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Abstract

The study involves the flow of compressible gas in a porous bed: We are interested in exploring the solution to a
shock-tube problem that also includes a discontinuous jump in the porosity of the bed. The averaging process that
is used to derive the governing system of equations introduces terms that prevent the equations taking a standard con-
servation form. The purpose of this work is to explore how the porosity jump effects the solution to the Riemann prob-
lem and to assess whether standard conservative and nonconservative numerical methods can provide the correct
solution to the Riemann problem. The study illustrates serious shortfalls in the numerical solution to these problems
using standard techniques. By exploring the exact solution, the author suggests how the standard numerical methods
can be modified to provide the correct solution to these systems.
© 2004 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

Keywords: Nonconservative hyperbolic equations; Multi-phase compressible flow; Combustion; Conservative numerical methods;
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1. Introduction

The study has been undertaken to assess the use of standard numerical algorithms to solve nonconserv-
ative hyperbolic systems of equations. Shock-capturing methods have been used successfully to resolve
flows that develop into discontinuous solutions, such as shocks and contact discontinuities. These have in-
volved conservative forms of the equations for which a whole range of conservative methods of solution
have been derived. The methods rely on the conservation form to ensure the correct calculation of shock
propagation.
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If the system of equations cannot be written in conservative form, then these are described as noncon-
servative systems. High-speed multi-phase flows can involve the same features as seen in high-speed
single-phase flows, such as the appearance of discontinuous solutions. Multi-phase flows are modelled
by nonconservative equations and the study focuses on this type of problem.

The work starts by considering the Riemann problem for a compressible gas in which the cross-
sectional area discontinuously changes between the two initial states. The area change can be considered
as a discontinuous change in the material porosity. This is a nonconservative problem and effectively de-
scribes a multi-phase shock-tube problem in which one of the phases is incompressible and remains sta-
tionary. The author has extended the original work by Bdzil et al., that presents the exact solution to this
problem for isentropic flows, to a flow that can include discontinuous shock waves. Various numerical
methods are applied to the system and these computations are compared with this exact solution; the
study displays significant errors in both conservative and nonconservative methods. The analysis suggests
that the methods cannot predict the correct jump conditions that apply across the porosity jump. This
relates to deficiencies in all the methods that prevent the preservation of correct steady-state solutions.
If the numerical methods are modified to apply the correct jump conditions, by exploiting the exact solu-
tion and applying this as an “internal” boundary condition, then the conservative methods satisfactorily
capture the entire solution.

The author extends these ideas to the complete multi-phase flow problem using the inverse solution
methodology described in [2] to provide the exact solution. As seen in the simple study, the numerical solu-
tions are only correctly captured if the correct steady-state jump conditions across porosity jumps are cal-
culated. When the the porosity jump is no longer stationary, and moves at the local velocity of one of the
phases, this propagating jump in porosity is described as a “‘compaction” wave.

2. Review

The model derived by Baer and Nunziato [4] — which will be referred to as the B-N model — describes a
gas and solid mixture. Both phases are compressible and this has emerged as the most prominent multi-
phase flow model for simulating combustion of energetic materials such as explosives and propellants. It
is the numerical solution of this two-phase flow model that is the subject of this study.

Two-phase models include differential terms, in the momentum and energy equations, that mean that the
equations cannot be explicitly written in conservative form and therefore cannot be solved in the conven-
tional manner. Baer et al. [5] mathematically analysed the structure of their model and applied various
numerical methods of solution. The numerical algorithms involved either are solving the complete system,
using the method of lines for example, or splitting the problem into a sequence of two sub-problems that
included the solution to a transport equation followed by an oDE integration (to include the effect of alge-
braic source terms). Similar approaches have been adopted to solve the B-N equations as demonstrated by
Bdzil et al. [3,7] and more recently in [2,13].

The same difficulty was encountered in the solution of the Gough model for two-phase flow [8] that de-
scribes a mixture of compressible gas and incompressible solid particles — the model adopted in internal
ballistic codes, see for example [11,10]. Toro suggested a method of solution for this two-phase flow model
based on operator splitting [14]. This was followed by a Roe-type method developed by Sainsaulieu [12],
that explicitly considered the consequence of nonconservative terms. However, this analysis was based
on the assumption that the porosity associated with the second (non-gas) phase is much smaller than that
of the gas-phase — this is not generally the case for applications that adopt the B-N model.

This study will address the physical and numerical effect of nonconservative terms on the solution to a
Riemann problem of the B-N equations. Various numerical techniques that may, and indeed have, been
used to solve this type of system are computed and compared with the exact solution.
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3. Two-phase model

The basic two-phase flow model proposed by Baer and Nunziato [4] is given as follows:

Z00) + (o) = 0, 1)
= (o) + = (9o + ) = Pt @)
%(qﬁpE) + % (¢pu(E + pu)) :pus%, (3)
0 + 2 (pb) =0 “
2 () + (D pa + ) = P (5
%(dapsEs) + % (pspsus(Es + pyvs)) = pus aa(’is » (6)
Do ™

The notation ( )s denotes the solid phase. Density is written as p, porosity is ¢, specific volumeisv=p ', u
is velocity and p is pressure. The total energy per unit mass is written as E, where

and e is the specific internal, or intrinsic, thermal energy. Note that the porosities are such that:

¢+ ¢ =1 ©)

The B-N model includes mass, momentum and energy balance equations for both phases and a compaction
equation that describes the evolution of the porosity.

