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Abstract

Heavy-gas dispersion of practical interest is usualy cold gas dispersion with the enthalpy
deficit as the main cause of the density effect. New analysis of existing field experiment data
suggests that heat transfer from the ground sometimes reduces this thermally induced density
effect considerably. The limited heat capacity of the ground implies that heat transfer to a gas
plume must disappear eventually, and our interpretation of Desert Tortoise measurements indicates
that the surface heat flux decreased by 38% during a 3-min long release period. © 1999 Elsevier
Science B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Large quantities of gas are normally stored in liquid form in pressurized or refriger-
ated containers. Accidental release results in flash boiling jets or cold liquid pools. In
either case the evaporating vapour will be colder than the ambient air, and for many
gases the density effect caused by the temperature deficit will be comparable to that of
the molar weight difference. If the gas is mixed with ambient air in an adiabatic process,
the cloud buoyancy would be nearly conserved ! for mixtures diluted sufficiently to
preclude liquid aerosols. In the adiabatic case a carefully chosen isothermal simulation
gas provides a good wind-tunnel model of the density-to-concentration correlation of a
cold large-scale release.

Is adiabatic mixing a realistic assumption? In the non-isothermal laboratory experi-
ments of Meroney and Neff [2] surface heat transfer was found to reduce the excess
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 The cloud buoyancy would be exactly conserved if the molar specific heats of the contaminant and air
were identical. This is a good approximation for molecules of the same structure [1].
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density. These authors even observed a cold and initially heavy methane plume lift off
the ground at the downwind distance where heat transfer from the wind-tunnel floor had
made the plume buoyant. Ruff et al. [3] measured the heat balance of a cold nitrogen
gravity current and identified heat transfer from the wind tunnel floor as the main cause
of the depth-integrated buoyancy change. The dynamic effect of this was clearly
demonstrated by the experiments of Grobelbauer [4] who studied a similar gravity
current advancing over a surface with controllable temperature, and the front velocity
was observed to slow down when the heat transfer was turned on. Britter [5] reviewed
the scaling laws for simultaneous heavy-gas dispersion and surface heat transfer and
concluded that additional constraints had to be imposed on the thermal diffusivity and
heat capacity of the simulant gas in the limit of forced convection. He found that free
convection was impossible to model correctly. These scaling-law difficulties were also
recognized by Meroney and Neff [2] who estimated that heat transfer effects should be
weaker though probably still significant in full-scale releases in the atmosphere. Heat
transfer effects have not yet been accurately quantified in full scale and are often
ignored. Kunsch and Fannelgp [6] recently found and experimentaly verified an
analytical solution for simultaneous heat transfer and gravitational spreading in a calm
environment. The significant transfer mechanism in an emission of cryogenic gas (LNG)
was identified as free convection. With a well insulated surface the cloud heating was
intensified in the region just behind the advancing front of the cloud where the ground
surface temperature under the cloud decreased substantially.

2. Theory

The objective of the present paper is to examine the significance and time depen-
dence of heat transfer in large-scale heavy-gas dispersion. For simplicity we chose to
test a ‘null statement’ of the question of significance, by tentatively assuming that
mixing is adiabatic and then seeing if the heat budget can be balanced. By a similar
simplistic approach, the local cloud temperature is regarded as constant in a surface-
cooling model, although possible time-dependence of the heat flux obviously would
affect local temperature.

2.1. Heat budget for adiabatic mixing

Consider a homogeneous mixture of gas, aerosols and ambient air in thermodynami-
cal equilibrium. In case of negligible heat input from the surroundings the mixture
enthalpy is related to the source enthalpy by:

AH
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Here T—T,, is the temperature deficit [°C], (c,, c§") and (M, M,,) are the heat
capacities [J (kg °C) '] and molar weights of contaminant and air [kg mol ~*], AH_,



