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of grids for a noncavitating flow
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Fig. 8 Distribution of pressure coefficients on the suction side of the hydrofoil at different cavitation numbers
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Tab. 4 Comparison of lift and drag obtained from two cavitation models
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Fig. 11 Comparison of pressure coefficients on the

suction side of NACA66 (MOD)
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Abstract: Cavitating flows around a two-dimensional NACA66 hydrofoil with an angle of attack of 6. 5° are
studied using the mixture multiphase model and cavitation model. The Singhal’s full cavitation model (FCM)
and the Zwart-Gerber-Belamri (Z-G-B) cavitation model are applied, and based on experimental data, results
obtained from the two models are compared in terms of pressure distribution coefficient on the surface of the
hydrofoil, lift and drag coefficients and flow field structures. The experimental results show that for the
FCM, the value of mass fraction of noncondensible gases has some effects on computational results. The
length of cavitation zone becomes smaller with the mass fraction of noncondensible gases decreasing. For the
7Z-G-B model, both vaporization and condensation coefficients have influence on results. In general, both

cavitation models give satisfactory prediction results by choosing reasonable empirical coefficients.

Key words: 2-D hydrofoil; cavitation model; cavitating flow; numerical simulation