All of the algebraic source terms that describe mass, momentum and energy transfer due to combustion,
interphase drag and heat transfer plus compaction work terms that appear in the complete B-N system are
neglected in this study. The only terms on the right-hand side of Egs. (1)—(7) that will be retained are the
terms:

p% paqss
ox’ ox ’
that appear in the momentum equations along with their counterparts:

0¢ 0¢s
uspav usp ox ’

that appear in both energy equations. The presence of the porosity derivative terms seen above in the
momentum and energy equations make the system nonconservative and directly effect the wave-structure
of the equations. The porosity terms are often described as nozzling terms as they are equivalent to area
variation terms seen in the equations that control the flow of compressible gas through a converging nozzle.
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The variation in ¢ relates to the variation in cross-sectional area and, in the shock-tube problems that we
will be considering, this area changes discontinuously.

4. Two-phase shock-tube problem: solid stationary

Although described as a “‘two-phase shock-tube” in the literature, the problem actually involves the flow
of gas in which the porosity can be different in each part of the chamber, but remains constant, that is, the
particle bed does not actually move, see Fig. 1. If Egs. (1)—(7) are considered in which us =0 and the solid is
further assumed to be incompressible, then the following system of equations may be derived, see [3]:

U, + F.(U) =S(U, ¢,), (10)
where
po pou 0
U=|pou |, FU) =| ppi?+¢p |, SU)=|p%
pOE pou(E + pv) 0

Let x; be the location in the bed in which there is discontinuous change in ¢; a Riemann problem for this
hyperbolic system can be defined using the following initial conditions:

for x < xp, ,D(X, 0) = PL u(xv 0) = uy, p(xv 0) =Pr (]5()6, t) =1, (11)
for x = X1, p(xa()) = Pr> u(x7 0) = UR, p(x,()) = Pr> (]5()(, t) = d)R' (12)
The gas is assumed to be ideal, so that
pv
e=C,T = , = CyInpv, 13
G-1 " p (13)

where T is absolute temperature, C, is specific heat at constant volume, # is entropy and v is the ratio of
specific heats.

Note that Egs. (11) and (12) provide initial conditions only for the variables p, u and p, the condition on
¢ applies for all time. The left-hand region in which ¢ = 1 will be described as the reservoir, the right-hand
region in which ¢ <1 is the stationary porous bed and xj is the interface.

4.1. Exact solution

The exact solution to the above problem for a particular choice of initial conditions was presented in [3]
— the solution was isentropic by assuming that pr > p;. Here, this constraint will be removed — in partic-

Pr Pr ¢r

0.06 m

Fig. 1. Schematic of two-phase shock-tube.
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ular the nonisentropic formation of shock waves will not be excluded from the solution to the Riemann
problem and a slightly different approach will be adopted to provide the exact solution.
Eq. (10) may be rewritten in nonconservative form as:

V, +A(V)V, =0,

where
0 u p 0 %
0 1 0
v= "] aw= /v
p 0 wp u &
¢ 0 O 0 0

The eigenvalues for this system are A, =u —a; 1, =u; A3 =u+a and A4 = 0. The corresponding eigen-
vectors are:

—p/a 1 p/a —pu?
1 0 1 2
Rl - ) R2 = ) R3 = ) R4 = uaz > ) (14)
—pa 0 pa —pa-u
0 0 0 o — a?)

R; to R; are identical to that of the ordinary Euler equations other than the addition of a final zero entry in
the final row which indicates that the porosity does not change across these waves. The Riemann invariants
for the final eigenvector provide the following jump conditions across the interface xi:

[ppu]_ = [ppu],, (15)
n_ =l (6)
w /4 . u_2 P

[7+p(v—l)}_ [2 +p(y—l)L (17)

The notation []_ and [-]+ describes conditions in the reservoir and porous bed across the interface and 7 is
the entropy of the gas; therefore the solution is isentropic across the interface.

Consequently, use of Egs. (15)—(17) shows that the jump conditions at the interface satisfy the
requirement:

.2 f @y
M“V%4KW%%V—U} "

2
where the Mach number is M =* and y = (a /a_)-1.

This is identical to the relation derived in [3] where it is further argued that if M> < 1 and ¢ de-
creases monotonically in going from the reservoir to the bed, then the flow will accelerate from the res-
ervoir into the bed limited only by the condition M, =1 — analogous to the flow within a converging
nozzle.

By exploiting this limit and the fact that along the characteristic paths:
dx
—=uzta

dr
the variables:

2a

y—liu
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are constant, then it can be further shown that:

u_ 1 2—2a_
— = (prlp"]? u, =ay, Uu_ = .
u, y—1

The flow structures in the reservoir and the bed are connected via the jump conditions provided above
across the interface. The author now departs from the solution described in [3]; it is clear that ¢ only
changes across the interface and since we have calculated conditions at either side of the interface, the fluid
problem now essentially splits into two Riemann problems for the standard Euler equations. ¢ remains
constant throughout the rest of the domain, connected at the interface by conditions (15)—(17) and there-
fore the following exact solution is proposed:

Solution in the reservoir x < xp: The solution in the reservoir corresponds to the solution in the region x < xy
of the Riemann problem of the standard Euler equations (independent of ¢) in which the pressure, density
and velocity to the right of the interface are equal to p_, p_ and u_, respectively:

U, +F.(U) =0,
where the initial conditions are:
,  x <Xy, up, x <xj, ,  x <Xy,
pe0) = {7 T2 oy = {0 TN po = {7 T (19)
p_, X =X, U_, X = xy, P, X =X

