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ABSTRACT

Void ratio (gas holdup) and bubble diameter measurements were made inside a 1.06-m diameter column
containing bubbly flow at depths up to 24 m. Experiments were performed in order to identify differences
in trends with column geometry and operating conditions from those found in smaller columns. Void ratio
was found to increase as depth decreased regardless of the sparger type or column height. It was also
found that larger columns exhibit a wider range of void ratios between the top and bottom than for
smaller columns. A straightforward model was developed to predict the void ratio at heights greater than
2 m above the column bottom. The model incorporates the influences of hydrostatic pressure, superficial
gas and liquid velocities, and a fitted bulk bubble-rise velocity while ignoring gas transfer with air as the
gas of interest. The fitted slip velocities were found to compare well with literature measurements of
single-bubble slip velocities. If the void ratio profiles are already known, the equation can also be used to
estimate the bubble slip velocity, which is difficult to measure experimentally.

Bubble diameter measurements were made using a submersible camera attached to a trolley. It was
found that the Sauter mean bubble diameter does not change with gas flow rate and depth and can
decrease substantially when not taking the few largest bubbles (outliers) into account. In contrast, differ-
ences were observed when comparing column types. With or without the outliers removed, the bubble
column contained larger bubbles than the airlift reactor, which may justify conversion to an airlift reactor

and clarify some important factors in the operation of commercial-scale columns.

© 2008 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Two-phase gas-liquid reactors in industry can be up to 40 m
in height with diameters up to 10m and can be in the form of
either a bubble column or an airlift reactor. An airlift reactor is
different from a bubble column in that it separates the rising and
sinking fluid into two containers, the riser and downcomer, respec-
tively. Both types of reactors are used in several applications, which
include the catalytic conversion of hydrocarbons, coal liquefaction,
or the synthesis of hydrocarbons from carbon monoxide and hydro-
gen, absorption processes, extraction, fermentation, among others.
There is also interest in boiling gas-liquid flow, such as may occur
in a nuclear reactor. Three types of gas-liquid flows may exist in
these reactors depending on operating conditions [1]: (1) bubbly
flow (up to 0.05-0.08 m/s), where individual bubbles rise with or
against the flowing liquid; (2) slug flow, where a bullet shaped Tay-
lor bubble rises at high velocity while shedding smaller bubbles;

* Corresponding author at: Department of Civil Engineering, Room 127A, Univer-
sity of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455, USA. Tel.: +1 612 625 4080;
fax: +1 612 626 7750.
E-mail address: gulli003@umn.edu (J.S. Gulliver).

1385-8947/$ - see front matter © 2008 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
doi:10.1016/j.cej.2008.11.024

and (3) annular flow, where a liquid film moves along the wall and
a gas core is present inside this film. One important application
that operates exclusively in the bubbly flow regime is the use of
an airlift reactor to replenish oxygen in the hypolimnion (bottom)
of a lake or reservoir [2]. Reoxygenation helps promote the sur-
vival of aerobic bacteria, prevent algal blooms and odor problems,
and improves living conditions for aquatic life. A typical setup [3]
consists of a riser in the middle of the device, which removes the
unaerated water from the hypolimnion, and an outer shell where
the re-aerated water is returned to the hypolimnion.

The main parameters that characterize the hydrodynamics
inside a bubble column are the gas void ratio, mean bubble diam-
eter, mixing, and the volumetric mass transfer rate, while airlift
reactors add the liquid circulation velocity. These can be affected
by the geometry of the column and the existing operating condi-
tions, of which the gas and liquid flow rates are the most important.
Other variables to consider are the properties of the continuous
media used inside the reactor and the type of sparger used to
introduce gas into the media. The current study will investigate
the effects of changing the geometry and operating conditions of a
full-scale airlift reactor on the void ratio and mean bubble diame-
ter, with comparisons made to a bubble column. Measurements of
void ratio and bubble diameter allow calculations of the interfacial


http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/13858947
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/cej
mailto:gulli003@umn.edu
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2008.11.024

302 J.P. Giovannettone et al. / Chemical Engineering Journal 149 (2009) 301-310

Nomenclature

a specific surface area, m~!

A cross-sectional area, m?

Ap bubble surface area, m?2

C concentration in liquid phase, kg m—3
Cp concentration in gas phase, atm

d bubble diameter, m

D¢ column diameter, m

h water height, m

H Henry's Law constant, atm m3 kg~!
Ky liquid film coefficient, m/s

L pressure head, m

n moles of gas in volume V},

P pressure, atm

R universal gas constant, atm m3 mol~1 K-1
S estimator of scale

T absolute temperature, K

u superficial velocity, m/s

U.

s bubble-rise velocity relative to u;, m/s

v velocity of bubbles relative to fixed coordinates, m/s

vy bubble volume, m3

z vertical coordinate or measurement height

Zs z-score

Greek symbols

Ob gas density, kgm—3

© gas void ratio

o standard deviation of bubble size, m

Ol standard deviation of the natural log of bubble size

Subscripts

2 2" pipe

a mean

atm local atmospheric

b Sauter mean

d downcomer

g gas

Gas during gas injection at current pressure tap

Gas-1 during gas injection at pressure tap below current
tap

i index

1 liquid

Post after gas is shut off at current pressure tap

Post-1  after gasis shut off at pressure tap below current tap

Pre before gas injection at current pressure tap

Pre-1 before gas injection at pressure tap below current
tap

r riser

S free surface

Tap current pressure tap

Tap-1 pressure tap below current tap

surface area of the bubbles, which are important to mass transfer
calculations [4].

