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EXPERIMENTAL AND NUMERICAL ANALYSIS
OF FLOW FIELD AND VENTILATION
PERFORMANCE IN A TRAFFIC TUNNEL
VENTILATED BY AXIAL FANS

Milan Sekularac and Novica Jankovié

ABsTrACT. To investigate air flow in longitudinally ventilated traffic tunnels,
a scaled model of a typical road-traffic tunnel with an appropriate ventilation
system based on axial ducted fans, is designed and built in the Lab. The focus
of this paper is the airflow in a bi-directional traffic, two-lane tunnel. At the
scale ratio of approx. 1:20, at 20.52m length it represents ~ 400m of a real-
scale tunnel. The model consists of two parallel tunnel tubes, where the main
tunnel (with a hydraulic diameter of Dy ~ 0.4m) has the geometry of a scaled
road traffic-tunnel. The second tunnel (Dp3 ~ 0.16 m) has a smaller size and
is circular in cross-section, used only to simulate airflow towards an evacuation
tunnel tube. Thus the two tunnels are connected by the evacuation passages,
equipped with adjustable escape doors. By a combination of experimental and
numerical work, the air flow-field and the performance of the ventilation sys-
tem are investigated. The velocity field and its turbulence properties exiting
the fans were determined experimentally using hot-wire anemometry. These
data were further processed to be used in the tunnel flow computations by
CFD. The efficiency of momentum transfer (n;, Kempf factor) of the longitu-
dinal tunnel ventilation is determined. The effect that the imposed boundary
conditions and the level of their detail, have within a CFD computation of
tunnel airflow, with respect to accuracy, velocity distribution and computed
n;. Finally a traffic-loaded (traffic “jam”) case of flow is studied through ex-
periment and CFD. The difficulty in assessing the required thrust of the plant
in traffic-jam tunnel conditions is discussed, and the ventilation efficiency is
estimated. Based on later results, the two limiting shapes of axial velocity
distribution with respect to height above the road, in this type of tunnel and
traffic, are estimated. The last result can be used as a realistic boundary con-
dition (as inlet b.c. and/or initial condition) for numerical studies of flow and
fire scenarios in such tunnels with the traffic load critical for design.
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1. Introduction

A review of different design concepts for traffic tunnel ventilation can be found
in [1]. Recent advances in the field related to the design of more energy efficient
ventilation systems can be found in [2]. Consider here a longitudinal ventilation
system with axial ducted fans, attached to the tunnel ceiling, which can exert a
static thrust T', and the effective thrust exerted by these fans to the traffic tunnel’s
airstream is Tes:

(1.1) T=p-As-u? Tef:N-T-(l—ﬁ)-m:N-T-kl-m,
w

where: w is the mean axial velocity of the fan’s jet, v; the tunnel air-stream mean
velocity, Ay is the fan exit’s cross sectional area, while the T is the effective
thrust exerted on the tunnel’s air flow by the system equipped with N fans, [1,3].
Factor ki denotes the influence of the mean axial velocity of the tunnel flow which
offloads the fan, while 7; factor is usually referred to as installation efficiency, Kempf
factor [1,2], and denotes the efficiency of momentum transfer from the jet fans to
the air stream in the tunnel. Factor k; is of kinematic character, it can be increased
only by increasing the velocity of the jet at the fan’s exit, since the tunnel air-stream
velocity is predetermined by ventilation design requirements. Some authors split
the n; into two factors: ko and k3. The former should account for the influence of
the relative separation between the tunnel ceiling and the fan’s axis, while the later
should account for the possible downward tilting of the fan’s jet axis with respect to
the tunnel longitudinal axis, which can increase the 7;. In this paper the distance
of the fan axis to the ceiling had a common value of approximately equal to fan
diameter and the fan axis was parallel to the tunnel axis. Aside the aforementioned
aspects, the overall energy efficiency of the ventilation system is influenced by the
hydraulic efficiency of the fan which is in the ~0.40-0.80 range and the motor
efficiency ~0.90-0.95. These factors greatly decrease the overall energy efficiency
of the system, whereas the space for improvement is mainly related to the increase
of the fan hydraulic efficiency, the fan’s jet velocity and the momentum transfer

