International Journal of
Multiphase
Flow

PERGAMON International Journal of Multiphase Flow 28 (2002) 805-822

www.elsevier.com/locate/ijmulflow

The effects of mesoscale structures on the
macroscopic momentum equations for two-phase flows

Duan Z. Zhang *, W. Brian VanderHeyden

Los Alamos National Laboratory Theoretical Division, Fluid Dynamics Group T-3, MS B216,
Los Alamos, NM 87545, USA

Received 16 January 2001; received in revised form 16 December 2001

Abstract

Mesoscale structures (bubbles, clusters and streamers) in two-phase flows, especially in gas—solid flui-
dized beds significantly affect macroscopic hydrodynamic behavior. For industrial-scale fluidized beds, it is
typically impractical to simulate these structures directly due to the excessive resolution required. To model
effects of mesoscale structures, the ensemble phase averaging method is extended to derive macroscopic
averaged equations and their closures. It is found that added-mass and drag reduction effects due to
mesoscale structures play essential roles in the macroscopic equations of motion. Unlike the classical
added-mass force, which is proportional to the continuous fluid density, the mesoscale added-mass force is
proportional to the mixture density. Thus for gas—solid systems wherein the classical added-mass force is
almost always negligible, the mesoscale added-mass force is, in contrast, found to be quite important.
Mesoscale drag reduction results from the fact that, in a particle rich region, there is significantly less
relative velocity between particle and fluid phases than indicated by the macroscopic relative velocity.

Possible effects of the new force terms in the macroscopic equations are examined from a one-dimen-
sional simulation of a fluidized bed. Significant effects from the new terms on vertical pressure gradient and
particle volume fraction distributions are observed. Published by Elsevier Science Ltd.
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1. Introduction

It is now well known that in many two-phase flows, such as in a fluidized bed, particle dis-
tributions are not uniform, but rather quite inhomogeneous (Schnitzlein and Weinstein, 1988).
Clusters, streamers and bubbles exist in the flow (Grace and Tuot, 1979; Tsuji et al., 1998; Tsuo
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and Gidaspow, 1990; Gidaspow, 1994). Recent numerical solutions using averaged equations for
gas—solid two-phase flows performed by Sundaresan (2000) with fine grid resolution shows the
important effects of these mesoscale structures. It is shown that for a practical fluidized bed,
numerical simulations which ignore these mesoscale effects can be grossly inaccurate. This sug-
gests that the traditional two-phase flow averaged equation model cannot be used directly to
simulate these flows in typical practical engineering devices without using excessively fine grids.
On the other hand, some recent studies suggest that, when fine enough grid resolution is used, the
classical two-phase flow averaged equations do capture key features of two-phase flows with
reasonable quantitative accuracy. For example, Zhang and VanderHeyden (2001) simulated a
small fluidized bed using a set of highly simplified two-phase flow equations. Reasonable agree-
ment between the numerical results and experimental data was observed with high resolution.
Similar conclusions are also reached by Pan et al. (2000) in simulating bubbly flows. Comparison
of their numerical results with several sets of experimental data demonstrates that simple physical
models can capture key features of bubbly flows with high resolution.

The fact that the highly simplified two-phase flow model can produce reasonable numerical
predictions using high grid resolution implies that the effects of mesoscale structures can be as—or
even more—important than phase interactions at the particle scale. Indeed, Agrawal (2000) re-
ported that the contribution to effective stress from particle-scale interactions as modeled by
kinetic theory is negligible compared to the contributions from mesoscale interactions. Thus a
theoretical framework for two-phase flows which includes the effects of mesoscale structures is
essential for developing tools useful for practical engineering calculations.

One may attempt to derive an averaging framework which incorporates only a single average
over both particle-scale and mesoscale fluctuations. Although this is a logically valid approach, to
achieve this, the closure models constructed for this framework have to be able to describe physics
for both particle-scale and mesoscale phenomena. Such closure models are practically difficult to
obtain given that there are no generally accepted conceptual models for phase interactions that
apply to both the particle and the mesoscale.