2. Previous work

A number of studies have been performed in an attempt to
design airlift reactors and bubble columns to be more efficient at gas
transfer. In order to accomplish this, an estimate of the gas transfer
rate needs to be made. A higher gas transfer rate is characterized by
a high total interfacial surface area of the bubbles, which requires
estimates of void ratio and mean bubble diameter. An important

issue is that previous studies have used relatively short columns
with the tallest being 10.5m [5], 7.23 m [6], and 6 m [7]. Results
from these studies have shown that column height has a negli-
gible effect on void ratio [8-11]; therefore, an overall void ratio
has been calculated for the entire column [12-15]. In contrast, it
was found in the present study that gas void ratio does increase
with height, which indicates that caution must be taken when
extrapolating the results from smaller columns to full-scale column
heights.

Results concerning the superficial liquid velocity are more con-
sistent. When varying the liquid circulation velocity from 0m/s
(bubble column) to a positive value (airlift reactor), void ratio
has been found to decrease [7,12,15]. Due to the liquid circulation
present in an airlift reactor, the down flowing regions near the
wall are reduced, which allows bubbles to enter and leave quickly,
reducing the void ratio.

Alarge portion of the volume of the smaller columns is taken up
by the sparger zone, which is located above the sparger. The sparger
zone is where bubble coalescence and breakup are not in equi-
librium and, as a result, where bubble size changes more rapidly
with height than throughout the remainder of the column. This will
affect the measured bubble size in the smaller columns. Colella et al.
[16] measured bubble diameter in two bubble columns of varying
heights and diameters and found that bubble size decreased with
heightin the shorter bubble column, but did not change in the larger
bubble column above a height of 0.375 m above the sparger. Polli
et al. [17] found similar results and estimated the sparger zone to
extend one column diameter above the sparger. In contrast, Ohkawa
etal.[18] and Magaud et al. [19] found that bubble diameter changes
little with height in columns of comparable size. One explanation
for the different observations in the sparger zone is the initial size
of the bubbles compared to the dynamic equilibrium of bubble size.
If the initial size of the bubbles is smaller than the terminal bubble
size, then the trend in bubble size will be increasing in the sparger
zone, and vice versa. If the initial bubble size is near the equilibrium
size, then a negligible change should be observed with height. The
equilibrium size is determined by effects due to shear [20-23], but
little work has been done concerning the amount of shear produced
in a bubble column.

There are conflicting results in the literature on the effects of
changing gas and liquid flow rates upon bubble size. Some stud-
ies have found that bubble diameter decreases with superficial gas
velocity [24,25], which is due to increased bubble breakup at higher
gas flow rates, creating a greater number of smaller bubbles. Miya-
hara and Hayashino [26] found that mean bubble size decreases
with superficial gas velocity at lower velocities (0.003-0.008 m/s)
and then increases to an equilibrium diameter at higher gas veloci-
ties. In contrast, an increase in superficial gas velocity has also been
found to increase bubble diameter [17,19,27,28] or have no effect
[7,18,29,30]. In terms of liquid velocity, Colella et al. [16] found that
bubble columns (u; = 0) and airlift reactors (1, > 0) produce bubbles
of similar sizes throughout the height of the columns.

Further information on the literature comparisons can be found
in Giovannettone [31]. It is difficult to make generalizations from
these studies due to the multiple variables being altered between
experiments [16,17]. The columns used are shorter than most indus-
trial reactors and do not come close to the depths that exist in
applications involving lake and reservoir aeration, which leaves
unanswered questions about scale-up. The purpose of the current
work is to determine the effects of column geometry and specific
operating conditions on void ratio and mean bubble diameter in a
deep airlift reactor and bubble column (23.4 m) by changing only
one parameter between experiments. This will decrease scale-up
issues and allow more assertive conclusions to be made than in
previous studies. Three column heights and three spargers will be
tested. The results are compared to those from previous studies
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and used to calculate the interfacial surface area of the bubbles in
a parallel study [4].

3. Prediction of void ratio in a tall column

Bubble columns and airlift reactors are known to contain a
non-uniform cross-section of bubbles and bubble sizes [32]. Our
hypothesis is that, for void ratio, this non-uniform distribution is
predominantin the first meter or two of the column, and less impor-
tant for a column of a height greater than an adult human, i.e., a “tall”
column, as long as the sparger is distributed across the bottom of the
column. What needs to be considered in a tall column is the effect
of pressure and mass transfer [33] on void ratio. Assuming steady-
state and a uniform cross-sectional distribution, corresponding to a
Zuber and Findlay distribution coefficient of one, a mass balance in
one dimension can be written as a sum of gas transfer and pressure
effects:

