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Abstract

:

Due to the tall and large superstructures of cruise ships, the wind-induced vibration of frame structure on open decks cannot be neglected. This study investigated the wind-induced vibration of a typical frame structure on a cruise ship by using wind tunnel tests and numerical simulations. Wind tunnel tests were conducted to explore the simulation methods of the fluid–structure interaction (FSI). CFD simulations were performed to obtain the wind field data of the entire ship, which was utilized as an input for the open deck through the subdomain method. Subsequently, wind-induced vibration simulations of the guide rail frame structure on the open deck was carried out under various wind conditions. The results revealed that employing the turbulence model SST k-ω had a good agreement with the experimental data. The entire ship’s CFD results have a significant impact on the subdomain’s wind-induced vibration results. The vibration frequency of the guide rail frame structure was mainly concentrated between 0.8–10.1 Hz. The most unfavorable conditions appear at the wind attack angles of 0° and 120°. This study can provide some instructive insights for the prediction of wind-induced vibration and control of typical structures on the open decks of large cruise ships.
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1. Introduction


Cruise ships, regarded as high-value-added vessels, impose rigorous standards for passenger comfort, particularly in terms of vibration control [1,2]. Nevertheless, luxury cruise ships boast intricate and elevated superstructures, rendering them vulnerable to wind-induced effects. Moreover, the open decks are densely packed with lightweight entertainment facilities [3]. The presence of the bow and forward structures significantly impacts the wind distribution on the aft open deck, leading to complex and pronounced wind loads. Consequently, the structures on the open deck would experience significant wind-induced vibrations, thus affecting passengers’ safety and comfort. Hence, the assessment of wind-induced vibrations on the open deck of a cruise ship during the design phase is crucial to ensure the construction of a safe and comfortable cruise ship [4].



The investigation of wind-induced vibration can be generally divided into three categories: wind tunnel test, numerical simulation, and field measurement [5]. The wind tunnel test is widely employed due to its capacity to obtain the most accurate and reliable results [6,7]. In the field of architectural wind engineering, the wind-induced vibrations of high-rise buildings can be estimated through wind tunnel tests by measuring the wind load or response on a scaled-down model [5]. Aeroelastic model tests, utilized to directly measure wind-induced responses, are commonly applied in wind vibration testing for large-span structures, high-rise buildings, and other constructions [8,9,10,11]. For instance, Li et al. [12] investigated the effect of corner modification on the wind response of square-section super-high-rise buildings by conducting aeroelastic model tests. Notably, a cruise ship is a structure with a multi blunt body, with densely arranged facilities on the open deck. Therefore, the wind-induced vibration of the open area structure is easily affected by the wake of the upstream structure. In response to this issue, experimental investigations were conducted on the impact of structural layout on wind-induced vibration across various vibration modes. Chen et al. [13] investigated the effect of building spacing and height ratio on the disturbance of modal generalized force and wind response of low-rise building roofs. Hu et al. [14] investigated the cross-flow vibration of two cylinders arranged in series. Tang et al. [15] conducted a comprehensive study on the interference mechanism of translational and torsional responses using a three-dimensional aeroelastic high-rise building model. The results indicate that the wake of the upstream structure may amplify the vibration of the downstream structure, and the interference effect depends on the position of the downstream structure.



For the wind-induced vibration test technology, several researchers have adopted contactless vibration measurement techniques. Numerous studies [15,16,17] have demonstrated the utility of laser vibrometers and their application in vibration assessment. Laser displacement sensors [18,19] are employed to measure the vibration displacements of towering structures, including models of very tall buildings. Furthermore, several other studies [20,21,22,23,24] have applied the Digital Image Correlation (DIC) method to data acquisition for vibration testing. DIC has been demonstrated as a valid alternative means of measuring structural vibration without direct contact.