Solution in the bed x; < x: Similarly, the solution in the bed is given as the solution in region x; < x of the
standard Riemann problem in which the conditions to the left are given as the jump conditions p., p+ and u,

U, +F.(U) =0,
where
) < ) ) < b ) < b
pe0) = {7 T o = {1 T o= {2 20)
Prs; X > X1, Ur, X > X1, Pr, X > X1-

4.2. Test problem

A test problem will be solved using the methodology described in Section 4.1 to provide the exact solu-
tion and compared to solutions obtained using a variety of numerical methods that will be described below.
The initial conditions are:

¢p=1, p.=296 MPa, T =4000K, u.=0m/s, 0<x<0.02m, 2
¢r =0.25, pr =0.1 MPa, TR =300 K, ugr =0m/s, 0.02 <x <0.06 m 1)
and y = 1.23, ¢y = 1900 J/(kg K). Solutions to Eq. (10) with initial conditions (21) at time 6.3 pus are pre-
sented in Fig. 2. Velocity, density, pressure and entropy are presented; it is clear that only the entropy re-
mains constant across the interface at x = 0.02 m. The density and pressure drop across the interface with a
corresponding rise in velocity. The four wave pattern that corresponds to this solution is displayed in Fig. 3.
In the reservoir the flow remains isentropic and an expansion wave with head travelling at % =uL —ar
and tail travelling at & = u* — a; spans the interface x = x;. The density plot displays the contact disconti-
nuity that travels at the local flow velocity u* and is located at x = 0.044 m. Ahead of the contact there is a
significant increase in entropy that is the consequence of a right travelling shock Sk that is positioned at
x~0.046 m at = 6.3 ps.
Since this study was initiated, it is apparent that studies by Andrianov and Warnecke [1] have also con-
sidered the Riemann problem to this system of equations. In their work it has been found for some choices
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Fig. 2. Exact solution at 6.3 ps.
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of initial conditions there is no unique solution to the Riemann problem. However, the type of problem
being considered here, that includes a rarefaction wave that actually crosses the porosity jump, was not con-
sidered in their study. The author has identified the solution above as the correct physical solution to the
problem; work is still in progress on the general nature of these solutions.



C.A. Lowe | Journal of Computational Physics 204 (2005) 598-632 605

t

or|op W T

ur —ar,

Sk

Fig. 3. Wave pattern in the x—¢ plane.

4.3. Preservation of steady-state solutions

Let us consider the Riemann problem for system (10) that involves initial conditions that by construction
must remain in the steady state, that is initial conditions that satisfy:

F.(U)=S(U, ¢,) (22)
and therefore:
U, =0. (23)

This is equivalent to requiring that in Eq. (14)
A(V)V,=0.

The above condition is effectively what determines jumps conditions (15)—(17). Consequently, the Riemann
problem with initial conditions:

, < X, s < Xj, , < Xxi,
p(x,o>:{”* x<m u<x,0>:{”+ xem p(x,o>:{”+ x<m (24)

pP—y X = Xr, U_, X = xi, P, X = X

should preserve a steady-state solution. We are interested in studying the case in which ¢ # ¢r: Note, Egs.
(15)—(17) indicate that

Ap=p, —p_ =0 ¢ = ¢x.
Similarly, if Au=u, —u_ =0, then:
L # dr = Ap # 0.

This implies that steady-state conditions across the compaction wave do not behave as contact discontinu-
ities in standard Euler flows; constant pressure and velocity states are not preserved across the compaction
wave.

Various numerical methods will be applied to the steady-state test problem that adopts initial conditions
U_ and U, which are precisely the jump conditions found for the test problem in Section 4.2.
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5. Numerical methods of solution

Five different methods of solution will be presented here: The first three are standard first-order conserv-
ative methods of solution; the Godunov method [15], the FORCE method which is a general centred scheme
[15], and a Roe-type method [6]. The former two include the contribution of the nonconservative terms
using time-operator splitting whereas the Roe-type method does not use splitting. A solution methodology
is then described, for these conservative methods, that uses the exact solution across porosity jumps, de-
scribed as the “internal boundary” method. A nonconservative method, that also does not require splitting,
is also tested [16].

5.1. Conservative methods

Finite-volume methods have been used to solve systems of hyperbolic conservations laws of the form:
U, +F.(U)=0. (25)

Consider a cell average that is defined for cell i

1

Xit1/2
U= / Ux,1,) dx,

Xi—-1/2
which is updated in each timestep. Conservative methods update the solution using formula:
Aty .
Ax (Fi+1/2 - Fi—l/2)’ (26)

where the flux functions F; + 1> and F; _ 1, are functions of the initial data U7; the details of these functions
are provided by any particular numerical scheme. Some schemes of this type, that have been successfully
used to resolve Eq. (25), will be described below.

Ut - U -

5.1.1. Conservative methods and time-operator splitting

The well-known Godunov method will use the exact solution of the Riemann problem to the standard
Euler equations in the solution methodology.

The ForcE method is a general centred scheme that can easily be applied to any conservative hyperbolic
system as detailed information about the eigenstructure of the system that is to be solved is not required
[15]. The detail of the algorithm is described in Appendix A.

However, the equations in (10) cannot be written in the form seen in Eq. (25). In order to apply conserv-
ative methods of solution, the differential terms on the right of Eq. (10) are often rewritten in algebraic form
— using simple finite difference approximations — to give a system that is then solved using time-operator
splitting. Details of the operator splitting technique are described in Appendix B.

