initiated for the measuring section of the computation. This
approach is used for all further computations in this thesis.

3.3.3. Time step and cell Courant number study
Until now the recommended time step of Numeca is used. Which is a fraction of the reference length and
velocity. This time step is therefore independent of the grid spacing, which implies that the cell Courant
number will vary based on the grid. The cell Courant number Co is defined as:

Co =
ui∆t

∆xi
(3.5)

Where ui is the velocity at the cell, ∆t is the time step in [s] and ∆xi is the cell size of cell i in [m]. An
decrease in the grid size (increase in grid cells) will therefore cause a increase in the Courant number. The
Courant number is a measure for the spatial and time discretization and values below 1 [-] are needed
for explicit numerical schemes to be stable. For implicit schemes this does not apply. However it is
recommended to keep the Courant number around 1 [-] or lower, as this means that a fluid particle can
not move more than one grid cell during one time step [5]. The numerical scheme used in FineMarine
are blended numerical schemes that are designed to not suffer from the Courant number limitation and
are, according to Numeca, not sensitive to high Courant numbers [10]. It is however advised to keep the
Courant number below 5 [-] for most engineering applications [15]. The general settings for this time step
study are as follows:

• time steps are varied based on cell Courant number
• grid refinement ratio r=2
• free-surface: double body with mirror plane at waterline
• y+=30 [-], wall function
• actuator disk: uniform distribution, no tangential forces
• 4 non-linear iterations for 1000 [-] time steps, restart with 256 non-linear iterations
• ship speed us=0.318 [m/s], thrust T=10 [N]

During the computation Numeca calculates the Courant number of every cell, with the local cell size
and local velocities using Equation 3.5. As the local velocities and local cell sizes are not known before
hand a method is developed to get a Courant number C that results in acceptable cell Courant numbers
Co after the computations. The time step is calculated as:

∆t = C
∆x

u
where ∆x =

(
V

Ncel ls

) 1
3

(3.6)

With C being the global mean Courant number, ∆x the mean cell size in [m], u the reference velocity
in [m/s], V the volume of the domain in [m3] and Ncel ls the number of grid cells. In this comparison the
volume of the domain V is 24130.71 [m3], the number of grid cells Ncel ls is 564196 [-] and the reference
velocity u is taken as 0.318 [m/s]. The resulting time step depends on the global mean Courant number
C and is shown in Table 3.11.

Table 3.11: Time step comparison

Case C [-] time step [s] time steps needed [-] max(Co) [-] Majority of cells below Co [-]

A 0.088 0.097 500 438 94 [%] < 43.7
B 0.001 0.0011 44091 5.18 94 [%] < 0.518
C 0.01 0.011 4409 81.4 95[%] < 8.14

In Table 3.11 the cell Courant number Co of the three cases are given. The shown values are given
for the last time step. The routine within FineMarine searches for the highest cell Courant number which
is referred to as max(Co) and then creates a histogram with 10 bins of equal size. The majority of cells
fall in the last bin. FineMarine gives the percentage of all cells that have a value lower than a tenth of the
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max(Co). This value is considered to be a good indication of the cell Courant numbers, next to that all
calculations have been checked visual for the cell Courant number to confirm the results.

It should be noticed that between Case A and B the time step has been decreased by a factor of 88 [-].
Which means that it takes more than 44000 time steps to have the same measuring time/distance as in
Case A (500 time steps). In the following comparison for Case B only 8101 time steps are used and for
the other two cases 100 and 886 [-]. The calculation of mean and standard deviation is done for the same
physical time to compare the different cases.

Qualitative
The flow velocity snapshots are made at the last time step. One can see in Figure 3.22 that with a decrease
in time step the tunnel jet flow gets less smooth and ’steps’ are visible. With the decrease in time step
∆t also the time scale is decreasing and the sampling frequency is increasing. Therefore effects occurring
on smaller time scales can get resolved by the turbulence model. Next to that it should be remembered
that time averaged equations are used in the solver, which results in smoothing for high time steps ∆t.
For Case B (Figure 3.22b) the region behind the jet is largely effected and a large region of zero velocity
is seen. The decrease in time step therefore has a significant effect on the flow.

For the hydrodynamic pressure on the inlet side in Figure 3.23 no visible effect is noticed. Small
differences can be seen at the region behind the tunnel. Case C (Figure 3.23c) has no local high pressure
spot directly to the left of the tunnel, while the other two cases show such a spot.

At the outlet side more differences between the three cases are noticed. In Figure 3.24 it can be seen
that the locations of the pressure regions behind the tunnel are situated at different locations. The low
pressure region close to the tunnel is moving more upwards of the tunnel when considering the change
from Case A to Case C to Case B.

In general it can be stated that the change in time step ∆t has a significant effect on the flow, as
the time scale of the resolved simulation changes. With a decrease in ∆t more local flow details become
visible, but the computation time increases significant.

Quantitative
For the quantitative comparison the signal after the restart is plotted for the last 9.75 [s] (1L). The
corresponding time steps used in this analysis together with the result is displayed in Table 3.12.

The effect of the different time steps can clearly be seen in the time trace of the resistance in the
x-direction in Figure 3.25a. While the curve of Case A is smooth the curves of Case B and C show much
more fluctuation, due to the small time steps. The figure can be compared to results from model tests.
The difference between the three cases would be that the sampling frequency of the load cell is changed.
Simply more points per second are sampled/ computed and therefore smaller timescales are analyzed. It
can be seen that the standard deviation of Case A is higher than for the other two cases. A look at the
frequency spectrum between 0 and 5 [1/s] in Figure 3.25b shows that Case A and B have a low frequency
peak at around 0.1 [1/s] for Case B and 0.2 [1/s] for Case A. The peak for Case B corresponds with the
total length of the time trace and the peak of Case A with the half of the length of the time trace. In
the time trace a corresponding sinusoidal frequency of about 4.8 [s] is noticed. Case C on the other hand
has the first significant peak at around 4.6 [1/s] which corresponds to oscillations of 0.22 [s] in the time
trace. It seems that for Case C a resonance frequency is reached. As the peak around 4.6 [1/s] is only
visible for Case C, not for Case A and B.

The time trace of the force in y-direction in Figure 3.26a shows a similar behavior as for the x-direction.
Large occilations are noticed. While Case A is strictly negative, Case B and C are mostly positive. The
same peaks in the y-direction in Figure 3.26b are noticed in the frequency spectrum as for the x-direction.

It can be stated that the change in time step has an influence on the obtained results. The dominant
peaks in the frequency domain change depending on the time step, which indicates that local effects are
considered during the analysis. The first peak in the frequency domain are probably an indication on the
fluctuation of the flow, which can clearly be seen in the time trace.

The quantitative and qualitative comparison have shown that the result is depending on the time scale.
It is assumed that by keeping the Courant number C constant the cell Courant number Co is approximately
the same. Next to that it is assumed that by maintaining the Courant number different calculations are
comparable. It is therefore concluded to use the Courant number C of 0.01 [-] as this results in the
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(a) Case A (b) Case B

(c) Case C

Figure 3.22: Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet
side.

(a) Case A (b) Case B

(c) Case C (d) Pressure scale

Figure 3.23: Hydrodynamic pressure of the inlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].
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(a) Case A (b) Case B

(c) Case C (d) Pressure scale

Figure 3.24: Hydrodynamic pressure of the outlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].
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Figure 3.25: Time step study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in x-direction of the last 9.75 [s] (1L). The
dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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Figure 3.26: Time step study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in y-direction of the last 9.75 [s] (1L). The
dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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Table 3.12: Result of the time step study. The calculated mean µ and standard deviation σ are based on the time steps
mentioned in the column time steps, starting at 1000 time steps[-]. The time is equal to 9.75 [s], which corresponds with
1L.

Fx Fy

Case time steps [-] µ [N] σ [N] µ [N] σ [N]

A 100 6.07 0.071 -0.76 0.177
B 8101 5.73 0.040 0.23 0.434
C 886 5.91 0.039 0.56 0.281

presented case for acceptable cell Courant numbers, with reasonable computations time. It is suggested
to keep the Courant number constant during a grid refinement study, as is done in [26].

3.3.4. Actuator disk study
In this small study the focus is on how to model the actuator disk properly to simulate a bow tunnel
thruster. For this Numeca FineMarine has four options: uniform distribution, default distribution, own
distribution and BEM coupling. It was decided to use the build-in distributions even though their are not
designed for ducted propellers. The best approach would be to use the exact distribution of the propeller
that Nienhuis tested during the model tests. A complete geometry of that propeller is not available. IHC
has results of a stock propeller measured in a nozzle, it is used to compare the build-in distributions, but
the distribution of the stock propeller with nozzle is not used in this study due to time constraints. As the
aim of this research is to study the effect of the change of the tunnel cross-section, it is assumed that if
for all cases the same actuator disk is used the results are comparable.
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Figure 3.27: Axial and tangential force distribution of the actuator disk along the radius of the disk used by Numeca
FineMarine.

In Figure 3.27 the default and constant distributions are shown. For a ducted propeller it is known
that the tip is more loaded compared to an unducted propeller [27] and even reaches its maximum at the
tip. Numeca advises to not use the default distribution for a ducted propeller case and suggest to use the
uniform distribution when simulating a water jet [15, 11-2].

For this study four actuator disk cases are simulated the names and variations are shown in Table 3.13.
The settings for the computation are:

• actuator disk varied
• grid refinement ratio r=2
• free-surface: double body with mirror plane at waterline
• y+=30 [-], wall function
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• time step based on Courant cell number ∆t=0.011 [s]
• 4 non-linear iterations for 1000 [-] time steps, restart with 256 non-linear iterations 2000 [-] time
steps
• ship speed us=0.318 [m/s], thrust T=10 [N]

Table 3.13: Names for the four actuator disk cases

Case Distribution Tangential forces

AD 1 uniform none
AD 2 default none
AD 3 uniform 0.139 [Nm]
AD 4 default 0.139 [Nm]

Qualitative
The effect of the tangential force is clearly visible in Figure 3.28. The flow converges after the actuator
disk to a single core with high velocities, due to the induced rotation. This is visible in Figure 3.28c and
3.28d. For those two cases (AD 3 and AD 4) a large region with no velocity exists behind the jet. It seems
that the tunnel jet flow bends later compared to the cases AD 1 and AD 2.

On the inlet side no visible effect of the actuator disk model on the hydrodynamic pressure is seen
(Figure 3.29). For the outlet on the other hand there are effects visible (Figure 3.30). Both was noticed
for the general flow pattern, the inlet side seems to be independent of the distribution of the actuator disk
and tangential forces. This seems logical as the suction into the tunnel is largely dependent on the flow
rate, which is assumed to be constant when keeping the thrust constant.

The qualitative comparison shows that tangential forces result in more rotation in the flow. When
considering the flow through the tunnel for the wedge at zero speed an asymmetric jet is recognized for
the cases were the tangential force is included. It should be considered that in reality always a tangential
force is induced by a rotating propeller, therefore it is advised based on the qualitative comparison to
include the tangential forces.

Quantitative
In Figure 3.31a the resistance in the x-direction is shown. First of all it can be seen that the two cases
with tangential forces show more fluctuations. The default distribution is for both cases lower than the
corresponding uniform distribution. This can also be seen when taking a look at the mean and standard
deviation of the time trace in Table 3.14.

All four cases show oscillations that correspond to a frequency of roughly 4.2 [1/s] in the frequency
spectrum in Figure 3.31b. Only case AD 3 shows not a peak around 4.2 [1/s] in the spectrum. The same
peak was noticed in the time step study for Case C and the peak corresponds with period of about 0.24 [s].
Next to that for all four cases the first peak occurs at low frequencies which corresponds with a relative
large period in the time trace. Which was noticed in the small studies before. Again these frequencies
correspond with a period that is in the order of the measuring time.

Case AD 4 and AD 3 show multiple low frequency harmonics, while AD 1 and AD 2 show only one
dominant low frequency peak. This is probably due to the added rotation in case AD 3 and AD 4, caused
by the tangential forces. Next to that it can be seen that case AD 1 has relative low values throughout
the complete spectrum, which is the explanation why the standard deviation for case AD 1 is the lowest.

It seems with the introduction of a tangential force in the actuator disk that more peaks are visible and
with that the flow gets more complex.

For the force in y-direction in Figure 3.32a it is noticed that case AD 4 fluctuates significantly and
reaches values between 1 and -3 [N]. The two cases with no tangential force fluctuate around 0 [N].

The values in Figure 3.32b in the frequency domain of the force in the y-direction are a factor five
higher than the values in the x-direction. Which shows that the fluctuation in forces in the y-direction is
significant higher than in the x-direction. The same trends compared to the x-direction are noticed.

Based on the presented theory and a small study it is concluded to use the uniform distribution with
tangential forces enabled. First of all in reality propeller induce an axial and a tangential force, therefore
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(a) Case AD 1 (b) Case AD 2

(c) Case AD 3 (d) Case AD 4

Figure 3.28: Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet
side.

(a) Case AD 1 (b) Case AD 2

(c) Case AD 3 (d) Case AD 4

(e) Pressure scale

Figure 3.29: Hydrodynamic pressure of the inlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].
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(a) Case AD 1 (b) Case AD 2

(c) Case AD 3 (d) Case AD 4

(e) Pressure scale

Figure 3.30: Hydrodynamic pressure of the outlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].
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Figure 3.31: Actuator disk study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in x-direction of the last 2000 [-] time
steps after restart. The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.

Table 3.14: Result of the actuator disk study. The calculated mean µ and standard deviation σ are based on 2000 [-] time
steps.

Fx Fy

Case µ [N] σ [N] µ [N] σ [N]

AD 1 5.88 0.10 -0.03 0.31
AD 2 5.23 0.09 -0.46 0.36
AD 3 6.08 0.16 -1.01 0.61
AD 4 5.78 0.26 -1.15 0.93
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it’s logical to include a tangential force. The downside was already noticed, the forces seem to fluctuate
more as the flow gets more complex. The default distribution is not used, because the tip area is not
loaded enough (compare Figure 3.27), the uniform distribution covers the tip loading better, but is to
simple. It is advised to use an actual distribution of a ducted propeller. The effect of the distribution is
assumed to be not dominant in the systematic variation of cross-sections, as the computation set-up will
not be varied for different cross-sections.

3.3.5. First layer thickness study
Until now the viscous layers are calculated using a value of y+ of 30 [-]. The cells close to the wedge
are then relative large and therefore a wall function is used to calculate the viscous stresses close to the
wall. This is the common approach. It is however noticed that the viscous stresses and therefore the
viscous forces in the tunnel are a major contributor to the overall forces especially in the y-direction. As an
alternative the same grid has been created with viscous layers using a y+ of 1 [-] together with a no slip
boundary condition. The resulting first cell width close to the wedge is decreased significantly and with
this the number of grid cells is increased. The theory states that for a y+ of 1 [-] the wall functions can
be omitted and the boundary layer can be solved within the created cells. The effect on the grid can be
seen in Figure 3.33. The viscous layer inside the tunnel is calculated using the tunnel length as reference
length and 3.0 [m/s] as reference velocity.

The settings for the computations are:

• y+=30 [-], wall function and y+=1 [-], no slip are compared
• grid refinement ratio r=2
• free-surface: double body with mirror plane at waterline
• actuator disk: constant distribution with tangential forces
• time step based on Courant cell number t=0.011 [s] and t=0.0088 [s]
• 4 non-linear iterations for 1000 [-] time steps, restart with 256 non-linear iterations
• ship speed us=0.318 [m/s], thrust T=10 [N], torque Q=0.139 [Nm]

For this comparison the Courant number is kept constant which resulted in two time steps ∆t of 0.011 [s]
for y+=30 and 0.0088 [s] for y+=1. An overview is given in Table 3.15. To get a better comparison
between different computation the different phases of the computation are changed. An illustration versus
the number of time steps can be seen in Figure 3.34. In Table 3.16 the settings of all phases are shown.
Two computations are made. The first has the same settings for all grids. After the first computation
(1000 [-] time steps) is finished a second computation is restarted after the first computation, with higher
number of non-linear iterations nnl . The number of time steps and the time step ∆t is dependent on the
grid, as the Courant number is kept constant. In all cases it is assured that the measuring section has a
length of 1.5 L and is therefore equal to the time that the wedge needs to travel 1.5 L.

Table 3.15: The mesh, number of cells and time step for the two cases of the first layer thickness study.

Case Mesh Number of Cells [-] time step [s]

y+=30 [-] set-up 4 564196 0.011
y+=1 [-] mesh a 1099699 0.0088

Table 3.16: The mesh, number of cells and time step for the two cases of the first layer thickness study.

Phase Computation nnl [-] time steps [-] time step [s]

acceleration nnl=4 1 4 500 0.1
stabilization nnl=4 1 4 500 0.1
stabilization nnl=256 2 256 200 grid dependent
measuring nnl=256 2 256 until 1.5 L grid dependent
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Figure 3.32: Actuator disk study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in y-direction of the last 2000 [-] time
steps after restart. The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.