efficiency 7; [2]. The effective thrust required to push the air-flow in the tunnel
can, in principle, be determined by using the following formula [1, eq. 3
L
(12) T = (Cin + £D7t + 1)Atpv‘52un/2 + Z CJrAip(Uv + Utun)2/2
h
veht
+ Z C—Aip(vv - Utun)2/27
veh™

where v, is the absolute value of vehicle velocity, the ¢;, ¢_ denote the hydraulic
resistance coefficients of the vehicles in their streamlined and their opposite orien-
tations, respectively (for a bi-directional traffic situation studied here), whereas the
dynamic pressure term is computed using the absolute value of the air’s relative
velocity with respect to the vehicle.

The aforementioned efficiency factor 7; is dependent on the properties of the
turbulent flow generated by the fans, in particular the secondary flow components
of the exiting jet swirl [3-5]. However, in the published studies with numerical
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simulation of tunnel airflow, the fans are usually represented as momentum sources
or jets of a constant axial (mean-flow) velocity w. The w value is predetermined
by the available fan’s static thrust measurements [2,6,7].

On the other hand, the results of the available experimental studies on fire
and smoke movement in the tunnel are based on experiments obtained using scaled
laboratory installations where the airflow in the model-tunnel is induced by an
external source (fan or pressure tank) through a flow-straightening honeycomb, so
the velocity profiles in the tunnel are flat when they approach the fire source [8-12].

The properties of flow generated at the fan’s exit will indirectly influence the
smoke movement and control. The fan design, possible fan jet tilting, will affect
the axial velocity distribution [13]. It is noted [12] that a more efficient design will
reduce the friction losses on the tunnel ceiling and redistribute the axial velocity
by lowering its value near the ceiling, which may promote smoke back-layering.
One can expect the changes in velocity distribution to have an effect of vertical
stratification of temperature and pollutant fields too. Some recent papers address
this topic with respect to fan location and other inputs, in an empty tunnel flow
case [13]. These effects should be further investigated. For the smoke control
problem, an overview of the available literature results for estimating the critical
velocity and smoke back-layering length is given in [14].

This paper attempts to give a better insight into the details of the flow field
and the results accuracy attainable through CFD, with respect to used boundary
conditions. An experiment in the Lab tunnel model is used for verification.

2. Experimental results

The sketch of the built experimental installation [3] and the CAD model of the
utilized axial fans are shown in Figure 1.

The installation consists of two parallel tunnel tubes: the main tunnel (at a
scale ratio & 1 : 20, shaped as a road-traffic tunnel) with a hydraulic diameter of
Dp1 =~ 0.40m) and a secondary tunnel tube circular in cross section (Dp2 = 0.16 m),
which can simulate airflow from/to an evacuation tunnel tube. Tunnels are con-
nected to the evacuation tunnel by three evacuation passages (EP), and are approx.
100 fan diameters DF apart, equipped with shut-off valves. The characteristic dis-
tance L between fan batteries (F1F2, F3F4, F5F6) is approx. ~ 5m or ~ 100 fan
diameters, or 12.5 Dyy. At Ly = 4L = 20520 mm tunnel length the installation
corresponds to approx. 400 m of a real-scale traffic tunnel.