However, note that operator splitting may on occasion mean that problems that should converge to stea-
dy-state solutions may not always be correctly resolved. This has prompted the development of nonsplit
schemes such as the Roe-type method that will described in the following section.

5.1.2. Unsplit conservative Roe-type method

An unsplit method based on Roe-type decomposition of the flux function [6] is applied to the problem.
The general form of the method is outlined in Appendix C and the eigenstructure used to construct the
method is identical to that of the standard Euler equations: Define variables p’ = p¢ and p’ = p¢; then
Eq. (10) may be rewritten as

U+ F.(U) =S(U, ¢,), (27)
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where
4 p'u 0
U=|pul|, FU=| pi+p |, SU=|5%
0'E p'u(E + p'v') 0

A crucial part of this algorithm relies on choosing a function that approximates the contribution of the
nonconservative nozzling term at the intercell boundary that lies along the interface. For instance, the
following choice could be made:

(;; Zf) <E>I (d)MA; ¢:) _ ((5 153:1)) (</>,-+1A; ) (28)

where i and i + 1 are the cells to the left and right of the interface. (%) is the coefficient required to correctly
approximate the nonconservative nozzling contribution.

However, is there any reason to believe that such a discretisation will produce the correct steady-state
jump conditions across the compaction wave? Can we use information about the known relations that hold
across the jump to provide a better estimate for the left-hand side of Eq. (28)?

Recall that the correct discretisation across the interface must preserve the relation . =n_ along with
constant mass flux and enthalpy (see (15)—(17)).

For the standard Euler equations, Roe’s method applied to system (27) neglecting all source terms
provides the correct jump in mass flux and enthalpy across a typical contact discontinuity:

[p,u]— = [p,u]-w

2 / 2 -
[”+,’/”] :[u,/p}
2 -1l 12 pO-D],

which are equivalent to Egs. (15) and (17).
However, for a typical contact discontinuity the flow will remain “isentropic” in the state variable
n'(p’,p’) which implies that the following jump condition will be satisfied across the porosity jump:

i P P9
=k P p¢ ="
where k is constant. This is not equivalent to the flow being isentropic in #, the actual gas entropy. There-
fore, the method will preserve the correct relationship across contact discontinuities but without modifica-
tion will not capture the correct condition across compaction waves.

Therefore to preserve the correct steady-state solution across the compaction wave, we require that the
solution remain homentropic in this region. The algorithm must therefore provide a discretisation that pre-
serves the entropy as described. Manipulation of the algorithm for this test problem implies that # will
remain constant if:

p/ . 2
(g)lwiﬂ b)) = Ao + p) (29)

in which A(*) implies jumps across the correct steady-state solution. Both approximations for the source term
for the gas-only problems given in Eqgs. (28) and (29) will be adopted in the following simulations.

’ = constant,

5.1.3. Conservative method with internal boundary
The following method will utilise the conservative methods of solution described above but the effect
of the nonconservative terms will not be included by operator splitting as seen in the Godunov and
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centred method of Section 5.1.1 or by including extra source-term contributions (as seen in the unsplit
Roe-type method of Section 5.1.2). Since the nonconservative terms only present difficulties across the
porosity jump, the exact solution provided in Section 4.1 is directly utilised to deal with the behaviour
at the interface. The conditions at either side of the interface are set to the exact solution — as constant
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Fig. 4. Split-Godunov and split-conservative centred method: Solution at 1 ps on 12,000 cell mesh: symbol ‘+” Godunov; dashed line
centred; line exact.
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internal boundary conditions — and used to construct the intercell flux in the adjacent regions. There-
fore, if cell 7 and cell i + 1 correspond to the numerical cells at either side of the porosity jump then for

all time:

m/s

Pa

1600

Velocity

1400

1200

1000 |

600

T T

400

200 bbbt

2.6e+08

2.4e+08

2.2e+08

2e+08

1.8e+08

1.6e+08

1.4e+08

1.2e+08
0

0.03  0.04
x(m)

Pressure

0.05

0.06

0.01  0.02

0.03 0.04
x(m)

0.05

0.06

150

Density

140

130 -

kg/m3
R
o

110

100

90

537000

536000

535000

534000

533000

532000

531000

530000

529000

528000

527000
0

0.01

0.02 0.03 0.04
x(m)

Entropy

0.05

0.06

0.01

0.02 0.03 0.04
x(m)

0.05

0.06

Fig. 5. Unsplit Roe-type method, solution at 1 ps on 12,000 cell mesh: symbol ‘+” Roe with Eq. (29); dashed line Roe with Eq. (28); line

exact.
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U =U_,

Since by construction this method has been designed to ensure that steady-state conditions at either side of
the porosity jump remain steady, there is no value in simulating the steady-state problem as this will be
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Uy =U,.

perfectly captured.
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Note that the internal boundary method may be applied to any conservative method and it has
been used in the construction of higher-order solutions. If the Godunov method is selected, then
the solution methodology is equivalent to the Godunov-type method proposed by Andrianov and War-
necke [1] and to the Godunov-type method derived by Greenberg et al. [9], that was applied to a
similar problem.
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Fig. 7. Split-Godunov method, solution at 6.3 ps on 12,000 cell mesh: symbol ‘+’ numerical; line exact.
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5.2. Nonconservative method

A nonconservative first-order centred method of solution, as presented in [16], will be employed to solve
the equations. This is actually the nonconservative analogue of the FORCE method described in Section
5.1.1, details are given in Appendix D. It is well known that solutions of nonconservative equations will
not capture the propagation of shock waves correctly due to the fact that mass, momentum and energy
are not explicitly conserved across jumps. However, the objective of applying this type of method to this
problem is to test whether the methods are capable of accurately predicting nonconservative jump condi-
tions. Only the solution in isentropic (shockless) regions will be plotted.