However, wind tunnel test costs are quite high, and the research could be constrained by wind tunnel devices. With the development of computing technology, many scholars have investigated wind-induced vibration by using fluid–structure interaction simulations [3,25,26]. Fluid–structure interaction wind vibration simulations typically encompass one-way fluid–structure interaction [27,28,29] and two-way fluid–structure interaction [30,31,32]. In one-way FSI studies on wind-induced vibration in high-rise buildings, wind load data are typically acquired through numerical calculations or experiments, and subsequently applied to the structural finite element model [29]. Two-way FSI involves information exchange between the fluid and solid domains through interpolation and iteration at each time step, typically achieved via co-simulation between the structural finite element and fluid CFD domains [32]. Several researchers [33,34] separately evaluated the one-way FSI and the two-way FSI method, concluding that the two-way FSI approach exhibits superior stability. Eetu Kivelä [3] investigated the differences between one-way and two-way FSI simulations in analyzing the wind-induced vibration of amusement structures on cruise ships’ decks. The results of the study revealed that two-way FSI computations yielded considerably greater lift forces and structural displacements compared to one-way FSI. However, this study did not perform an experimental validation of the FSI method, and did not account for the wind field shielding effect by the cruise ship.



The above-mentioned studies show that numerous scholars employed elastic model tests to study wind-induced vibrations, utilized non-contact laser vibrometers for data acquisition, and applied the fluid–structure interaction method for numerical simulations.



Nevertheless, the overall wind environment of large cruise ships is complex, which in turn affects the distribution of open deck wind field and wind-induced vibration of the structure. Thus, it is imperative to calculate the wind field of the entire ship, so as to acquire the wind field input for the open deck. In the exploration of the entire ship’s wind field, numerous scholars have adopted a Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) numerical analysis to delineate the inherent characteristics of the ship’s wind fields. Several researchers have investigated the aerodynamic impact of wind field on whole ships, concentrating on factors such as the configuration of container ships [35], container simplification levels [36], assembly conditions under various wind speeds [37], and the effect of superstructure wind field [38,39]. Furthermore, several researchers [40,41] have examined the influence of the port’s wind environment on entire vessels. Regarding the study of the cruise ship wind field, Ricci et al. [42] conducted a numerical investigation into wind loads on a cruise ship while it was docked at the quay using 3D steady RANS simulations. The numerical method was validated through field measurements and wind tunnel tests. Wang et al. [43] conducted an assessment of the three-part force coefficient and wind pressure on a large cruise ship, covering a wind field ranging from 0° to 180°. They all conducted numerical validation based on wind tunnel tests. These researchers used Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) to compute the ship’s wind field, focusing on the comprehensive and localized wind load distributions, streamline patterns, and three-component coefficients under various wind conditions.



Once the whole ship’s wind field is computed, obtaining wind field inputs for specific local open decks becomes essential. The subdomain method utilizes the results of the whole domain analysis as the initial or boundary conditions for a secondary subdomain assessment [44]. This method is well-suited for the meticulous calculation of airflow within a specific local building affected by group shielding effects. Huang et al. [44] introduced the parameters of the subdomain method and applied it to compute the aerodynamic noise generated by rear-view mirrors. They subsequently verified the accuracy of the subdomain method based on the wind tunnel test. This comprehensive analysis further served to affirm the reasonableness and applicability of the subdomain assignment method.



However, to the best of our knowledge, studies on the wind-induced vibration of large cruise ships have rarely been reported. Therefore, this study endeavors to explore the wind vibration calculation method for typical structures on the open deck and verify the accuracy through wind tunnel tests. The wind field input of the open deck was captured via CFD calculations of the cruise ship based on the subdomain method. The calculation process of wind-induced vibration of the frame structure on the open deck of a large cruise ship was proposed, and the wind-induced vibration characteristics of the typical guide rail frame structure on the open deck were analyzed. The study could provide some instructive insights for the wind vibration control of the open deck structures of cruise ships.