2.1. Experimental results. The utilized fans are model-aircraft vehicle
(UAV) propulsion axial fans by Great Planes “Hyperflow” with a 55 mm rotor diam-
eter, the rotor spinning rate in the results reported in this paper was 27 500 RPM.
The fan exerts approx. 2.28 N of static thrust and generates a jet with a mean
axial exit velocity w = 34.5m/s. The detailed results of experimental study on
the turbulent flow generated with such fans can be found in [16] where a hot-wire
anemometry measurement-system with an appropriate signal processing procedure
was utilized to determine the flow. The details on hot-wire probe design and the
measurement setup can be found in [17]. The mean value of axial velocity at fan
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exit obtained by static thrust measurements on the test-table and use of eq. (1.1)
agree very well with the value obtained by numerical integration of the measured
turbulent flow field. A comparison of these results with larger-scale fans reveals
that the dimensionless profiles of turbulence kinetic energy, turbulence intensity,
and the dimensionless Reynolds stresses, show very similar profiles and maximum
values for this fan compared to larger-scale fans (larger by a factor of ~ 10-20,
at approx. correspondingly lower rotor speeds, typically ~ 1500 RPM), [3]. The
time-averaged axial, radial and tangential components of fan’s flow field, given in
detail in [3,16] are presented in Figure 2.

The average values of yaw and pitch angles are: 3° and 2.3° respectively. By
utilizing the definition for total turbulent fluctuations [3], graphs of time-averaged
turbulent intensity T'u and dimensionless turbulent kinetic energy TKE were com-
puted [3], used further in this paper, see Figure 4.

The maximum and mean-value of dimensionless TKE over the flow-exit area
are approx. 0.33% and 0.10%. The turbulence intensity mean-value is 4.41 %
whereas the maxima are at 13.1%. Fan exit zones are the areas of the highest
turbulence intensities in the tunnel.

The hydraulic properties of the installation were measured in the Lab: the
effective relative roughness of the tunnel tubes (0.00035), the entry losses coefficient
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FIGURE 1. (a) Installation photo, (b) 3D CAD model of the fan
(shroud is removed), (c) Scheme of the instalation.
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FIGURE 2. Time-averaged velocity components of fan exit turbu-
lent field: (a) Axial v,, (b) Radial v,, (¢) Tangential v,.
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Q

FIGURE 3. Fan flow turbulence properties: a) intensity Tu% over
the whole fan exit cross section area, b) dimensionless TKE (1/6
of flow’s exit plane is shown).

(0.564) and the hydraulic resistance coefficients of the used vehicle models: see
Table 2, and [3]. Results are given for the empty tunnel flow in Table 1, and with
stationary vehicle models in Table 3.

TABLE 1. Measured and derived values for flow in traffic-free
model tunnel.

| TIN [[ vlm/s] [ wim/s] [ 1 —v/w[/] [ nil/] |
~72] 4175 [ 2 0.83 | ~0.70
~13 || 627 | 335 081 | ~0.85

Two traffic-load densities where adopted corresponding to two load regimes:
normal (corresponding to a real tunnel with 80 km/h vehicle speed) and congested
(at 10km/h), [3]. The number of vehicles is estimated using RVS formulae [3].
For the scaled conditions of model tunnel and traffic share of 25 % of large vehicles
(buses) and 75 % passenger cars, the proper number of vehicles is: a) ~ 43 passenger
vehicles and 11 buses in the congested-traffic case; b) ~ 11 passenger vehicles
and 3 busses, at the 80km/h regime case. To determine the hydraulic resistance
coeflicients of the used model-vehicles an experiment was conducted. The obtained
values are reported in Table 2.
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TABLE 2. Measured values of hidraulic resistances: streamlined
and opposite orientations.

[ Vehicle [| ¢ [ ¢ |
Car ~ 049 | =0.71
Bus ~1.1 ~1.1

From the conducted experiments, the following values of k; and 7; are deter-
mined, see Table 3:

TABLE 3. Measured and derived values for traffic loaded tunnel flow.

[Reg. || T[N] [o[m/s] [wlm/s]| ki | m |
a) || ~128 | ~4.12 | 335 |0.83|~0.80
b) ||~128 | ~490 | 335 |0.86|~0.70

The 7; value is in the 0.70-0.85 range for fan-jet speeds above 30m/s, in the
empty tunnel flow case. In the traffic-loaded tunnel the results are in the range
0.70-0.80. To analyse the aforementioned issue and the relative influence of fan
velocity field on the derived results, the numerical simulations are used further.