1

vdp _ 1~y (o Cu) vdP

0@ = gk (G- F) g M
i=1

where ¢ is void ratio or gas holdup, v is the velocity of the bubbles
relative to fixed coordinates, z is the vertical coordinate, pj is gas
density in the bubbles, Kj; is the liquid film coefficient for compound
i, a is specific surface area (surface area of the bubbles per unit vol-
ume), G; and Cp; are the concentration of compound i in the liquid
and gas phase, respectively, H; is Henry’s law constant for com-
pound i, R is the universal gas constant, T is absolute temperature
and Pis pressure. If the impact of gas transfer on void ratio is small,
and hydrostatic pressure is assumed (P=Lqim +h — z), where Loy, h,
and z are the atmospheric pressure head, total column height, and
measurement height, respectively, Eq. (1) can be reduced to:

de _ %
E_Latm+h*2 2)

Integrating Eq. (2) from the free surface to z results in:

YsLatm
— Soatm 3
= Th z (3)

where ¢; is the void ratio at the free surface. Following Zuber and
Findlay [32] for ¢s with a uniform distribution of bubbles gives,

Ug

= - 4
Us +uj + ug (4)

Ps
where Us is the slip velocity of individual bubbles, and u; and ug are
the superficial liquid and gas velocities, respectively, at atmospheric
pressure. Then, Eq. (3) becomes:

Latm ng
= 5
¢ (Latm +h —2) (Us + u; + ug) ©)

4. Experimental setup

The experiments take place in a steel standpipe at St. Anthony
Falls Laboratory, University of Minnesota (Fig. 1). The standpipe is
26.0 m high with an inner diameter of 1.06 m, and can be filled to a
maximum unaerated depth of 23.4 m. The continuous phase used
in the column is tap water. The gas used for the experiments is com-
pressed air provided by an air compressor, and the gas flow rate is
measured using three rotameters setup in parallel. Due to the large
diameter of the column and the limitations of the air compres-
sor, superficial gas velocities remained below 0.013 m/s, which is
well within the bubbly flow regime common to the environmental
application in lakes and reservoirs.

Three spargers were installed in the column: a perforated plate,
a soaker hose, and a coarse-bubble diffuser. The perforated plate

consists of a sheet of aluminum positioned 0.46 m above the col-
umn floor. The holes in the plate are evenly spaced, with diameters
of 4.8 mm and a distance of 7.9 mm between adjacent holes. The
perforated plate is designed to cause the injected air to spread uni-
formly along the cross-sectional area of the column. A soaker hose
was also installed to provide small bubbles and is positioned in a
ring 0.01 m inside the wall. Soaker hoses are commonly made from
recycled tires or plastics and used to distribute water slowly to ter-
restrial plants. They have recently found application in lakes and
reservoirs as an effective means of distributing small bubbles over
a large plane area [34]. The final sparger used, the coarse-bubble
diffuser, was positioned at the center of the column on the perfo-
rated plate. The bubbles from this sparger initially are much larger
in size than the bubbles created by the soaker hose and the perfo-
rated plate but quickly breakup due to shear. The application of a
coarse-bubble diffuser enables a high gas flow rate with minimal
pressure loss.

Experiments were performed with or without a throughput of
liquid to simulate an airlift reactor and a bubble column, respec-
tively. Three 0.31 m baffles, designed to allow only water flow, are
located at heights of 6.0, 10.0, and 23.0 m above the column floor
and attached to three downcomer pipes, which are opened and
closed using butterfly valves to create varying total column heights.
The water exits through one of the baffles and reenters the reactor
near the column floor. Liquid circulation is controlled by a pump
and gate valve near the bottom of the column. More details about
the experimental setup can be found in Giovannettone [31].

5. Measurements

The various combinations of operating conditions tested
resulted in 110 void ratio and 36 bubble diameter experiments. Ini-
tial measurements of atmospheric pressure, water column height,
liquid velocity, column water temperature, and the air temperature
outside the column were made prior to each void ratio experiment.

5.1. Void ratio measurements

Measurements of pressure drop were made using six pressure
taps located at heights of 0, 2, 5, 9, 16 and 22 m above the column
floor (Fig. 1). The taps are connected by 0.635-cm plastic tubing to a

Gas

Baffle Pressure Tap

23 m—
Pressure

Transducer
Trolley Cables

Piezometric Head Pipe

T~

1.08 m diameter

10 m—
Manifold
Downcom

Tap Water
Injection

Rotometers
Compressor

Fig. 1. Schematic of reactor setup for void ratio experiments.
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0.051-m PVC pipe (referred to as the pressure pipe) that extends up
the side of the column. A Druck pressure transducer positioned near
the top of the pipe provides pressure measurements that, when
divided by the specific gravity of the water, will be used to com-
pute the level of the non-aerated water surface. Specific gravity is
determined by measuring water temperature inside the pipe using
athermocouple connected to a data logger. In order to prevent tem-
perature variations inside this thin pipe, water is circulated using a
small pump and hose.

The pressure transducer was initially submerged in the pressure
pipe and calibrated to the water surface elevation without bubbles
present. The main column was filled with water until the water sur-
face was 3-4 cm above the transducer measuring point. The pump
was then turned on for at least 20 min to create a uniform temper-
ature profile throughout the bubble column and the recirculation
pipes. Three pressure measurements were taken at each pressure
tap: pre-gas, gas, and post-gas. The results from each individual
run were analyzed to determine a steady-state water surface level
using a first-order relationship that represents a solution of the
energy equation between the pressure pipe and the main column
while taking into account head loss in the pressure tap tubing and
assuming the flow in the tubing is laminar [31]. The void ratio (¢)
was calculated assuming hydrostatic pressure, giving equal weight
to the pre-gas and post-gas measurements:

Fig. 3. Example of a picture taken inside the column (ug=0.0088m/s,
height=21.0m, diffuser=coarse-bubble, column type=airlift reactor, total
column height=23.4m).

taken from the camera, which is located 15 cm from bubbles and
is connected to a processor to save the images on a tape in digital
format.