(a) y+=30 [-], mesh: set-up 4 (b) y+=1 [-], mesh: mesh A

Figure 3.33: Comparison of the grid inside the tunnel xz-plane cut at y=0 [m]
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Figure 3.34: Overview of the different phases of the computation. The number of time steps used for the measuring phase
are equal to the time that is needed for the wedge to travel 1.5 L. The illustration is based on the resistance in the ship
direction Fx of case y+=1 [-].

Qualitative
In the direct comparison of the flow field of the two first layer thickness cases in Figure 3.35 it can be noticed
that the flow for y+ =1 [-] is smoother compared to the y+ = 30 [-] case. This effect is independent on
the used time step, as the same Courant number is used. It indicates that the flow along the tunnel wall
is largely influenced by the viscous stresses. The no slip condition together with the small cells close to
the tunnel wall seem to result in a ’stronger’, more dense jet. The jet structures is maintained longer and
can be recognized further away from the wedge. Next to that the flow at the inlet side is identical in both
cases. The wake region behind the jet is more or less attached to the jet for y+ =1 [-], for the other case,
however, the wake region is better visible at some distance away from the wedge.

In Figure 3.36 the hydrodynamic pressure at the inlet side, show nearly the same pattern. No big
differences are noticed.

In Figure 3.37 on the outlet side a clear effect is visible. As mentioned before that is due to the change
in flow inside the tunnel by the difference in solving the viscous layers.

The qualitative comparison shows that a clear effect on the flow is visible when changing the first layer
thickness. This suggest to use more computation effort and use y+ =1 [-] with a no-slip condition. It
should be remembered that for the y+ =30 [-] case wall functions are used, that are developed for the
viscous layer around a ship. The flow in the tunnel differs largely from that flow.

Quantitative
The time trace of the resistance shown in Figure 3.38a shows that the y+ =1 [-] case has less fluctuation.
In general the trace looks smoother. This is confirmed by the frequency spectrum in Figure 3.38b. The
y+ =1 [-] case has some low frequency peaks and no peaks besides that. The y+ =30 [-] case on the
other hand has multiple peaks in the shown frequency range of 0 to 5 [1/s]. This behavior corresponds
with the observed velocity flow (Compare Figure 3.35).

Figure 3.39a indicates that the y+ =1 [-] case is fluctuating around 1 [N] for 0 to 4 [s] and after that it
is fluctuating around 0.2 [N]. This indicates that the result is very sensitive to the selected time averaging
method. The y+ =30 [-] case has a complete other order of magnitude and is oscillating significantly.

The frequency spectrum (Figure 3.39b) shows the same trend with respect to different dominant
frequency peaks. The mean and standard deviation of the time traces are reported in Table 3.17.

The study on the first layer thickness shows that the result differ significantly between the two cases.
It is concluded that a y+ =30 [-] with wall function is a simplification that results in different results. It
is recommended to use y+ =1 [-] with no-slip conditions and except the increase in computation time.
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(a) y+=30 [-] (b) y+=1 [-]

Figure 3.35: Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet
side.

(a) y+=30 [-] (b) y+=1 [-]

(c) Pressure scale

Figure 3.36: Hydrodynamic pressure of the inlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].

(a) y+=30 [-] (b) y+=1 [-]

(c) Pressure scale

Figure 3.37: Hydrodynamic pressure of the outlet side plotted on the solids: front_midship, TT_side and aft_midship.
Pressures are plotted on the range -1000 to 300 [Pa] with isobar’s every 50 [Pa].

Table 3.17: Data of the first layer thickness study. The calculated mean µ and standard deviation σ are based on the
mentioned time steps.

Fx Fy

Case time steps [-] µ [N] σ [N] µ [N] σ [N]

y+ =30 [-] 1100 6.01 0.125 -1.26 0.40
y+ =1 [-] 1375 5.84 0.073 0.52 0.41
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Figure 3.38: First layer thickness study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in x-direction of the measuring
section. The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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Figure 3.39: First layer thickness study: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in y-direction of the measuring
section. The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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3.4. Verification & Validation
In this section a verification and validation study is performed for the Nienhuis wedge. First a grid study
is made for two cases: the base and a zero speed case. For the base case the wedge is moving with the
velocity us of 0.318 [m/s] and a thrust T of 10 [N] is applied, for the zero speed case (us=0 [m/s]) the
wedge is at rest at a thrust of 10 [N] is applied. After the grid study the thrust and wedge velocity are
varied. At the end of this section different verification and validation studies are presented.

3.4.1. Grid study
A grid study is performed to quantify the discretization uncertainty. The method of Eça and Hoekstra [17]
is used, which is explained in Chapter 2 and in Appendix B. The following settings are used, based on the
results form the base case studies:

• grid refinement ratio r is varied
• y+=1 [-], no slip
• free-surface: double body with mirror plane at waterline
• actuator disk: constant distribution with tangential forces
• time step based on Courant cell number t depends on grid
• 4 non-linear iterations for 1000 [-] time steps, restart with 256 non-linear iterations until vessel has
moved 1.5L
• ship speed us=0.0 and 0.318 [m/s], thrust T=10 [N], torque Q=0.139 [Nm]

It is chosen to vary the initial cell size systematically and therefore controlling a systematic grid refine-
ment. The number of initial cells are calculated as:

xinitial = 15r , yinitial = zinital = 9r (3.7)

Where the factor r is an integer value that is varied to obtain different grids. In Table 3.18 an overview
of the different initial grids is shown. Figure 3.40 shows the different grids used in the grid study. The
different refinement boxes shown in Table 3.3 are visible.

Mesh a to f are used for the base case and mesh a to d for the zero speed case. In the following the
main results are discussed in a qualitative and a quantitative way.

Table 3.18: Number of initial cells used and definition of the grids for the grid study

Number of initial cells Size of initial cells

Mesh r xinitial yinitial zinitial ∆x ∆y ∆z Number of Cells time step [s]

mesh a 2 30 18 18 1/2 L 1/2 L 1/2 L 1099699 0.0088
mesh b 1 15 9 9 1 L 1 L 1 L 444769 0.0119
mesh c 3 45 27 27 1/3 L 1/3 L 1/3 L 1967995 0.0073
mesh d 4 60 36 36 1/4 L 1/4 L 1/4 L 3242320 0.0061
mesh e 5 75 45 45 1/5 L 1/5 L 1/5 L 4902549 0.0053
mesh f 6 90 54 54 1/6 L 1/6 L 1/6 L 6998258 0.0048

Qualitative
First the velocities of the flow for the base case are analyzed. The Courant number has been kept constant
for the different grids, which results in smaller time steps. In Figure 3.41 the effect of smaller time steps is
visible. With an increase in cells the flow is better captured in the refinement boxes and more local effects
are visible. The inflow side on top of the pictures are similar for all six grids (compare Figure 3.41, however
in the tunnel with an increase in grid cells the flow gets more chaotic. As the tunnel jet flow is different
for all six cases differences in the obtained forces are expected.

The zero speed case is only computed for mesh a to d. The velocity flow in Figure 3.42 shows that
higher velocities exist in the jet at the left side in comparison to the right side. This is caused by the
rotation of the tangential force that is included in the actuator disk. Furthermore it can be seen that the
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(a) mesh b (b) mesh a

(c) mesh c (d) mesh d

(e) mesh e (f) mesh f

Figure 3.40: Comparison of the six different meshes used for the grid study of the Nienhuis wedge. Mesh at z=0.159 [m] in
the xy-plane.
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(a) mesh b (b) mesh a

(c) mesh c (d) mesh d

(e) mesh e (f) mesh f

Figure 3.41: Grid study: base case. Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side
and bottom the outlet side.
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(a) mesh b (b) mesh a

(c) mesh c (d) mesh d

Figure 3.42: Grid study: zero speed case. Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet
side and bottom the outlet side.
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spreading of the jet in the y-direction seems to decrease with an increase in grid cells. As for the base case
it is noticed that with an increase in grid cells more local effects are visible.

From the qualitative comparison it is concluded that an increase in grid size shows more local flow
phenomena. As the flow field differs between the cases it is expected that this is also visible in the
quantitative comparison.

Quantitative
In this section a quantitative comparison of the results of the grid study is given. First for the base case
and after that for the zero speed case.

Base case The time trace of the base case in x-direction is shown in Figure 3.43a. Besides mesh b and
mesh d, the meshes fluctuate between 5.5 and 6.0 [N]. The decrease in time step for an increase in grid
cells is visible. As mesh b is the coarses grid it is expected that it can show a different behavior than the
other meshes. For the difference in behavior for mesh d, compared to the other meshes, no explanation
can be given.

The frequency spectrum show a significant peak for mesh e at around 0.12 [1/s] in Figure 3.43b.
Mesh d also has a significant peak at around 0.02 [1/s]. For the other meshes a lot of small peaks exists,
but no clear peaks can be identified. This frequency spectrum, however, shows that the meshes show
different behavior, as other fluctuations and interactions are presented. This is inline with the observation
of the qualitative comparison.

The time trace for the force in the direction of the tunnel in Figure 3.44a shows significant fluctuations.
These fluctuations are in line with observations of animated simulations of the cases, which indicate a
largely unsteady flow. The results of these high fluctuations is that the mean is very sensitive to the
chosen measuring range and ranges between -0.3 and 1.2 [N]. Furthermore mesh f and mesh e show the
highest fluctuations.

In Figure 3.44b the frequency spectrum of the force in y-direction is shown. The scale of the y-axis
should be noticed which gives for all meshes at least a amplitude of 0.3 [N]. All meshes have a first harmonic
at a very low frequency, between 0.001 and 0.02 [1/s]. In general the spectrum shows a lot of noise, which
corresponds with the time trace.

The number of cells and the means of the force in x- and y-direction are used as input for the method
of Eça and Hoekstra [17]. The obtained results are plotted against the mean cell size hi . The mean cell
size has been divided by the mean cell size of mesh a ha. At hi/ha=0 the extrapolated result, independent
of the grid size, is shown. The presented errorbars show the 95 [%] uncertainty interval Ui for each mesh.

For the force in x-direction in Figure 3.45a a decay is seen, however the uncertainties are high and in
the range of 40 to 85 [%]. The numerical results are shown in Table 3.19. Where the mean force of the
time trace is used as φi . The method predicts the value, independent of a grid, as 5.41 [N], the best fit
has a standard deviation of 0.34 [N].

Table 3.19: Grid study base case for the forces in x-direction.

Cells µ = φi Ui Ui/φi
Mesh [-] [N] [N] [%]

Independent ∞ 5.41
mesh f 6998258 5.77 2.41 41.8
mesh e 4902549 5.90 2.85 48.3
mesh d 3242320 5.25 3.63 69.1
mesh c 1967995 5.60 3.18 56.8
mesh a 1099699 5.84 3.62 62.0
mesh b 444769 6.70 5.61 83.7

The grid study for the force in y-direction gives very large uncertainties. First of all the values for the
force in y-direction are small and based on this the best fit, with a standard deviation σ of 0.28 [N] results
in a prediction φ0 of -3.3 [N]. As the uncertainties are based on a safety factor (3 in this case) and the
error between the value of the grid (φi) and the prediction φ0 results in large uncertainties. When these
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Figure 3.43: Grid study base case: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in x-direction of the measuring section.
The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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Figure 3.44: Grid study base case: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in y-direction of the measuring section.
The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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uncertainties are presented as percentages of the value of the grid, the percentages are between 1400 and
5200 [%]. Both can be seen in Figure 3.45b and in Table 3.20.

Table 3.20: Grid study base case for the forces in y-direction.

Cells µ = φi Ui Ui/φi
Mesh [-] [N] [N] [%]

Independent ∞ -3.27
mesh f 6998258 -0.23 12.0 5200
mesh e 4902549 0.25 12.4 5000
mesh d 3242320 0.80 14.2 1800
mesh c 1967995 0.84 14.4 1700
mesh a 1099699 0.74 16.2 2200
mesh b 444769 1.07 15.1 1400

The grid study of the forces of the base case show large uncertainties. This was already noticed
during the base case studies, it is very hard to get close results. It should be realized that the measured
values are very small and an absolute variation of 1.5 [N] would be perfectly fine if the values had much
higher magnitude. However the measured values are in the range of a few newtons, and therefore relative
uncertainties are very high. As the discretization error for this case are high, it is suitable to assume
that the round-off errors εround and iteration errors εiteration are small enough to be neglected (Compare
Chapter 2). It must be concluded that the discretization error is the dominant error in this study and is to
high, especially for the y-direction.

Before the zero speed case is analyzed the pressure profile depending on the different grids is shown.
In Figure 3.46 points at the center location (z=0.159 [m]) along the hull of the wedge are defined and the
pressure for each case is measured at those points. For all 56 points on both sides grid studies have been
performed. The plotted errorbars are the uncertainties of mesh a from each grid study.

For the inlet side in Figure 3.46a it can be seen that all meshes show similar pressures. The uncertainty
increases from the bow towards the tunnel, and the uncertainties at the edge of the tunnel are the largest.
Behind the tunnel a high pressure region is noticed, which is smaller than the low pressure region before
the tunnel. At the high pressure region the uncertainties seem to increase slightly as moving backwards.

At the outlet side in Figure 3.46b the pressures before the tunnel are similar for the different grids and
result in low uncertainties. Close to the tunnel the pressures diverge for different grids, resulting in large
uncertainties. Behind the tunnel the differences in measured pressures are clearly visible, resulting in large
uncertainties. However the trend is the same for all grids.

Zero speed case A second grid study is made for the zero speed case. The wedge is has zero speed
(vs=0 [m/s]) and the thrust is T=10 [N]. When looking at the time trace shown in Figure 3.47a it can be
seen that the values are very small, which is expected, as the resistance of the wedge should be zero when
the wedge has zero speed. Mesh b shows a strange behavior, next to that the values of mesh a seem to
increase during the complete measuring section.

The frequency spectrum in Figure 3.47b shows a first harmonic at low frequencies and for mesh c and
d multiple peaks are recognized around 0.1 [1/s], the other two meshes do not show this behavior, which
means that these oscillations only occur at smaller time and spatial discretization.

The time trace in the direction of the tunnel in Figure 3.48a shows some interesting things. First mesh
b shows again an odd behavior, secondly the values of mesh a are increasing during the entire measuring
time. Mesh a, c and d fluctuate around -1 [N], which is 10 [%] of the applied thrust. The theoretical
maximum for this value is 50 [%] ([3]).

The frequency spectrum in Figure 3.48b is comparable to the one in the x-direction. The first harmonic
of mesh b is however significantly higher.

The result from the grid study for the four meshes is shown in Figure 3.49. The values in the x-direction
show no clear convergence. The resulting independent grid solution is 0.39 [N], while a value of 0 [N] is
expected. In Table 3.21 The relative uncertainties are very large, as the force values are small.
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Figure 3.45: Results of the grid study using the method of Eça and Hoekstra [17] for the force in x and y-direction for the
base case. The errorbars indicate a 95[%] uncertainty interval, the prediction line is the best fit regression of the method.
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Figure 3.46: Grid study: base case. Pressure profile for the in- and outlet side of the bow thruster tunnel. The uncertainties
are calculated using the the method of Eça and Hoekstra [17] and are shown for mesh a.

Table 3.21: Grid study rest case for the forces in x-direction.

Cells µ = φi Ui Ui/φi
Mesh [-] [N] [N] [%]

Independent ∞ 0.39
mesh d 3242320 -0.01 1.3 13000
mesh c 1967995 0.48 1.4 290
mesh a 1099699 0.04 1.4 3500
mesh b 444769 -0.33 0.9 270
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Figure 3.47: Grid study zero speed case: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in x-direction of the measuring
section. The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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Figure 3.48: Grid study zero speed case: Time trace and frequency spectrum of the force in y-direction of the measuring
section. The dashed line in the time trace indicates the mean value.
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For the y-direction a nice convergences can be seen in Figure 3.49b. The independent grid solution
becomes -2.29 [N] for this case. It should be noticed that the sign of the force is changed for mesh b
compared to the other meshes (Table 3.22). The relative uncertainties are again very high. This means
that a large numerical uncertainty is present in the results.

Table 3.22: Grid study rest case for the forces in y-direction.

Cells µ = φi Ui Ui/φi
Mesh [-] [N] [N] [%]

Independent ∞ -2.29
mesh d 3242320 -1.30 3.1 240
mesh c 1967995 -0.89 4.2 470
mesh a 1099699 -0.68 6.3 920
mesh b 444769 1.36 10.9 800

3.4.2. Speed and thrust variation
In this section the Nienhuis wedge is tested for different ship speeds and thrusts using mesh a. The
following settings were derived during the previous sections and are used for the speed and thrust variation:

• ship speed and thrust varied
• grid refinement ratio r=2 (mesh a)
• y+=1 [-], no slip
• free-surface: double body with mirror plane at waterline
• actuator disk: constant distribution with tangential forces
• time step based on Courant cell number t depends on grid
• 4 non-linear iterations for 1000 [-] time steps, restart with 256 non-linear iterations until vessel has
moved 1.5 L

In Table 3.23 the different testing situations are explained. The values for the ship speed us , the thrust
T and applied torque Q are presented. These values are based on Nienhuis [1]. In the following the velocity

Table 3.23: Definition of the testing situations for the speed and thrust variation.