3. Numerical results

3.1. The mathematical model and the numerical grid. A CAD model
of the tunnel installation was made to be identical to the real laboratory tunnel
model. The fans were modeled accordingly, without particular approximations
in their geometry, with an air-domain of the fan in the form of annuli between
the fan’s shroud and fan’s hub. The experimentally determined properties of flow
field were imposed there as boundary conditions. A hybrid-type of grid with 8.7
million elements in the fluid-domain was used. The elements consisted of prismatic
and tetrahedral finite-volumes with boundary layers around fan surfaces, tunnel
walls, vehicles-models were covered with layers of prismatic cells, in the form of
prisms with triangular basis. The bulk mesh tetrahedral cell size spans from =
1mm (which is &~ 50 % of the mean-value of integral length scales of the turbulent
flow at the fan’s exit) up to 25mm (6 % of tunnel’s hydraulic diameter) far from
the fans. The wall-normal size of prismatic cells at the walls was fine enough to
provide an average y* ~ 1. Flow was computed by numerically solving a system of
incompressible RANS (Reynolds-averaged Navier—Stokes) equations in the Fluent

flow solver [3]:
0v; n 8(/)@17]-) _ ap 82’(7;‘ " 8Rij +f
8mj 8xj j

(3.1) o,

dx; s

dp  O(pv;)

=0
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where the R;; = —pTv;- is the Reynolds turbulence stress tensor which has to
be modeled. Turbulence was modeled using standard k& — ¢ and the k£ — w SST
turbulence models. Enhanced wall function approach was used with the k—e model.
All the model constants had their default values (C), = 0.09, Cy. = 1.44, Cy. = 1.92,
Pry =1, for k — ¢; and for the k¥ — w SST model the constats were: o, = 1,
s = 0.52, 8% = 0.09, ¢* = 1.5). Appropriate boundary conditions were used and
are discussed bellow. The iterative procedure was carried until all the residuals
were reduced under 107°, and integral quantities showed no further change.

3.2. CFD cases and boundary conditions. Boundary conditions for pre-
sented CFD cases are listed in Table 4. Two layouts of the tunnel installation were
considered: 1) A tunnel with no vehicles with the ventilation system exerting the
thrust (cases S1, S2, S3, S4); 2) Tunnel with a congested traffic case occurring at
a 10km/h vehicle speeds in a two-lane traffic tunnel with a bi-directional traffic,
in the two-opposite traffic lanes. The adopted vehicle share (in CFD-cases S5, S6,
S7, S8) is approx. 30% of large vehicles (model buses) vs model passenger cars.
The number of vehicles in the analysed CFD tunnel was 38 passenger cars and 12
buses. A segment of 1.75Dp; near the exit tunnel-portal was clear from vehicles,
while the first vehicles are 0.6 Dy, downstream of the entry-portal.

TABLE 4. Overview of numerical cases and boundary conditions
on the fans (and tunnel inlet).

’ Case H Model \ Boundary conditions on fans
S1 k—e Vg, Uy, Uz
S2 k—w SST Vg, Uy, Uz, TKE
S3 k—w SST v, =W = const, vy = 0,0y =0
S4 k—w SST v =0 = vy,v7, 0, TKE

S5 k—w SST | with traffic, fans ON: vy, vy, v,

S6 k —w SST | with traffic, fans OFF: (Apiot)in
S7 || k—w SST [ with traffic, fans OFF: v;,, = vy,
S8 k —w SST | with traffic, fans ON, Re = Rep

For S1 case a full 3-component time-averaged turbulent flow field was prescribed
on all fans, whereas in S2 an added Dirichlet condition of the measured TKE field
at the fan exit was used. In S3 case a simplified fan representation as a constant
axial-velocity flow jet was used. In 54 case the fields of v,,v,,v.,TKE where used,
but secondary flow was modified to represent an idealised nozzle with a zero radial
component. Since the vehicle’s surface have a velocity of 10km/h = 2.78m/s
the obtained results represent an averaged (quasi-steady) picture, i.e., an averaged
time-snapshot of a flow field, since the overall and averaged velocity results will be
independent of the vehicle instantaneous position in this case.