¢= 100 |:1 + (:Zi ([(LGas - LPre) - (LGas—l - LPre—] )] + [(LGas - LPost) - (LGas—l - LPost—l )] _ 1) >:| (6)

2(hTap - hTap—] )

where p, and p; are the densities of the water in the 2” pipe and
the bubble column, respectively; Lsgs, Lpre, and Lp,g; are the pressure
head measurements at a specific tap during gas, pre-gas, and post-
gas conditions, respectively; Lggs-1, Lpre-1, and Lpyg1 are the pressure
head measurements taken from the tap below the current tap dur-
ing gas, pre-gas, and post-gas conditions, respectively; and hy, and
hrap-1 are the heights of the current tap from which measurements
are being taken and one tap below, respectively.

5.2. Bubble diameter measurements

The specific setup for measuring bubble diameter consists of a
submersible video camera positioned on a trolley apparatus (Fig. 2)
that can be moved vertically in the column on a nylon rope and
two galvanized steel cables and contains a 5cm opening through
which the bubbles will rise. A strobe light allows still images to be

Strobe

/

Subermersible
Video Camera

LT

e
— = Bubbie Inlet

0.05m

Fig. 2. Schematic of chamber for bubble diameter measurements.

During data collection, the camera was allowed to record for
approximately 2 min. The videos were downloaded to a computer,
and individual frames were randomly chosen for analysis. An exam-
ple of one such image is shown in Fig. 3. Each image was then
corrected for distortion using Adobe Photoshop. The amount of
distortion was determined by videotaping a grid of squares with
known dimensions, from which a set of correction coefficients was
determined and used on succeeding images. The grid was also used
to create a pixel to cm conversion factor for each length measure-
ment. The major and minor axes of each bubble in the corrected
images were measured by fitting ellipses over them using the image
analysis software, Image]. Assuming each bubble is symmetrical
about the minor axis, bubble volume can then be calculated. The
radius of a sphere of equal volume was then calculated.

Between 100 to over 200 individual bubble measurements were
taken depending on the range of bubble sizes observed during each
experiment and at each location. This number of measurements is
common for statistical purposes[13,25,26,35,36], while others have
used at least 500 [16] and 600 [17] bubbles per sample, especially
near the sparger. After the bubbles were measured, the Sauter mean
diameter was calculated for each set of conditions in order to weight
the results by the bubble interfacial surface area using the following
equation [24]:

@y = S @)
> A

where V}, and Aj are the volume and surface area of each bubble,

respectively.

Two possible sources of error that could affect the final results
are the shading or blocking of small bubbles by larger bubbles and
the distortion of the bubble sizes by wall effects inside the bub-
ble measuring chamber and by the camera. Regarding blocking,
it has been assumed that because the flow is in the bubbly flow
regime, the bubbles are about the same size. Ignoring the shad-
ing of smaller bubbles in the 5 cm wide bubble channel will cause a
slight bias toward the larger bubbles, but this effect will be lessened
when computing Sauter mean diameter, which is already weighted
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towards the larger bubbles. In order to account for the distortion of
the bubble size by the wall effects of the measuring chamber and by
the camera, a preliminary test was performed inside a small cham-
ber using the submersible camera under dark conditions and the
digital video camera under light conditions. A small bubble plume
was created using a porous stone. After estimating the Sauter mean
diameter of 50 bubbles during each test, it was found that measure-
ments using the submersible camera were 1.9% less than when the
digital camera was used. Therefore, wall effects and image anal-
ysis using the submersible camera have a small effect on bubble
diameter measurements.

5.3. Bubble diameter outlier detection

An outlier technique was used to remove large bubbles when
making comparisons within one experiment, where the appear-
ance of one large bubble can distort the comparisons. This technique
involves using the median of the data and the absolute deviation
of each data point from the median to determine if it is an outlier
[37,38]. After the median and deviations are calculated, the median
of the absolute deviations is found. An estimator of scale (S) is then
calculated by multiplying the median of the deviations by 1.483
to make it consistent with the standard deviation from a normal
distribution. A z-score is finally determined using the following
equation:

7= d; — mesdlan(d,»)’ (8)

where d; is the measured diameter of each bubble. A z-score thresh-
old is then set so that any bubble diameter measurement having
a z-score above this threshold is not included in the Sauter mean
diameter calculation. As in Urban et al. [37], a threshold of z;=2.5
was used, which corresponds to a confidence interval of 98.7% for
a Gaussian distribution. The Sauter mean diameter was then recal-
culated. This technique was used when focusing on the variation of
bubble diameter with column height, but when comparing sparger
types, column types, and the total unaerated water depth and com-
paring the results with those in the literature, the outliers were
included in the analysis.