M. Nielsen, S Ott / Journal of Hazardous Materials A67 (1999) 41-58 43

accounts for the enthalpy deficit [J mol ~] of condensed matter including air humidity
and c is the concentration [mol mol ~1]. The left-hand side of Eq. (1) is the mixture
enthalpy deficit AH [mol mol 1] relative to ambient conditions, so the entrained air
does not contribute to this. The released material contributes A H, [mol mol ~*] defined
as the enthalpy difference between the contaminant at source and ambient conditions.
When the material evaporates from the liquid phase, AH, is negative. In the non-adia-
batic case the right-hand side of the equation could be written as c(A H, + Q) where Q
would be the accumulated heat input per mole of contaminant. We tentatively disregard
that contribution. Following Webber et al. [7], we model the heat of condensation term
A Hcon by

AHgn = agestML + ayy 60(1 = C) My oLy ,0 + @A Hyy (2)

where ag, and a, o [mol mol™*] are degrees of condensation for contaminant and
ambient water vapour, g [mol mol ] is the water vapour concentration in the entrained
ar, a=agC+ ay oq(1—c) is the overal liquid fraction, L and L,, , are heats of
evaporanon [J kg‘lj and AH,,, is heat of chemical reaction in the I|qU|d phase. The
second term on the right-hand side is the contribution by condensation of ambient water
vapour, which generaly dominates the other terms. The degrees of condensation are
hard to measure directly. When evaluating the condensation term we have to rely on the
hypothesis of homogeneous thermal and vapour-pressure equilibrium of the aerosol
fraction. Kukkonen et al. [8] considered a binary water /ammonia aerosol ventilated by
its fall velocity and concluded that the assumption of homogeneous equilibrium provides
sufficiently accurate predictions of the cloud temperature and density for aerosol
diameters less than 100 wm. Equilibrium vapour pressures for hygroscopic aerosols are
most accurately modelled by binary-aerosol models—here we apply the model of
Wheatley [9] also summarized by Nielsen et a. [10]. For contaminants other than
ammonia (propane, LNG) we simply consider the phase-equilibrium of water.

It could be argued that a kinetic energy term should be included in Eg. (1) and indeed
such a term plays an important role in two-phase pipe flow models [11]. The ratio of the
jet momentum to the release rate F,,/m can be taken as an upper limit for the jet
velocity. In the FLADIS liquefied ammonia experiments [10] thiswas = 70 ms™ %, and
the corresponding kinetic energy of 2.5 k kg~ ! was insignificant compared to the 1270
kJ kg™ heat of evaporation. This justifies our neglect of kinetic energy termsin Eq. (1)
when determining mixture temperatures. Assuming an aerosol Weber number equal to
12, the estimated jet velocity corresponds to an initial aerosol radius equal to = 16 um,
i.e. sufficiently small to allow the homogeneous equilibrium assumption.

2.2. Mixture density

The density of a dry mixture of air and gas at modest pressure is found by the ideal
gas law

Pir[ Mc+ M, (1—c)]
RT )

p:
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where P,, is the pressure and R is the universal gas constant. By inserting Eq. (1)
without the condensation term, we obtain the following formula valid in the case of dry
adiabatic mixing:

Ap M, + CAM AM  AH,
oo cM, cAH 1=c ar (4)
Pair M ar 0 Majr Malrcp T

o+
T [(1 =) My G3" + eMc, | Ty,

The linearization is justified since in most cases the gas is swiftly diluted by near-source
entrainment, i.e. ¢ < 1. The density effect of an enthalpy deficit is seen to be equivalent
to excess molar weight and consequently we define an ‘effective’ molar weight by

Mg =M — AH,/ca'Ty,. (5)
This can be used for scaling isothermal wind tunnel simulations of two-phase
releases—dtill assuming dry adiabatic mixing.