To account for the hydraulic resistances induced by vehicles in the tunnel and
isolate the ventilation system’s efficiency in such specific flow conditions, two sep-
arate additional CFD cases were computed: S6 and S7. There the identical layout
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FI1GURE 4. Features of the computed flow fields: S1-case.

was used but the flow was induced not by operating the ventilation fans inside the
analysed tunnel segment but by an external thrust source, outside of the consid-
ered CFD model-tunnel space. In S6 case a specified gauge total pressure dpyo; was
prescribed, and in S7 case an inflow-velocity v; at the tunnel entry portal. The air
was able to freely pass through the fan annulus space. The air physical properties
for all computed cases were: p = 1.8-10 x 1075 Pa - s, p = 1.238kg/m?, and they
correspond to the conditions of conducted laboratory experiments.

3.3. Numerical results for the empty tunnel flows. An overview of the
computed velocity field is given in Figure 5. The velocity profile with respect
to height above road-surface is presented in Figure 6. The axial time-averaged
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FIGURE 5. Axial velocity with respect to height above road sur-
face: a) in S1 case taken at different cross-sections along the tunnel:
13Dp—51.3Dy, from the entry portal, b) Dimensionless axial veloc-
ity for S1-S4 cases, and the experiment, taken at the midpoint of
the last tunnel section (L-long).
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velocity profiles with respect to y/ymax = (0 — 1) were plotted for 7 different
equidistant cross-sections downstream along the tunnel (at the exit planes of the
fan batteries, the outlet portal and at the mid-sections between these): v* = v, /v,
The average value of y™ over the tunnel wall with the used numerical grid was
fairly low: 1.075. The axial velocity profile starts from a flat turbulent profile at
the tunnel entry region, deforms along the tunnel into an asymmetrical profile with
2-3 times higher velocities near the tunnel ceiling. This occurs intermittently - from
the F1F2 battery exit cross-section, it deforms from flat to asymmetric and later
flattens again as the flow approaches the next fan battery. Some results are given
in Table 5, including a skewness-coefficient of the axial velocity profile taken at the
midpoint of the last section (L-long) of the tunnel; the point C is the midpoint
of tunnel height at the symmetry-plane of the tunnel. Experimental result was
obtained by a small Pitot tube, on the Lab. tunnel-model in the same ventilation
operating conditions. The computed under-pressure value in the cross-section of
the first fan battery F1F2 exit corresponds to the measured under-pressure in the
Lab. model tunnel. It arises from the sum of all losses (entry loss, friction losses
and the achieved fluid dynamic pressure).

TABLE 5. Comparison of results of S1-S4 cases and the experiment.

’ Case H Vg \ ve \ k1 \ 7; \ Skewness coeff. ‘
Exp || 6.41 | 7.06 | 0.81 | 0.82 0.263
S1 6.44 | 7.19 | 0.813 | 0.825 0.204
S2 6.23 | 7.50 | 0.82 | 0.81 0.048
S3 6.64 | 7.60 | 0.807 | 0.891 0.072
S4 6.38 | 7.30 | 0.815 | 0.806 0.057
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FIGURE 6. Average static pressure over a tunnel’s cross-section along
the tunnel at z/Dj downstream of the tunnel inlet (z is the distance
from inlet). The values are taken at the each battery exit positions, and
at midpoints between them.
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FIGURE 7. Velocity field in a traffic loaded funnel flow of S5 case
(contours of absolute velocity).

3.4. Numerical results for flow in the tunnel with traffic. Flow features
in the computed case S5, are given in Figure 8. In the presence of vehicles, the ven-
tilation system exerted thrust is consumed to counteract the hydraulic resistances
of the tunnel and the moving vehicles in the two traffic lanes with opposing traffic
directions.