Situation us [m/s] T [N] Q [Nm]

1 0 5 0.0695
2 0 10 0.139
3 0 30 0.417
4 0.159 0 0
5 0.159 5 0.0695
6 0.159 10 0.139
7 0.159 30 0.417
8 0.318 0 0
9 0.318 5 0.0695
10 0.318 10 0.139
11 0.318 30 0.417
12 0.478 0 0
13 0.478 5 0.0695
14 0.478 10 0.139
15 0.478 30 0.417

ratio m is used to describe the behavior of the flow. In literature a dependency of the force in the tunnel
direction Fy with the velocity ratio m is often found, for example in [1], [22] and [24]. On the other hand
Karlikov & Sholomovich [4] state that the ratio gives a good indication for the type of flow, but has no
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clear effect on the force in the tunnel direction. The ratio m and it’s standard deviation σ(m) is defined
as the ratio between the ship speed us and the tunnel jet speed vj as:

m =
us
vj

σ(m) = m
σ(vj)

vj
(3.8)

The ship velocity is known and it is assumed that the standard deviation of the ship velocity is zero. The
tunnel jet speed vj needs to be obtained from the results of the computations. For this multiple longitudinal
cutting planes through the tunnel are defined. On each of this planes the velocities are integrated for all
three directions x , y and z . To get the mean tunnel jet speed the resulting value from the integral is
multiplied with the area of the cutting plane, which is by definition the cross-sectional area A of the tunnel.

Using this approach leads to a velocity distribution along the tunnel axis. In Figure 3.50 these velocity
distribution is given for Situation 10. In Figure 3.50a it can be seen that the velocity in the z-direction is
at the inlet side (left side of the figure) positive, is decelerated and becomes negative. This behavior can
be explained with the geometry of the tunnel itself. As the tunnel is longer at the top in comparison to
the bottom. This form has a large influence on the flow inside the tunnel, as can be seen in Figure 3.51.

The velocities in the x- and y-direction in Figure 3.50a are more or less constant over the length. When
focusing on the velocity in y-direction in Figure 3.50b it is noticed that there are changes in velocity. To
encounter for these small fluctuation the tunnel jet speed vj is defined in this study as:

vj =

N∑
i

vj i
N

σ, where vj i = A

∫
Aj,k

ui ,j,kdAj,k (3.9)

Where A is the cross-section area, Aj,k is the area of the cutting plane inside the tunnel in the xz-plane,
which is by definition equal to A. ui ,j,k stands for the velocity at a node point at position x,y,z. The mean
tunnel jet speed at each cutting plane is called vj i . By taking the mean and the standard deviation on all
values of vj i the tunnel jet speed vj is obtained. The tunnel jet speed represents therefore the mean value
through the tunnel of the velocities in the tunnel and the standard deviation of the tunnel jet speed is a
measure how much the mean tunnel speed is varying in the y-direction inside the tunnel.

In the following a qualitative and quantitative discussion for all 12 situations of the speed and thrust
variation is given.

Qualitative
When the wedge has zero speed the influence of the thrust can be studied. In Figure 3.52 the thrust and
therefore the torque is increased and it can be seen that the tunnel jet is accelerated. Next to that due to
an increase of torque the tunnel jet gets more asymmetric. The torque introduces a rotation to the flow
and because the torque is applied in the radial direction an effect in the radial distribution must be visible.
This can be seen for all three situations.

The flow field at a ship speed of us=0.159 [m/s], which corresponds with a Froude number of 0.03 [-]
can be seen in Figure 3.53. In Situation 4 the velocities inside the tunnel are nearly at rest. The tunnel
jet for a thrust of 5 [N] (Situation 5) is slightly bent aft due to the ship speed. For situation 6, the flow is
bent at a significant distance from the tunnel outlet. While in situation 7 for a thrust of 30 [N] the ship
speed seems to have only a minor effect on the behavior of the tunnel jet.

For a ship speed of 0.318 [m/s], the effect of the ship speed on the tunnel jet is clearly visible. For
situation 9 in Figure 3.54b the flow is bent directly towards the hull and a large region of low velocities
exists behind the tunnel flow. For situation 10 a smaller region of low velocities is visible. The tunnel jet
in situation 11 has also an effect on the flow behind the jet, but at a greater distance towards the back.

For a ship speed of 0.478 [m/s] the ship speeds causes to bent the tunnel jet towards he hull. Resulting
in a large region behind the tunnel jet with low velocities (Figure 3.55).

Quantitative
For the time traces of all situations the mean and standard deviations have been calculated. The results
are shown in Table 3.24. First of all when analyzing the resistance (force in x-direction) it can be seen that
for the ship at rest a small negative force exists. This is probably due to the asymmetric behavior of the
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Figure 3.49: Results of the grid study using the method of Eça and Hoekstra [17] for the force in x- and y-direction for the
rest case. The errorbars indicate a 95[%] uncertainty interval, the prediction line is the best fit regression of the method.
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Figure 3.50: Tunnel jet velocity vj throughout the tunnel. The figure shown is created with the data of Situation 10.

Figure 3.51: Situation 10. Definition of the xz-cutting planes inside the tunnel. The plot shows the velocity vector in the
yz-plane at x=1.55 [m].
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(a) Situation 1, T=5 [N] (b) Situation 2, T=10 [N]

(c) Situation 3, T=30 [N]

Figure 3.52: Speed and thrust variation. Ship velocity us=0 [m/s]. Relative velocity vrel scaled with us=0.318 [m/s] in the
xy-plane at z=0.152 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet side.
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(a) Situation 4, T=0 [N] (b) Situation 5, T=5 [N]

(c) Situation 6, T=10 [N] (d) Situation 7, T=30 [N]

Figure 3.53: Speed and thrust variation. Ship velocity us=0.159 [m/s]. Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m].
Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet side.
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(a) Situation 8, T=0 [N] (b) Situation 9, T=5 [N]

(c) Situation 10, T=10 [N] (d) Situation 11, T=30 [N]

Figure 3.54: Speed and thrust variation. Ship velocity us=0.318 [m/s]. Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m].
Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet side.
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(a) Situation 12, T=0 [N] (b) Situation 13, T=5 [N]

(c) Situation 14, T=10 [N] (d) Situation 15, T=30 [N]

Figure 3.55: Speed and thrust variation. Ship velocity us=0.478 [m/s]. Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.152 [m].
Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet side.
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tunnel jet due to the tangential force in the actuator disk (Compare Figure 3.52). In Figure 3.56a it can
be seen that the resistance increases when the bow tunnel thruster is active. Next to that it can be seen
that an increase in thrust leads to an increase in resistance. Which is expected and can be explained with
the flow behavior. The ship is decelerated by the tunnel jet, as the flow around the ship needs to pass the
jet. This is line with the derivation of the hypothesis [3].

When analyzing the force in the direction of the tunnel in Figure 3.56b it can be seen that the forces
for the wedge at zero speed are all negative. This is due to the definition of the axis and the applied thrust.
As the thrusts wake is pointing in the positive y-direction for a positive thrust T , the resulting force should
be pointing in the negative y-direction. Furthermore it can be stated that for the wedge at zero speed, an
increase in thrust results in an increase in force in that direction, however the relative contribution seems
to decrease. From 8.6[%] for T=5 [N] to 4.5[%] for T=30 [N]. As mentioned earlier, these relative values
are very low, compared with the expectation. For a ship speed of 0.159 [m/s] the force of T=30 [N] is
negative, while the other two thrusts result in a positive force. This can be explained by studying the
velocity ratio m for this case. In Figure 3.57b it can be seen that the value of m is roughly 0.2 [-] for
T=30 [N], while m becomes roughly 0.4 and 0.6 [-], for T=10 and T=5 [N] respectively. As mentioned in
the Definition Study [3] for a velocity ratio of around 0.2 [-] the tunnel jet is considered to be a strong
jet that shows only little distraction from the ships flow (Compare Figure 3.53). While velocity ratios m
between 0.4 and 0.6 [-] are considered a weak jet which show large interactions with the surrounding ship
flow. Both can be seen in the qualitative comparison and by looking at the values in this quantitative
comparison.

For higher ship velocities also the T=30 [N] case becomes a weak jet, as the ship velocity increases and
while the tunnel jet velocity stays more or less constant.

Table 3.24: Result of the speed and thrust variation. The calculated mean µ and standard deviation σ is based on 1110 time
steps.

m Fx Fy

Situation [-] µ [N] σ [N] µ [N] σ [N]

1 ∞ -0.36 0.004 -0.43 0.055
2 ∞ -0.39 0.022 -0.58 0.062
3 ∞ -0.26 0.080 -1.35 0.122
4 0.0 0.57 0.004 -0.06 0.033
5 0.28 2.58 0.075 0.68 0.464
6 0.21 3.91 0.109 0.91 0.586
7 0.12 6.39 0.116 -2.89 0.173
8 0.0 1.52 0.095 -0.20 0.096
9 0.59 4.41 0.015 0.90 0.136
10 0.39 5.83 0.060 0.36 0.342
11 0.23 12.29 0.412 3.41 2.068
12 0.0 2.88 0.067 -0.40 0.124
13 0.92 6.82 0.130 0.87 0.611
14 0.64 8.99 0.009 1.83 0.077
15 0.34 15.81 0.206 3.16 1.030

3.4.3. Qualitative and quantitative validation
Non-dimensonless data is available in literature from model test testing to validate the results of the
Nienhuis wedge calculations. First a comparison of the qualitative results with literature is made, later in
this section a quantitative comparison is presented.

Qualitative validation
For the qualitative validation cross-flow experiments by Goplan et al. [28] and theory of the diffusion of
submerged jet by Albertson et al [29] are selected. First of all the diffusion of the tunnel jet is compared
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Figure 3.56: Speed and thrust variation: Forces versus ship speed. The errorbar shows one standard deviation of the force
from the time trace.
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deviation of the force from the time trace.
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with the velocity profile proposed by Albertson et al [29]. Secondly it is studied if a jet in a cross-flow
is comparable to the flow of the bow tunnel thruster. A cross-flow study is used to verify the finding
in literature (compare with the definition study [3]), which states that the bow thruster at slow forward
motion shows the same behavior as a jet in a cross-flow.

Comparison of the velocity profile of the tunnel jet with Albertson et al. Albertson et al [29] presented
algebraic equations for the diffusion of submerged jets. The equations are discussed in the definition study
[3]. The velocity profiles of the four grids used during the grid study are used to make a comparison.

In Figure 3.58a it can be seen that the general trend is captured. It can be seen that the jet diffuses with
increasing distance to the tunnel outlet (increase in y/D). Together with the diffusion also the maximum
velocity decreases. Both was noticed during the grid study in Figure 3.42. The diffusion and decrease in
maximum velocity agrees with the equations of Albertson et al.. However a differences are visible, while
the shape of Albertson et al. is symmetric with at x/D=0.5 [-] all four computations show an asymmetric
shape that is pointing forward. Again this was concluded from Figure 3.42. The asymmetric behavior is
most likely due to the rotation which is due to the applied torque. Therefore an additional computation
for mesh a is done where the sign of the torque in the actuator disk has been changed. The velocity
profile from this computation (Q negative) are plotted together with the velocity profile of mesh a (Q
positive) in Figure 3.58b. The figure shows that the velocity profile for Q negative is also asymmetric, but
pointing towards the back. Based on this comparison it can be concluded, that the asymmetric is due to
the direction of the applied torque. In the equation of Albertson et al. only uni-axial flow is considered,
therefore a symmetric shape is obtained.

Next the velocity profile in the yz-plane is studied. In Figure 3.59a the velocity in the tunnel direction
is seen. It can be seen that the flow diffuses and is asymmetric. The asymmetric in the far field points
downwards in the direction of the keel. For this view the effect of the sign of torque is plotted in Figure
3.59b. It can be seen that independent of the sign of the torque the flow is moving downwards. This can
be explained by the geometry of the side of the wedge. In Figure 3.51 it can be seen that side of the
wedge has an angle with the vertical and is therefore not straight. This shape causes the flow to be bend
downwards.

In general it can be concluded that the velocity profiles agree with the proposed equations of Albertson
et al.. The differences between Albertson et al. and the computations are due to the shape of the tunnel
in vertical direction and due to the included torque.

Comparison with jet in a cross-flow experiments Goplan et al. [28] performed jet in a cross-flow
experiments. They injected a turbulent circular liquid jet into a turbulent cross flow at a Reynolds number
Re(us ,Dh) of 1.9E4 [-]. The presented results were measured using particle image velocimetry for values
of m of 1 and 0.4 [-]. The result from Situation 10 and 13 are used to compare the normalized mean
velocities. During the post-processing a similar location and plot is created as Goplan et al. [28] have
made.

In Figure 3.60 a comparison for Situation 10 is given. Situation 10 (us=0.318 [m/s], T=10 [N]) is
chosen as the velocity ratio of that Situation is the closed to the tested velocity ratio by Goplan at al [28].
In the top of the figures the velocities near the outlet are shown. Qualitative comparison shows a similar
trend for the flow behavior. The bending of the tunnel jet is very similar. When looking at the normalized
mean velocities it can be seen that the CFD results show higher magnitudes, but the trend seems to be
similar. At a location y/D=0.5 [-] and x/D=1.0 [-] the two cases show a significant difference, while
the mean velocities of the CFD results in this region are close to zero, the measured normalized mean
velocities are 1.1 [-]. On the other side of the tunnel jet (y/D=-1 [-]) shows however the same behavior.
The crossflow/ flow due to the speed of the wedge is significantly decreased. Also a similar shape of the
isoline region can be noticed.

In the bottom of Figure 3.60 the region downstream of the tunnel exit can be seen close to the wedge.
Again both cases show a similar behavior. The streamlines and the orientation of the vector agrees. The
isolines and corresponding normalized mean velocities do not, but show the same trend.

A second case Goplan et al. [28] measured has a velocity ratio m of 1.0 [-]. The only CFD calculation
at this velocity ratio is Situation 13 (us=0.478 [m/s], T=5 [N]), therefore Situation 13 is chosen as
comparison. The velocity ratio of Situation 13 is around 0.9 [-]. When analyzing the flow fields in Figure
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Figure 3.58: Velocity profile of the grid study results and the effect of the sign of the applied torque in the actuator disk in
the xz-plane. The origin of x/D is at the most forward part of the tunnel, the origin of y/D is at the side of the wedge. All
velocities are at the vertical center of the tunnel (z=0.158 [m])
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Figure 3.59: Velocity profile of the grid study results and the effect of the sign of the applied torque in the actuator disk in
the yz-plane. The origin of z/D is at the vertical center of the tunnel (z=0.158 [m]), the origin of y/D is at the side of the
wedge. All velocities are at the longitudinal position of 1.55 [m] (x/D=0.5 [-])
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(a) Situation 10 (b) Goplan et al [28, Fig. 8]

Figure 3.60: Qualitative comparison of Situation 10 with Goplan et al [28, Fig. 8]
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(a) Situation 13 (b) Goplan et al [28, Fig. 6]

Figure 3.61: Qualitative comparison of Situation 13 with Goplan et al [28, Fig. 6]
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3.61 one can see that the test of Goplan et al [28] is bending earlier than the CFD calculations. This
can be explained with the difference in velocity ratio. In the CFD calculation the tunnel jet velocity is
11 [%] higher than in the tests. Besides this the same pattern is recognized. The cross-flow/ship speed
is decreased significantly by the tunnel jet in the upstream direction. Behind the jet an annulus of low
velocities is visible. Inside the annulus a region with large velocities can be seen for both cases.

Also for this second comparison with Goplan et al [28] the magnitude of the normalized flow velocities
do not match.

In general it can be stated that Situation 10 and 13 are qualitative valid with the measurements of
Goplan et al. However some local flow features and the magnitude (quantitative) of the velocities differ.
This comparison clearly indicates that the flow of a bow tunnel thruster at slow forward motion is qualitative
comparable with the jet in a cross-flow. And it indicates that the CFD results are qualitative valid.

Quantitative validation
The quantitative results of the CFD computations are compared in three different ways: First a comparison
with the modeltests of Nienhuis is made. For the zero speed case data of the model test exists using the
exact same model. The second comparison is made with multiple model test studies and literature in
general, which show that a decrease in turning ability is recognized when the ship velocity increases, when
the thruster is operating at the same rate of revolution. The third comparison is made with a CFD study
by MARIN. The study uses a full scale hopper dredger with two bow thrusters.