5.3. Results for two-phase shock-tube problem: stationary solid

5.3.1. Steady-state problem

Figs. 4-6 present the solutions obtained by using the methods described in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 (apart
from the internal boundary method since, by construction, this will always produce the correct solution
for this problem) for the steady-state problem described in Section 4.3.

Both conservative methods that employ operator splitting, seen in Fig. 4, do not preserve steady-state
conditions. There is a large increase in entropy across the porosity jump and low amplitude disturbances
emerge that are clearly visible in the plots for density, velocity and pressure.

Fig. 5 describes solutions produced using the unsplit Roe-method. Two numerical solutions have
been plotted that correspond to the discretisation of the source term given in Eqgs. (28) and (29).
The discretisation given by Eq. (28) introduces changes in the entropy and slight glitches in all other
flow variables. The discretisation given by Eq. (29) preserves constant n and preserves steady-state
conditions.

Finally, the solution produced by the nonconservative method can be seen in Fig. 11. The method does
preserve constant #; nevertheless, small amplitude wave disturbances are still apparent in the density, veloc-
ity and pressure.

Out of all the numerical methods considered only the Roe-type method, that chooses a discretisation of
the source term that enforces constant entropy across the porosity jump, is entirely successful at achieving
the correct solution.

5.3.2. Time-dependent problem

Figs. 7-10 present the solutions obtained by using the methods described in Sections 5.1 and 5.2, respec-
tively, for the time-dependent problem detailed in Section 4.2.

The solutions obtained using conservative methods and operator splitting, see Figs. 7 and 8, do not cor-
rectly predict the jump conditions at x = 0.02 m. This is not entirely surprising considering the results of the
previous section. The flow conditions are not captured in the bed or the reservoir at the interface. Notice
that in both Figs. 7 and 8, the entropy is not constant across the interface. The inaccuracy at the interface
has direct repercussions on the rest of the flow field and consequently the solution in the right-hand domain
illustrates a shock and contact travelling at incorrect speeds and of incorrect strength.

Two solutions of the Roe-type method are illustrated in Fig. 9. As in the previous section, discretisations
given in Eq. (28) and (29) have been used. The solution corresponding to Eq. (29) displays excellent agree-
ment with the exact solution and preserves constant entropy across the porosity jump. The solution corre-
sponding to Eq. (28) shows some variation from the exact solution at the interface and there is also a slight
decrease in entropy.

Fig. 10 displays the solution in which the exact solution at the interface is utilised in the numerical
method to provide an internal boundary. It is clear that the complete solution is captured extremely well
and is completely isentropic across the interface.
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Fig. 8. Split-conservative centred method, solution at 6.3 ps on 12,000 cell mesh: symbol ‘+’ numerical; line exact.

The solution provided by the first-order nonconservative method is seen in Fig. 11. Note that the solu-
tion in the region of the shock has been removed as it is known that this type of method will not be able to
capture these features correctly. The flow across the interface is isentropic but the solution is quite smeared.
This is directly related to the fact that, unlike the previous methods of solution that do not require any



614

m/s

©
[2

4000

3500

3000

2500

2000

1500

1000

500

3e+08

2.5e+08

2e+08

1.5e+08

1e+08

5e+07

C.A. Lowe | Journal of Computational Physics 204 (2005) 598-632

Velocity

e

0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06
x(m)
Pressure
T
1 1 [:
0.01 0.02 003 0.04 0.05 0.06

x(m)

kg/m3

180

Density

160 R

140 |

120 o

100

80 |-

60

20

b

R

lm”i

1.2e+06

0.01

0.02 0.03

x(m)

Entropy

0.04

0.05 0.06

1e+06

800000

600000 |

400000

200000

0
0

0.01

0.02 0.03

x(m)

0.04 0.05 0.06

Fig. 9. Unsplit Roe-type method, solution at 6.3 ps on 12,000 cell mesh: symbol ‘“+” Roe with Eq. (29); dashed line Roe with Eq. (28);

line exact.

update of ¢, the nonconservative method updates ¢ at each time-step. This produces smearing across the
porosity interface. The nonconservative method can accurately enforce the isentropy across the jump at the
interface. However, the inability of the method to maintain steady-state jump conditions implies that
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Fig. 10. Godunov method with internal boundary, solution at 6.3 ps on 12,000 cell mesh: symbol “+’ numerical; line exact.

the method may still need development to successfully resolve this type of problem — we will see in the next
section that this deficiency can be more apparent in the final solution.

We will now use some of the above numerical methods to solve the complete set of two-phase flow
equations.
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Fig. 11. Nonconservative method, solution at 6.3 ps on 12,000 cell mesh: thick line numerical; thin line exact.

6. Two-phase shock-tube problem

We will now revert to the complete two-phase problem in which the second phase is also fully

compressible:

U, + Fr(U) = S(U7 ¢x)a



where

po
pou
pOE
Pshs
PsPstis
PsPsEs
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In Eq. (30), the porosity evolution equation has been rewritten in a conservative form involving the solid
density. By doing so the left-hand side of the above system is a fully conservative system that closely resem-
bles the Euler equations for each individual phase. All nonconservative terms are written on the right.