6. Results/discussion
6.1. Void ratio

Before any void ratio experiments were performed, a measure-
ment uncertainty analysis was incorporated [39]. Fig. 4 shows the

results of the uncertainty analysis on five experimental runs per-
formed at a superficial gas velocity of 0.67 cm/s. Void ratio increases

0.050
0.045 [
0.040 [
0.035
0.030

0.025 |
0.020 | %
0.015 | 5

0.010 [ % % %

0.005

Void Ratio

0.000 = = :
0 5 10 15 20

Measurement Height (m)
Fig. 4. Void ratio found using the steady-state method with uncertainty to the 95%

confidence level under the following operating conditions: column height=23.4m,
sparger = perforated plate, column = airlift reactor, ug =0.67 cm/s.

Table 1

Bubble-rise velocities from a best-fit of Eq. (5) to Fig. 7 data.

Operating conditions Us (m/s)
EALR, plate, 23.4m 0.25
EALR, soaker, 23.4m 0.24
EALR, coarse, 23.4m 0.23

BC, plate, 23.4m 0.22
EALR, plate, 10.6 m 0.185

with height to a value at the top of the column over 1.6 times what
it was near the bottom of the column. Measurement uncertainty
analyses were not performed under other operating conditions,
but the results from this analysis should give a general estimate
of uncertainty for succeeding experiments.

Results for all void ratio experiments excluding the 6.6 m col-
umn are given in Fig. 5a-e. These figures show that void ratio
increases with height regardless of the sparger type and column
height, unlike what is reported in much of the literature for smaller
columns. Agreement with the literature is seen in Fig. 5a and 5d
where the void ratio is observed to be lower in the airlift reactor
than in the bubble column.

Bubble slip velocity, Us, in Eq. (5) was fitted to the data above the
first measurement height where void ratio had reached an appar-
ent stability. The results are shown in Table 1. It can be observed
that the fit gives a gas slip velocity of 0.24 4+ 0.01 m/s for all sparger
types in the 23.4-m airlift reactor. A lower slip velocity was esti-
mated in the bubble column (0.22 m/s), which is consistent with
the findings of Shimizu et al. [15]. The simple model of Eq. (5) fits
the data well except at the lowest depths where the void ratios are
overestimated. A possible explanation is that bubble-rise veloci-
ties near the bottom are greater due to an uneven distribution of
the bubbles over the cross-section, creating columns of bubble-
water jets/plumes. Another possibility is the non-uniform bubble
size distribution, although this would be greatest for the coarse-
bubble diffuser, and there is no indication that the data in Fig. 5c is
different from the other airlift reactor experiments. A third possi-
bility is that the gas transfer rates up to a column height of 3.5m
may be greater in the airlift reactor due to the advection of less
concentrated water from the top of the column. The gas trans-
fer effect, however, would bring the void ratio consistently down
throughout the height of the column. The measured void ratio
would only match the model at the top of the column where suf-
ficient degassing of the water back into the bubbles has caused
the DO concentration to equal that of the water being advected
down to the bottom of the column. Therefore, the uneven dis-
tribution of bubbles near the bottom of the column is the likely
cause, because the model fits the measurements well at all other
heights.

The fitted Us values were also compared to the single-bubble
slip velocities in tap water measured by Haberman and Morton
[40] (Fig. 6). The comparison indicates that the model of Eq. (5),
applied to the void ratio measurements of this study, can be used to
estimate bubble slip/rise velocity with relative accuracy. The lowest
bubble slip velocity of 0.185 m/s, found for the 10.6-m airlift reactor,
is below the results of Haberman and Morton [40], which is likely
caused by the low resolution of the fit (2 data points). The reason-
able fit suggests that superficial gas and liquid velocities, bubble slip
velocity, and a pressure correction term are sufficient to predict gas
void ratio in industrial-scale reactors without significant reaction
rates.

The results from previous studies in the literature are divided
between those performed in a bubble column and those performed
in an airlift reactor and are shown in Fig. 7, with the range of geom-
etry and operating conditions of the columns used given in Table 2.
Also shown in Fig. 7 are the results of the current study for the
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Fig. 5. Void ratio vs. height at various superficial gas velocities under the following operating conditions: (a) airlift reactor, 23.4 m, plate, (b) airlift reactor, 23.4 m, soaker
hose, (c) airlift reactor, 23.4 m, coarse-bubble diffuser, (d) bubble column, 23.4 m, plate, and (e) airlift reactor, 10.6 m, plate. Lines represent fit of Eq. (5) to upper measurement

heights.

10.6 and 6.6 m columns. Two key observations may be made from
Fig. 7: (1) the slope of void ratio with ug is greater for the studies
that used a bubble column than for those that used an airlift reac-
tor, which is consistent with the results of the present study, and
(2) the void ratio results measured closer to the top of the 10.6 m
EALR in the present study give results above the literature values,
while those closer to the bottom consistently give void ratios below
that of the literature. This demonstrates that the variation in void
ratio between the top and bottom of the reactor increases as larger
columns are used. Such a result suggests that using the results of
shorter columns to assign a single void ratio to an industrial-scale

column may introduce substantial errors away from the middle of
the column.