Comparison with modeltest by Nienhuis For the quantitative comparison the result of Nienhuis [1]
is used. The result is shown together with the result from the CFD study, Situation 1,2 and 3. The
comparison in Figure 3.62 shows that the CFD results are far off the results of Nienhuis. First of all there
is a definition question. Nienhuis defines the thrust deduction factor for bow tunnel thruster CF as the
ratio between the measured force FT of the wedge in the tunnel direction divided by the measured thrust
T :

CF−Nienhuis =
FT (us , T )− FT (us , 0)− T

T
(3.10)

As the measured force FT of the wedge includes by definition the thrust force applied on the wedge a
different definition for the CFD results has been used:

CF =
Fy (us , T )− Fy (us , 0)

T
(3.11)

In CFD the thrust is added into the source term of the governing equations, using an actuator disk. The
force on the wedge is therefore only the force that the wedge feels due to the flow and not the thrust of
the thruster itself.

For the results shown in Figure 3.62 the value of Fy (0, 0) is assumed to be zero and therefore only the
side force on the wedge Fy is divided by the described thrust T .

The grid study resulted in an uncertainty of 6.3 [N] for T=10 [N]. This uncertainty corresponds with and
uncertainty of CF=0.63 [-]. Which means that the model test results of Nienhuis fall within the numerical
uncertainty of the presented CFD study. However the presented results show large differences, therefore
it is analyzed were the differences could possibly come from.

On the differences between the modeltests of Nienhuis and the CFD model The first difference
between the model tests of Nienhuis and the CFD model is the definition of the Force coefficient CF . In
the model tests the forces of the complete model are measured in the x- and y-direction. This measured
force FT in the tunnel direction (y-direction) includes the thrust of the thruster, the reaction force of the
thruster on the wedge and the force on the wedge due to the flow. In the CFD model the measured force
is only the force due to the flow Fy . As the force coefficient is defined as the thrust deduction factor t
the coefficient represents how much thrust is reduced due to the interaction of the thrust and the wedge.

The second aspect is, that the propeller hub and propeller strut are not included in the CFD model. The
exact geometry of the tested geometry is known (Figure 3.2b) and from this geometry it can be concluded
that the projected area of the hub and strut is about 20 [%] of the tunnel cross-sectional area (Compare
Figure 3.63). The hub and strut have a resistance, which is not included in the CFD model. In the model
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used by Nienhuis this resistance is assumed to be only present when the thruster is operating. When the
thruster is not operating, the flow and therefore the tunnel jet speed are negligible small. However when
the thruster rotates the flow passes through the tunnel with a tunnel jet speed, which causes an increase
in resistance due to the propeller hub and strut.

Thrust

Reaction Force

z

y

Thrust

(a) Model test by Nienhuis [1]

Thrust

z

y

(b) CFD model

Figure 3.64: Thrust force acting on the propeller drive and the corresponding reaction force for the model test and the CFD
model. The propeller drive is adapted from [1]. The figures show only a small part of the tunnel in the yz-plane.

The third aspect is that in the model tests a reaction force of the tunnel thruster on the hull is present.
According to Newton’s third law if a force is exerted on an object, the object pushes back with the same
force in the opposite direction. Applying this to the thruster inside the tunnel (Figure 3.64a), we can see
that the thrust of the propeller pushes on the hub and strut of the propeller. As the thruster is connected
to the wedge, the wedge including the thruster pushes back with the same magnitude opposite to the
direction of the thrust. In the CFD model (Figure 3.64b) this is different and the reaction force is not
included. The actuator disk has a prescribed thrust, which is added in the source term of the governing
equations. No physical reaction force is present, that could act on the wedge. This would explain why
the qualitative results are valid and the quantitative results show differences. The actuator disk induces a
pressure difference. This pressure difference results in the flow through the tunnel. As the prescribed thrust
in the actuator disk and the measured thrusts of Nienhuis are comparable, the same behavior is noticed.
Quantitatively however the results do not agree as the reaction force of the thruster is not included in the
CFD model.

When considering all three aspects together, it can be seen that the results do not differ a lot. Assuming
a resistance of the hub and strut of about 2 [N] for the T=10 [N] case and adding this to the value of
Fx results in a force of -2.5 [N]. When adding the reaction force, which is equal to the thrust, but in
opposite direction the total force becomes 7.5 [N]. A division by the thrust results in a force coefficient CF
of 0.75 [-]. Which is within the range. It is recommended to perform computations with sliding grid and
with the geometry of the hub and strut, to study the differences between the model tests and the CFD
model in more detail.

Comparison with Karlikov & Sholomovich and other literature In this comparison the focus is to
study the effect of an increase in ship velocity on the turning ability, while the thruster operation does not
change. As discussed in the definition study [3] many authors noticed a significant decrease in transversal
force with an increase in ship velocity. In most studies a relation with the speed ratio m is found. In this



72 3. Computational fluid dynamics study of the Nienhuis wedge

comparison a force coefficient Cy is used, which is defined as:

CY (us , T ) =
2Fy (us , T )

ρwv
2
j A

(3.12)

Where Fy is the transverse force at ship velocity us and a thrust T , ρw the density of water, vj the tunnel jet
speed and A the area of the tunnel cross-section. The force coefficient Cy is used to define the normalized
force coefficient C as:

C(us , T ) =
Cy (us , T )

Cy (0, T )
(3.13)

The first comparison is the normalized force coefficient C versus the speed ratio m with Karlikov &
Sholomich [4] and results used by Wartsila [25]. In Figure 3.65 it can be seen that both Karlikov &
Sholomovich and Wartsila shows the lowest force coefficient C at a speed ratio m of 0.5 to 0.7 [-]. It can
be seen that the results of Wartsila and Karlikov & Sholomovich do not agree fully, however both show the
same trend. In both studies the thruster operating is kept constant. Karlikov & Sholomovich use a water
jet to simulate the thruster and therefore influence the tunnel jet speed vj directly. They keep the tunnel
jet speed constant for each line in Figure 3.65a. Wartsila on the other hand uses one full scale thruster at
different thruster powers. Each polyline stands for a different constant power. When comparing the results
with the CFD results in Figure 3.65c it can be seen that the trend is different. The CFD results show
values around C=1 [-] and instead of a decrease an increase is noticed. This is due to the underestimated
values for the zero speed case. However, when the scale of the y-axis is ignored it is noticed that a decrease
in C is present between m=0.2 [-] and m=0.4 [-].

From Figure 3.65a Karlikov & Sholomovich concluded that the decrease in force coefficient C is not
only dependent on the speed ratio m, but on the Reynolds number based on the ship velocity. A comparison
between Karlikov & Sholomovich and the CFD results of the Nienhuis wedge based on the ship speed based
Reynolds number is shown in Figure 3.66. First of all two curves are seen in Figure 3.66a. The top curve
is for a streamlined cross-section and is not of interest at the moment. The bottom curve can be used to
compare the results of the CFD computations in Figure 3.66b. From the comparison it can be seen that
the CFD results to not result in a single curve, but three curves with different behavior.

The CFD results for the Nienhuis wedge do not agree with literature and no decrease of the transverse
force coefficient C is noticed if the ship velocity is increased. It is assumed that the under prediction of
the zero speed case, is a major contributor to the high values of C in comparison with literature.

Comparison with CFD results by MARIN MARIN has performed a CFD study on a trailing suction
hopper wedge using CFD [7]. The settings of their calculations are comparable with the settings used in
this study, with the difference that MARIN used a full scale model of the ship. Next to that MARIN used
a actuator disk distribution that is similar to the default distribution of Numeca FineMarine. Two cases
from the CFD tests are used for comparison with the CFD results of this study. Case 1 is the zero speed
case: The ship has zero speed and the tunnel thrusters deliver a constant thrust, Case 2 is comparable to
the base case: the ship moves at Fr=0.07 [-] and the tunnel thrusters deliver the same constant thrust
as in the zero speed case. Case 2 has a velocity ratio m of approximately 0.5 [-]. The report of MARIN
mentioned nothing about the uncertainties involved, therefore a uncertainty of 1.5 [%] is assumed.

Table 3.25: Data of a comparison with a CFD study of MARIN [7] Case 1.

m (Fy + T )/T

Case [-] µ [-] σ [-]

MARIN Case 1 ∞ 0.916 0.019
Situation 1 ∞ 0.914 0.050
Situation 2 ∞ 0.942 0.058
Situation 3 ∞ 0.955 0.117

When comparing Case 1 (Table 3.25 and Figure 3.67a) it can be seen that the exact same magnitude
of the non-dimensional force is noticed in this study and for the MARIN study. This suggest that the very
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(a) Adapted from Kalikov & Sholomovich [4, Fig. 4] (b) Adapted from Wartsila [25, p. 58]
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Figure 3.65: Comparison with Karlikov & Sholomovich [4] and Wartsila [25].
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low forces (<10 [%] T ] in the direction of the tunnel are not due to the selected geometry or the used
scaling.

Secondly both the MARIN CFD computation and the presented CFD studies in this report use an
actuator disk with a constant thrust. The question arises if this is a good assumption.

Table 3.26: Data of a comparison with a CFD study of MARIN [7] Case 2.

m (Fy + T )/T

Case [-] µ [-] σ [-]

MARIN Case 2 0.5 0.904 0.019
Situation 15 0.34 1.105 1.139
Situation 10 0.39 1.036 0.354
Situation 9 0.59 1.180 0.160
Situation 14 0.64 1.183 0.091

When the ship is moving in Case 2, MARIN noticed a slight increase in the force [7]. For the presented
CFD study the forces have changed sign and result in non-dimensional forces higher than 1 [-]. The
standard deviation of the presented study are high as can be seen in Table 3.26. This results in the plot
shown in Figure 3.67b. This Figure show that MARIN Case 2 results are within the errorbar of Situation
10 and 15.

MARIN [7] concluded that based on their CFD computations the effect of a decrease in turning ability
in slow forward motion can not be fully explained. This is interesting as the same occurs based on the
results of the presented study. This means in general it can be stated that the non-dimensional forces for
Case 1 agree with the results of MARIN and for Case 2 a similar trend was noticed. Which means that
the results of both CFD studies are comparable, but do not explain the behavior that is noticed during
sea-trials or during model testing.

Effect of the tunnel velocity due to the wedge velocity It was noticed that the velocity inside the
tunnel seems to increase when the wedge forward velocity increases. To check this a tunnel speed ratio is
defined as the ratio between the tunnel speed at a certain wedge velocity us divided by the tunnel speed
when the wedge has zero speed:

vT =
vj(us)

vj(0)
(3.14)

Figure 3.68a shows that the tunnel speed is dependent on the wedge speed. However no clear trend is
visible. For T=5 [N] the effect seems to decrease, were as for T=30 [N] the effect seems to increase for
an increase in ship speed. All three thrusts have one point were the tunnel speed is increased by at least
10 [%] in comparison to the tunnel speed at zero speed. The fluctuation suggests to plot the tunnel speed
ratio versus the velocity ratio m. Figure 3.68b shows this. It can be seen that all points follow the same
trend. This trend indicates that the tunnel speed ratio increases until a velocity ratio of 0.4 [-] and then
decreases again.

An increase in tunnel speed, means that the actuator disk is accelerating the water more, to reach
the desired constant thrust. For a real propeller this means, if the rate of revolution n of the propeller
is constant and the pitch and diameter D of the propeller remain the same the advance number of the
propeller J increases, as the advance speed increases [30].

J =
va
nD

(3.15)

When the advance number J increases the thrust coefficient KT decreases. And with a constant rate of
revolution n, diameter D and water density ρw the thrust T will decrease as well [30]:

KT =
T

ρn2D4
(3.16)
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(a) Adapted from Kalikov & Sholomovich [4, Fig. 5]
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Figure 3.66: Comparison with Karlikov & Sholomovich [4] versus the ship speed based Reynolds number. The numbers
correspond with tunnel jet speeds vj : 1=6.0 [m/s], 2=4.2 [m/s], 3=6.8 [m/s], 4=4.7 [m/s]. The top curve is for a streamlined
cross-section the bottom for a circular cross-section. The plotted results of the CFD study are for the Nienhuis wedge with
circular cross-section.
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Figure 3.67: Comparison with CFD results of MARIN [7]. Error bars are based on 1.5 [%] for the Marin results and on the
standard deviation of the time trace for this study.
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Figure 3.68: Tunnel speed ratio vT as function of the wedge speed and the velocity ratio.
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Next to the thrust coefficient KT also the torque coefficient KQ decreases with an increase of the
propeller advance number J. And therefore again with a constant rate of revolution n, diameter D and
water density ρw the torque Q will decrease as well[30].

KQ =
Q

ρn2D5
(3.17)

It is therefore concluded that at a velocity ratio m of 0.4 [-] an increase of 10 [%] for the tunnel speed
vj is noticed in comparison to the zero speed case. It is assumed that this results in a decrease in thrust and
torque that the propeller inside the bow tunnel thruster delivers. This decrease seems to be of importance.
The assumption that a constant thrust can be used in the comparison is invalid. It is advised to use a
sliding grid with a constant rate of revolution and measure the corresponding thrusts at different wedge
velocities.

The presented conclusion is expected to be another contribution to explain the differences between the
measured trends and the trends shown in CFD simulations in this study and by [7].



4
Systematic tunnel cross-section
variation for a Hopper wedge

After the study of the Nienhuis wedge in Chapter 3 a wedge based on a trailing suction hopper dredger
is developed, the so called Hopper wedge. The details of the model, its meshing and the set-up of the
computations for the Hopper wedge are presented in the first part of this chapter. The second part gives
a small comparison between the Hopper wedge with a cylindrical tunnel and the Nienhuis wedge. In the
last part of this chapter computations with three systematic varied cross-sections of the tunnel are shown.

4.1. Modeling, meshing and set-up of the computations
In this section the modeling of the geometry and the settings used during meshing and the set-up of the
computations are shortly discussed. In general the procedure described in Chapter 3 is used.

4.1.1. Modeling of the geometry
The Hopper wedge is based on the trailing suction hopper dredger Vox Maxima. The frame where the
most forward bow tunnel thruster is located has been used for this study. The frame is scaled linear based
on the tunnel diameter. The used scaling ratio is 15.28 [-]. The points and resulting frame used to create
the hopper wedge are shown in Figure 4.1. As linear scaling was used, the position of the tunnel centerline
above keel has changed as well. The main particulars of the Hopper wedge is shown in Table 4.1. The
biggest changes are the increase in beam and in block coefficient.

Table 4.1: Main particulars of the Nienhuis wedge and the Hopper wedge as used in this study

Particular Symbol Unit Nienhuis wedge Hopper wedge

Length overall L [m] 3.1 3.1
Beam B [m] 0.546 1.506
Draft T [m] 0.508 0.508
Block coefficient straight section CB [-] 0.715 0.932
Tunnel diameter D [m] 0.15 0.15
Tunnel center z location above keel zref [m] 0.152 0.1096

4.1.2. Systematic variation of the tunnel cross-section
In the definition study [3] a systematic variation for the tunnel cross-section has been developed. In the
following these equations are given, the three selected cross-sections are shown and the modeling of the
bow thruster tunnel is explained.

The cross-section as defined in Figure 4.2a consists of two semicircles which ends are connected by a
straight line. The diameter of the semicircles are DL and DR for the left and right semicircle, respectively.
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Figure 4.1: Frame of the CFD model of the Hopper wedge. The data points and the resulting frame using solid lines.
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Figure 4.2: Definition of the SAABB cross-section series and the three used SAABB cross-sections.
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The systematic tunnel cross-section series SAABB is defined by two values AA and BB. Dividing the
values for AA and BB by ten results in the ratios rAA and rBB. The ratio rAA between a reference diameter
Dref and the left diameter DL is defined as:

rAA =
DL
Dref

(4.1)

The ratio between the left and the right diameter is defined as rBB:

rBB =
DR
DL

(4.2)

To allow a comparison of all tunnel cross-sections the area of the systematic outlet series is the same
as the area of a reference circle with diameter Dref . The area of the cross-section can be expressed using
the two diameters of the semicircle and the distance LLR between the semicircles as:

A =
π

8

(
D2
L +D2

R

)
+ LLR

(
DL
2

+
DR
2

)
=
πD2

ref

4
(4.3)

The distance LLR can thus be determined as:

LLR =
π
(
D2
ref − 2D2

L − 2D2
R

)
2 (DL +DR)

(4.4)

The perimeter P can be calculated as:

P =
π

2
(DL +DR) + 2

√
L2
LR +

(
DL −DR

2

)2

(4.5)

In this study three cross-sections are used S1010, S0610 and S0602, all three are shown in Figure 4.2b.
To install such a cross-section in a real ship, it needs to be cylindrical at midship to install a standard bow
thruster propeller. To the side the cross-section changes fluently to the defined cross-section. In this study
the following dimensions have been used for this: for the cylindrical section 0.05 [m] from midship, the
transition area from 0.05 to 0.035 [m] from midship and the SAABB cross-section hereafter. A rendering
can be seen in Figure 4.3. The hull of the vessel is used to cut the tunnel on the open end. The tunnel
design is axis symmetric with the y-axis. Next to that the forward most point of the tunnel is kept constant
as can be seen in Figure 4.2b. This definition inside the wedge is further referred to as "A" behind the
SAABB number, in this case S0602A.

x

y

0.35 [m]

0.05 [m]

Figure 4.3: Rendering of the tunnel geometry. At the left midship is located and a cylindrical section is used for the propeller,
then a transition area is used before the SAABB cross-section is used. The plot shows the S0602A tunnel.