A shock-tube problem, with constant left and right conditions across x;, may then be defined as Eq. (30)

with initial conditions:

Fig. 12. Inverse solution of the Riemann problem for two-phase flow: solid steady-state solution.

u* —aj,

ur —ar

X

Us

oL

R

u* +ap

UR + aR

Table 1

Initial conditions for a two-phase flow problem

Gas Solid

¢ =0.7 b =0.3

¢r =03 $sr = 0.7

up = —0.74 m/s ug, =0 m/s

ug =0.88 m/s usr =0 m/s

pL = 6.68 Pa psL = 0.35 Pa
pr =175 Pa psr = 1.22 Pa
pL = 5.92 kg/m® psL = 0.55 kg/m®

pr = 1.94 kg/m®

psr = 1.34 kg/m?
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for x < x, {

P(x, O) = PLs
ps(x7 0) = PsL>
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Fig. 13. Gas-phase solution at 0.01 s: split-conservative centred and nonconservative solution on 12,000 cell mesh.
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Before proceeding to deal with the full system of equations with nonconservative nozzling terms it is use-
ful, as a validation exercise, to test the various numerical methods on the fully conservative system before
proceeding to nonconservative systems.
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Fig. 15. Gas-phase solution at 0.01 s: internal boundary and unsplit Roe solution on 12,000 cell mesh.
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By rewriting the system with p’ = ¢p; pl = ¢sps; p' = ¢p and p’ = ¢, and settings S(U) = 0 it is easy to
show that we derive two systems of Euler equations for each phase along with:
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Fig. 16. Solid-phase solution at 0.01 s: internal boundary centred and unsplit Roe solution on 12,000 cell mesh.
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where = 1/¢s. In this case the eigenstructure of the problem is identical to the Euler equations with wave-
speeds u + a; u; u — a; ug + ag; ug; ug; us — as, where a and ag are the sound speeds of the gas and solid,
respectively. The repeated eigenvalue u; relates to the variable  that is passively advected by the local
velocity us. Again for simplicity we will assume that each phase has an ideal equation of state with ratio
of specific heats y and y, which will both be set such that:

y=19, =14
From this an exact solution can be derived for the two-phase system. Most importantly in the absence of
shock waves the flow is “isentropic’ such that:
P_ P_Ps
pP’ /sv pé’s
which actually implies that the relationship between the pure phase density p and pressure p is not isentropic
if the nozzling term is neglected.

¢l = &(¢,)n, = constant, (31)

N

%QSH’ = &(¢)n = constant,
P

u* —ajp
ur —ar

X

Fig. 17. Inverse solution of the Riemann problem for two-phase flow: four expansion waves and two contacts.

Table 2

Initial conditions for a two-phase flow problem

Gas Solid

¢’L =0.7 ¢SL =03

¢r =03 ¢k =0.7

up, = —0.75 m/s ug. = —0.0553 m/s
ug =0.86 m/s ugr = —0.115 m/s
pL=6.36 Pa peL=0.3527 Pa
pr = 1.87 Pa psg = 1.1234 Pa
pL =571 kg/m? psL = 0.553 kg/m®

pr = 2.02 kg/m® psr = 1.264 kg/m?®




The conservative centred method, Roe-type method and nonconservative centred method, employed in
Section 5, are extended to solve the larger system of equations: The full eigenstructure that is used to devise
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the Roe solution is detailed in Appendix E along with details of the nonconservative form.
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Fig. 18. Gas-phase solution at 0.01 s: split-conservative centred and nonconservative solution on 12,000 cell mesh.
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6.1. Effect of nozzling terms

We now consider the exact solution to the complete two-phase system; an “inverse’ solution methodol-
ogy was suggested in [2]: This involves fixing the desired combination of waves and wave-speeds and by
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Fig. 19. Solid-phase solution at 0.01 s: split-conservative centred and nonconservative solution on 12,000 cell mesh.



using the necessary jump conditions and Riemann invariants, determining which initial conditions would
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provide such a solution.

It has been shown in [5] that the compaction wave is linearly degenerate and the Riemann invariants are
such that across the compaction wave the solid velocity us and the entropy of the gas and solid remain

constant. The complete jump conditions are such that:
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Fig. 20. Gas-phase solution at 0.01 s: internal boundary Roe on 12,000 cell mesh.
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[us]_ = [usLa
[l =l
(1] = [ndl,,
[¢p(us ”g)], = [d)p(”s - ”g)]y
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[d’p + ¢ps + Pp(us — ”g)z} = {‘ﬁp + ¢ps + dp(us — ”g)2}+7 (36)
(us B ug)z )4 _ (us B ug)z P
[ 2 +p(v1)1_ [ 2 +p(“/1)]+’ 7

where [']_ and []+ are conditions to the left and right of the compaction wave. All other waves and the
behaviour of these are then identical to the normal behaviour of shocks and rarefaction for the Euler equa-
tions in the individual phases.

Note that direct comparison between the equations that describe the jump condition at the porosity
interface, Eqgs. (15)-(17) and the Riemann invariants in Eqgs. (32)—(37) are such that the latter equations
directly reduce to the former under the conditions us = 0.

As in Section 5.3, we might expect any conservative numerical method that successfully maintains the
jump conditions (32)—(37) to successfully capture the complete solution in all other parts of the domain that
(away from the compaction wave) are fully conservative. To avoid inaccuracies related to shock-wave prop-
agation and the nonconservative method of solution, the inverse solution will be based on rarefaction and
contact waves.