An alternative framework employs a two-average approach wherein equations are first derived
from an average over the particle scale and then further averaged over the mesoscale. Given the
fact that mesoscale structures are usually large compared to particle size, a scale separation be-
tween the mesoscale interactions and particle scale interactions can be assumed and exploited.
Thus the two-step average framework has the advantage of conceptually splitting a difficult
multiscale closure modeling task into two sets of relatively easier ones involving separately the
particle scale and the mesoscale. In addition to the conceptual advantages, the two-average ap-
proach has a very practical advantage due to the success of the studies of Zhang and Vander-
Heyden (2001) and Pan et al. (2000). As mentioned above these researchers showed that equations
from a first average which only incorporate particle-scale closure models can be used to compute
two-phase flows in agreement with experiment as long as mesoscale phenomena are resolved by
the calculations. This, then, provides the macroscopic flow closure modeler with intricate and
complete numerical data sets from these high-resolution first-average simulations very much like
the direct numerical simulation data sets being used by single-phase turbulence modelers. It is
then very natural and self-consistent for the modeler using these data sets to then average the first-
average equations used in these high-resolution simulations to produce macroscopic two-phase
flow equations. This is the approach adopted in this paper.
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The starting point for our analysis is to use the first-average equations (with only particle-scale
closure) obtained by Zhang and Prosperetti (1994, 1997) using an ensemble phase-average tech-
nique. In this paper, we apply a second average using the Zhang—Prosperetti averaging technique
to the first-average equations. As we shall see, application of the second average reveals new terms
which are important to the modeling the macroscopic behavior of two-phase flows. The properties
of the new closure terms are then studied using the numerical results from highly resolved three-
dimensional simulations from Zhang and VanderHeyden (2001).

The concept of performing a second average is not new. If we take the point view of Irving and
Kirkwood (1950) the Navier—Stokes equations are the averaged equations derived from a sta-
tistical theory of molecular systems. Thus, the Navier—Stokes equations correspond to our av-
eraged equations obtained from the first average. The Reynolds averaged equations for turbulent
flow then would correspond to our second average in this paper. Similarly, for fluidized beds,
Dasgupta et al. (1994, 1997) performed a time average over a set of volume-averaged equations
for two-phase flows. Also, the second average method was applied by Besnard and Harlow (1988)
to examine the Reynolds stresses and energy cascade processes in turbulent two-phase flows. In
present paper, instead of investigating the behavior of Reynolds stress, we examine the correlation
between pressure gradient fluctuations and the fluctuations of the volume fraction.

2. Average over mesoscale

The averaged equations for two-phase flows have been derived by many researchers using
various averaging methods, such as the volume average (Anderson and Jackson, 1967), the time
average (Ishii, 1975), and the ensemble average (Batchelor, 1970; Drew, 1983). In this paper, we
shall use the ensemble phase average technique introduced by Zhang and Prosperetti (1994, 1997).
The tools developed in the ensemble phase average are extended to perform the second average
over the averaged equations for two-phase flows. One of the advantages of following the ensemble
phase average method introduced by Zhang and Prosperetti is that many of resulting closure
terms from the second average correspond to terms in the averaged equation obtained from the
first average; the relation between them will help us understand the physics associated with the
new terms introduced by the second average.

In absence of phase change, the averaged continuity equation for the continuous phase is

00.p,

: Hc c) =Y, 1
4 (0epou) = 0 1)
and for the disperse phase is
o0
adtpd + V- (Bapqua) = 0, (2)

where subscripts ¢ and d are for the continuous phase and the disperse phase, respectively. The
volume fraction for each phase is denoted by 6, the density by p and the averaged velocity by u.
The momentum equations are

0
5 (Bcpcuc) + % (Hcpcucuc) = Hcv -0+ % (GdL + 6cpclvlc) - de + 6cpcg7 (3)
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0
ot (Oapqua) + V - (0apquaug) = 04V - 6.+ V - [04(psMa + 6con)] + Oaf + 0ap,8, 4)

where is o, is the averaged stress in the continuous phase. The quantity L can be proved
(Prosperetti and Zhang, 1996) to be essentially the difference between averaged disperse phase
stress a4 and the averaged continuous phase stress a., which results from phase interactions at the
microscopic level. The quantity f is the phase interaction force. The quantities M, and My are the
kinematic Reynolds stresses in the continuous and disperse phases resulting from fluctuations at
the particle scale. The quantity 6.,y is the stress due to collision among particles in the flow. The
term g is the body force, such as the gravity. In the case of binary collisions 6., is often modeled
by kinetic theory disregarding effects of interstitial fluid. In the case of multi-particle collisions in
the presence of an interstitial fluid, Zhang and Rauenzahn (1997, 2000) proved that the dynamics
effect of interaction forces among particles can also be represented by a stress. In the case of a
dilute potential flow, f is the added-mass and L is related to the relative velocity between the two
phases (Zhang and Prosperetti, 1994). In a dilute Stokes flow, f is the Stokes drag and L is related
to the effective viscosity of the suspension (Zhang and Prosperetti, 1997). The purpose of this
paper, however, is not to examine these closure terms, but to study the effect of the mesoscale
terms found in the equations from the second average.

