LES simulation of flow around
| dam gate section

. .4 aass2009 |
' ” '5'30 AP{JJM g

etershtirg, Rus ig -

—



= Problem statement
= Results

= 3D case
= Problem statement
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= Comparison with experiment
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Gate operation Physical tests with scaled model
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Proplem; statement, 2D cas

Pressure

Pressure, free
Gravity  Surface level

Pressure, free
surface level

Mesh size: typical — 200-250k cells, up to 800-900k cells
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ffurpulence model options

(L

LES (Dynamic SGS)

No-model approach




No-model approacn
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Pressure,
surface level

= 15.2M cells
= 16M cells

Slipping wall ——
Ve

Studied cases:

= Distance from gate to bottom:
=2,3,10m

= \Water level difference:
=1, 1.7m
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Distance to bottom: 3 m Distance to bottom: 10 m

Level difference: 1 m Level difference: 1 m
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Pressure isosurfaces S2-W?2 invariant isosurfaces
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Comparison withi scale moael
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Scale (1:60) model of gate and
ship passing channel




Simplified model of oil platform under wave load




Collaboration witn MICrosort
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Thank you!
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