2. Material and Method


2.1. Wind Tunnel Test and Simulation Method of Typical Structures on Open Deck


2.1.1. Wind Tunnel Test of Typical Structure on the Open Deck


To investigate and validate the numerical method for fluid–structure interaction, wind tunnel tests were initially performed in an open wind tunnel at Wuhan University of Technology. The experiments encompassed both the rigid force test and wind-induced vibration test. According to the design requirements of typical structural qualities, boundary conditions, and material properties of the open deck, a plate structure was selected as the subject [3], with the lower section affixed as a fixed boundary condition. The material was steel. The characteristic dimensions of the model, as well as the wind velocity in the wind tunnel, are designed according to the Reynolds number in the open area of the cruise ship at sea.



The dimensions of the structural components and the layout of the measuring points are depicted in Figure 1a. Furthermore, Figure 2 illustrates the design of the turntable, devised to stabilize the lower aspect of the plate structure. Additionally, by adjusting the rotation angle of the turntable, different wind angles could be achieved and measured during the tests, as seen in in Figure 1b.



Wind tunnel tests encompassed an array of distinct wind velocities: specifically, 15 m/s, 20 m/s, 25 m/s, and 30 m/s. Additionally, four wind angles (0°, 30°, 60°, and 90°) were configured for comprehensive assessment. To ensure the precision of the input wind speed within the designated test section, the utilization of a pitot tube and an impeller anemometer was employed to measure the incoming wind velocity. The wind load tests employed a six-component balance utilizing a measurement range of 400 N/40 N m.



In order to obtain the variation trends in vibration displacement under different wind conditions, including various wind velocities, wind angles, and spatial positions, the measurement of vibration displacement was conducted utilizing a KathMatic Kv laser vibrometer, as shown in Figure 3a. As shown in Figure 3b, the dynamic response of the plate structure under various wind conditions was examined using a high-speed DIC system.




2.1.2. Study of Wind-Induced Vibration Simulation Method for Typical Structure on Open Deck


The computational domain, corresponding in size to the WHUT wind tunnel, was established as depicted in Figure 4. The inlet of the computational domain was designated as a velocity inlet, and the velocity was consistent with the wind velocity of the test. The wind tunnel outlet was designated as the static pressure outlet. Since the wind tunnel was open, the six sides of the square domain within the test section were set as static pressure outlets. The wall surfaces of the wind tunnel and test platform were non-slip wall surfaces. Notably, the surface of the plate structure was designated as the interface for fluid–structure interaction, serving as a non-slip wall boundary. The Cartesian cut volume and the polyhedral mixed mesh was applied for the mesh generation. Three levels of local mesh refinements around the plate structure and the wind tunnel wall were generated. Moreover, ten layers of prism meshes with a growth rate of 1.1 were distributed on the surface of the plate, and the non-dimensional wall distance y + < 1. Four sets of mesh refinement schemes were subsequently adopted for exploration.



As shown in the Table 1, the mesh size is taken to be dimensionless, where x is the basic size of the mesh, y is the near-wall refinement size of the structure, z is the near-wall size of the wind tunnel, and L is the characteristic size of the computational domain, which is taken as the maximum value of the length, width, and height of the computational domain.



The physical flow time was set to 8 s, and different time steps were utilized: 0.01 s, 0.005 s, 0.001 s, and 0.0005 s. Three turbulence models were employed for analysis [45,46]: SST k-ω, Realizable k-ε, and Des-SST k-ω models. The calculation of the fluid section was performed using the software ScFlow V2020.



The interface was set to exchange fluid pressure and structural displacement information. The dynamic meshes were inserted around the structural surface to form uniform deformation. The structural simulation was set in the structural finite element software MSC Marc 2020, and the setting parameters were consistent with the wind tunnel test. The contact surfaces between the structural and fluid functioned as the pivotal interface for conducting fluid–structure co-simulation. The time step and iterations were set to be consistent with the fluid setting. The computational pathway was set for the fluid and structure calculations within the co-simulation interface MSC CoSim. The interface was employed to exchange information between the fluid and the structure to achieve the interpolation calculation.



