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Abstract

Velocity fields of near turbulent wake behind a porous wind fence were measured using the
2-frame PTV method in a circulating water channel. The fences used in this study had different
geometric porosity (¢) of 0, 20, 40 and 65%. The fence was embedded in a thin laminar boundary
layer, i. e., §/H =0 .1. Reynolds number based on the fence height H and free stream velocity ( {/,)
was about 8,400. As a result, a recirculating flow region was formed behind the fence for the ¢
=(9% and 20% wind fence. For the wind fences having porosity larger than ¢=40%, it was
difficult to see separation bubbles behind the fence. The =209 porous fence reveals the
maxiraum velocity reduction, however, the turbulent intensity and Reynolds shear stress are much
greater than those of ¢=40% fence. Among the wind fence tested in this study, the porous wind
fence of e=409% porosity is the most effective for abating wind erosion.
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Porous wind fence models with a coordinate system (unit: mm).
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