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ABSTRACT

The KARI-11-180 airfoil was selected as a model for EFD-CFD comparison workshop
case 1. Wind tunnel test for this model was conducted in KARI low speed wind tunnel
with 0.6m x 3.0m model for the Reynolds number up to 3.0E6. The model configuration
and wind tunnel test results including Cl, Cd and Cp were released at the KSAS 2015
spring conference. The computational analysis results with KFLOW, FLUENT and
STAR-CCM+ were present in the KSAS 2015 fall conference. These computational works
were summarized in this paper and the comparison results with each others including the
wind tunnel data were also summarized.
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Fig. 1. KARI-11-180 airfoil

Fig. 3. Wind tunnel test results for
KARI-11-180 airfoil
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Fig. 4. Mesh used by Lee Y. J.
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Fig. 5. CFD results by Lee. Y. J : Cl
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Fig. 6. CFD results by Lee. Y. J : Cd
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Fig. 8. CFD results by Sa J. H. : ClI
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Fig. 9. CFD results by Sa J. H. : Cd
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Fig. 10. Mesh used by Kim Y. T.
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Fig. 11. CFD results by Kim Y. T. : CI
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Fig. 12. CFD results by Kim, Y. T. : Cd
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Fig. 13. Far boundary used by Kim C. W.

Fig. 14. Tunnel wall boundary used

by Kim C. W.
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Fig. 15. CFD results by Kim C. W. : CI
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Fig. 16. CFD results by Kim C. W. : Cd
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Fig. 19. CFD results by Kim I. : Cd
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Fig. 23. Cp at AocA = 12.6 & 18.6
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