As shown in Figure 5, different coloured curves represent the trend of different parameters. With the mesh scheme’s continuous refinement, the drag coefficient and the vibration frequency calculation errors decrease first and then increase. The error of mesh scheme III is the minimum. The error of the vibration frequency decreases gradually with mesh densification, and the difference between scheme IV and scheme III is insignificant. The average error index of the above three evaluation indexes shows that mesh scheme III is the optimal refinement strategy. The error of the drag coefficient is the smallest at a time step of 0.0005 s. The average vibration error decreases with decreasing time steps. The drag coefficient error is smallest when employing a time step of 0.0005 s. Considering the calculation cost and accuracy, the following co-simulation calculations employed the time step of 0.001 s.



As shown in Figure 5c, the SST k-ω model exhibits a minimal error between the calculated drag coefficient and the average vibration value. Additionally, the vibration frequency calculation error of Realizable k-ε is the smallest. After averaging the three errors, it can be found that the SST k-ω model exhibits the minimal error. Consequently, the following wind-induced vibration numerical simulation adopted the SST k-ω model.



Each simulation was computed in parallel on the high-performance computing (HPC) system using 64 processors. The co-simulation of each test condition employing the above-selected parameters takes approximately 172 to 228 h.



Figure 6 compares the wind tunnel experimental data and computed results. The results of the numerical calculations matched well with the experimental data at wind speeds of 10–20 m/s. As wind speed increased, the average displacement results obtained by the test gradually become larger than those obtained by the simulation. Remarkably, the results exhibit consistent agreement under different wind angles. The vibration displacement’s frequency domain curve of the structure was tested by the DIC system at a wind angle of 60°. The dominant frequency measured by the test is 11 Hz, while the dominant frequency calculated by the simulation is 11.9 Hz, and the relative error of vibration frequency is small. Notably, the vibration cloud diagram of the simulation achieved a perfect match with the experimental result.





2.2. Open Deck Wind Field Inputs in Ship Wind Field Environments Based on the Subdomain Method


2.2.1. Velocity Mapping Based on Subdomain Method


Through the CFD simulations of the building group, it becomes feasible to capture the wind environment distribution surrounding the target structure—the small square building within the group—as shown in Figure 7. The calculation results of the whole domain are used as the initial conditions to carry out the CFD calculation of the target building subdomain.



As shown in Figure 8, the velocity cross-section cloud diagram is obtained at a distance of 0.015 m from the inlet. Notably, the wind field distributions of the whole domain and subdomain exhibit substantial similarity. Figure 9 shows the pressure curve of the target building structure distributed along the central ring of the building. The negative pressure amplitude of the subdomain at positions 3–7 in front of the structure was slightly smaller than that of the whole domain. Conversely, at positions 11–17 in the rear, the negative pressure amplitude of the subdomain was slightly larger than that of the whole domain. The predicted pressure values within the subdomain exhibited consistent variation with the whole domain.




2.2.2. Open Deck Subdomain Wind Field Input Based on Whole Ship Wind Environment


The CFD calculation domain of the ship above the waterline was established. The inlet was set as the exponential velocity profile, as shown in Figure 10a. The wind velocity gradient over the ocean is expressed as follows:


   U z  =  U r  ×   (  z   z r    )  α   



(1)




where    U r    is the wind velocity at the corresponding reference elevation position and the reference elevation    z r    is 10 m above the ocean.  α  is the roughness coefficient, which is taken as 0.1. Different reference wind speeds are set in the following study. The wind speed in this study is taken as the relative wind speed during cruise navigation [43].



The bottom of the domain was set as a slip wall, while the hull and superstructure were set as non-slip walls. The outlet was set as a static pressure outlet. Symmetry planes were implemented on the domain’s left, right, and top sides. The dimensions of the computational domain are depicted in Figure 10b, and the computed blockage ratio, computed according to the ship’s longitudinal section area, was found to be 4.3%, which falls below the threshold of 5%.