2.3. Source enthalpy

Accurate values of AH,, the enthalpy deficit between released material at exit
conditions and at ambient temperature, can be obtained from thermodynamic tables. It is
instructive to consider the following estimate:

evaporation mixing rainout
N DN

AHn~ — a-ML —Mec. - (Toe. — T g “10e (T — T (6)
0~ a Cp ( air ex1t) f ( f) Cp ( rain ex1t)

Here T, and T, are temperatures of the gas source and rained out aerosols, f is the
mass fraction of rain-out aerosols and c|, is heat capacity of the released material in
liquid phase. The rain-out fraction f is here taken relative to the total mass including the
rained out material, whereas the liquid mass fraction « is relative to the airborne mass
only. Eqg. (6) consists of three contributions: (1) the heat of evaporation of the airborne
liquid; (2) the heat associated with a possible source temperature difference and (3) an
adjustment applied to correct for liquid rain-out. The argument for the latter is that if the
rain-out mass fraction f is cooled before it separates from the mixture, that heat will be
absorbed in the remaining 1 — f mass fraction of the release. The temperature of the
rained-out materia can be equal to the boiling point or lower, as observed in flash
boiling jets [10]. For simplicity the rained out material is assumed to separate completely
from the cloud so the evaporation of aerosols rained out on the ground is neglected. The
exit conditions for pool sources are evaluated just after evaporation, i.e., the liquid mass
fraction is set to zero and the exit temperature is that of the pool boundary layer. We
ignore the fact that the thermodynamic properties L, c,, and c, are functions of
temperature. This error is reduced when the latent heat and heat capacities are evaluated
at exit temperature T,;, and at average temperature (T, + Te,;,)/2, respectively.
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2.4. Heat transfer from ground to gas cloud

We simplify heat transfer in the ground to conduction in a homogeneous materia of
initial uniform temperature. The heat diffusion is then described by

aT(zt) a%T(z,1)
psoilcsoila—t = /\soila—zz (7)

where pg;, [kg m3], ¢y, [J (kg °C) 7] and A, [W (m °C)~*] are the soil density,
specific heat and thermal conductivity and z [m] is the depth into soil. The upward heat
flux (opposite to the chosen z direction) is proportional to the temperature gradient

aT(z,t)
a0y (8)

The heat transfer from the surface of the ground to the gas cloud is described by forced
heat convection

@(0.t) :pgastChu(T(o!t) _Tgas) (9

where p,. [kg m~*] and ¢, [J (kg °C)~*] are the density and specific heat of the gas
cloud, ¢, is anon-dimensional heat transfer coefficient, u is the cloud velocity [m s™1],
and T(O,t) — T is the temperature difference [°C] between the surface and the gas
mixture. In practice the transfer process will often be a combination of forced and free
convection causing the heat transfer coefficient ¢, to change as a function of the
developing cloud temperature [6]. However, for simplicity we shall regard c, and the
local cloud temperature Ty, as constant.

The mathematical solution to the above equations is given in Appendix A. It predicts
how, after sudden exposure to a cold gas layer, the temperature drop gradualy
penetrates from the surface into the soil. This transient model will enable us to estimate
the surface heat flux ¢(0,t) from heat-flux data measured below the surface ¢(zt). The
measuring position of the available data is not accurately known but it will be estimated
by a comparison of measured and calculated time series.

e(Z,t) = Ay

3. Analysis
3.1. Sdlected data

From the REDIPHEM database [12] we have selected information from trials EEC55
and EEC57 of the MTH project BA propane experiments, DT3 of the Desert Tortoise
ammonia experiments and B8 of the Burro LNG experiment. Our criteria for this
selection were to cover a range of source types and gases, to apply data from well
exposed instruments, to apply data from steady continuous releases and to have detailed
background information. References to the chosen experiments and characterisations of
the selected time series are presented in Table 1. For the analysis we need pairs of
adjacent temperature and concentration signals from well-exposed locations near the
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Table 1
Overview of field data
MTH BA Desert tortoise Burro
Reference Nielsen [13] Koopman et a. [19] Koopman et al. [16]
Heinrich and Scherwinski [14] Goldwire et al. [17] Koopman et a. [20]
Nielsen and Jensen [21]
Distances 38 and 63 m 100 and 800 m 57, 140, 400 and 800 m
Concentration Kaijo-Denki? LLNL-IR® (100 m) LLNL-IR? (57, 140 m)
IST ¢ (800 m) IST ¢ (400, 800 m)
Temperature Thermocouples Thermocouples Thermocouples
Heat-flux - HY-CALY -

@Sonic anemometer with attached thermocouple.
bNon-dispersive infrared absorption sensor.
°Solid state sensor.

dThermopile.

plume centreline. We find such information from four distances in the Burro experiment
and two distances in the other experiments. From the Desert Tortoise experiment, we
include heat-flux signals from thermopile devices (HY-CAL) placed next to each mast
just beneath the surface.