Fig. 8 uses Eq. (5) in an attempt to predict the results of a few of
the studies included in Fig. 7. The bubble slip velocity was adjusted
for each study in order to obtain an optimal fit. As shown in Fig. 8,
Eq. (5) fits the data well. The fitted values of the bubble slip velocity
for each study are shown in the legend of Fig. 8 and tend to range
from 0.160 to 0.190 m/s, which is around the value estimated for
the 10.6 m EALR in the present study (0.185 m/s). The slip velocity
estimated for Vial et al. [6] was substantially lower (0.09 m/s), which
is a result of the high liquid circulation velocities that were present
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Table 2

Operating conditions for void ratio measurements from this and other studies. Measurement height is equal to h, unless otherwise stated. (h, =column height, D, = column
diameter, Aq/Ar =ratio of downcomer and riser cross-sectional areas, BC=bubble column, EALR = external airlift reactor, IALR = internal airlift reactor).

Ref. Col. type hy (m) D¢ x 102 (m) u; (m/s) Sparger Pore size x 103 (m) # of Pores Ad/Ar
[35] BC 2.00 10.0 0 Nozzle 5.0 1 =
[35] BC 2.00 10.0 0 Mult. orifice 1.0 62 -
[35] BC 2.00 10.0 0 Porous plate .010-.016 Many -
[6]a BC 7.23 20.0 0 Mult. nozzle 1.0 56 =
[6]b BC 4.40 15.0 0 Porous plate 0.15 Many -
[13] BC 450 20.0 0.64-2.16 Perf. plate 2.5 >1000 -
[14] BC 3.00 5.0 0 Orifice plate 2.0 1 -
[14] BC 3.00 23.0 0 Perf. plate 2.0 19 -
[15] BC 0.83 15.5 0 Perf. plate 1.0 57 -
[15] EALR 0.80 15.5 - Perf. plate 1.0 57 0.204
[7] EALR 6.00 15.0 10.0-17.5 Mult. orifice 1.0 60 0.530
[25] IALR 1.20 13.7 - Perf. ring 1.0 14-30 0.07-1.00
Current EALR 10.60 106.0 0.02 Perf. plate 4.8 >200 0.072
1 coarse-bubble diffuser when outliers are included (Fig. 9a) and
omitted (Fig. 9b). The impact a few large bubbles have on the scat-
ter of the bubble diameter results can be seen. At ug=0.0088 m/s
and a height of 10m, the Sauter mean diameter for the coarse-
w5 bubble diffuser is 3.66 mm (Fig. 9a), whereas when outliers are
5; ¢ removed, the Sauter mean diameter drops 27% to 2.68 mm (Fig. 9b).
£ A more detailed comparison for all values of ug and column
L o1t height is shown in Table 3 and demonstrates that this distor-
i tion can occur at all depths. Once the small numbers of outlier
& bubbles are removed, Fig. 9b shows that there is no trend of
the Sauter mean bubble diameter with measurement height and
ug (up to 0.01m/s) for all sparger and column types. Therefore,
the Sauter mean diameters for each set of experiments (sparger
0.01 . e — type, column type, and total column height) at all measurement
0.01 0.1 1 10 heights and gas flows were averaged for the remaining compar-

Bubble Raduis x10? {m)

Fig. 6. Terminal bubble-rise velocity as a function of bubble radius. Dots represent
data taken from the current study, and the solid line represents best-fit of single
bubble-rise velocities measurements from Haberman and Morton [40].

in these experiments. Fits for columns less than 4 m tall (not shown)
were not as good, which is assumed to be aresult of the effect of the
proximity of the sparger to the void ratio measurement locations.

6.2. Sauter mean bubble diameter
6.2.1. Variation with location
Fig. 9 provides a comparison of the Sauter mean bubble diam-

eter in the EALR with height and superficial gas velocity for the

0.07

a

=}

2}
T

Void Ratio
[=]
g

0.03

0.02
=10.6 (1 m)
4108 (T m)

0.01 OBC (lit)
+ALR (lit)

0.00

0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020
ug (mis)

Fig. 7. Literature results from Table 2 (light symbols) compared with results from
the current study (dark symbols) for the 10.6 m column EALR.

isons.

6.2.2. Type of sparger

An almost equal number of bubble diameter measurements
(between 679 and 1823), including outliers, were then taken from
each set of experiments. Table 4 displays the number of bubbles
measured and the Sauter mean bubble diameter and standard devi-
ation for each sparger. Log-normal bubble size distributions, as
presented in Giovannettone [31], were assumed [17,18,26,29,41].
The standard deviation was computed from the standard deviation
of the log-normal distribution using the following equation [42]:

o=dqg [exp(alzn) - 1] (9)
0.08 -
0.06 -
A
o . 1
[7]
= A
2 0,0 4 >
[ A
o ]
A [6]a (0.19 m's)
0.02 4 @ [6]b (0.16 mis)
+[71(0.09 mvs)
W[13] (0.1 mis)
0.00 . y r
0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08
Measured

Fig. 8. Fitted vs. measured void ratio values for three studies listed in Table 2. The
velocities shown in the legend are the bubble slip velocities required to produce the
best-fit for each study.
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Fig. 9. Bubble diameter measurements (a) before and (b) after the removal of outliers for the following operating conditions: airlift reactor, coarse-bubble diffuser, 23.4m
total depth.