In order to evaluate the 7;, the required cumulative pressure drop could be, in
principle, calculated using equation (1.2), but this requires an accurate information
of specific vehicle’s resistance coefficients, in the tunnel flow layout. To avoid this
problem, two additional CFD cases are computed in identical geometrical layout
as the previous S5-case, but the ventilation fans are switched “off” while the thrust
is exerted by some source outside of the tunnel (upstream of the tunnel entry).
Such CFD-case can reveal the velocity distribution which will occur in the tunnel
much further downstream of the last operating fan-battery. Or, if the thrust is
exerted by outside atmospheric sources (like wind or existing pressure differences
between portals).

Thus, the boundary condition at the tunnel entry portal in S6 and S7 were:

a) In the S6-case a user-prescribed gauge total pressure of 90 Pa (which will
produce tunnel velocity of similar value as in S5-case with working ventilation) and
a supplied entry-loss coefficient;

b) In the S7-case the user-supplied constant-profile inlet velocity v, with a
value prescribed as identical to the mean-value of flow velocity v; computed in the
Sh-case where the same layout was studied but with the fans operating. In this
way, it was possible to numerically compute the required pressure drop (and thus
the effective thrust force Ty¢) in the tunnel and using equation (1.1) rather than
equation (1.2), isolate the 7; value in the S5 case, for such flow conditions with
higher adopted traffic load (at 10km/h layout).

The obtained results are given in Table 6.

It is reasonable to expect that for any given tunnel of sufficient length, the
axial-velocity profile for an arbitrary cross-section along the tunnel should have the
shape between these two estimated extremes, shown in Figure 8.

The S8 case was computed as equal to the S5-case, only the Reynolds number
of flow was adjusted to correspond to a 20 times larger size tunnel, to evaluate
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TABLE 6. Results for traffic-loaded tunnel flow cases

] Case H User input b.c. H Vg \ kq \ 7; \
S5 (Va, Uy, vz, k), Cin 4.77 | 0.863 | ~0.86
S6 Apyoy at inlet, (i, || 4.975 | 0.857 -

S7 Viun ot inlet 4.77 | 0.863 -
S8 (Vg, Uy, Uz, k), Cin 4.95 | 0.858 | ~0.92
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a possible influence of Re number on the results in larger-scale object flow. The
computed mean-value of axial velocity is approx. 3.9 % higher than in the S5-case
with model-tunnel Re-number flow. It can be concluded that the Re number has
a small influence on the results, and the obtained large-scale tunnel flow values
of mean-flow velocity and ventilation efficiency are a few percent higher than for
model-scale cases, whereas the average axial-velocity profile has a fairly similar
shape, Figure 8.
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FIGURE 8. The envelope of possible dimensionless axial-velocity
distribution in a traffic-loaded tunnel flow case, with respect to
dimensionless height above road surface. Obtained by averaging
the velocity profiles in the last segment, of characteristic length L
(100 fan diameters).

The available static thrust of the ventilation system in the model-tunnel S1-S7
cases is approx. 13.6 N or 91.4 Pa. Given the same hydraulic resistance conditions
in the tunnel in the three considered traffic-jam cases (S5-S7) it can be calculated
that the efficiency of momentum transfer for the S5 case (with working ventilation)
is 0.86, see Table 6.

An additional effect is observed by comparing the required thrust to a value
which could be computed by using the experimentally determined resistance coeffi-
cients for these model-vehicles and equation (1.2), as is usually done in ventilation
design. Using computed CFD results, it can be concluded that the appropriate
effective values of hydraulic resistance coefficients of the here used model-vehicles
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in the traffic layout analysed in traffic-cases S5, S6, S7 are lower than the values
in Table 3, i.e., 0.30 vs 0.49 for passenger cars. Although values in Table 3 are
subject to experimental error (which was an additional motivation to follow the
approach presented in this chapter when computing traffic-loaded tunnel flow cases
S5-57) the appearance of lower effective values of vehicle-resistance coefficients in
tunnel flows can be attributed to the drafting or slipstreaming phenomenon, given
the congested traffic layout at vehicle speed 10 km/h.

