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Interferometer Design and Noise Sources Evaluating LIGO’s Proposed Fence RNG k-& model with 2x logarithmic velocity input
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problematic wind speeds could be > 20 m/s, which only occur 1.45% of the time (compared to
15% for wind > 10 m/s). The Tenax test fence at LIGO shows promising effects, slowing wind
speeds by 57%. Data from the test fence agrees reasonably well with steady state and transient

k-¢ CFD models are reasonably reliable for characterizing turbulent flow with high i —
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Eddy Simulations (LES) to more accurately characterize turbulence and wind gusts. While these
results are promising, they are preliminary. We will collect more experimental data to verify
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