Table 3
Statistics for Sauter mean bubble diameter (d;,) before and after outlier removal for the operating conditions mentioned in Fig. 4.
ug (m/s) Distance from sparger (m) dy x 0% before/after (m) Stan. Dev. x 103 before/after (m) Bubbles measured (outliers detected)
0.0010 1 2.01/2.01 0.89/0.89 158 (0)
" 2 3.89/2.25 2.08/1.06 97 (2)
” 3 247[2.14 1.15/0.96 349 (2)
4 3.07/2.79 1.52/1.34 220(1)
" 10 2.18/2.18 0.97/0.97 129 (0)
” 21 2.68/2.68 1.26/1.26 118 (0)
0.0030 1 2.81/2.64 1.29/1.19 236 (1)
2 2.89/2.89 1.42/1.42 243 (0)
" 3 2.73/2.55 1.27/1.16 223 (1)
4 2.98/2.47 1.42/1.14 241 (1)
10 2.88/2.34 1.29/0.98 215 (3 )
D 21 2.45/2.45 1.14/1.14 209 (0)
0.0056 1 2.18/2.18 0.92/0.92 300 (0)
2 2.96/2.39 1.40/1.04 239 (5)
D 3 2.44/2.44 111/1.11 97 (0)
” 4 2.21/2.21 0.91/0.91 184 (0)
10 2.02/2.02 0.83/0.83 133 (0)
21 3.13/2.58 1.46/1.17 421(2)
0.0088 1 2.34/2.34 1.01/1.01 225 (0)
2 2 2.62/2.34 1.13/0.96 216 (3)
3 2.55/2.55 1.21/1.21 210 (0)
D 4 3.14/2.68 1.50/1.22 255 (2)
” 7 2.45/2.38 1.05/1.01 220(1)
2 10 3.66/2.68 1.86/1.32 241 (1)
" 15 2.75/2.57 1.28/1.18 279 (1)
” 21 2.70/2.52 1.23/1.12 234 (1)
where d, is the mean bubble diameter and o7, is the standard devi- ered, which supports the conclusion that increasing pore size and
ation of the natural logs of the bubble diameters. Table 4 indicates decreasing the number of pores (such as with the coarse-bubble dif-
that the type of sparger does have an influence on the mean bubble fuser) causes bubbles to be up to 0.5 mm larger [13,17]. Table 4 also
size and the range of bubble sizes when larger bubbles are consid- indicates that the difference, or bias, in bubble size between sparg-
Table 4
Sauter mean bubble diameters and standard deviations calculated from the standard deviations of the log-normal distributions for all sets of operating conditions.
Operating conditions Number of bubbles (outliers) dy x 10° (m) with outliers retained dy x 10° (m) with outliers removed Stan. Dev. x 10 (m)
Sparger type
Perf. plate 1812 (9) 2.44 2.30 0.95
Soaker hose 1823 (0) 2.28 2.28 1.01
Coarse bubble 1822 (9) 2.76 2.37 1.30
Column type
EALR 1387 (7) 2.50 2.36 0.92
BC 1392 (6) 3.84 2.79 1.94
Depth (Perf. plate)
234m 679 (2) 2.53 241 1.01
10.6m 685 (0) 2.32 2.32 1.02

6.6 m 683 (25) 2.60 241 0.71
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Table 5
Operating conditions during bubble diameter measurements from other studies. (h, = column height, D, = column diameter, A;/A, = ratio of downcomer to riser cross-sectional
area).
Label Ref. Col. type hy (m) D¢ x 10% (m) Sparger Pore size x 103 (m) # of Pores AalAr Meas. Ht. (m)
(a) [18] BC 2.0 56,7 Nozzle 13-25 1 = 1.0
(b) [25] IALR 1.2 13.7 Perf. ring 1 14 1 0.1
(c) [25] IALR 1.2 13.7 Perf. plate 1 14 1 0.5
(d) [25] IALR 1.2 13.7 Perf. plate 1 14 1 0.9
(e) [25] IALR 1.2 13.7 Perf. plate 1 14 0.43 0.1
() [13] BC 4.5 20 Perf. plate 25 >1000 - 2.0
(g) [29] BC 2.16 56 Nozzles 4 13 - 0.8,1.1,1.4
(h) [14] BC 3 5 Orifice plate 2 - - All
(i) [14] BC 3 23 Perf. plate 2 19 - All
G1 Current EALR 234 106 Soaker hose <1 >1000 0.072 1,2,4,10,21
G2 Current EALR 23.4 106 Perf. plate 4.8 >200 0.072 1,2,4,10,21
G3 Current EALR 234 106 Coarse - - 0.072 1,2,4,10,21
G4 Current BC 23.4 106 Perf. plate 4.8 >200 0.072 7,10,15,21
G5 Current EALR 10.6 106 Perf. plate 4.8 >200 0.072 Bottom, top
G6 Current EALR 6.6 106 Perf. plate 4.8 >200 0.072 Bottom, top
ers is due to the few largest bubbles that were earlier excluded as 8
outliers.
r A
T ®

6.2.3. Total column height BT . = ER

Table 4 shows that with or without outlier removal, the Sauter X el M
mean bubble diameter does not vary substantially between the 5 ° . {3’
three column sizes. There is some difference near the sparger, but 8al N -
relative to comparisons with other studies, where Sauter mean 2 8

. . © L i

diameters of up to 10mm were measured, these differences of g b T o
0.28 and 0.09 mm for detection with and without outliers included, Bal = =" e
respectively, are small. The standard deviations of bubble sizes in E TH—ae
Table 4 demonstrate a decrease from 1.0 for 10.6 and 23.4m tall 1F
columns to 0.7 for 6.6 m tall columns. These results show that the 0 ) ) ) ) ) ) )

Sauter mean bubble diameter does not depend on the total unaer-
ated height of the column while the distribution of bubble sizes
does exhibit some dependence.