6.1.1. Solid steady-state problem

The first test problem involves unsteady behaviour in the gas phase but the initial conditions for the solid
phase have been specifically selected so that the solid-phase solution should remain steady. From this it can
be determined whether the numerical methods are able to preserve steady-state conditions in the solid
phase. Fig. 12 displays the form of the exact solution that we wish to simulate: In the gas phase, the heads
(g—’t‘ = ur +agr and % = up — ar) of two expansion waves are travelling at +2 m/s along with a contact trav-
elling at velocity u = 0.74 m/s. The porosity to the left of the solid material contact — labelled region ‘A’ in
the picture — is 0.7 and the gas pressure and density in this region are 2.0 Pa and 2.5 kg/m®, respectively. In
the solid phase, pressure and density are 0.35 Pa and 0.55 kg/m?, respectively and u, = 0. Use of the jump
conditions provided in Egs. (32)—-(37) along with inverse rarefaction solutions infer that the initial condi-
tions for this problem are those detailed in Table 1.

Figs. 13 and 14 compare the conservative centred FORCE solution and nonconservative solution with the
exact solution. The gas-phase profiles show reasonable agreement with the exact solutions although some
discrepancy between the exact and numerical solutions is clear in the gas-phase entropy plot. As A¢ reduces
across the interface, numerical errors will reduce — unlike the results seen in the previous section, the change
in ¢ is sufficiently modest that the numerical errors are simply not visible. However, for the solid-phase
profiles, seen in Fig. 14, there are visible numerical errors: The exact solution remains steady with zero
velocity but both numerical solutions are unsteady, most notably characterised by regions with significant
velocity gradients. Both methods do not capture the correct conditions on either side of the porosity jump;
the consequence of this is that the pressure and density are locally depressed below their true values which
results in the propagation of two expansion fans, both purely numerical artefacts.

Figs. 15 and 16 illustrate the solutions using the unsplit Roe-method and internal boundary method (that
in this case has been applied to the conservative centred method). Note that both these methods have been
designed to exploit information about the exact solution of the problem across the porosity jump. The
discretisation for the source term p% that is required for the Roe-type method is analogous to that seen
in Eq. (29) where it is the entropy in the steady-state solid phase that remains constant across the compaction
wave:

r _ 2
(E)Iwiﬂ b = —Alby(pal 1 p.)). (38)
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Both the Roe-type method and internal boundary method correctly capture the solution in both gas and
solid phases.

The simulation has been repeated for the case in which the solid also involves a two-expansion solution
travelling at + 1 m/s and a solid contact travelling at 0.05 m/s, as illustrated in Fig. 17 (see Table 2 for
details of the initial conditions). Figs. 18 and 19 compare the split-conservative centred and nonconserva-
tive numerical solutions with the exact solution. The same features are seen across the compaction wave,
that is the solid velocity does not remain constant. Figs. 20 and 21 display the solutions using the internal
boundary method in the Roe-solver. No solution has been produced for the Roe-solver that does not rely
on the internal boundary method for this problem. At this stage no suitable discretisation of the source
terms has been developed. !

All the numerical artefacts displayed in the above figures relate to deficiencies in the methods with
respect to preserving steady-state jump conditions across the porosity jump.

Successful development of numerical techniques for this problem might involve use of the internal
boundary method, which by construction, ensures that the correct jump conditions are preserved across
the compaction wave. However, this method requires the exact solution of the full two-phase equations
— which in general may be of prohibitive computational expensive.

The work suggests that a numerical discretisation that satisfies:

A(V)V, =0

across cells in which ¢ does not remain constant is required to achieve the correct solution. It is possible to
derive discretisations for the unsplit Roe-type method that satisfy this constraint but currently these are
extracted from prior knowledge of the exact solution.

7. Conclusion

Numerical methods of solution have been employed to solve shock-tube type problems in single- and
multi-phase flows. These problems involve discontinuous jumps in porosity which mean that the governing
equations cannot be written in conservation form.

Exact solutions have been directly compared with solutions produced by conservative and nonconserv-
ative numerical methods. These standard techniques do not capture the correct solution. The reason is be-
cause the methods do not preserve the correct steady-state solution across jumps in porosity. The steady-
state condition that holds across porosity jumps is very different from the conditions that hold across
standard contact discontinuities in single-phase flows. The conditions are categorised by jumps in gas pres-
sure, density and velocity. Gas-phase entropy, solid-phase entropy and solid-phase velocity remain
constant.

If conservative numerical schemes are modified to ensure that the correct steady-state condition is main-
tained across porosity jumps, by exploiting the use of the exact solution across the jump, for example, then
the solution is correctly resolved in all other regions. Any numerical discretisation must be designed to pre-
serve the correct steady-state jump conditions across the porosity jump. This has been demonstrated by
deriving discretisations for an unsplit Roe-type method maintaining constant gas-phase and solid-phase
entropy across the porosity jump.

! This problem differs from the problems seen above as the compaction wave is no longer stationary.



C.A. Lowe | Journal of Computational Physics 204 (2005) 598-632 629
Acknowledgements

EPSRC and DSTL jointly funded this project that is lead by Professor John Field, Cavendish Laboratory,
University of Cambridge. Many thanks to Professor R.J. LeVeque (University of Washington) and Profes-
sor E.F. Toro (Trento University) for their useful suggestions. Further thanks to Dr. A. Longbottom (Fluid
Gravity, St. Andrews) for providing additional feedback and computations. The reviewers did an excellent
job of scrutinizing this work and have improved the overall content and readablility of the paper.