To achieve this, we now perform a second average to derive macroscopic equations. Let 4 be a
set of parameters uniquely determining the two-phase flow, and P(%, ¢) be the probability density
associated with & at time z. The second ensemble average of a quantity f'is defined as

7ix.) = [ £x.6.0P@.0 6. 5)
For a quantity f of phase i (i = ¢ or d), the second ensemble phase average is defined as

0:(x,0)f (x,1)

()i(xyr) = =2 (©
Application of the average (5) to both sides of continuity Egs. (1) and (2) leads to
Bep. _
24V (p b)) =0, (™)
00 -
P4V - (pals(va)) = 0. ®)

For simplicity, in this paper we assume that both of the phases are incompressible. Similarly,
averaging over the momentum equation for the disperse phase and adding and subtracting
04V - (6.)., to the right-hand side, one finds

304 (u — _ _
po| P 1 Byt | = 0 (o) + T (M) + paMa + (1))
+ 0a(f)y + Oaf; + Oapag, 9)
where

04f, = 04V - (6c — (0¢).) = §d<v “(6c = (6¢)))as (10)
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and My, is the kinematic Reynolds stress resulting from the second average

Mum = —((g — (ua)g) (g = () ¢))4- (11)

The appearance of the Reynolds stress p;04Mgn, is not unexpected. However, the appearance of
the force term f, is less familiar. We shall examine this new force.
Similar to (9) one can write the momentum equation for the continuous phase as

pe % 4V (01 (ue)) | = 0.V - (6, + 0V - (00 — (00)e) + ¥ - (0a{L)g + Oep M)

+ v ’ (ECpcMcm) - Ed <f>d + gcpcg7 (12)

where M., is the kinematic Reynolds stress resulting from the second average
Men = —((ue — (ue)) (ue — (ue).)).- (13)

The second term on the right-hand side of (12) is similar to the mesoscale interfacial force O4f,
defined in (10). The volume fraction in this term is 0, instead of 04 as in (10). We now show that
the difference of these two terms is a divergence of a stress. First note that

0.V - (6. — (ac),) = (6. — (6.).) - V04 = V - (O4Lyy) — 04f,, (14)

where the first identity comes from differentiation by parts and definition (6) which yields
0.(o. — (0¢).) = 0, The second identity comes from definition (10) and by defining

L, = <60>d — (6¢),- (15)

This quantity is similar to L. which is essentially the averaged stress difference inside and outside
particles (Prosperetti and Zhang, 1996). The quantity L, now, can be said to be the averaged
stress difference inside and outside clusters or other mesoscale structures.

The momentum equation can now be written as

pe —69°§?°>° + V- (cfwdefue)) | = 0oV (o), + V- [Qa((L)g + L) + Oupe (M), + Men) |

— 04(f)y — 04f, + Oup_g. (16)

Similar to the situation for the interfacial force discussed above, the macroscopic momentum
equations for both phases contain the Reynolds stresses which have two parts, the microscopic
part and mesoscopic part.

In the averaged momentum Eqgs. (9) and (16), the stress (a.). is the averaged stress weighted by
volume fraction 6. of the continuous phases as defined in (6). Although this is a well-defined
quantity, it will often be more useful to work both experimentally and theoretically in terms of the
averaged stress of the mixture,

<O'C>m = 0d<60>d + 90<60>c = <GC>C + 0Ly (17)
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For this purpose, using (17) we can rewrite the momentum equations as

o, 69déltld>d +V- <9d<ud>d<ud>d>] =04V -{a.), + V- [éd (pd(Md>d + paMim + <0'c011>d)}
+ 0a(f)y + Oafm + Oapqg, (18)
N aecé?c% +V- (c<uc>c<uc>c)] =0V (o), + V- [éd<L>d + 0cpc (ML), + Mcm)}
_ - éd<f>d — O4fm + gcpcga (19)
where
e_dfm == édfa - édv . (gdLm) = Hév . (o'c — <Gc>m)~ (2())

The second identity of (20) comes from the definitions (10), (15) and the identity
0. (ac — (ac>c) =0.