6.2.4. Bubble column versus airlift reactor

Table 4 shows that the standard deviation in the bubble col-
umn is over twice that in the airlift reactor. Table 4 also reveals
that the bubble column produces bubbles that are 54% larger than
those measured in the airlift reactor when outliers are included.
When the largest bubbles are removed, the bubbles produced in the
bubble column remain larger. This is in contrast to the findings of
Colella et al. [16] who found no difference in average bubble diame-
ter between the two column types. One possible explanation for the
larger mean and range of bubble sizes in the bubble column is that
as the bubbles rise they move into the middle of the column where
the cross-sectional area of the rising fluid decreases and the velocity
increases. The rising fluid may then approach chug-turbulent flow
where many larger bubbles are formed. The airlift reactor has mini-
mal negative velocities and is presumed to be better at distributing
bubbles across the flow. This hypothesis is reinforced by the fact
that the Sauter mean bubble diameter for the bubble column drops
from 3.84 to 2.79 mm after outlier removal.

6.2.5. Comparison with other studies

Fig. 10 compares the results (outliers included) with those from
other studies, and Table 5 describes the geometry of the columns
and the operating conditions for each study. It can be seen that the
results and trends from Ohkawa et al. [ 18] and Luewisutthichat et al.
[29] are similar to ours for the bubble column, while Patel et al. [ 14]
obtained similar results to the airlift reactor. Moustiri et al.[13] also
obtained similar values of the Sauter mean diameter, but observed
a small increasing trend with ug. Another important point can be
made using points (b), (c), and (d) in Fig. 12 from Wongsuchoto et
al. [25]. The Sauter mean diameter appears to increase almost 4 mm

0 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.008 0.01 0.012 0.014 0.016
ugy (mis)

Fig. 10. Sauter mean diameter vs. superficial gas velocity from this study (black
symbols) and from the literature (gray symbols). Symbols are identified in Table 5.

as the bubble rises from a height of 0.1-0.5m, and then decreases
about 4 mm as the bubble rises to 0.9 m. No such trend was found
in the current study. Overall, it was also found that, excluding the
low values by Patel et al. [14], the Sauter mean bubble diameter is
almost constant in the literature as the total column height is varied
with an average size around 4.00 mm. This value matches the mean
diameter calculated in the present study for the bubble column
when outliers are included, while the Sauter mean diameters in
the airlift reactors are lower.

7. Conclusions

Void ratio and bubble diameter experiments were performed in
a deep reactor to determine the robustness of results obtained from
similar experiments performed on bubbly flow in smaller columns.
The experiments involved variations in column geometry and oper-
ating conditions, including such variables as total column height,
superficial gas and liquid velocity, and sparger pore size and density.

The final results indicated some discrepancies with previ-
ous studies that have performed similar experiments in smaller
columns. It was found that the void ratio increases with col-
umn height regardless of sparger type or column size, with taller
columns experiencing a larger difference in void ratio between the
top and bottom than in smaller columns. An assumed constant void
ratio throughout the column, as has been done in the past, will cause
larger errors as column size is increased to industrial-scales. An
equation was developed and used to accurately predict the bubble
slip velocity under various operating conditions. Using this equa-
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tion, the bubble slip velocity, superficial gas and liquid velocities,
and a pressure correction term are sufficient to predict the void
ratio profile along the height of the column, as long as reaction
rates are relatively small. Also, if the void ratio profiles are known,
the equation can be used to estimate the bubble slip velocity, as was
successfully done in the present study. The bubble slip velocity is a
difficult quantity to otherwise measure accurately.

With respect to bubble diameter, it was found that after elimi-
nating a few outlier bubbles, bubble diameter does not vary with
depth or gas flow rate under all operating conditions except near
the sparger. A trend that has been found to occur in the sparger
zone, as in some studies [25], does not demonstrate that the same
trend will exist throughout the rest of the column. Removing a few
large outliers caused the Sauter mean diameter to decrease by up
to 27%. Caution should be taken when identifying trends in bubble
diameter, because these trends may be due to a few large bubbles.
On the other hand, a trend was found when comparing the airlift
reactor to the bubble column. Bubbles measured in the bubble col-
umn were substantially larger with or without outliers included,
which is in contrast to the literature [16]. This result may provide
justification for expenditures required to convert a bubble column
into an airlift reactor.

The results of this study provide additional insights into basic
trends in void ratio and bubble diameter that can be observed in
a full-scale airlift reactor and bubble column. Because few exper-
iments have been performed in full-scale reactors, the data and
associated analysis obtained in this study is needed and important
for the development of design characterizations of deep airlift reac-
tors and bubble columns that can be applied to most field-scale and
industrial-scale reactors with few scale-up issues.
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