Due to the variety of structural forms on the open deck of cruise ships, a representative guide rail frame structure was selected for wind-induced vibration research. The guide rail structure is situated on the open deck in front of the chimney, as shown in Figure 10d. Notably, its structural feature is the track above the support of the circumferentially arranged pillars. Its subdomain was established (as shown in Figure 10e). This enabled the wind field to be input into subdomain Figure 10c based on the wind field results calculated in the whole domain.



Figure 11 shows the mesh division of the whole ship’s computational domain and local mesh refinement. Due to the cruise ship as a complex bluff body structure, a hybrid approach involving Cartesian cut-body and polyhedral body mesh can be effectively employed to simulate the complex boundary. Wang et al. [43] conducted the wind tunnel test and numerical simulation on the cruise ship. They conducted a convergence analysis of mesh dimensionless size based on the aerodynamic coefficients obtained from the test. According to this document’s mesh convergence analysis results, the basic size/LOA was determined as 0.035. The basic mesh size was 11.3 m, the outermost densified size was 5.65 m, the inner refinement area was 2.82 m, and the ship wall refinement size was 0.375 m. Moreover, eight layers of prism meshes with a growth rate of 1.05 were distributed on the ship’s surface, and a total of 4.51 million meshes were set at a wind angle of 0°. The Realizable k-ε turbulence model was utilized for the closure of the RANS equations. Numerical computation of the wind field for the whole ship was iterated for 5000 steps and reaches convergence for each wind condition.



Figure 12 exhibits the cruise whole ship wind field distribution for various wind directions as well as the subdomain wind field inputs of the target open deck. Under different wind angles, the wind field on the open deck is influenced not only by the wake generated from the flow separation in the front area, but also by the flow separation on the left and right sides of the whole ship. The wind field of the whole ship varies at different wind angles. Due to the combined effects of the flow separation of the whole ship and the wake from the front structure, the open deck’s wind field has complex and varied wind inputs. The subdomain method reveals that the wind field in the open area is greatly influenced by the wind angles within the overall wind environment of the ship. For instance, at wind angles of 30° and 60°, the wind field input in the subdomain is impacted by the open deck ahead, resulting in the formation of low-speed regions in the lower right portion. Conversely, at wind angles of 150° and 180°, the wind field is significantly shielded by the chimney, resulting in the formation of low-speed regions on the left and in the middle areas of the open deck.






3. Results and Discussion


3.1. Wind-Induced Vibration Analysis of Typical Guide Rail Frame Structure on Open Deck


3.1.1. Modal Analysis of Guide Rail Frame Structure


The guide rail frame structure is presented in the Figure 13. Its topology and dimensions are similar to those of typical amusement facilities on the upper deck of the modern cruise ships, and it is a typical outdoor high-altitude amusement program. The structure is made of Q235 steel, the elastic modulus is 2.06 × 105 MPa, Poisson’s ratio is 0.3, and the density is 7.85 × 10−9 t/mm3. The diameter of the bottom pillar is 440 mm, the distance between the two tracks is 2500 mm, and the height of the whole guide rail frame structure is 10,000 mm. The structure is located in vertical zone 3 on deck 12/14 of the cruise ship.



The modal calculations were carried out using the finite element method. Three representative global vibration modes were selected, and the black lines represent vibration patterns at various frequencies, and the red lines represent the original structure, as shown in Figure 14. The third-order mode exhibits an offset in the upper left corner and lower right corner of the structure. The seventh-order mode is characterized by the inward bending of the left and right side tracks, while the front and rear tracks are offset towards the front side. The thirteenth-order mode primarily involves the inward bending of the tracks. The structure’s natural frequencies are mainly concentrated in the low-frequency band. The maximum vibration occurs at the front and rear sides of the track and the top of the pillar.