The force f,, appears in the momentum equations for both phases with opposite sign. It is thus
an exchange force. From its definition (20), it is clear that this force is the result of inhomogeneous
distributions of particle volume fraction and stress divergence. To understand the physical
meaning of the term f,,, let us consider an idealized bubble in a fluidized bed. Inside the bubble,
the particle volume fraction is zero and outside the bubble particle volume fraction is a constant
04. With this idealization we have a constant 0, = —04. Let 7, be the volume of the bubble, S be
the surface of the bubble and n be the normal of the surface. The volume integral

/V 0,V - (6. — (6.),,)dv = —G_d/s (6. — (6¢),,) -ndS (21)

is the interfacial force acting on the bubble excluding the effect of mean stress divergence. Similar
to a single bubble in a pure fluid, the force f,, represents the averaged interfacial force on the
bubble such as, for example, the averaged added-mass force, the drag and Basset history force.
Indeed, the interfacial force f4 is defined similarly to Eq. (20) and is found to be the particle
added-mass force and particle drag (Zhang and Prosperetti 1994, 1996). In many cases of practical
interest, the Basset forces are negligible. For this reason, we shall not discuss this force further in
this paper. The difference between force fy and f,, is that they represent interactions at different
length scales. The force f4 represents particle-fluid interaction at the particle length scale, while the
force f,, represents interactions at the mesoscale. With this we can identify this force f;, as the
added-mass force and drag of mesoscale structures. In the case of gas—solid fluidized beds, in-
teractions at the mesoscopic length scale are dominated by inertia of the flow (Davidson, 1961;
Davidson et al., 1977). The drag component of f, is dominated, for example, by form drag.
Added-mass of particles is usually negligible since the gas density is small compared to the density
of the solid particles; added-mass of mesoscale structures is not negligible since the “fluid” sur-
rounding these structures in a fluidized bed is not a pure gas, but rather is a mixture of gas and
particles with density of the order of the mixture density, 0.p, + 04p4, Which is usually significantly
larger than the gas density p.. This is especially true in the case of “bubbles” in a gas—solid bed
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wherein the dense “emulsion” surrounding bubble structures has a density of the order of the
solid particles themselves. The added-mass component of the interfacial force, [((6.—
(6¢),) -ndS, can be written as —CyVp.(a, — a.), where C, is the added-mass coefficient for the
bubble, p, is the density of “emulsion” surrounding the bubble, a, is the acceleration of the bubble
and a. is the acceleration of the “emulsion”. In a bubbling gas—solid fluidized bed, if we neglect
the drag component of the mesoscale force f,, and the interactions among bubbles, the added-
mass force density can be written as

Oafm = —040,Cop.(a. — ap), (22)

where 0, is the bubble volume fraction in the fluidized bed.

Although, the example provided above is an idealized case, it demonstrates the concept of
mesoscale added-mass represented by the force term f,, defined by (20) in general two-phase flows
with mesoscale structures.

Although considering interactions among mesoscale structures, such as interactions between
bubbles and surrounding emulsion, resembles the idea of using the buoyancy based on mixture
density in the momentum equation for two-phase flows, the appearance of the mesoscale force £,
is not a revival of the discussion among Clift et al. (1987), Fan et al. (1987), and Gibilaro et al.
(1987) about the used of mixture pressure in a two-phase flow. It is important to note that, as
defined in (20), the mesoscale force f,, results from the inhomogeneity in the distribution of
volume fraction. The mesoscale force results from interactions at mesoscale level, and is not a
force representing interactions between a particle and the mixture which happens at the particle
scale.

In the next section we shall study the behavior of the closures terms, and then propose potential
closures in Section 4.

3. Numerical simulations and results

To examine the behavior of closure quantities we use numerical data from our simulation
(Zhang and VanderHeyden, 2001) of an experimental circulating fluidized bed (Van den Moortel
et al., 1998). The averaged equations used in the simulation, are essentially the same equations
used by Pan et al. (2000), which were obtained by Zhang and Prosperetti (1994, 1997) including
the effects of particle-fluid drag and particle-scale added-mass only.

