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Figure 9. Spanwise distribution of inflow angle (a) and angle of attack (b), error bars representing the 95% confidence interval

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0

5

10

15

r/R [-]

(a)

F
N

[N
/m

]
Blade 1, KJ
Blade 2, KJ
Blade 3, KJ
Blade 1, Noca
Blade 2, Noca
Blade 3, Noca

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

r/R [-]

(b)

F
T

[N
/m

]

Blade 1, KJ
Blade 2, KJ
Blade 3, KJ

Figure 10. Spanwise distribution of normal (a) and tangential (b) force, error bars representing the 95% confidence interval

measurements closest to the tip are omitted because the tip vortex causes highly three-dimensional flow features, which should

not be compared to two-dimensional airfoil polars. The remaining measurement points are in good agreement with the lift

coefficient curve of the design airfoil.315

While giving an indication of the experimentally derived lift polar, Figure 11 (a) does not represent the variable Reynolds

number along the blade. Alternatively, the design airfoil polars can be interpolated for the experimentally derived Reynolds

number and angle of attack to obtain a polar-based, expected lift coefficient cl,pol. These values are plotted alongside the lift

coefficient based on the measured forces and the spanwise distribution of the chord Reynolds number in Figure 11 (b). It

demonstrates that, in the root and tip region, the blades used in this experiment produce less lift than would be expected. It can320
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