Appendix A. FORCE Algorithm
A conservative first-order centred method of solution, as presented in [15], is employed. Let U} be some

cell centred average of the vector of conserved variables in cell 7 at time-level n. The algorithm is two-step in
which the first intermediate step is defined as

n+1/2 1 n n 1 At n n
Uil =5 (U + ULy =5 1 (F(UL) — F(UY).
The second-step is then defined as
- | P at1j2y 1At nt1/2 n+1/2
Ui+1 = 5 (U:l//z + Uz:l//z) - E E (F(Uiil//Z) - F(Uijl//Z ))

It should be noted that second-order extensions to this method are also described in [15].

Appendix B. Operator splitting

Operator splitting enables a complex system to be split into smaller subproblems that may be solved. The
method will be applied to the problem:

U, +F.(U) = S(U, ,). (B.1)

Consider a numerical methodology that involves solving the system of equations given by (B.1) over time
At. Let the solution at the initial time ¢ be given as U” so that the objective is to evolve the solution to pro-
vide U" * ! at the new time-level 7 + Az. The operator splitting approach provides the following sequence of
problems:
Hyperbolic system:

ou

—+FU), =0

with initial conditions U”. The solution of this subproblem can be provided from many shock-capturing
methods — in this work it is obtained using the Godunov and FORCE method. Let the solution of this be
given as U,
System of ordinary differential equations: Let U'" be the initial condition for the ODE:
ou
—=S(U B.1
5 = S(U,4) (B.1)
in which the source term is discretised as

% " ~ d)ﬁl _‘f’;’il
Pax ; Pi 2Ax '
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The solution of Eq. (B.1) is the final evolved solution at the new time-level U" * !. oDE solvers are employed
to solve this.

Appendix C. Roe-type wave propagation algorithm

The numerical method of solution described in [6] has been adopted. This method is a Roe-type method
in which waves are based directly on flux differences and which can include the contribution of source
terms. Consider the problem:

U, + F,(U) = S(U)

the solution of which typically consists of m waves of speed s* where p =1,2,...,m. We wish to solve the
Riemann problem by performing a flux-based wave decomposition in which the flux difference plus source
term contribution is written as a linear combination of the eigenvectors of the Jacobian of F(U):

F(U;)) = F(Ui1) — AxSi_yp = Zﬁfq/z”ffl/z-
p—1

That is, we rewrite the left-hand side of the equation above as a linear combination of the eigenvectors 7 | P
in which the coefficients f are such that:

Bl =R (Fi(Uy) = Fii (Upy) — AxS;12) (C.1)

in which R is the matrix of right eigenvectors.
The conservative update is given as

, . At
Ut =u; - A (Fis1p—Fizip)
in which:
Finp = Z B iy
Pisip1/2>0
Fiyp= Z Bt
Psi—172<0

in which s/ | P is the pth wave-speed for Riemann problem [i,i+ 1] and P is the corresponding
eigenvector.

As in the regular Roe method, coefficients 5 can then be obtained as linear combinations of the flux dif-
ference with source term contribution using Eq. (C.1). A suitable discretisation of the source contribution
S; _ 12 18 required and is described in Section 5.2.

Appendix D. Nonconservative algorithm
A nonconservative first-order centred method of solution, as presented in [16], is employed. Let V! be

some cell centred average of the vector of primitive variables in cell i at time-level n. The algorithm is
two-step in which the first intermediate step is defined as

NI =
el

) 1 ¢
Viih = 3 (Vi+ Vi) -

i+1

A (Vi = V),



C.A. Lowe | Journal of Computational Physics 204 (2005) 598-632

where

1 n n
Aij1p = A(f (Vi + Vi+1))'
The second-step is then defined as
" | - " 1At .
Vi =S (VR VISR -5 AV - VSR,

where

N 1 n n
A=A (E (Ve +V, jf/j)) :

It should be noted that second-order extensions to this method are also described in [16].

Appendix E. Eigenstructure of the two-phase system

The Jacobian of the flux function F(U) of the two-phase system given in Eq. (30) is:

J. 0 0
J=10 Jy 0,
0 Jy u
where
0 1 0
Jr= 3 = 3)ug (3 = 7wk w1,

TP =1 —uH* H = (y, — Dup pu

where k = s for the solid phase.
= (2 o)
¢ U 4 ‘
The eigenvalues are:

Ug — Cgy, Uy, Ug+Cq, Us—Csy Us, UstCs, Us

with right eigenvectors (columns tie with speed):

1 1 1 0 0 0 0

Ug — Cq Ug Ug + ¢4 0 0 0 0
Hy —uge, 1/2u7 Hy + ugey 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 1 1 0

0 0 0 U — Cs U us+cs 0

0 0 0 Hs—uses 1/2u? Hy+uses 0

0 0 0 1/, 0 1/¢, 1

The system in Eq. (30) can also be rewritten in the following nonconservative form:

Vf + A(V)x = 07

631

(E.2)

(E.3)

(E4)

(E.5)
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where

p u p 0 E(us—u) 0
u 0 u 1/p 0
P 0w u Z(us—u

V=1|4¢, |, AV)=|0 0 0 U 0 0 0
Ds 0 0 0 0 Us Py 0
U 0 0 0 Lot 0w 1/p,
Ds 0 0 0 0 0 oy u

For the problems considered above, initial conditions defined in Table 2 will be applied to a domain that
is 0.06 m and the interface between the left and right states is positioned at the midpoint.
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