The geometry of the device used by Van den Moortel et al. had a 20 cm x 20 cm cross-section
and was 200 cm in height. Particles in the experiment had mean diameter of 120 um and a density
of 2400 kg/m>. In their experiments, the overall particle volume fraction was maintained at 3%
using solids flow loop control. The experiments of Van den Moortel et al. correspond to the so-
called “turbulent regime,” (Grace, 1986). The turbulent regime, for so-called Group A powders,
occurs for excess gas superficial velocities in the range of 0.5-2.0 m/s. Strictly speaking, the tur-
bulent regime does not exhibit circulation like the so-called ‘““fast fluidization regime”. Thus, there
appears to be some kind of discrepancy here. Nevertheless, Van den Moortel et al. do report
circulation from their experiments. This apparent discrepancy can be resolved by considering the
phenomena of particle entrainment from non-circulating fluid beds. As explained in Grace (1982),
there is a zone above a fluid bed, whose height is called the “transport disengagement height” or
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TDH, in which there can be significant particle entrainment. This zone is sometimes called the
freeboard region. Using the graphic correlation provided by Zenz and Weil (1958), we can esti-
mate the TDH to be about 3—4 m for the experiment of Van den Moortel, et al. for the case of a
superficial gas velocity of 1.1 m/s. Since Van den Moortel’s riser was only 2 m tall, we can presume
that there was considerable particle entrainment from their turbulent-regime fluidized bed. This,
then, would account for the observed circulation and resolve the apparent discrepancy mentioned
above.

The grid resolution used in our simulations was 0.645 cm x 0.645 cm x 1.29 cm. To maintain a
constant overall particle volume fraction as in the experiment, in our simulation at the beginning
of each time step, the particle inflow at the bottom is set to be the same as the particle outflow
from the top calculated at the end of previous time step. The simulations were carried to a sta-
tistically steady state and data were collected for a sufficiently long time to calculate the closure
terms identified above. As the first step toward understanding these new closure terms from the
second average, we examine one-dimensional closures. Consequently averages of the simulation
data were performed across horizontal sections of the fluidized bed.

Since the equations used in the numerical simulation were most accurate for dilute situations,
we only used the numerical simulation results from the computational cells in which the particle
volume fraction was less than 20% when evaluating closure models. At bottom of the fluidized
bed, particle pressure is used to prevent the particle volume fraction from going beyond the close
packing limit. In addition, to avoid effects of the outflow boundary condition, we also excluded
the data from the region close to the exit where the cross-section geometry was changed to em-
ulate the experimental riser duct outlet (Zhang and VanderHeyden, 2001).

Mesoscale structures were observed in the simulation as illustrated in Fig. 1 and good agree-
ment with experimental data was obtained as is shown in Fig. 2. As shown in Fig. 1, at the bottom
of the fluidized bed, the distribution of particle volume fraction is nearly uniform because of the
assumed uniform in-flow boundary conditions. Mesoscale structures are generated about 5 cm
from the bottom. At a height of about 50 cm transition from turbulent fluidized bed to freeboard
region occurs. Above this height, cluster—streamer type mesoscale structures are observed.

These flow transitions can be seen to correspond to the behavior of the mesoscale interaction
force f,,. The vertical component of this force computed from the simulation is plotted against
height in Fig. 3. From the bottom of the column to a height of about 50 cm, the force diminishes
from 0 to a minimum value of about —250 dN/cm?, approximate location of the transition from
turbulent fluidized bed to freeboard region. We hypothesize that this corresponds to the evolution
of mesoscale structures from the bottom of the column. As we move up further, the force then
grows becoming positive reaching a value of about 150 dN/cm?® at a height of 160 cm. In the
bottom of the column, the force acts to decelerate the particles. Since acceleration process are
significant at the bottom of the column, we hypothesize that f,, is dominated by an mesoscale
added-mass effect. The net effect is a retardation of the particle acceleration process. This will turn
out to be one of the most important observations of this study. Towards the top of the column,
the mesoscale force is positive and most likely is due to the drag on clusters—streamers like
structures. At this end of the column, acceleration is diminished and so, therefore, is the added-
mass component of the mesoscale interaction force.

With these hypothetical interpretations, we now proceed to explore some more quantitative
models for the exchange force terms.
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Fig. 3. Mesoscale force f,, as a function of height. The superficial gas velocity is 1.1 m/s.