All temperature measurements were made by relatively fast responding thermocou-
ples. The concentration signals from the MTH BA experiments were deduced from the
gas-induced distortion of the sound virtual temperature signals of ultrasonic anemome-
ters (Kaijo-Denki) relative to the true temperature detected by attached thermo-
couples—this technique is described by Nielsen [13]. The response time of the derived
signal is as fast as that of the thermocouples, i.e., about 1 s. In the Burro and Desert
Tortoise experiments the gas was detected by a combination of fast responding, about 1
s, infrared absorption sensors developed by Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL-IR) and slower, about 15 s, solid state concentration sensors from International
Sensor Technology (IST). The sample gas was passed through a heater to evaporate all
aerosols before concentration measurement.

The source types are shown in Fig. 1. The source in EEC55 was a horizontal nozzle
pointing in the downwind direction with an exit pressure sufficiently high to fragment
the liquid propane into a mist of tiny fully airborne aerosols. Following the arguments at
the end of Section 2.1, we estimate the initial aerosol radius in EEC55t0 =7 pm. In

a) MTH project BA b) Desert Tortoise c¢) Burro
EEC55 (jet) EEC57 (cyclone) DT3 (jet) B8 (pool)

@@

Fig. 1. Sketch of gas sourcesin the selected trials.
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EEC57 the liquid was depressurized inside a cyclone source in order to provide a gas
release with no net momentum. The discharge was in all horizontal directions and
covered an area upstream of the release point. Approximately one third of the released
material was deposited inside the cyclone and spilled into a liquid pool on the ground
[14]. This implies that the liquid fraction of the emitted material was different from that
of the nozzle. The temperature of the material rained-out in the cyclone is unknown. We
assume that it was close to the atmospheric boiling point since the gas concentration
inside the cyclone must have been = 100% and the pressure close to 1 Bar. The source
in DT3 passed through a vertical ‘spill plate’ with an orifice facing the downwind
direction. This source had no nozzle contraction and produced a horizontal jet with some
liquid rain out. The data report describes extensive pool formation (2000 m?) but
estimates the overall flow-rate reduction to be ‘modest’. In lack of detailed information
we subjectively assume that this produced a rain-out fraction of f= 5%. In the Burro
experiment liquid LNG was spilled on a water pond with a diameter of 57 m. The water
was an efficient heat supply and the LNG boiled instantly. Differential boil-off of the
LNG compounds seems likely, and we assume that the initial boil-off composition in the
B8 trial was pure methane. Only data from the initial stages of this trial have been used,
i.e. the first one and a half minute of data at each measuring station. The solid-state ST
sensors were calibrated for methane detection and were sensitive to variable LNG
composition—another reason to avoid the fina stages of the pool evaporation. In the
MTH BA experiments a 2 m high fence was mounted perpendicular to the centre-line at
X = 48 m between the two measuring positions. This fence was removed in the middle
of the gas releases in order to determine its influence on the dispersion process. Release
conditions including meteorological conditions and references to detailed descriptions
are summarized in Table 2. The source enthalpy deficits A H, are found as differences
between the contaminant at exit and ambient conditions looked up in the tables of
Vargaftik [15], with a correction for liquid rain out calculated by the last term in Eq. (6).