The tunnel inside the hopper wedge can be seen in Figure 4.4 for the S0602A case. A perspective view
for S1010A and S0610A are shown in Figure 4.5a and 4.5b

4.1.3. Meshing
For the meshing the same settings have been used as for the Nienhuis wedge (Section 3.2.2). The only
difference is the definition of the refinement boxes. The refinement boxes for the Hopper wedge have been
increased to capture more from the flow behavior, next to that due to the change in tunnel cross-section
bigger boxes are needed to cover all possible variations. The boxes are defined as shown in Table 4.2.

The resulting mesh for S0602A can be seen in Figure 4.6. The number of cells for the three cases are
shown in Table 4.3.
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(a) Perspective (b) XY-plane

(c) XZ-plane (d) YZ-plane

Figure 4.4: Overview of the hopper wedge with the S0602A tunnel. Names of the solids are: red= Hull, blue= front_midship,
tourquoise= TT_side, green= TT_tunnel, magenta= aft_midship

(a) S1010A (b) S0610A

Figure 4.5: Perspective view of the hopper wedge with the S1010A and S0610A tunnels. Names of the solids are: red= Hull,
blue= front_midship, tourquoise= TT_side, green= TT_tunnel, magenta= aft_midship



4.1. Modeling, meshing and set-up of the computations 81

Table 4.2: Definition of the refinement boxes used for the Hopper wedge.

lower boundary upper boundary

x y z x y z
Name [m] [m] [m] [m] [m] [m]

Box 1 1.4 -2.0 0 2.0 2.0 0.3346
Box 2 1.475 -0.05 0.02 1.625 0.05 0.2
Box 3 1.4 -0.8 0.02 2.0 -0.05 0.2
Box 4 1.4 0.05 0.02 2.0 0.8 0.2
Box 5 1.4 -1.4 0.02 2.0 -0.8 0.2
Box 6 1.4 0.8 0.02 2.0 1.4 0.2

Figure 4.6: Grid of S0602A at the center location of the tunnel z=0.1096 [m]. The grids of S1010A and S0610A are
generated in the same way.

Table 4.3: Overview of the three tunnel cross-sections and there corresponding grids.

Tunnel Number of cells [-] time step [s]

S1010A 3370292 0.0061
S0610A 3280307 0.0061
S0602A 3474569 0.0061
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4.1.4. Computation settings
The same settings as for the Nienhuis wedge are used for the hopper wedge. These are:

• testing matrix with two different ship speeds and one thrust
• grid refinement ratio r=2
• y+=1 [-], no slip
• free-surface: double body with mirror plane at waterline
• actuator disk: constant distribution with tangential forces
• time step based on Courant cell number t depends on grid
• 4 non-linear iterations for 1000 [-] time steps, restart with 256 non-linear iterations until vessel has
moved 1.5 L

A test matrix is developed to compare the three different tunnel cross-sections. The test matrix is shown
in Table 4.4, the time step is constant for all three cases and is 0.0061 [s]. The same actuator disk settings
as for the Nienhuis wedge are used.

Table 4.4: Testmatrix for the Hopper wedge

Case us [m/s] T [N] Q [Nm]

1 0 10 0.139
2 0.159 10 0.139
3 0.318 10 0.139
4 0.318 0 0

4.2. Comparison of the Hopper wedge with the Nienhuis wedge
In this section the Hopper wedge with a cylindrical cross-section (S1010A) is compared to the Nienhuis
wedge. This is done for three cases Case 1, 2 and 3 in a qualitative and quantitative way.

4.2.1. Qualitative
When looking at the relative velocities for the Hopper and the Nienhuis wedge in Figure 4.7, it can be seen
that the velocities at the outlet of the tunnel are lower for the Hopper wedge in comparison to the Nienhuis
wedge. This is as expected as an increase in tunnel length will result in a pressure loss and therefore in a
decrease of the velocity, as described in the Definition study [3] . As a result of this, the tunnel flow is
bent earlier towards the hull, compare Figure 4.7c and 4.7d and Figure 4.7e and 4.7f. For Case 3 a wake
region for the Hopper wedge is visible behind the tunnel jet.

Due to the wide shape of the Hopper wedge it is expected that the resistance for the Hopper wedge
is higher in comparison to the Nienhuis wedge. The tunnel length seems to result in a more ordered flow.
When the tunnel jet leaves the Hopper wedge it is less spread in the x-direction in comparison with the
Nienhuis wedge. The core of the tunnel jet is in Case 1 for the Nienhuis wedge more towards the back of
the wedge (Figure 4.7a), while for the Hopper wedge it is more in the center of the flow (Figure 4.7b).

4.2.2. Quantitative
In Figure 4.8 the forces of the two wedges for the Case 1, 2 and 3 are shown. First of all it is noticed that
the Hopper wedge has a similar velocity ratio m compared to the Nienhuis wedge. However at m=0.4 [-]
the speed ratio is higher for the Hopper wedge, this means that the mean tunnel jet speed of the Hopper
wedge is smaller than of the Nienhuis wedge for that case. Next to that it can be seen that the resistance
for Case 1 and Case 3 is higher for the Hopper wedge in comparison to the Nienhuis wedge and for Case
2, the other way around.

When analyzing the forces in y-direction in Figure 4.8b it can be seen that the absolute values for
the Hopper wedge are higher in comparison to the Nienhuis wedge. The same can be noticed from the
numerical results in Table 4.5.

From the comparison between the two wedges it can be concluded, that the resistance for the hopper
wedge is significant higher at m=0.4 [-] in comparison to the Nienhuis wedge. At the other two tested
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(a) Nienhuis wedge, Case 1 (=Situation 2) (b) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 1

(c) Nienhuis wedge, Case 2 (=Situation 6) (d) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 2

(e) Nienhuis wedge, Case 3 (=Situation 10) (f) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 3

Figure 4.7: Comparison of the Nienhuis and Hopper wedge. Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane. Topside of the wedge is
inlet side and bottom the outlet side.
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Figure 4.8: Comparison of the Nienhuis and Hopper wedge: Forces versus velocity ratio m. The errorbar shows one standard
deviation of the force from the time trace.

Table 4.5: Result of the comparison between the Nienhuis and Hopper wedge. The calculated mean µ and standard deviation
σ are based on the measuring section of 1.5 L.

m Fx Fy

Case Wedge [-] µ [N] σ [N] µ [N] σ [N]

1 Nienhuis ∞ -0.40 0.022 -0.58 0.062
1 Hopper ∞ 0.16 0.028 0.57 0.020
2 Nienhuis 0.208 3.91 0.109 0.91 0.586
2 Hopper 0.210 3.30 0.063 2.82 0.072
3 Nienhuis 0.386 5.83 0.060 0.36 0.342
3 Hopper 0.399 10.07 0.13 1.62 0.275
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m values the difference in resistance is small. A small decrease of the mean tunnel jet velocity vj of the
Hopper wedge for m=0.4 [-] is recognized in comparison to the Nienhuis wedge, however at m=0.2 [-] the
trend is the other way around. For the forces in the direction of the tunnel it is observed that the absolute
values for the Hopper wedge are higher than for the Nienhuis wedge.

4.3. Systematic tunnel cross-section variation
Three different systematic tunnel cross-sections have been analyzed. First the S1010A, which is the
standard circular tunnel cross-section. Second the S0610A, which is flattened and is often used within IHC
for trailing suction hoppers. The shape is often used to ensure that the bow thruster tunnel is underneath
the water and therefore a flattening of the tunnel is chosen to avoid the suction of air into the bow thruster
tunnel. The third cross-section the S0602A is chosen, because it is a streamlined cross-section and will be
used to test the hypothesis of this study. In the following the three cross-sections are computed in CFD
and are compared.

4.3.1. Qualitative
When the hopper wedge has zero speed and the bow thruster (actuator disk) is working (Case 1) the relative
velocity shown in Figure 4.9 is changing with the different cross-sections. The tunnel jet gets wider for the
S0610A and S0602A, this is mainly, because the tunnel cross-section is longer in the longitudinal direction.
The shapes of S0610A and S0602A result in a different velocity distribution inside the tunnel. Case 2 at
a wedge speed of 0.159 [m/s] in Figure 4.10 shows similar behavior for S1010A and S0610A. For both
cases, the tunnel jet is bent at some distance from the tunnel outlet. This implies that the relative speed
of the tunnel jet is high enough at the outlet to travel some distance before the influence of the ship flow
is bending the flow towards the stern of the wedge. The behavior has completely changed at Case 3 in
Figure 4.11. Here the relative velocity is about twice the wedge speed. The weak jet is bent directly by the
flow of the ship towards the stern. S1010A shows a clear wake region towards the back, this same wake
region occurs for S0610A and S0602A, but are much smaller. This region for S0602A is smaller than for
S0610A. It is expected that the wake region gives a good indication on the performance of the wedge. A
smaller region should result in better turning performance.

In Figure 4.12 Case 4 is shown. In Case 4 the thruster is not working, while the ship is moving with
us=0.318 [m/s]. This case is analyzed to study the effect on the resistance of the change in cross-section.
It can be seen that the water inside the tunnel is at rest. At both sides of the tunnel an interaction with
the flow around the ship is visible. For the S0602A cross-section in Figure 4.12c higher velocities can be
seen at the back of the tunnel. In general the flow pattern is as expected, however the wake region behind
the wedge is asymmetric.

For Case 1,2 and 3 the interaction of the tunnel jet with the flow around the ship is studied. For this
multiple cuts at different y-positions have been made and the normalized tunnel jet speed has been plotted
in the resulting xz-planes. In Figure 4.13 Case 1 is shown. It can be seen that the cross-sectional shape
pushes the flow in the desired shape. With an increase in distance from the tunnel outlet the shapes begins
to fade away and the outside at the side of the jet the velocity is decreased. As the flow around the ship
is zero for this case the tunnel jet shows normal jet behavior.

In Case 2 the ship is moving and therefore interaction between the tunnel jet and the ship flow can be
seen in Figure 4.14. At a distance close to the center of the tunnel (y=0.7 [m]) the three cross-sectional
shapes can be recognized. With an increase in distance the shape becomes harder to recognize. All three
cross-sections show horseshoe vortices at a distance y=0.8 [m]. For the S1010A cross-section the round
jet is squeezed together, moves to the back and is affecting a large region. The shape of the jet transforms
into a moon shape. Behind the jet a region with re-circulation is developed. For the S0610A and S0602A
cross-section also regions of re-circulations are visible. However the jet is not as much effected by the
surrounding flow in comparison to the S1010A cross-section. The shape of the S0602A flow is more
compact in comparison to the S0610A and the S1010A cross-section. Overall it can be stated that the
surrounding ship flow has an influence on the shape of the tunnel jet flow. The flow is moving to the back
of the vessel, nevertheless the jet can be still recognized at a position y=1.1 [m] which is 2.75 D away from
the outlet.

It is interesting to see that the development of the tunnel jet flow is completely different for Case 3.
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(a) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 1 (b) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 1

(c) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 1

Figure 4.9: Systematic tunnel cross-section variation: Case 1. Ship velocity us=0 [m/s], normalized with us=0.318 [m/s].
Relative velocity vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.1096 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet side.
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(a) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 2 (b) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 2

(c) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 2

Figure 4.10: Systematic tunnel cross-section variation: Case 2. Ship velocity us=0.159 [m/s]. Relative velocity vrel in the
xy-plane at z=0.1096 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet side.
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(a) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 3 (b) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 3

(c) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 3

Figure 4.11: Systematic tunnel cross-section variation: Case 3. Ship velocity us=0.318 [m/s]. Relative velocity vrel in the
xy-plane at z=0.1096 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet side.



4.3. Systematic tunnel cross-section variation 89

(a) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 4 (b) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 4

(c) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 4

Figure 4.12: Systematic tunnel cross-section variation: Case 4. Ship velocity us=0.318 [m/s], no thrust. Relative velocity
vrel in the xy-plane at z=0.1096 [m]. Topside of the wedge is inlet side and bottom the outlet side.
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(a) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 1,
y=0.7 [m]

(b) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 1,
y=0.7 [m]

(c) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 1,
y=0.7 [m]

(d) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 1,
y=0.8 [m]

(e) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 1,
y=0.8 [m]

(f) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 1,
y=0.8 [m]

(g) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 1,
y=0.9 [m]

(h) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 1,
y=0.9 [m]

(i) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 1,
y=0.9 [m]

(j) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 1,
y=1.0 [m]

(k) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 1,
y=1.0 [m]

(l) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 1,
y=1.0 [m]

(m) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 1,
y=1.1 [m]

(n) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 1,
y=1.1 [m]

(o) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 1,
y=1.1 [m]

Figure 4.13: Development of the tunnel jet flow of Case 1. Cuts in the xz-plane at the given y-coordinate. The plot shows
the magnitude of the tunnel jet velocity scaled by the ship speed us=0.318 [m/s].
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(a) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 2,
y=0.7 [m]

(b) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 2,
y=0.7 [m]

(c) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 2,
y=0.7 [m]

(d) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 2,
y=0.8 [m]

(e) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 2,
y=0.8 [m]

(f) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 2,
y=0.8 [m]

(g) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 2,
y=0.9 [m]

(h) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 2,
y=0.9 [m]

(i) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 2,
y=0.9 [m]

(j) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 2,
y=1.0 [m]

(k) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 2,
y=1.0 [m]

(l) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 2,
y=1.0 [m]

(m) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 2,
y=1.1 [m]

(n) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 2,
y=1.1 [m]

(o) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 2,
y=1.1 [m]

Figure 4.14: Development of the tunnel jet flow of Case 2. Cuts in the xz-plane at the given y-coordinate. The plot shows
the magnitude of the tunnel jet velocity by the ship speed us=0.159 [m/s].
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The fundamental difference between Case 2 and Case 3 is that for Case 2 the velocity ratio is in the strong
jet region and for Case 3 in the weak jet region. Therefore a lot more influence of the ship flow on the
tunnel jet flow is expected in Case 3 in comparison to Case 2. This can be seen in Figure 4.15. Close to
the tunnel outlet the shape of the jet is as desired, but already a small distance away from the hull the jet
is deformed by the surrounding flow. Large re-circulation occurs aft of the jet. The velocities of all three
cross-section decrease fast with an increase in distance, and at 1.1 [m] from midship, 2.75 D from the
outlet, the jet is not recognizable anymore for the S1010A cross-section, only a bit visible for the S0610A
and is still good recognizable for the S0602A cross-section. This indicates that the S0602A cross-section
bends at higher distance from the hull, in comparison to the other two cross-sections. Next to that the
height of the region affected by the jet is smaller compared to the other cross-sections, however it should
be remembered that the initial height for S0602A is also smaller than for the other two cross-section.

The comparison of the development of the tunnel jet flow has shown that there is a different behavior
for a velocity ratio of 0.2 [-] (Case 2) and 0.4 [-] (Case 3). For Case 2 the flow is effected by the ship
flow, but the core of the jet is still intact 2.75 D from the outlet, for Case 3 the interaction with the
ship flow causes the jet to bend earlier and at 2.75 D from the outlet only small parts of the jet are still
present. In general the S0602A seems to have the best flow behavior, based on this comparison as the jet
is compacter and stays longer intact.
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(a) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 3,
y=0.7 [m]

(b) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 3,
y=0.7 [m]

(c) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 3,
y=0.7 [m]

(d) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 3,
y=0.8 [m]

(e) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 3,
y=0.8 [m]

(f) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 3,
y=0.8 [m]

(g) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 3,
y=0.9 [m]

(h) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 3,
y=0.9 [m]

(i) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 3,
y=0.9 [m]

(j) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 3,
y=1.0 [m]

(k) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 3,
y=1.0 [m]

(l) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 3,
y=1.0 [m]

(m) Hopper wedge S1010A, Case 3,
y=1.1 [m]

(n) Hopper wedge S0610A, Case 3,
y=1.1 [m]

(o) Hopper wedge S0602A, Case 3,
y=1.1 [m]

Figure 4.15: Development of the tunnel jet flow of Case 3. Cuts in the xz-plane at the given y-coordinate. The plot shows
the magnitude of the tunnel jet velocity by the ship speed us=0.318 [m/s].
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4.3.2. Quantitative
In Figure 4.16 the forces of the three different cross-sections are shown versus the velocity ratio m for
Case 1,2 and 3. It can be seen that the tunnel jet speeds for S1010A, S0610A and S0602A are different.
For the S0602A cross-section the velocities are a bit lower resulting in a higher velocity ratio m. The
resistance (force in x-direction) is more or less comparable for the three cases, which means a change in
cross-section has only a very small influence on the resistance, when the wedge is moving forward.
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Figure 4.16: Systematic tunnel cross-section variation:: Forces versus non dimensional velocity ratio m. The errorbar shows
one standard deviation of the force from the time trace.