3.1.2. FSI Parameter Settings of the Subdomain


To ensure the accuracy of the wind field input in the subdomain, the coordinate system of the subdomain was aligned with that of the whole domain. As shown in Figure 10c, the inlet of the subdomain was configured as a vector mapping of the wind field from the whole domain, while other boundary conditions of the subdomain remained consistent with the boundaries of the whole domain. The guide rail frame structure was designated as a non-slip wall surface, serving as the fluid–structure interaction interface. The two-way fluid–structure interaction calculations have been carried out according to the aforementioned calculation settings, including mesh division, time step size, turbulence model, and structural finite element settings.




3.1.3. Wind-Induced Vibration Analysis of Guide Rail Frame Structure


The vibration monitoring points are shown in Figure 13. Through Fourier transform analysis [47], the vibration frequency domain curves for various positions of the guide rail frame are derived, as illustrated in Figure 15. It is evident that tracks F and B share a dominant vibration frequency of 1.47 Hz, which is close to the third-order natural frequency of the structure (1.52 Hz). Additionally, both tracks exhibit significant vibration peaks at 7.2 Hz. For tracks L and R, the dominant frequency is 0.8 Hz, accompanied by a vibration peak at 9.26 Hz. In comparison to tracks F and B, tracks L and R exhibit additional peaks at 27.5 Hz. Track B demonstrates the most abundant vibration frequency among the four cases, mainly because track B is affected by the complex incoming flow. The vibrations of the four tracks are concentrated in the low-frequency band within 10.1 Hz.



Analyzing the frequency domain curve of the vibration acceleration at the vertical monitoring points of the pillar, it can be observed that point 5 and point 6 exhibit similar distribution patterns of vibration peak frequency components. Both points show peaks at 1.48 Hz, 8.6 Hz, and 10.1 Hz. However, the dominant frequency differs between the two points, with point 5 at 10.1 Hz and point 6 at 1.47 Hz. Point 7, located at the vertex position, is significantly influenced by the nearby track vibration and the wind field ahead, leading to different vibration frequency components compared to the lower part of the pillar.




3.1.4. Wind-Induced Vibration Analysis of Guide Rail Frame Structure under Different Offshore Wind Conditions


Figure 16a illustrates that the vibration frequency remains relatively consistent across different wind speed conditions. The fundamental frequency of the track is close to the third-order natural frequency of 1.52 Hz, with significant vibration peaks at 7.2 Hz. Under wind speeds of 15 m/s, 20 m/s, and 25 m/s, the dominant vibration frequency is 8.6 Hz, which is close to the 26th-order natural frequency of 8.7 Hz. However, under a wind speed of 30 m/s, the dominant vibration frequency returns to 1.47 Hz, resembling the third-order natural frequency.



In Figure 16b, the vibration frequency of the pillar exhibits similar characteristics across different wind speed conditions. The fundamental frequency aligns closely with the third-order natural frequency, accompanied by vibration frequency components at 8.6 Hz and 10.1 Hz. At a wind speed of 15 m/s, the dominant vibration frequency attains 10.1 Hz. The dominant frequency of vibration is 8.64 Hz at 20 m/s, and at 25 m/s, the amplitude at 8.66 Hz is comparable to that at 10.1 Hz. Under a wind speed of 30 m/s, the dominant vibration frequency decreases to 1.5 Hz. The observed trend aligns with that of the track, where the amplitude tends to increase for lower frequencies as the wind speed increases.



Figure 17a illustrates the vibration displacement curves of the track in the frequency domain for various wind angles. The highest dominant vibration frequency is observed at a wind angle of 0° in all wind directions, and the dominant vibration frequency measures 3.6 Hz, closely resembling the seventh-order natural frequency of 3.611 Hz. At wind angles of 30° and 180°, a consistent dominant vibration frequency of 1.39 Hz is observed, which is close to the second-order natural frequency of 1.34 Hz. Similarly, for wind angles of 60° and 120°, the vibration characteristics exhibit similarities, featuring two main components at 1.49 Hz and 2.07 Hz, closely corresponding to the third-order natural frequency (1.52 Hz) and the fourth-order natural frequency (2.095 Hz), respectively. At wind angles of 90° and 150°, the dominant vibration frequencies are 1.69 Hz and 1.6 Hz, respectively.