3.2. Heat budgets

Fig. 2 shows time series of concentration and temperature measured by adjacent
sensors. The ambient temperature T, is represented by a time series from an unexposed
reference thermocouple at the top of the front mast. In order to adjust the pre-tria
enthalpy deficit to zero, the temperature signal was corrected for its pre-trial difference
relative to the reference thermometer. The water content of the air g, was calculated by
upwind measurements of the relative humidity. The reference signa was low-pass
filtered leaving only the general trend of the ambient temperature. The time response of
the other signals were matched by moving average filters. The enthalpy time series
shown at the bottom of the figure was then calculated by the left-hand side of Eq. (1).
The enthalpy contributions by the liquid aerosols AH,,, varied, as discussed in
Appendix B. Judged from the figure the calculated in situ enthalpy appears to correlate
with gas concentration.

Fig. 3 shows scatter plots of 10-s block-average values of enthalpy and concentration.
According to our ‘null-statement’ of adiabatic mixing we would expect AH equal to
cAH,, see Eg. (1), so that the points should lie on a straight line, which they indeed
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Table 2

Overview of release conditions

Trial EEC55 EEC57 DT3 B8
Gas propane propane ammonia LNG?
Release type jet cyclone jet pool
Nozzle diameter 0.0155 - 0.095 -

Jet momentum, Fig, [kN] =0.25 - =114 -
Liquid fraction, a 1 1 1 0
Rain-out mass fraction, f 0 =033 = 0.05 0

Exit temperature, T, ;; [K] 287 287 295 =111
Exit pressure, pe; [Barl 10.0 9.3 112 0.94
Source enthalpy, A H, [kJ mol 1] —-16.3 —133 -21.4 -6.7
Release rate, m[kgs™?] 3.0 3.0 133 =~ 115
Windspeed, u[ms™1]at z[m] 32a6m 24a6m 74a2m 18a2m
Friction velocity, u, [ms™!] =0.19 ~0.16 0.45 0.074
Surface roughness, z, [mm] 6 6 3 0.25
Monin-Obukov length, Lyq [m] ~-90 =~-20 570 16
Stahility class =D =C D F
Cloud cover [%] 100 75 70 ?
Ambient temperature, T, [K] 283 287 307 306
Ambient pressure, P, [hPa] 1025 1025 907 941
Relative humidity [%] 99 93 15 45

#LNG composition: 87% methane, 10% ethane and 2% propane.
Some parameters, e.g. the jet momentum F,,, were evaluated in the REDIPHEM project [12].

seem to do. However, we shall demonstrate that the slopes of these lines are inconsi stent
with adiabatic mixing. Estimates of local AH /c ratios are obtained by linear regression
lines of the type c= 8 X AH, by regression lines forced through the point (c,AH) =
(0,0). The results of similar analyses for all selected signal pairs are plotted in Fig. 4.
The first three diagrams contain estimates for two observation heights and the MTH BA
experiments contain estimates from periods with and without an obstacle. Uncertainties
are evaluated by the residual variance between observations and regression lines. Thisis
actually just a lower bound on the uncertainty since some variance was removed by
signal smoothing. The enthalpy to concentration ratios corresponding to adiabatic
mixing (the source enthalpies) are indicated by dashed horizontal lines. For the Desert
Tortoise and Burro experiments with low molar weight gases, we aso include the
enthalpy to concentration ratio where according to Eq. (5) the effective molar weight
My becomes equal to the molar weight of the ambient air. This is the limit where the
initially dense plumes would be changed into buoyant ones by continued heating.

The observations of AH/c in al but the pool evaporation experiment lie signifi-
cantly above the release condition and demonstrate that mixing was not adiabatic. The
observation height and the presence of obstacles in the MTH BA experiments did not
significantly influence the enthalpy to concentration ratio, i.e. the non-adiabatic heat
input per contaminant concentration appeared to be height independent. In the two jet
releases the enthalpy increased with downward distance and we interpret this as a result
of accumulated heat transfer to the plume from the ground.
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Fig. 2. EEC57, front mast, 1 m above terrain: Time series of concentration and temperature, ambient
temperature and the derived enthalpy time series.