4. Possible models for the closures

We focus here on the new interaction force terms f,, and (f), obtained from the second average.
Let us delay extensive discussion of potential closure models for the Reynolds stresses to future
work and first consider the behavior of f,,. As noted in previous sections, the force f,, can be
expected to be composed of an added-mass force and a drag force associated with mesoscale
structures. Also, as mentioned before, the force f,, at lower elevations has a negative vertical
component which acts to resist the upward acceleration of particles. The force f,, is in the same
direction of the relative velocity, (u4); — (u.).; therefore the force shown in Fig. 3 cannot be at-
tributed to drag alone. In fact, as mentioned above, it appears to be dominated by an added-mass
force component. At higher elevation, about 120 cm above the distributor, the vertical component
of the force f,, becomes positive. At this point, the mesoscale drag appears to dominate over the
added-mass force to resist the falling of clusters—streamer like structures as shown in Fig. 1. In the
case of fluidized beds, the bottom portion has a higher particle volume fraction, and the added-
mass component of the mesoscale force f,,, is apparently more important than the drag compo-
nent. At the end of Section 2, we demonstrated that the added-mass component of 0,4f,, can be
expressed in terms of relative acceleration between the mesoscale structure (bubble in the example)
and the surrounding emulsion. Since quantities associated with bubble or emulsion are not pri-
mary variables in the macroscopic equations, to have a closure relation for force f,, we need to
relate the relative acceleration a, — a,, to the relative acceleration between the disperse phase and
the continuous phase ay — a.. In a bubbling bed, we assume that the relative acceleration aq — a, is
caused by the interaction of bubbles and the surrounding emulsion and write

g — . = Cfebéd(ae — ayp), (23)

where C; is an O(1) proportionality coefficient, 0, is the bubble volume fraction. The quantity 6y is
present because it represents the coupling between the disperse phase and the emulsion. Using
(22), the added-mass component of 64f,, can be written as
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_ G
Oaf = _Capm(ad - ac)a where C, = bPe ) (24)
(}pm

and p,, = O4p4 + O.p, is density of the mixture in the fluidized bed. We call C, the generalized
added-mass coeflicient. Added-mass coefficient for an inclusion in a fluid is usually of O(1) (0.5 for
a sphere). However the generalized added-mass coefficient C, need not to be so. The emulsion
density p, outside a bubble can be significantly higher than the averaged mixture density p,,,
therefore, the generalized added-mass coefficient can be well above unity. Although, Eq. (24) is
obtained for bubbling fluidized beds, the basic physics outlined here applies to more general cases.
In general the boundary of a mesoscale structure is not be well defined, and bubbles and emul-
sions can be realistically thought of as particle lean and rich regions. For this reason, (if the drag
component of 04f,, can be neglected), we propose to model the added-mass component of 04f,
simply as

O = ~Cop 5010+ (s Wi = 25— ) T ). 5)

Ideally, the density used above should be the averaged density of the effective medium outside
the discrete mesoscale structures. To avoid the introduction, at this point, of a closure relation for
such a density, we assume it can be expressed proportional to the local average mixture density,
viz. Cyp,,. The coefficient of proportionality is then lumped in to the generalized added-mass
coefficient C, as in (24). As mentioned above, this generalized added-mass coefficient can be large
compare to one. Using our numerical results from the lower portion (height less than 60 cm) of
the fluidized bed, we calculated the added-mass coefficient C, for the case of superficial gas ve-
locity 0.(u.) = 1.1 m/s. The results are shown in Fig. 4. In the figure, the added-mass coefficient is
seen to increase with height, corresponding to the development of mesoscale structures. In general
the coefficient is expected to depend on the evolution of the mesoscale structures and therefore
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Fig. 4. Added-mass coefficient. The superficial gas velocity is 1.1 m/s.
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should depend on the geometry and the local solid and gas velocities. This makes a general model
for the added-mass coefficient quite complicated and further research is clearly needed here.

In the upper region of the fluidized bed, the averaged particle volume fraction 64 is small.
According to Fig. 5 the fluctuation 6, and the stress difference 6. — (6.),, are small too. From
definition (20), it is easy to see that the force f,, is also small and is less important than the added-
mass in lower portion of the fluidized bed. Furthermore, the drag component of f, is much
smaller that that due to particle-scale drag so we can, for practical purposes, model f, as, simply,
an added-mass term given by Eq. (25).

Although the mesoscale force f,, is often small compared to the particle-scale drag force, it does
make a significant contribution to the momentum exchange in the fluidized bed where accelera-
tion is important. To see this, we eliminate the stress divergence V(6.),, from the momentum Egs.