Figure 17b displays the frequency domain curve of vibration displacement of the pillar for various wind angles. The dominant frequency of the pillar’s vibration remains consistent across different wind angles, ranging from 1.2 Hz to 1.39 Hz. These frequencies closely match the first-order natural frequency of 1.234 Hz and the second-order natural frequency of 1.34 Hz. The highest dominant frequency occurs at a wind angle of 180°, with the smallest vibration displacement of the dominant frequency (1.39 Hz, 0.72 mm) at this angle. Conversely, the lowest dominant frequency is observed at a wind angle of 120°, with the largest vibration amplitude (1.2 Hz, 1.5 mm) at this angle.



The frequency domain results above reveal the distinct vibration characteristics of the track and pillar structures in response to various wind angles. Specifically, the track structure exhibits the highest vibration frequency and amplitude when subjected to a wind direction of 0°. Conversely, the pillar structure displays the highest vibration frequency but the smallest amplitude at a wind angle of 180°, and the lowest vibration frequency with the maximum amplitude at a wind angle of 120°. Notably, these observed vibration frequencies closely align with the seventh-order, second-order, and first-order natural frequencies of the frame structure.



Figure 18 illustrates the time domain vibration amplitudes under various wind directions. Figure 18a illustrates the distribution of vibration amplitudes at different horizontal positions of the track, while Figure 18b depicts the distribution of vibration amplitudes at various vertical positions of the pillar. The track structure exhibits the greatest displacement amplitudes at wind angles of 0° and 120°. Specifically, the left track(Track L)exhibits the highest displacement amplitude at a wind angle of 0°, while the rear track (Track B) demonstrates its highest displacement amplitude at a wind angle of 120°. Track F consistently exhibits the smallest displacement amplitude across all wind directions, followed by track R. As shown in the Figure 18b, the vibration displacement amplitude of the pillar increases with the pillar height in each wind direction. Consistent with the track structure, the largest vibration displacement amplitude occurs at wind angles of 0° and 120°.






4. Conclusions


This study focused on investigating the wind-induced vibration of a typical frame structure on the open deck of a cruise ship. Firstly, the fluid–structure interaction numerical method was explored and verified based on wind tunnel tests. Then, the subdomain method was employed to extract the initial wind field based on the ship’s overall wind environment calculation. Finally, the wind-induced vibration of the guide rail frame structure on the open deck was analyzed. The conclusions are as follows:




	(1)

	
Based on the comparison with experimental data, it was determined that mesh refinement scheme III exhibited the smallest error. Moreover, the turbulence model was discussed, and it was found that the error of simulation calculation of the SST k-ω model is minimal.




	(2)

	
It was verified that the subdomain method has good applicability and accuracy. The wind field input and distribution in the open entertainment area will be directly influenced by the wake generated from the flow separation in the front area and the diversion of airflow around the ship’s sides. Notably, the entire ship’s CFD results have a significant impact on the subdomain’s wind input, and the wind field input varied significantly under different wind directions.




	(3)

	
The vibration characteristics of the guide rail frame indicated that the dominant vibration frequency of the front and rear tracks were consistent, as were the left and right tracks. The vibration frequency of the guide rail frame structure is predominantly concentrated in the range of 0.8–10.1 Hz. The wind field on the open deck had a significant impact on the vibration of the guide rail’s rear side and the top of the pillar.