For Case 3 an increase in force in the y-direction is noticed for S0602A in comparison to S1010A
and S0610A (Compare Table 4.6). This increase is 33 and 16 [%] respectively. In Case 4 the resistance
of the wedge for the three cross-section is computed. It can be seen that the resistance of the three
cross-sections is comparable, however the resistance for S0602A is the highest. The influence of the jet
on the resistance is 46 [%] for S1010A, 45 [%] for S0610A and 43 [%] for S0602A. From this it can be
concluded that for this case the overall resistance for the S0602A is increased when the thruster is off,
when the thruster is operating the resistance of all three cross-sections is close together.

Table 4.6: Result of cross-section variation. The calculated mean µ and standard deviation σ are based on the measuring
section of 1.5 L.

m Fx Fy

Case Model [-] µ [N] σ [N] µ [N] σ [N]

1 S1010A 0 0.16 0.028 0.57 0.020
1 S0610A 0 0.44 0.010 0.65 0.051
1 S0602A 0 0.34 0.020 0.98 0.070
2 S1010A 0.21 3.30 0.063 2.83 0.072
2 S0610A 0.22 3.64 0.041 3.58 0.166
2 S0602A 0.23 3.57 0.045 4.41 0.039
3 S1010A 0.40 10.07 0.129 1.62 0.275
3 S0610A 0.42 9.91 0.133 1.86 0.365
3 S0602A 0.44 10.00 0.058 2.16 0.136
4 S1010A ∞ 5.44 0.119 0.75 0.096
4 S0610A ∞ 5.42 0.077 0.69 0.038
4 S0602A ∞ 5.67 0.078 0.47 0.036

For the Nienhuis wedge the tunnel speed ratio vT =
vj (us )
vj (0) has been calculated and an interesting trend

was found. In Figure 4.17 the same plots as for the Nienhuis wedge have been created. All three cross-
sections show different values. The values for a cylindrial cross-section S1010A are the highest, followed
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by S0610A and S0602A. This means that the tunnel speed ratio is not as high as for the Nienhuis wedge
and therefore the tunnel jet speed is increased only up to 9 [%] for the S1010A, 5 [%] for the S0610A
and about 2 [%] for the S0602A cross-section. For the Nienhuis wedge at a speed ratio m of 0.4 [-] an
increase of more than 10 [%] was recognized. This difference can be explained with the long tunnel of the
hopper wedge and the change in cross-section of the tunnel.
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Figure 4.17: Tunnel speed ratio vT as function of the wedge speed and the velocity ratio for the cross-section variation.

It was already stated that the tunnel jet speed is lower for the S0602A cross-section in comparison to
the other two cross-sections. Therefore the tunnel jet speed vj is compared with the hydraulic diameter
Dh. Where the hydraulic diameter is defined as [3]:

DH =
4A

P
(4.6)

In Figure 4.18 the axis are normalized with the value from the S1010A computations and for each
cross-section two cases (Case 2 and 3) are considered. The datapoints S1010A are by definition equal for
both cases. The figure indicates that the tunnel jet velocity is dependent on the hydraulic diameter. This
is inline with pipe flow theory, where the hydraulic diameter is a important parameter in characterizing the
flow. The differences between the datapoints of a cross-section are probably due to the speed ratio m.
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Figure 4.18: Relation between the hydraulic diameter and the tunnel jet speed for Case 2 and 3.

The comparison of three different cross-sections has shown that a S0602A is an interesting alternative
to the used cross-sections S1010A and S0610A. The force on the ship increases significantly due to the
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change in cross-sectional shape. The flow bends later and the jet is maintained better. On the downside
an increase in resistance was noticed. Next to that a decrease of the tunnel jet speed and a dependency
with the hydraulic diameter has been shown.



5
Conclusions and Recommendations

In this thesis a computational fluid dynamics (CFD) study on the performance of bow tunnel thrusters is
performed for the Nienhuis wedge, based on a container ship, and the Hopper wedge, based on a trailing
suction hopper dredger. All presented conclusions are based on the described geometries and computations.

5.1. Conclusions
The conclusions are split in three categories: general, conclusions based on the Nienhuis wedge and
conclusions based on the Hopper wedge.

General conclusions The flow through the tunnel and the flow around the ship are comparable to the
flow of a jet in a cross-flow. The tunnel jet interacts with the ship flow, dependent on the velocity ratio m.
For strong jets (m ≈ 0.2 [-]) the tunnel jet flow forces the ship flow to decelerate and to flow around the
jet. The jet itself is bent at a distance from the tunnel outlet toward the back of the vessel. For a weak
jet (m ≈ 0.4 [-]) the jet is pushed by the ship flow towards the back of the ship. The jet speed decelerates
quickly with an increase in distance to the tunnel outlet. The jet is bent close to the hull towards the back
of the ship. Both has been reported also by [1] and [4].

The resistance of the wedge is increased with an increase in thrust of the tunnel thruster. The tunnel jet
increases the resistance, as the ship flow is decelerated by the jet. The increase in resistance is significant
for this study (around 50 [%]). The same effect is described by Nienhuis [1] as well.

The transverse forces on the wedge are low for the zero speed case, where the wedge is at rest and
the tunnel thruster is operating. The obtained forces do not agree with trends reported in literature [1],
[4], [25].

In this study the hub and strut of the bow tunnel thruster are not modeled, but they do have an
influence on the side force on the wedge. It is therefore advised to model the hub and strut in future CFD
studies on this subject.

In the study an actuator disk is used to model the tunnel thruster in CFD. It was concluded that torque
needs to be included, to add rotation to the flow, which is present in real life. Next to that a uniform
distribution is used, it is expected that the distribution of the actuator disk has only a minor effect on the
resulting forces on the wedge. However it is advised to use either a distribution based on a propeller in a
tunnel or to use a sliding grid and model the propeller.

Conclusions based on the Nienhuis wedge A grid study gives large numerical uncertainties for two
cases using the method of Eça and Hoekstra. The cases are the zero speed case, where the wedge has
zero speed and the tunnel thruster is operating and the base case, where the wedge is moving at Froude
number 0.058 [-] and the tunnel thruster is operating. It is assumed that the large uncertainties are partly
due to the small magnitude of measured forces, which are caused by the chosen length scale.

A qualitative comparison of the velocity profile of the tunnel jet with theory shows, that the tunnel jet
is asymmetric. It is shown that this is caused by the direction of the applied torque within the actuator
disk and by the form of the wedge.
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A qualitative comparison with a jet in a cross-flow experiment shows that the computations are qual-
itative valid and that a jet in a cross-flow description is a good description of the tunnel jet flow at slow
forward motion.

A quantitative validation with model tests of Nienhuis for the zero speed case shows that the results
are not quantitative valid. A large disagreement between the model tests and the CFD results is found.

A quantitative comparison with literature shows that the trends reported in literature are not observed
in the CFD results. It is assumed that the low transverse force for the zero speed case has a negative
effect on the observed trend.

A quantitative comparison with an other CFD study by MARIN [7] shows that the results are similar
and within the uncertainty of each other.

A dependency between the normalized tunnel jet speed and the speed ratio m for the Nienhuis wedge
is found. The results indicate a trend that has a local maximum at a speed ratio m of 0.4 [-]. At this local
maximum the normalized tunnel speed is increased by more than 10 [%] in comparison to the normalized
tunnel speed for the zero speed case.

Conclusions based on the Hopper wedge The three tunnel layouts are suitable to direct the tunnel
flow in the defined shape of the cross-sections for the cross-sections tested. At the zero speed case the
shape of the cross-section remains nearly unchanged at far distances to the hull

The wake region behind the tunnel jet is decreased for the streamlined cross-section (S0602A) in
comparison with the other two cross-sections.

The streamlined cross-section (S0602A) increases the transverse force at slow forward speed, in com-
parison with not-streamlined cross-sections S0610A and S1010A. For m=0.2 [-] an increase of more than
50 [%] has been found for a streamlined cross-section (S0602A) in comparison with a circular cross-section
(S1010A), at m=0.4 an increase of more than 30 [%] is found. The results are outside the errorbar of
each other, however the numerical uncertainty is higher than the mentioned increases.

The streamlined cross-section (S0602A) increases also the resistance of the wedge, in comparison
to the other cross-sections. For the case tested (Froude number 0.058 [-]) the difference is 4 [%] in
comparison to the other cross-sections.

It is concluded that a streamlined tunnel cross-section is a viable alternative to circular tunnel cross-
sections, because the flow is improved and a positive effect on the side force is recognized. However more
research is needed, especially the resistance increase needs to be studied in more detail and the numerical
uncertainties need to be decreased.

5.2. Recommendations
During the study multiple effects were noticed, that require more research these are:

Effect of the actuator disk distribution In this thesis a constant actuator disk distribution has been
used. The distribution is however different to a distribution of a ducted propeller. It is therefore advised
to use a distribution that is based on results of a open-water test of a propeller in a tunnel. This could be
done by using measurements of the propeller distribution on a ship, on model-scale during model testing
or by using a sliding-grid method in CFD. It is expected that the effect of the actuator disk distribution on
the overall trend is minor.

Modeling of the hub and strut of the thruster In this thesis the hub and strut of the thruster is not
modeled in the CFD model. During comparison between the model used in the model test by Nienhuis
[1] and the model used in this CFD study it is concluded that the hub and strut have an influence on the
side force. Next to that the reaction force of the actuator disk is not exceeded on the wedge in the CFD
study. It is therefore advised to model the hub and strut and include the reaction force on the wedge in
the computation.

Constant thrust assumption In this thesis the thrust used in the actuator disk is kept constant. Mea-
surements by Nienhuis [1] however indicate that the thrust is dependent on the wedge velocity. It is
recommended to perform CFD computations with a sliding grid and a modeled propeller inside the tunnel.
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During the computations the rotational speed should be kept constant, as this is in accordance with the
actual situation inside a ship.

Increase in tunnel jet velocity as function of the speed ratio m In this study it is recognized for the
Nienhuis wedge that a dependency between the velocity inside the tunnel and the speed ration m exists.
For the Hopper wedge, this effect is significantly less. This is due to an increase in tunnel length, which
decreases the velocity inside the tunnel and due to the variation in cross-sectional shape. It is interesting
if this effect is recognized in other situations. Therefore it is advised to study this effect both numerically
and using measurement at model and full scale.

Quantitative validation It is advised to test the hopper wedge with the three presented cross-sections
in model tests. During such tests it is interesting to study the time traces of the measured forces and the
measured flow field.

More variations using the systematic cross-section approach In this thesis three cross-section vari-
ations have been compared. It is advised to perform an in-depth study using various cross-sections and
compare the results to find an optimum cross-section.

Effect of the hull shape The wedges used in this study are developed to simplify the hull of a real ship.
The straight sides of the wedge are not present in the bow section of a trailing suction hopper wedges.
It is interesting how a change in cross-section is affected by the form of the bow. Therefore it is advised
to perform a study where the systematic cross-section variation is applied to a ship hull, both numerically
and using measurements at model and full scale.

Scale effects In this thesis all computations are performed on model scale. This is done, because model
test results are available for validation. It is known that scale effects between model scale and full scale
exist. An in-depth study int multiple aspects such as: viscous effects, influence on forces and fluctuation
of the flow is advised.

Perform study on influencing parameters In this study only the cross-section of the bow tunnel thruster
is varied. It is interesting to study other influencing parameters as well. These parameters are: number of
tunnels, position of the tunnel with in the vertical direction, tunnel-hull intersection, length of the tunnel,
grid bars, angle of the hull raising at the intersection with the tunnel thruster, angle of the tunnel outlet
with the surrounding flow. As explained in the Definition study [3] many studies exists on these parameters,
however most of them are outdated and do not focus on slow forward motion, but on a ship at with zero
speed.

Install a streamlined cross-section in a newbuild dredger It would be great to apply a streamlined
cross-section in the design stage of a hopper dredger newbuilding project. It is assumed that the tunnel
thruster will still perform well at no forward speed and this study has shown that an increase in transverse
force is possible due to a change in cross-sectional shape of the tunnel.





A
Equations of the SST-Menter k-ω

turbulence model

In this appendix the equations of the SST-Menter k-ω model are given. All equations are adopted from
the ISIS-CFD theoretical manual [10, 2.3.2].

The eddy viscosity µt is defined using the turbulent kinetic energy K and the dissipation rate of the
turbulent frequency ω as:

µt =
ρK
ω

max
{

1, ΩF2

a1ω

} (A.1)

Where ρ is the density, F2 is an auxiliary function, a1 is taken as 0.31 [-] and the absolute value of the
vorticity Ω. The auxiliary function is defined with the wall distance d as:

F2 = tanh
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}]2
 (A.2)

A blending function F1 is used to blend between the k-ω and the k-ε model:

F1 = tanh
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 (A.3)

With:

CDκω = max

{
2ρσω2

ω
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∂xj
, 10−20

}
(A.4)

The two transport equations are defined as:
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∂xj
(A.6)

The production term of ω is defined as:

Pω = 2γρ

(
Si j −

ωSnnδi j
3

)
Si j (A.7)

The constants of the SST k-ω model are:

a1 = 0.31 β∗ = 0.09 κ = 0.41 (A.8)

The coefficients of the k-ω model are denoted φ1, of the k-ε model as φ2 and are blended as follows:

φ = F1φ1 + (1− F1)φ2 where φ = {β, γ, σk , σω} (A.9)

The constants are shown in Table A.1.
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Table A.1: Constants used in the blending of coefficients of the SST Menter k-ω model. Adapted from [10].

Coefficient φ1 (k-ω model) φ2 (k-ε model)

σk [-] 0.85 1.00
σω [-] 0.500 0.856
β [-] 0.0750 0.0828
γ = β1

β∗ −
σωκ2
√
β∗

[-] 0.553 0.440



B
Discretization error according to Eça

and Hoekstra

In this appendix the method of Eça and Hoekstra to determine the discretization error of a grid study is
presented. All steps and equations are adapted from [17].

In order to follow this procedure it is assumed that at least 4 grids (ng ≥ 4) have been calculated, that
the number of cells (Ni) and a flow parameter (φi) of all grids are known. First the typical cell size hi is
calculated as:

hi =

(
1

Ni

) 1
n

(B.1)

Based on the typical cell size the weights wi and nwi are defined as followed:

wi = 1 and nwi = 1 (non-weighted approach) (B.2)

wi =

1
hi

ng∑
i=1

1

hi

and nwi = ngwi (weighted approach) (B.3)

It should be noticed that the sum of all weights for the weighted approach yields to 1:

ng∑
i=1

wi = 1 (B.4)

B.1. Single term expansion with unknown order of grid convergence
The equation

δRE = αhpi (B.5)

is solved using least squares with and without weights. The least square of Equation B.5 means to minimize
the function:

SRE (φo , α, p) =

√√√√ ng∑
i=1

wi
(
φi −

(
φo + αhpi

))2
(B.6)

Taking the partial derivatives of all three unknowns results in the following non-linear equations:

φo =

ng∑
i=1

wiφi − α
ng∑
i=1

wih
p
i (B.7)
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α =
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wih
2p
i log (hi) = 0 (B.9)

To solve these non-linear equations numerically the secant method is used [31]. The minimum of the
function has a standard deviation of:

σRE =

√√√√√√
ng∑
i=1

nwi
(
φi −

(
φo + αhpi

))2

(ng − 3)
(B.10)

After this step we have two values for δRE , p and σRE one from the non-weighted approach and one
form the weighted approach. If any of the values of p satisfies: 0.5 ≤ p ≤ 2.0, then the error estimate
εφ is equal to the corresponding fit δRE (εφ = δRE). If both values of p satisfy this criteria, the value of
δRE with the smallest standard deviation σRE is selected. For all other cases a single term expansion with
first-order term and a single term with second-order term needs to be calculated. If p < 0.5 a two-term
expansion with first and second-order terms is needed additionally.