The release rates and meteorological conditions were comparable in the two MTH
BA experiments so their differences in enthalpy to concentration ratios must relate to the
sources. The near-source entrainment was most efficient with a jet release and presum-
ably the jet was warmer than the plume when it first touched the ground. In addition the
ground contact area upwind of the measuring positions was smaller for the jet than for
the plume, see Fig. 1. In other words: the heating depends on the initial dispersion and
thereby on source parameters such as momentum.

The absolute uncertainty of enthalpy to concentration ratios from the Burro experi-
ment is comparable to those of the other experiments but the narrower range of possible
enthalpy ratios makes the precision inadequate. We cannot conclude much from this
experiment except that field observations indicated a warmer plume than the estimate
from source enthalpy. The analysis of Koopman et al. [16] showed that the plume did
not become buoyant.

Table 3 shows the influence on the *effective’ molar weight My; as defined by Eq.
(5) with the release enthalpy substituted by the observed enthalpy to concentration
ratios. The far-field effect of the density difference between cloud and ambient air A p,
after aerosol evaporation, is evaluated by Eq. (4). Thisis the key parameter in heavy-gas
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Fig. 3. Local correlations between 10-s block averages of enthalpy and concentration. The regression lines are
forced through (c,AH) = (0,0).

dispersion and the magnitude of these thermally induced buoyancy reductions is
significant—as predicted by Kunsch and Fannelgp [6].

3.3. Heat transfer from the ground

We are now ready to examine the heat flux from the soil and in particular whether
this remains constant during the dispersion process. Fig. 5 shows the heat-flux signal
from the sensor placed in the soil near the mast at 100 m distance in DT3 and the
temperature and concentration 1 m above the ground. The sensors at 100-m distance
were exposed approximately 40 sec after the beginning of the release equal to the start
of the time axis. The concentration and temperature were almost constant in the period
indicated by the shaded area. The ground heat-flux signal responded with a short time
delay relative to the temperature signal and kept rising during the period of steady gas
exposure. Based on remarks in the data report [17] and the smoothness of the heat flux
time series, we believe that the ground was not flooded by the pool or covered with ice
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Table 3
Estimates of ‘effective’ molar weights My; at source and in the field and corresponding bouyancy reductions
Source In-field A p reduction by
heat transfer
EEC55 110 g mol =1 78gmol~1 (38 m) 68 gmol~* (63 m) 40-52%
EEC57 98 g mol ~* 57 gmol ~! 59%
DT3 87gmal ! 77 gmol ~* (100 m) 61 g mol ~* (800 m) 17-38%

deposits at this distance. It is relevant therefore to compare the measured heat-flux signal
with the model in Section 2.4 and its solution in Appendix A. The soil properties needed
for the model are estimated to Ay; =05 W (m K)™%, cg;; =1.8 kJ (kg K)~* and
Pl = 2000 kg m~2 and numerical tests show that the solution is not very sensitive to
the exact values of these.

The dashed curves in Fig. 5 are three solutions corresponding to initial surface heat
fluxes of ¢, = 1250, 1500, and 1750 kW m~2, respectively. These curves are fixed by
the heat flux at the end of the gas exposure and they are determined by an iteration of
the unknown sensor depth, see Appendix A. The solution obtained with the median
value of the surface heat flux ¢, = 1500 kW m~2 is in overall agreement with the
observations and predicts reasonably well the time delay relative to the gas exposure. It
corresponds to a sensor depth of z=4.1 mm.

The calculations are aso shown by the dashed curves in Fig. 6 in the Appendix A.
This figure presents the solution in a non-dimensional form. In Fig. 6 the curve
corresponding to ¢, = 1500 kW m~? is the one ending on the non-dimensional release

600
L 400 -
£ 1 Ground Heat Flux
= 200
0 —
I . [ . I T T I T T ! T T T T I ! !
0 60 120 180 | 240 300 360 420 480 540 600
40
@] -
s 20 Temperature at 1 m
0 : va-/ . ‘ : ‘ T
I : I ol I I I T T ] 1
0 60 120 180 240 300 360 420 480 540 600
10
o
> 5 .
X M Aﬁgil\centratwn at 1 m
0 L R s B S B i
0 60 120 180 240 300 360 420 480 540 600

Time [sec]

Fig. 5. DT3 100 m from source at the ideal plume centreline. Heat flux just below the surface together with
temperature and concentration time series at 1 m.
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Fig. 6. Non-dimensional soil heat flux after sudden surface cooling as a function of time and depth.

duration T=0.24. The model predicts that at this stage the surface heat flux has
decreased to 62% of the initial heat-flux ¢,. Thus, in spite of the relatively short release
duration in DT3, the heat flux from the ground was not constant.