	(4)

	
The frequency distribution of the track structure’s vibration acceleration remained consistent across different wind speeds, except that the dominant frequency was not consistent and tended to gradually approach the third-order natural frequency. The largest dominant frequency and vibration displacement amplitude were observed at a wind angle of 0°, closely aligned with the seventh natural frequency. For the pillar, the largest dominant frequency of vibration displacement occurred at a wind angle of 180°, while the smallest dominant frequency was observed at a wind angle of 120°, but with the largest vibration displacement amplitude. In terms of the vibration amplitude, wind angles of 0° and 120° were deemed the most unfavorable wind directions.









However, the limitation of this study is that the model of the guideway frame is appropriately simplified, and further details of the guideway frame should subsequently be established for wind-induced vibration analysis. Meanwhile, this study focuses on analyzing the vibration response of the structure under wind loading, and further aerodynamic characterization should be carried out to explore the causes of the vibration components. The use of the two-way FSI method requires larger computational resources, and the applicability of one-way FSI should subsequently be comparatively analyzed. The aerodynamic and structural parameters of the structure should be further investigated to provide reference for vibration and noise reduction.
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Figure 1. Model measuring points and wind angle conditions; (a) measuring point layout; (b) wind angles. 
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Figure 2. Turntable base fixture. 
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Figure 3. Wind-induced vibration test of a plate structure. (a) Test using vibrometer laser; (b) test using DIC. 
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Figure 4. Calculation domain of wind tunnel. 
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Figure 5. FSI parameters analysis. (a) Mesh scheme; (b) time step; (c) turbulence model. 
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Figure 6. Comparison of simulation and experimental results. (a) Average vibration displacement; (b) vibration cloud diagram and displacement frequency response curve. 
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Figure 7. Whole domain and subdomain. 
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Figure 8. The velocity cloud diagram of the transverse section at 0.015 m position. 
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Figure 9. Wind pressure circumferential distribution curve. 
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Figure 10. Whole ship domain and open deck subdomain of the cruise ship. (a) Inlet wind profile; (b) Whole ship computational domain; (c) Guide rail frame subdomain; (d) Guide rail frame structure; (e) Subdomain’s location in the whole ship. 
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Figure 11. Mesh division of the whole domain. 
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Figure 12. Wind speed distribution of the whole ship and open deck under different wind angles. (a) 0°; (b) 30°; (c) 60°; (d) 90°; (e) 120°; (f) 150°; (g) 180°. 






Figure 12. Wind speed distribution of the whole ship and open deck under different wind angles. (a) 0°; (b) 30°; (c) 60°; (d) 90°; (e) 120°; (f) 150°; (g) 180°.



[image: Jmse 11 02210 g012]







[image: Jmse 11 02210 g013] 





Figure 13. Guide rail frame structure on open deck. 
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Figure 14. Typical vibration mode and natural frequency of guide rail frame. (a) The third order (1.53 Hz); (b) the seventh order (3.611 Hz); (c) the thirteenth order (5.106 Hz). 
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Figure 15. Frequency domain curves of acceleration at different positions. (a) Track F; (b) track B; (c) track R; (d) track L; (e) pillar 5; (f) pillar 6; (g) pillar 7. 
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Figure 16. Frequency domain curves under different wind speeds. (a) Track; (b) pillar. 
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Figure 17. Frequency domain curves of vibration displacement under different wind angles. (a) Track; (b) pillar. 
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Figure 18. Vibration displacement amplitude of structure under different wind angles. (a) Track; (b) pillar. 
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Table 1. Four mesh refinement schemes.






Table 1. Four mesh refinement schemes.





	Mesh Scheme
	x/L (10−2)
	y/L (10−4)
	z/L (10−3)
	Number of Meshes (106)





	Scheme I
	1.42
	6.82 (4.8%)
	2.84 (20%)
	2.64



	Scheme II
	1.4
	6.72 (4.8%)
	2.8 (20%)
	3.81



	Scheme III
	0.78
	3.74 (4.8%)
	1.56 (20%)
	5.19



	Scheme IV
	0.62
	2.98 (4.8%)
	1.24 (20%)
	7.35
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