4. Conclusions

The following results are obtained through the conducted experimental and
numerical work:

e From the obtained results of flow measurements (on fans and on the scaled
Lab. tunnel model) a value of efficiency for momentum transfer n; for the tunnel
with no traffic load is: ~ 0.70-0.80, with higher values corresponding to higher
fan-jet exit velocities (usually up to 35m/s). For the flow in a Lab. model tunnel
occupied with stationary vehicles the estimated 7; value is approx. 0.70.

e The analysis of the relative influence of the boundary conditions for a nu-
merical simulation of tunnel flow and their effect on the achieved results, show that
the fan’s flow properties do have a non-negligible effect on the computed tunnel
flow-field, in terms of the derived conclusions, like 7; values. The determined 7);
value is approx. 0.80 with the used fans. The negative effect of the secondary flow
components is assessed. Thus depending on the adopted boundary conditions in the
numerical CFD case setup the 7; value varies from 0.81 to 0.89, i.e., by about 9 %;

e In a road-tunnel of a bi-directional traffic type, congested with vehicle-traffic
in two traffic lanes occurring at the adopted standard critical regime of 10km/h,
the n; value was assessed using CFD: the results show there isn’t any noticeable
deterioration of the ventilation efficiency 7; value in this specific case, compared
to the traffic-free tunnel flow case. The 7; value of 0.86 is obtained, vs 0.85 value
in the empty tunnel flows. The experiment showed lower values but its result
here should be taken with caution given the difficulties in estimating the effective
vehicle’s resistance forces in the model-tunnel, and the mean-value of axial velocity
in such disturbed flow;

e The effect of adopted boundary conditions on mean-value of flow velocity
in S1-S4 cases is small (approx. 3.3%), but more important on velocity profile
asymmetry and the secondary flows in the tunnel. The maxima of axial velocity
profile values under the tunnel ceiling, in the empty-tunnel flow cases, fall approx.
within a 16 % range scatter;

e The real-scale Re-number numerical results (S8-case) are very similar to
model-tunnel numerical results (S5-case), but with a computed value of the mean-
flow velocity 4 % higher (using the same boundary conditions);

e In addition, the CFD results of tunnel flow with vehicle-traffic load reveal a
possible slipstreaming effect of vehicle resistance in the traffic-jam case, i.e., possibly
lower effective values of hydraulic resistance coefficients of the model-vehicles in
the tunnel, compared to the values estimated experimentally for the same vehicle
models in a single-vehicle tunnel flow;
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e The asymmetrical shape of the axial velocity profile in the traffic-loaded
tunnel-flow (at 10 km/h traffic density regime) is estimated in the form of an enve-
lope of 2 limiting extremes. The shape of the velocity distribution will thus depend
only on the distance of the analyzed cross-section with respect to the upstream-
nearest operating fans, or if the fans do not operate but the flow is induced by
atmospheric overpressure at the inlet, on the distance to the tunnel inlet. For any
such tunnel flow situation, the distribution of velocity will have a shape within this
envelope. Thus this result can be used as an appropriate inlet boundary condi-
tion, and/or initial condition in setting up a numerical simulation of flow and fire
scenario, in a bi-directional traffic tunnel situation, with critical traffic load.
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EKCIITEPUMEHTAJIHA 1 HYMEPNYKA AHAJIN3A
CTPYJHOT IIOJbA I ITEP®POPMAHCHU BEHTUJIAIINJE
Y CAOBPATRAJHOM TYHEJIY BEHTNJINCAHOM
IIVTEM AKCUNJAJIHUX BEHTUJIATOPA