(18) and (19) and then use (25) to find
C,0.
Capq + <1 +— )pC]
04

1+ Ca<1 +gz—z>] (%+ (ua), - V(ud>d> _
- Hidv [PepatM+ 0 Man + (ct})] =59 [ty + Bepe (M), + M)

Pd

(S e Tl

+5 (f)g + (pa = po)g. (26)

(@\| —

Now it is easy to see the effect of mesoscale added-mass in the fluidized bed. In the equation
above, the acceleration of the continuous phase is multiplied by C,p4 + (1 + (C.6./64))p., an
effective density, which is significantly larger than p_ in the case of gas—solid flows. In the next
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section we shall illustrate how the added-mass coefficient C, affects the vertical profile of particle
volume fraction.

Now let us consider the closure of the term (f),, the averaged particle-scale interaction force.
The particle drag f, is calculated in the simulations as a function of relative velocity between the
two phases according to the classical expression for single-sphere drag.

3
fq = —@Qccdpghld —u|(ug — u). (27)
The drag coefficient Cy, due to White (1974), is calculated as
24 6 lug — uc|d
Ci=Co+—+——+——, Re=—"—"—, 28
d Re 1+ VRe Ve ( )

where v, is the kinematic viscosity of the continuous phase. In principle, the drag coefficient
should also be modeled as a function of solids volume fraction to reflect the effect of particle-fluid-
particle interactions. The well-known Richardson—-Zaki model is an example. One of the purposes
of this paper is to study interactions of mesoscale structures without relying on particle—particle
interaction models, such as kinetic theory for granular flows. To be consistent, we elected to use
the simple form for the drag and not to introduce effects of particle-fluid-particle interactions. As
mentioned in our recently paper (Zhang and VanderHeyden, 2001), the error caused by neglecting
these interactions is small since the particle volume fraction is low in the most of the fluidized bed
under consideration. As stated in the last section, we only used the numerical data in the com-
putational cells in which particle volume fraction was less than 20% when evaluating closure
models. If a drag model accounting for the effects of particle concentration were used in the
calculation, the drag would have been larger. As a consequence of this, the decrease of the particle
volume concentration along the height of the bed would have been slower. However, the total
solid flux would not have been changed significantly since the solid flux out of the fluidized bed
was dominated by the upper region of the bed, where the particle concentration was low. Fur-
thermore, we expect that the mesoscale structures observed would still be present.

One would hope that after the second average the averaged particle drag (f), could be modeled
as a function of the relative velocity (uq), — (u.).. But simply replacing relative velocity ug — ug in
Eqgs. (27) and (28) above by (ug), — (u.),, significantly overpredicts the averaged particle drag (f),
as shown in Fig. 6. If, instead, one uses (uq),; — (uc),, the results are very close to the value found
from the numerical simulation. The physical explanation is that, on average, the continuous phase
velocity “‘seen” by particles is (u.), instead of (u.).. Unfortunately, the velocity (u.), is not a
primary variable in the averaged equation system and has to be modeled. To better understand
the averaged behavior of (u.), from our numerical results, let us define the relative velocity re-
duction coefficient C, as

_ <”CZ>d - <“02>c
= by — ), (29)

where subscript z stands for vertical (z) direction. (This coefficient will have to be generalized for
more complex, multi-dimensional situations. Nevertheless, we can learn a great deal from a one-
dimensional analysis.) In the case of uniform 04, the difference between (u.), and (u.). van-
ishes and so does C;. Therefore, the quantity C; is a measure of inhomogeneity in the fluidized
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7. Relative velocity reduction coefficient C,.

shown as a function of averaged particle volume fraction 04. The
figure shows that at zero particle volume fraction, the value of C; is zero since, in that case, the
particle distribution is locally uniform. As can be seen, the value C; increases rapidly over a very
short range of 04 and then stays almost constant. We also note that the value of C, should de-
crease to zero at the closed-packed volume fraction (0.6 in this case) since, in this limit, the dis-
fraction 63 must also be locally uniform. This effect, although not

observed in our numerical results.
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With the above definition for C,, the relative velocity felt by the particles is given

(taz) g = (tez)g = (1 = Co) (uaz)g = {thez))- (30)
The averaged particle drag may then be modeled as

{f)a= —%échpg(l = Co){uae)g — Gutee) el ({ttaz)g — (tez)e), (31)

where the drag coefficient Cy4 is calculated using the Reynolds number based on the averaged
relative velocity (1 — C;)({ug:)4 — (uc:).). The drag calculated using (31) is plotted in Fig. 6. Close
agreement between this model and the simulation results is seen in the figure.