B.2. Single term expansion with first-order term
The single term expansion with first-order term is defined as:

δ1 = αhi (B.11)

The least square function for this function is:

S1 (φo , α) =

√√√√ ng∑
i=1

wi (φi − (φo + αhi))2 (B.12)

Taking the partial derivatives of the function yields to the following system of linear equations:
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The corresponding standard deviation is:

σ1 =
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ng∑
i=1

nwi (φi − (φo + αhi))2

(ng − 2)
(B.14)

B.3. Single term expansion with second-order term
The single term expansion with second-order term is defined as:

δ2 = αh2
i (B.15)

The least square function for this function is:

S2 (φo , α) =

√√√√ ng∑
i=1
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(
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(
φo + αh2

i

))2
(B.16)
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Taking the partial derivatives of the function yields to the following system of linear equations:
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The corresponding standard deviation is:

σ2 =
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ng∑
i=1
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(
φi −

(
φo + αh2

i

))2
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(B.18)

B.4. Two-term expansion with first and second-order term
The two term expansion with first and second-order term is defined as:

δ12 = α1hi + α2h
2
i (B.19)

The least square function for this function is:
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Taking the partial derivatives of the function yields to the following system of linear equations:
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The corresponding standard deviation is:

σ12 =
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i=1

nwi
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φo + α1hi + α2h

2
i

))2
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B.5. Selection of the error estimate
Depending on the observed order of grid convergence p one has four or six additional fits. The error
estimate εφ is obtained from the fit that has the smallest standard deviation σ. In Table B.1 an overview
of the selection of the error estimate is shown:

Table B.1: Overview on the equations to solve and error estimation based on the condition of the observed order of grid
convergence p

Condition of p Equations to solve Error estimate based on

0.5 ≤ p ≤ 2 2 (δRE) min(σRE)
p > 2 6 (δRE , δ1, δ2) min(σ1, σ2)
p < 0.5 8 (δRE , δ1, δ2, δ12) min(σ1, σ2, σ12)
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B.6. Calculating the uncertainty
From the selection of the error estimate the order of grid convergence p, the standard deviation of the best
fit σ, the error estimate for each grid εφ (φi) and the estimated value based on the fit φf it = φo + εφ (φi)

are known. To access the quality of the fit a data range parameter ∆φ is defined as:

∆φ =
(φi)max − (φi)min

ng − 1
(B.23)

If the solution is monotonically convergent (0.5 ≤ p < 2.1) and if σ < ∆φ then the error estimation
is considered reliable and a safety factor of FS = 1.25 [-] is chosen. If the solution doesn’t fulfil the
requirement a safety factor of Fs = 3.0 [-] is chosen. Finally the uncertainty Uφ with a 95[%] confidence
interval is then defined as:

Uφ (φi) =

{
FSεφ (φi) + σ + |φi − φf it | for σ < ∆φ

3 σ
∆φ

(εφ (φi) + σ + |φi − φf it |) for σ ≥ ∆φ
(B.24)



C
Mesh settings

In this appendix the mesh settings and python script to generate the meshes are shown. This appendix is
divided in two sections one for the Nienhuis wedge and one for the Hopper wedge.

C.1. Nienhuis wedge
During the nienhuis wedge study multiple grids have been used. In Table C.1 all used meshes are defined,
set-up refers to the approach of dealing with the free surface, y+ is the dimensionless first layer thickness
that is used to calculate the viscous layer thickness and r is the scaling parameter of the mesh, that is
varied during the grid refinement study.

Table C.1: Overview of the used meshes for the Nienhuis wedge

Number of initial cells

Mesh name Number of Cells set-up y+ r xinitial yinitial zinitial internal name

Set-up 1 3944321 1 30 2 30 18 18 casec_mesh_a
Set-up 2 594416 2 30 2 30 18 18 cased_mesh_a
Set-up 3 585549 3 30 2 30 18 18 casee_mesh_a
Set-up 4 564196 4 30 2 30 18 18 casef_mesh_a
mesh a 1099699 4 1 2 30 18 18 caseh_mesh_a
mesh b 444769 4 1 1 15 9 9 caseh_mesh_b
mesh c 1967995 4 1 3 45 27 27 caseh_mesh_c
mesh d 3242320 4 1 4 60 36 36 caseh_mesh_d
mesh e 4902549 4 1 5 75 45 45 caseh_mesh_e
mesh f 6998258 4 1 6 90 54 54 caseh_mesh_f

C.1.1. Python script for the Nienhuis wedge
In the following the script for mesh A, set-up 4 is shown for the Nienhuis wedge. The script can be
executed directly in Numeca FineMarine. For more details on the Python syntax of Numeca, please read
the Hexpress Manual [19].

1 i g g_ s c r i p t_ v e r s i o n ( 2 . 1 )
2
3 ## De f i n e r e f i n eme n t s e t t i n g s
4 Ref_gen=12 #g e n e r a l r e f i n eme n t s e t t i n g s
5 Ref_a=5 #top p a r t s
6 Ref_b=6 # h u l l
7 Ref_c=3 # f r e e s u r f a c e

107
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8 Ref_d=7 # TT s e c t i o n
9 Ref_e=3 # deck
10 Ref_f=8 # TT f i n e
11
12 L=3.1 #[m] Length o v e r a l l
13 L_ref =1.5 #[m] Length c on s t a n t s e c t i o n
14 FS= 0.508 #[m] Free s u r f a c e z p o s i t i o n
15 v =0.478 #[m/ s ] r e f e r e n c e v e l o c i t y , h i g h e s t s h i p v e l o c i t y
16 v i s c =0.00104362/998.4 #[m/ s ^2] k i n ema t i c v i s c o s i t y
17 y_plus =1.0 #[− ] y+ v a l u e
18 L_tunne l =0.361#[m] Length t u n n e l
19 v_tunne l =3.0#[m/ s ] maximum expe c t e d v e l o c i t y i n the t u n n e l
20
21 zm i r r o r =0.508#[m] h e i g h t o f the m i r r o r p l a n e
22
23 r =2 # [− ] domain c on s t a n t r
24 d=3 #[− ] domain s c a l i n g f a c t o r , c o n s t a n t t h r oughou t the g r i d s t u d y
25
26 #De f i n e Domain s i z e
27 xmin=−d∗L
28 xmax=4∗d∗L
29 ymin =−1.5∗d∗L
30 ymax=1.5∗ d∗L
31 zmin=zm i r r o r −2.0∗d∗L
32 zmax= zm i r r o r
33
34 #De f i n e t r i a n g u l a r i t y s e t t i n g s
35 dom1=L/1000
36 dom2=L
37 dom3=0.001
38 dom4=1.0
39
40 x i n i t i a l =5∗ r ∗d#( xmax−xmin ) / d e l t a i n i t i a l #30
41 y i n i t i a l =3∗ r ∗d#( ymax−ymin ) / d e l t a i n i t i a l #18
42 z i n i t i a l =2∗ r ∗d#( zmax−zmin ) / d e l t a i n i t i a l #12
43
44 d e l t a i n i t i a l =(xmax−xmin ) / x i n i t i a l #C a l c u l a t e i n t i a l c e l l s i z e
45
46 #Free s u r f a c e r e f i n eme n t t a r g e t c e l l s i z e s
47 fs_x= d e l t a i n i t i a l /2
48 fs_y= d e l t a i n i t i a l /2
49 fs_z=L/1000/ r
50
51 ##Box r e f i n em e n t s s e t t i n g s
52 #box1 ref_b
53 x_box1_min=1.4
54 x_box1_max=2.0
55 y_box1_min=−1.5
56 y_box1_max=1.5
57 z_box1_min=0
58 z_box1_max=0.377
59
60 #box 2 ref_d
61 x_box2_min=1.475
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62 x_box2_max=1.625
63 y_box2_min=−0.05
64 y_box2_max=0.05
65 z_box2_min=0.077
66 z_box2_max=0.227
67
68 #box 3 r e f_ f
69 x_box3_min=1.475
70 x_box3_max=1.625
71 y_box3_min=−0.25
72 y_box3_max=−0.05
73 z_box3_min=0.077
74 z_box3_max=0.227
75
76 #box 4 r e f_ f
77 x_box4_min=1.475
78 x_box4_max=1.625
79 y_box4_min=0.05
80 y_box4_max=0.25
81 z_box4_min=0.077
82 z_box4_max=0.227
83
84 #box 5 ref_d
85 x_box5_min=1.475
86 x_box5_max=1.625
87 y_box5_min=−0.6
88 y_box5_max=−0.25
89 z_box5_min=0.077
90 z_box5_max=0.227
91
92 #box 6 ref_d
93 x_box6_min=1.475
94 x_box6_max=1.625
95 y_box6_min=0.25
96 y_box6_max=0.6
97 z_box6_min=0.077
98 z_box6_max=0.227
99
100 #Ca l c u l a t e y w a l l u s i n g the Numeca based Method
101 y_wa l l =6 . 0∗ ( ( v/ v i s c ) ∗∗ ( −7 .0/8 .0) ) ∗ ( ( L /2 . 0 ) ∗ ∗ ( 1 . 0 / 8 . 0 ) ) ∗ y_p lus
102 y_wa l l_tunne l =6 .0∗ ( ( v_tunne l / v i s c ) ∗∗ ( −7 .0/8 .0) ) ∗ ( ( L_tunne l / 2 . 0 )

∗ ∗ ( 1 . 0 / 8 . 0 ) ) ∗ y_p lus #f o r the t u n n e l
103
104
105 FM. c r e a t e_p r o j e c t ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) #c r e a t e a new p r o j e c t
106 FM. open_pro j e c t ( "caseh_mesh_a/caseh_mesh_a . i e c " ) #open t h i s p r o j e c t
107 FM. switch_to_HEXPRESS ( ) #open Hexp r e s s
108 HXP. c l o s e_p r o j e c t ( )#c l o s e p r e v i o u s e l y opened p r o j e c t s i n Hexp r e s s
109 HXP. impo r t_p a r a s o l i d ( " barehu l l_wedge3_TT_ci rcu la r_90 . x_t" ) #Impor t a

para− s o l i d
110 HXP. c rea te_cube ( "B2" , Po i n t ( xmin , ymin , zmin ) , Po i n t ( xmax , ymax , zmax ) ) #

Crea t e a cube t h a t w i l l be used as domain
111 HXP. s u b t r a c t_bod i e s ( "B2" , [ "B1" ] ) #Sub t r a c t the wedge from the box
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112 HXP. create_domain ( "caseh_mesh_a/_mesh/caseh_mesh_a . dom" , [ "B2" ] , dom1 ,
dom2 , dom3 , dom4 , dom3 , dom4) #Crea t e a domain from the box u s i n g the
s e t t i n g s f o r the t r i a n g u l a t i o n

113 HXP. import_domain ( "caseh_mesh_a/_mesh/caseh_mesh_a . dom" ) #impo r t the
domain t h a t was j u s t c r e a t e d

114 HXP. set_mesh_generat ion_mode ( "3D" )#Set the mesh g e n e r a t i o n mode to 3D
115 HXP. s a v e_p r o j e c t ( "caseh_mesh_a/_mesh/caseh_mesh_a . i g g " ) #Save the

p r o j e c t
116
117
118 HXP. me rge_face_ l i s t ( [ 0 , 1 ] ) #Merge f a c e s to ge t one t u n n e l
119 HXP. me rge_face_ l i s t ( [ 5 , 6 , 7 , 8 ] ) #Merge f a c e s to ge t one h u l l
120
121 ## Boundary c o n d i t i o n d e f i n i t i o n and nameing o f s o l i d s
122 # # # # # # # Tunne l t h r u s t e r d e f i n i t i o n s
123 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (16) . set_name ( "TT_tunnel_b1" )
124 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (16) . se t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
125 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (2 ) . set_name ( "TT_side_b1" )
126 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (2 ) . s e t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
127
128 # # # # # Hu l l and m i s h i p d e f i n i t i o n s
129 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (3 ) . set_name ( "midsh ip_aft_b1 " )
130 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (3 ) . s e t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
131 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (4 ) . set_name ( "midsh ip_f ront_b1 " )
132 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (4 ) . s e t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
133 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (19) . set_name ( " hu l l_b1 " )
134 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (19) . se t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
135
136 # # # # # # Box d e f i n i t i o n
137 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (14) . set_name ( "Box_BB" )
138 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (14) . se t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
139 HXP. domain_face (14) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
140 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (9 ) . set_name ( "Box_Top" )
141 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (9 ) . s e t_type ( "MIR" ,0 )
142 HXP. domain_face (9 ) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
143 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (10) . set_name ( "Box_Front" )
144 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (10) . se t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
145 HXP. domain_face (10) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
146 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (11) . set_name ( "Box_STB" )
147 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (11) . se t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
148 HXP. domain_face (11) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
149 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (13) . set_name ( "Box_Bottom" )
150 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (13) . se t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
151 HXP. domain_face (13) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
152 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (12) . set_name ( "Box_Back" )
153 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . get_face (12) . se t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
154 HXP. domain_face (12) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
155
156 HXP. s a v e_p r o j e c t ( ) #Save p r o j e c t
157 HXP. i n i t_ca r t e s i a n_me sh ( x i n i t i a l , y i n i t i a l , z i n i t i a l ) #Set the s e t t i n g s

f o r the i n t i a l mesh
158 HXP. g e n e r a t e_ i n i t i a l_me s h ( ) #c r e a t e the i n i t i a l mesh
159
160
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161 #### Mesh Adapt i on d e f i n t i o n
162 HXP. se t_g loba l_number_of_re f i nements ( Ref_gen ) #g l o b a l r e f i n eme n t

s e t t i n g s
163 #Group ing o f d i f f e r e n t s o l i d s
164 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . c r ea t e_adap ta t i on_group ( "TT" , [ 1 6 , 2 ] )
165 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . c r ea t e_adap ta t i on_group ( " hu l l_ top " , [ 1 9 ] )
166 HXP. domain ( "caseh_mesh_a" ) . c r ea t e_adap ta t i on_group ( " hu l l_bottom " , [ 3 , 4 ] )
167 ######Tunne l t h r u s t e r r e f i n em e n t s
168 HXP. domain_face (2 ) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
169 HXP. domain_face (2 ) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_d )
170 HXP. domain_face (2 ) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
171 HXP. domain_face (16) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
172 HXP. domain_face (16) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_d )
173 HXP. domain_face (16) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
174 ### mid s h i p r e f i n em e n t s
175 HXP. domain_face (3 ) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
176 HXP. domain_face (3 ) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_b )
177 HXP. domain_face (3 ) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
178 HXP. domain_face (4 ) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
179 HXP. domain_face (4 ) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_b )
180 HXP. domain_face (4 ) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
181 #### h u l l r e f i n em e n t s
182 HXP. domain_face (19) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
183 HXP. domain_face (19) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_a )
184 HXP. domain_face (19) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
185 ### Ref i nement o f edges ( Hu l l−t h r u s t e r i n t e r s e c t i o n s )
186 HXP. domain_edge (30) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
187 HXP. domain_edge (30) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
188 HXP. domain_edge (30) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
189 HXP. domain_edge (31) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
190 HXP. domain_edge (31) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
191 HXP. domain_edge (31) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
192 HXP. domain_edge (32) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
193 HXP. domain_edge (32) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
194 HXP. domain_edge (32) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
195 HXP. domain_edge (33) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
196 HXP. domain_edge (33) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
197 HXP. domain_edge (33) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
198
199 #Ref i nementBoxes
200 #Box1
201 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box1_min , y_box1_min , z_box1_min , x_box1_max ,

y_box1_max , z_box1_max )
202 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (0 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
203 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (0 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_b )
204 #Box2
205 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box2_min , y_box2_min , z_box2_min , x_box2_max ,

y_box2_max , z_box2_max )
206 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (1 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
207 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (1 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_d )
208 #Box3
209 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box3_min , y_box3_min , z_box3_min , x_box3_max ,

y_box3_max , z_box3_max )
210 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (2 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
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211 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (2 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_f )
212 #Box4
213 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box4_min , y_box4_min , z_box4_min , x_box4_max ,

y_box4_max , z_box4_max )
214 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (3 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
215 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (3 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_f )
216 #Box5
217 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box5_min , y_box5_min , z_box5_min , x_box5_max ,

y_box5_max , z_box5_max )
218 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (4 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
219 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (4 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_d )
220 #Box6
221 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box6_min , y_box6_min , z_box6_min , x_box6_max ,

y_box6_max , z_box6_max )
222 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (5 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
223 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (5 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_d )
224
225 HXP. adapt_mesh ( ) #Adapt the mesh to the r e f i n em e n t s
226 HXP. snap_mesh ( ) #Snap the mesh s t e p
227
228 HXP. r e gu l a r i z e_me sh ( ) #Mesh r e g l u l a r i z e
229 HXP. s e t_opt im i za t i on_pa rams (0 , 4 , 100 , 7 , 3 , 0 , 10 ) # Mesh o p t i m i z a t i o n w i t h

the d e f a u l t p a r ame t e r s
230
231 #Ente r v i s c o u s l a y e r s i n GUI
232 #A l l s o l i d s based y_wa l l
233 #TT_tunnel based on y_wa l l_tunne l
234
235 #I n s e r t v i s c o u s l a y e r s
236 HXP. s a v e_p r o j e c t ( ) #Save p r o j e c t
237 #End o f mesh g e n e r a t i o n

C.2. Hopper wedge
In this section the used meshes for the Hopper wedge are shown. In Table C.2 all used meshes are defined,
set-up refers to the approach of dealing with the free surface, y+ is the dimensionless first layer thickness
that is used to calculate the viscous layer thickness and r is the scaling parameter of the mesh.

Table C.2: Overview of the used meshes for the Hopper wedge

Number of initial cells

Mesh name Number of Cells set-up y+ r xinitial yinitial zinitial internal name

S1010A 3370292 4 1 2 30 18 18 S1010A_mesh_a
S0610A 3280307 4 1 2 30 18 18 S0610A_mesh_a
S0602A 3474569 4 1 2 30 18 18 S0602A_mesh_a

C.2.1. Python script for the Hopper wedge
In the following the script for S0602A mesh A is shown for the Hopper wedge. The script can be executed
directly in Numeca FineMarine. For more details on the Python syntax of Numeca, please read the Hexpress
Manual [19].