PE3UME. Paju ucnimrusama crpyjarba Bazlyxa y BeHTHUJIUCAHUM caobpahaj-
HUM TYHEJNMa, YMAmhEHN MOJEJ TUIICKOT IPYMCKOr caobpahiajHor TyHeIa ca oiaro-
Bapajyhum cucremo BenTHIaIIA]e HA 031 AKCHjAJTHIX BEHTUJIATOPA, j€ KOHCTPYUCAH
u HampaBJbeH y JabopaTopuju. 1w oBor paja je CTPyjHO MoJbe y TYHEIY IBOCM]jep-
HOTr caobpahaja, ca jiBuje KojioBo3He Tpake. Ca pasmjepom o oko 1:20, a Jy?KUHOM
20.52m mogest mpeacTas/ba oko 400 m jyr crBapHu TyHea objekar. Mogen ce ca-
CTOjU OJ IBUje NapaJiejiHe TYHEJICKE UjeBH, TJje je [JIABHU TyHeJ (XUApayIumdKor
npeurnka ~~ 400 m mMa OOJUK MMOIMPEYTHOT MpecjeKa yMarbeHOT JIPYMCKOT TYHEa
objekra. dpyru tynen (Dpo ~ 0.16 m) je Mamux AuMeH3Uja U KPYKHOI je [OIped-
HOT IIpecjeKa, a KOPHUCTHU Ce CaMO Kao MOJEJ €BaKyall[MOHOI' TyHeJsa CHMYIupajyhu
cTpyjame Bazjyxa u3 IJIaBHOI caobpaliajuor y eBakyarmonu tyHes. /lakie jiBa Ty-
HeJIa Cy TIOBE3AaHM €BAKYAIIMOHUM IIyTEBUMA, OIPEMJBEHUM IOJAECUBUM IIPErPAITHAM
Bparuma. KoMOMHOBameM €KCIIEMEHTAJTHOT U Pajia Ha PAadyHAPY, CTPYJHO IOJbe U
neppopMaHCce BEHTUIAIMOHOT CHCTEMa Cy ucTpazkene. llosbe 6p3uie u TypOyIeH-
[rje HA M3J1a3y U3 BEHTHUJIATOPA BEHTHUJIAIMOHOT CUCTEMa je JiebUHICAHO eKCIIePU-
MeHTaJIHO KopucTehu Tepmasiny anemomerpujy. OBu mojaim cy jgasbe obpalhenu Ja
6u ce ynoTpujedu/id IpUu HyMEPUIKOM CUMYJIAPAEGY CTPYJHOT [I0Jba y TYHEJLY Iy TeM
CFD. Eduxracnocr npenoca umiyica (1;, Kemud dakrop) nomyxue BenTuIanuje
je onpebena, Te edpekar Koju 3a1aTH TPAHUIHU YCJIOBUA U HIBO FHbUXOBE JI€TAJHHOCTH
uMajy, y oksupy CFD cumynamuje crpyjHOr o/ba y TYHEIY, Ca acleKTa TaTHOCTH
pesyiraTa, mosba 6p3mHe U cpadyHaror 7;. Ha xpajy, ciydaj “3arymienor’ TyHesa
(caobpahiajem) je mpoyuen myrem excriepdbumenta u CFD. Temkohe y nedunucamy
noTpebHe cujie MOTHUCKA BEHTWIAIje y cuTyanuju onrepeheror caobpahaja cy au-
CKyTOBaHe, U CpadyHaTa je epUKACHOCT MpPEHOCca MMITyJice BeHTmianuje. Ha 6asm
OBHUX pe3y/TaTa, JBa Kpajiba ciaydaja obimKa pacmobese akcujajgHe KOMIIOHEHTE
Op3uHe Ba3AyXa y TyHeIy Yy (PYHKINjU BHCHHE OJ IIOBPIIUHE JIPyMa, Y OBOj BPCTH
TyHeJia U caobpahaja, je medunucana myrem CFEFD. Ilocienmu pesysirar ce mMoxke
KOPUCTHUTHU K0 PEAMCTUYAH IPAHUYHE YCI0B (K0 yJIa3HU MPAHUYHU YCJIOB U /WIH
[OYETHU YCJIOB) 38 HyMEPUYKE aHAJU3€e CTPYJHOL 1I0Jba U IPEHOCA TOILIOTE Y CJINY-
HUM TYHEJIMMAa Yy yCJI0BHMa caobpahajHOr 3aryrmerma, IMITO je KPUTUIHA CUTYAaIln]ja
3a IIPOjEKTOBAHE.
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