As a cautionary note, the authors would like to remind readers, that the closures proposed in
this section are based on our numerical observations only. While we believe they are physically
correct, they need to be tested and compared with experimental data since they are obtained from
a fairly narrow range of conditions. We do expect, however, that they should extrapolate plau-
sibly beyond our present dataset.

5. Effect of mesoscale structure on vertical profile of particle volume fraction

The device we simulated in previous section is rather small compared to typical devices in
engineering practice. While the physics revealed in the study are expected to be valid in non-
homogeneous fluidized beds, especially in gas—solid fluidized beds, the actual values of the co-
efficients are expected to vary in different situations since mesoscale structures are expected to
depend, to some extent, on the boundary conditions and length scales of a given device. In this
section, we examine the sensitivity of the coefficients introduced in the previous section. We also
explore possible consequences of the mesoscale forces examined above in an industrial-scale de-
vice. We consider an example to see how the typically measured pressure gradient changes with
the parameters C, and C;. In the example, the particle volume fraction is set at 0.33 at the inlet, the
particle diameter is 75 pum, the solid flux is 135 kg/s/m?, and the superficial velocity of gas is 5.20
m/s. The particle material density is 1700 kg/m?® and gas is taken to be air at room temperature,
with a density of 1.205 kg/m?. These conditions are in the range appropriate for many industrial-
scale fluidized beds. We consider a statistically steady one-dimensional fluidized bed. From the
continuity Egs. (7) and (8), we have

éc<uc>c = Qca éd<ud>d = Qd7 (32)

where Q. and Qg4 are superficial velocities of gas and solid. Given our asumptions, they are
constants. Upon neglecting the Reynolds stresses, the collisional stresses (6.o1) and the stress (L),

Eq. (26) becomes
C,0. 0? | dby
Cdd+<1+9 ),0]93}5

—{pd 1+ca<1+0CPC)

=—(0)y + (pa — p)g (33)
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Fig. 8. Vertical distribution of pressure gradient and averaged partical volume fraction calculated using different
added-mass coefficient C,. The relative velocity reduction coefficient C; is fixed at 0.9 in all calculations.
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Fig. 9. Vertical distribution of pressure gradient and averaged partical volume fraction calculated using different rel-
ative velocity reduction coefficient C,. The added-mass coeflicient C, is fixed at 4.0 in all calculations.

To illustrate the effects of the mesoscale added-mass and the drag reduction due to mesoscale
structures, we examine solutions of (33) using constant values for the coefficients C, and C;. The
drag is calculated using (31). Fig. 8 shows the effect of the added-mass coefficient on the pressure
gradient and particle volume fraction distribution along the height of the fluidized bed. In the
calculation, the coeflicient C; is set to 0.9. The effects of varying the value for C; are shown on Fig.
9. Both figures show the qualitative importance of the effects of mesoscale added-mass and re-
duction of relative velocity due to mesoscale structures. Given this demonstration of the potential
importance of these terms, more work should be performed to improve our understanding of
these effects and in particular how mesoscale effects evolve from uniform conditions.

6. Conclusion

Based on numerical results obtained by high-resolution three-dimensional simulations of a
circulating fluidized bed, it is found that the added-mass of mesoscale structures and drag re-
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duction due to mesoscale structures are important. A set of macroscopic equations containing
terms representing these mesoscale effects is obtained by extending the ensemble phase averaging
method developed by Zhang and Prosperetti (1994, 1997) to include a second average.

Typically, the added-mass of particles in a gas—solid fluidized bed is negligible because of small
gas density. However, the added-mass of mesoscale structures is important, since the density
associated with the mesoscale added-mass is proportional to the mixture density instead of the
density of the gas phase.

Also, inside a particle rich region, particles experience less relative velocity than indicated by
the macroscopic relative velocity. Therefore, the averaged drag between the two phases is smaller
than the drag calculated using the macroscopic averaged relative velocity. Possible closure models
for the mesoscale added-mass and relative velocity reduction were introduced along with new
coefficients C, which characterizes the effective added-mass for mesoscale structures and C, which
characterizes relative velocity reduction.

Possible effects of the new mesoscale force terms in the macroscopic equations for two-phases
flow are illustrated by computing the vertical profiles of pressure gradient and particle volume
fraction in a fluidized bed using different values of the added-mass coefficient C, and the relative
velocity reduction coefficient C,. The qualitative importance of these terms was demonstrated.
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