1 i g g_ s c r i p t_ v e r s i o n ( 2 . 1 )
2
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3 ## De f i n e r e f i n eme n t s e t t i n g s
4 Ref_gen=12 #g e n e r a l r e f i n eme n t s e t t i n g s
5 Ref_a=5 #top p a r t s
6 Ref_b=6 # h u l l
7 Ref_c=3 # f r e e s u r f a c e
8 Ref_d=7 # 7 TT s e c t i o n
9 Ref_e=3 # top

10 Ref_f=8 # 8 TT f i n e
11
12 L=3.1 #[m] Length o v e r a l l
13 L_ref =1.5 #[m] Length c on s t a n t s e c t i o n
14 FS= 0.508 #[m] Free s u r f a c e z p o s i t i o n
15 v =0.478 #[m/ s ] r e f e r e n c e v e l o c i t y , h i g h e s t s h i p v e l o c i t y
16 v i s c =0.00104362/998.4 #[m/ s ^2] k i n ema t i c v i s c o s i t y
17 y_plus =30.0 #[− ] y+ v a l u e
18 L_tunne l =1.372#[m] Length t u n n e l
19 v_tunne l =3.0#[m/ s ] maximum expe c t e d v e l o c i t y i n the t u n n e l
20
21 zm i r r o r =0.508#[m] h e i g h t o f the m i r r o r p l a n e
22
23 r =2# [− ] domain c on s t a n t r
24 d=3#[− ] domain s c a l i n g f a c t o r , c o n s t a n t t h r oughou t the g r i d s t u d y
25
26 #De f i n e Domain s i z e
27 xmin=−d∗L
28 xmax=4∗d∗L
29 ymin =−1.5∗d∗L
30 ymax=1.5∗ d∗L
31 zmin=zm i r r o r −2.0∗d∗L
32 zmax= zm i r r o r
33
34 #De f i n e t r i a n g u l a r i t y s e t t i n g s
35 dom1=L/1000
36 dom2=L
37 dom3=0.001
38 dom4=1.0
39
40 x i n i t i a l =5∗ r ∗d#( xmax−xmin ) / d e l t a i n i t i a l #30
41 y i n i t i a l =3∗ r ∗d#( ymax−ymin ) / d e l t a i n i t i a l #18
42 z i n i t i a l =3∗ r ∗d#( zmax−zmin ) / d e l t a i n i t i a l #18
43
44 d e l t a i n i t i a l =(xmax−xmin ) / x i n i t i a l #C a l c u l a t e i n t i a l c e l l s i z e
45
46 #Free s u r f a c e r e f i n eme n t t a r g e t c e l l s i z e s
47 fs_x= d e l t a i n i t i a l /2
48 fs_y= d e l t a i n i t i a l /2
49 fs_z=L/1000/ r
50
51 ##Box r e f i n em e n t s s e t t i n g s
52 #box1 ref_b
53 x_box1_min=1.4
54 x_box1_max=3.1
55 y_box1_min=−2.0
56 y_box1_max=2.0
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57 z_box1_min=0
58 z_box1_max=0.3346
59
60 #box 2 ref_d
61 x_box2_min=1.475
62 x_box2_max=1.625
63 y_box2_min=−0.05
64 y_box2_max=0.05
65 z_box2_min=0.02
66 z_box2_max=0.2
67
68 #box 3 r e f_ f
69 x_box3_min=1.4
70 x_box3_max=2.0
71 y_box3_min=−0.8
72 y_box3_max=−0.05
73 z_box3_min=0.02
74 z_box3_max=0.2
75
76 #box 4 r e f_ f
77 x_box4_min=1.4
78 x_box4_max=2.0
79 y_box4_min=0.05
80 y_box4_max=0.8
81 z_box4_min=0.02
82 z_box4_max=0.2
83
84 #box 5 ref_d
85 x_box5_min=1.4
86 x_box5_max=2.0
87 y_box5_min=−1.4
88 y_box5_max=−0.8
89 z_box5_min=0.02
90 z_box5_max=0.2
91
92 #box 6 ref_d
93 x_box6_min=1.4
94 x_box6_max=2.0
95 y_box6_min=0.8
96 y_box6_max=1.4
97 z_box6_min=0.02
98 z_box6_max=0.2
99
100 #Ca l c u l a t e y w a l l u s i n g the Numeca based Method
101 y_wa l l =6 . 0∗ ( ( v/ v i s c ) ∗∗ ( −7 .0/8 .0) ) ∗ ( ( L /2 . 0 ) ∗ ∗ ( 1 . 0 / 8 . 0 ) ) ∗ y_p lus
102 y_wa l l_tunne l =6 .0∗ ( ( v_tunne l / v i s c ) ∗∗ ( −7 .0/8 .0) ) ∗ ( ( L_tunne l / 2 . 0 )

∗ ∗ ( 1 . 0 / 8 . 0 ) ) ∗ y_p lus #f o r the t u n n e l
103
104
105
106
107 FM. c r e a t e_p r o j e c t ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) #c r e a t e a new p r o j e c t
108 FM. open_pro j e c t ( "S0602A_mesh_a/S0602A_mesh_a . i e c " ) #open t h i s p r o j e c t
109 FM. switch_to_HEXPRESS ( ) #open Hexp r e s s
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110 HXP. c l o s e_p r o j e c t ( ) #c l o s e p r e v i o u s e l y opened p r o j e c t s i n Hexp r e s s
111 HXP. impo r t_p a r a s o l i d ( "S0602A . x_t" ) #Impor t a para− s o l i d
112 HXP. u n i t e_bod i e s ( "B1" , [ "B2" ] )#Un i t e two b o d i e s
113 HXP. u n i t e_bod i e s ( "B1" , [ "B3" ] )# Un i t e two b o d i e s
114 HXP. c rea te_cube ( "B4" , Po i n t ( xmin , ymin , zmin ) , Po i n t ( xmax , ymax , zmax ) )#

Crea t e a cube t h a t w i l l be used as domain
115 HXP. s u b t r a c t_bod i e s ( "B4" , [ "B1" ] ) #Sub t r a c t the wedge from the box
116 HXP. create_domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a/_mesh/S0602A_mesh_a . dom" , [ "B4" ] , dom1 ,

dom2 , dom3 , dom4 , dom3 , dom4)#Crea t e a domain from the box u s i n g the
s e t t i n g s f o r the t r i a n g u l a t i o n

117 HXP. import_domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a/_mesh/S0602A_mesh_a . dom" )#impo r t the
domain t h a t was j u s t c r e a t e d

118 HXP. set_mesh_generat ion_mode ( "3D" )#Set the mesh g e n e r a t i o n mode to 3D
119 HXP. s a v e_p r o j e c t ( "S0602A_mesh_a/_mesh/S0602A_mesh_a . i g g " )#Save the

p r o j e c t
120
121 HXP. s p l i t _ f a c e ( 1 2 , 0 . 0 , 1 . 4 , 0 . 0 , 0 . 0 , 2 . 0 , 0 . 0 , 0 . 0 0 0 1 ) #s p l i t a f a c e
122
123 HXP. me rge_face_ l i s t ( [ 14 , 17 , 23 , 24 , 39 , 40 , 41 , 44 , 22 , 21 , 19 , 13 , 42 , 18 , 20 , 43 ] )#

Merge f a c e s to ge t SB t u n n e l
124 HXP. me rge_face_ l i s t ( [ 25 , 27 , 28 , 29 , 30 , 34 , 36 , 15 , 31 , 32 , 37 , 38 , 35 , 33 , 26 , 16 ] )#

Merge f a c e s to ge t PS t u n n e l
125 HXP. me rge_face_ l i s t ( [ 6 , 8 , 9 , 1 1 ] )#Merge f a c e s to ge t one h u l l
126
127 ## Boundary c o n d i t i o n d e f i n i t i o n and nameing o f s o l i d s
128 # # # # # # # Tunne l t h r u s t e r d e f i n i t i o n s
129 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (77) . set_name ( "TT_tunnel_PS_b1" )
130 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (77) . se t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
131 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (47) . set_name ( "TT_side_PS_b1" )
132 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (47) . se t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
133 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (62) . set_name ( "TT_tunnel_SB_b1" )
134 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (62) . se t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
135 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (46) . set_name ( "TT_side_SB_b1" )
136 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (46) . se t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
137
138 # # # # # Hu l l and m i s h i p d e f i n i t i o n s
139 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (10) . set_name ( "midsh ip_aft_b1 " )
140 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (10) . se t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
141 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (7 ) . set_name ( "midsh ip_f ront_b1 " )
142 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (7 ) . s e t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
143 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (80) . set_name ( " hu l l_b1 " )
144 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (80) . se t_type ( "SOL" ,0 )
145
146 # # # # # # Box d e f i n i t i o n
147 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (0 ) . set_name ( "Box_Front" )
148 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (0 ) . s e t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
149 HXP. domain_face (0 ) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
150 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (1 ) . set_name ( "Box_SB" )
151 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (1 ) . s e t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
152 HXP. domain_face (1 ) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
153 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (2 ) . set_name ( "Box_Back" )
154 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (2 ) . s e t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
155 HXP. domain_face (2 ) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
156 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (4 ) . set_name ( "Box_PS" )
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157 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (4 ) . s e t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
158 HXP. domain_face (4 ) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
159 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (3 ) . set_name ( "Box_Bottom" )
160 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (3 ) . s e t_type ( "EXT" ,0)
161 HXP. domain_face (3 ) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
162 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (5 ) . set_name ( "Box_Top" )
163 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . get_face (5 ) . s e t_type ( "MIR" ,0 )
164 HXP. domain_face (5 ) . enab l e_t r imming ( F a l s e )
165
166 HXP. s a v e_p r o j e c t ( )#Save p r o j e c t
167 HXP. i n i t_ca r t e s i a n_me sh ( x i n i t i a l , y i n i t i a l , z i n i t i a l )#Set the s e t t i n g s

f o r the i n t i a l mesh
168 HXP. g e n e r a t e_ i n i t i a l_me s h ( )#c r e a t e the i n i t i a l mesh
169
170
171 #### Mesh Adapt i on d e f i n t i o n
172 HXP. se t_g loba l_number_of_re f i nements ( Ref_gen )#g l o b a l r e f i n eme n t

s e t t i n g s
173 #Group ing o f d i f f e r e n t s o l i d s
174 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . c r ea t e_adap ta t i on_group ( "TT" , [ 7 7 , 4 7 , 6 2 , 4 6 ] )
175 HXP. domain ( "S0602A_mesh_a" ) . c r ea t e_adap ta t i on_group ( " hu l l_bottom "

, [ 7 , 1 0 ] )
176 ######Tunne l t h r u s t e r r e f i n em e n t s
177 HXP. domain_face (47) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
178 HXP. domain_face (47) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_d )
179 HXP. domain_face (47) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
180 HXP. domain_face (77) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True ) #t u n n e l
181 HXP. domain_face (77) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_d )
182 HXP. domain_face (77) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
183 HXP. domain_face (46) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
184 HXP. domain_face (46) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_d )
185 HXP. domain_face (46) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
186 HXP. domain_face (62) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )#t u n n e l
187 HXP. domain_face (62) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_d )
188 HXP. domain_face (62) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
189 ### mid s h i p r e f i n em e n t s
190 HXP. domain_face (7 ) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
191 HXP. domain_face (7 ) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_b )
192 HXP. domain_face (7 ) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
193 HXP. domain_face (10) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
194 HXP. domain_face (10) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_b )
195 HXP. domain_face (10) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
196 #### h u l l r e f i n em e n t s
197 HXP. domain_face (80) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
198 HXP. domain_face (80) . set_number_of_re f inements ( Ref_a )
199 HXP. domain_face (80) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 0 , 1 )
200 ### Ref i nement o f edges ( Hu l l−t h r u s t e r i n t e r s e c t i o n s )
201 HXP. domain_edge (12) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
202 HXP. domain_edge (12) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
203 HXP. domain_edge (12) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
204 HXP. domain_edge (72) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
205 HXP. domain_edge (72) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
206 HXP. domain_edge (72) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
207 HXP. domain_edge (80) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
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208 HXP. domain_edge (80) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
209 HXP. domain_edge (80) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
210 HXP. domain_edge (81) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
211 HXP. domain_edge (81) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
212 HXP. domain_edge (81) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
213 HXP. domain_edge (45) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
214 HXP. domain_edge (45) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
215 HXP. domain_edge (45) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
216 HXP. domain_edge (47) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
217 HXP. domain_edge (47) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
218 HXP. domain_edge (47) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
219 HXP. domain_edge (78) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
220 HXP. domain_edge (78) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
221 HXP. domain_edge (78) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
222 HXP. domain_edge (79) . e n ab l e_adap t a t i o n ( True )
223 HXP. domain_edge (79) . set_number_of_re f inements ( ( Ref_f +1) )
224 HXP. domain_edge (79) . s e t_ a d a p t a t i o n_ c r i t e r i a ( 0 , 1 , 1 )
225
226 #Ref i nementBoxes
227 #Box1
228 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box1_min , y_box1_min , z_box1_min , x_box1_max ,

y_box1_max , z_box1_max )
229 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (0 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
230 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (0 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_b )
231 #Box2
232 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box2_min , y_box2_min , z_box2_min , x_box2_max ,

y_box2_max , z_box2_max )
233 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (1 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
234 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (1 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_d )
235 #Box3
236 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box3_min , y_box3_min , z_box3_min , x_box3_max ,

y_box3_max , z_box3_max )
237 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (2 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
238 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (2 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_f )
239 #Box4
240 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box4_min , y_box4_min , z_box4_min , x_box4_max ,

y_box4_max , z_box4_max )
241 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (3 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
242 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (3 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_f )
243 #Box5
244 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box5_min , y_box5_min , z_box5_min , x_box5_max ,

y_box5_max , z_box5_max )
245 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (4 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
246 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (4 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_d )
247 #Box6
248 HXP. c r ea t e_re f i n emen t_cube ( x_box6_min , y_box6_min , z_box6_min , x_box6_max ,

y_box6_max , z_box6_max )
249 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (5 ) . s e t_ t a r g e t_s i z e ( 0 , 0 , 0 )
250 HXP. r e f i n ement_box (5 ) . s e t_ r e f i n eme n t_ l e v e l ( Ref_d )
251
252 HXP. adapt_mesh ( )#Adapt the mesh to the r e f i n em e n t s
253 HXP. snap_mesh ( ) #Snap the mesh s t e p
254
255 HXP. r e gu l a r i z e_me sh ( ) #Mesh r e g l u l a r i z e
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256 HXP. s e t_opt im i za t i on_pa rams (0 , 4 , 100 , 7 , 3 , 0 , 10 ) # Mesh o p t i m i z a t i o n w i t h
the d e f a u l t p a r ame t e r s

257
258 #Ente r v i s c o u s l a y e r s i n GUI
259 #A l l s o l i d s based y_wa l l
260 #TT_tunnel based on y_wa l l_tunne l
261
262 #I n s e r t v i s c o u s l a y e r s
263 HXP. s a v e_p r o j e c t ( ) #Save p r o j e c t
264 #End o f mesh g e n e r a t i o n



D
Error propagation

In order to evaluate an error of a quantity, that is a function of multiple variables, methods of error
propagation need to be used. A basic paper deriving methods to analyze error propagation was published
by Ku in 1966. In the following only the main equation is presented and the equation to calculate basic
algebraic operations is shown, for more information please read [32].

The error of a function f which is dependent on the variables x1, x2, ..., xn can be calculated as [32,
Eq. 2.10]:

∆f =

√[
∂f

∂x1

]2

∆x2
1 +

[
∂f

∂x2

]2

∆x2
2 + ...+

[
∂f

∂xn

]2

∆x2
n (D.1)

This equation assumes that the random errors of the variables ∆xn are independent and that the function
f is differentiable. In the following the solution of Equation D.1 for basic algebraic operations: addition,
subtraction, multiplication and division is given. In the derivation it is assumed that the variables a and b
are independent and the corresponding errors ∆a and ∆b as well. In Table D.1 all necessary information is
provided.

Table D.1: Basic algebra operators and there corresponding error propagation

Operation Function Partial derivatives Error definition (Eq. D.1)

Addition f = a + b ∂f
∂a = 1, ∂f

∂b = 1 ∆f =
√

∆a2 + ∆b2

Subtraction f = a − b ∂f
∂a = 1, ∂f

∂b = −1 ∆f =
√

∆a2 + ∆b2

Multiplication f = a · b ∂f
∂a = b, ∂f

∂b = a ∆f =

√
(b∆a)2 + (a∆b)2

Division f = a
b

∂f
∂a = 1

b ,
∂f
∂b = − a

b2 ∆f = a
b

√(
∆a
a

)2
+
(

∆b
b

)2
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