4, Conclusions

The accumulated heat input from a warm ground to a cold heavy gas cloud has a
noticeable effect on cloud density. The effect was particularly significant for the cyclone
release mechanism in EEC57 which allowed the gas layer to cover a large area without
much initial entrainment. The effect will be most significant when the major contribu-
tion to the cloud density is the source enthalpy rather than the contaminant molar
weight. Large-scale heavy-gas dispersion experiments are sometimes intercompared with
wind tunnel simulations in which the cloud density is produced by an isothermal model
gas. The problem of this method is that the ‘effective’ molar weight of the large-scale
dispersion gradually decreases in the downwind direction because surface heat transfer
warms the plume. Sometimes the ‘effective’ molar weight is reduced by more than a
factor of 2 compared to the ideal case of adiabatic mixing.

The heat transfer to the gas cloud is time dependent. Our analysis of heat-flux
measurements at 100-m distance in trial DT 3 suggests that the surface heat flux
decreased by 38% during that experiment. A consequence of a time dependent heat flux
is that even with perfectly steady release and wind a non-isothermal heavy-gas disper-
sion would be time-varying at a given downwind position.
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Kunsch and Fannel@p [6] previoudly predicted that heat transfer from the ground has
a significant effect on cloud buoyancy. These authors applied a theoretical model and
verified it by laboratory data. We have shown that the heat flux effect is significant also
in large-scale experiments.

Large-scale liquefied-gas dispersion data often lack precise source measurements.
The present analysis would benefit from better information on source enthalpy, i.e.
initial temperature, phase composition and possible rain out. The source enthalpy AH,
should be regarded as an important parameter in heavy-gas dispersion problems.
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Appendix A

The heat transfer problem defined in a Section 2.4 can be written in non-dimensional
form
AT 9T _  oT
ot o YTz
with the non-dimensional temperature deficit, depth, time and flux defined by
AT =(T(2,t) — T )(ATy)
Z=27¢o( A ATy) '
= t‘Pg( psoilcsoil)‘soilAT()z)il
F=¢ ¢"
by using the initial surface heat flux

©o= lim ¢(0,t)
t>0,

and 3(0,f) = AT(0,f) (A1)

(A.2)

v

and the initial ground temperature deficit AT, = T(z,0) — T,
The response to sudden forcing at the surface of the form
AT(28) =0 for f<0
~ Z . ~ A3
AT(0,f) = Y a,i"? fort>0 (A-3)
n=0
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where n is a positive natural number is given by Cardaw and Jaeger [18]. With these
boundary conditions the temperature development becomes

. ~ 1_.
AT(28) = ¥ a,2T(n/2+ 1)f"/? x I”erfc(EZtl/z) (A.4)
n=0

where the last factor is a shorthand notation for n integrations over the complementary
error function

—2/Vmexp(—x?) forn= -1
Z/Efmexp(—gz)df forn=0

I "erfc( x) = (A.5)

fwlnflerfc(g)dg forn>1

The symbol ‘1’ refers to the integral operator [;dé. The integrals can be found by the
recursion formula:

I"erfo( x) = [ 1"~ 2erfe( x) — 2x1 " terfc( x)] /2n (A.6)
which is useful in proof of Eq. (A.4). For x =0 it can be shown that:

| "erfc(0) = [27(n/2+1)] ~*. (A7)
Combining Egs. (A.1) and (A.4) we find the coefficients

0 forn=20

W=\ ()" r(n2+ )]t forns1 (A-8)
and the non-dimensional heat flux becomes:

(2.0 = f}o( -2)"t"2 “erfc(%if‘ 1/2). (A.9)

ne

This solution is plotted by the thin solid lines in Fig. 6. Although not needed for our
computations it may be of general interest to know that the time dependent surface flux
#(0,1) has an analytic expression. After insertion of the coefficients a, and Eq. (A.7)
into Eq. (A.3) we find a differential equation for the surface temperature and flux

dAT(0,f . o

GBATOY _ (o) = - (n1) 2
dt
The non-dimensional temperature difference and flux are equal at the surface and
solving Eqg. (A.10) with the boundary condition $(0,0) = 1, we obtain:

#(0,1) = exp(1) x erfc(t~1/2). (A.11)

Sometimes the sensor position z is not accurately known, but it may be estimated by
the heat flux ¢(zt) observed at the end of the gas exposure. With estimates of the soil
properties and a reasonable guess of the initial surface heat flux ¢, we obtain the
non-dimensional time T and non-dimensional heat flux at the end of the gas exposure

(A.10)
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@(Z,1). The solution must include this reference point—and that condition determines
the non-dimensional sensor depth Z. The method is sketched in Fig. 6: the circles are
obtained by three estimates of the surface heat flux, and each of these is part of a
solution corresponding to a particular sensor depth. These solutions would end at the
same fixed point when plotted in real units, but their excursions would differ slightly.
The curve, which best fit the measurements, defines the most likely initial surface flux
¢, and sensor depth z.

Appendix B

Does the heat of condensation term A H,,, contribute the sensor positions or has the
liquid evaporated by then?

The answer to this question depends on atmospheric humidity. In case of small gas
concentrations ¢ < 1, the main aerosol component is condensated air humidity. With
the aid of the homogeneous equillibrium assumption we approximate the heat of
condensation by

AHgn =My oLy,o X max{0, RH X P52°(T,,) — Pa®(T)} X Pyt (B.1)
where RH is the relative humidity of the air and P/2°(T) is the saturation vapour
pressure. At small gas concentrations we further approximate the enthalpy deficit by

AH=(T-Ty,) Majrci?,"+AHcon (B.2)
and the significance of the condensation term is seen to be a function of the atmospheric

conditions (Ty,, P,,, RH) and the mixture temperature T. The curvesin Fig. 7 show the
ratio of the two enthalpy terms estimated by the conditions listed in Table 2 as a

DT3
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r - 929
o G22-1m GO5 - 2%2m
G22 - 3/am
! y GO1-1m
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————————|
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Fig. 7. Ratio of the heat of condensation and the heat associated with the temperature deficit as a function of
temperature. Average temperatures are indicated by marker points and the standard deviation and temperature
range are indicated by error bars plotted with bold and a thin lines, respectively.
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function of mixture temperature. Also shown in the figure are the mean, standard
deviation, and range of the selected temperature time series.

The significance of the condensation term A H,,, may be assessed by the curve for
the relevant experiment at the local temperature interval. In this way the heat of
condensation AH_,, is judged to be very important in EEC55 and irrelevant in B8. In
DT3 the condensation seems to have taken place at the GO1 mast and in part of the time
at GO3. The corresponding AH_,,, terms were however relatively insignificant because
of the large temperature deficits. Furthermore the figure suggests that condensation in
EEC57 took place only at the front mast and only in part of the time.

Comments in data reports and 1og-books suggest that the gas clouds, at least for part
of the time, were visible beyond the boundaries suggested by the above analysis. This
was probably because the visible fragments were fine filaments of high concentration
and low temperature causing temperature fluctuations too rapid to be recorded by
thermocouples. It should be remembered that the thermocouple response timeswere = 1
s and the advection velocities were 2-7 m s~ 1. In principle this instrumental averaging
might have led to too low estimates of the degree of condensation and the (positive)
AH,, term. We do believe this to be no serious error but note that it tends to enhance
the deviation from adiabatic mixing, see Fig. 4.
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