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Abstract A major issue for the simulation of two-phase flows in engines con-
cerns the modeling of the liquid disperse phase, either in the Lagrangian or the
Eulerian approach. In the perspective of massively parallel computing, the Eu-
lerian approach seems to be more suitable, as it uses the same algorithm as the
gaseous phase solver. However taking into account the whole physics of a turbulent
spray, especially in terms of polydispersity, requires an additional modeling effort.
The Mesoscopic Eulerian Formalism (MEF) [13] accounts for the effect of turbu-
lence on the dispersed phase, and was extended to the Large Eddy Simulation
framework [42], but is limited to monodisperse flows. In [39], the influence of poly-
dispersity on resolved and unresolved turbulent motions of the disperse phase was
highlighted, and a first model was proposed, based on size-conditioned statistics.
Starting from this idea, a coupling between the MEF and the Multifluid Approach
(MA) [31] is proposed. The MA decomposes the Eulerian phase into several fluids
classes called sections, and corresponding to size intervals. Each section uses then
size-conditioned closures. The original idea of this work is to use the MEF clo-
sures independently in each section, taking into account the mean droplet size of
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this section. This new approach, called Multifluid Mesoscopic Eulerian Formalism
(MMEF), is then able to capture polydispersion with associated size-conditioned
turbulent dynamics. First, the importance of polydispersity and the ability of
MMEF to capture it are highlighted with a 0D evaporation case and a 2D vortex
case, showing its impact on dynamics in both size and physical spaces. Then, the
MMEF is applied to the MERCATO configuration of ONERA [18]. Results are
compared to monodisperse Eulerian, Lagrangian and experimental results.

Keywords Large Eddy Simulation, Two-phase flow, Polydisperse sprays,
FEulerian Mesoscopic, Multifluid, Aeronautical burner

1 Introduction

Considering available computational resources, Large Eddy Simulation (LES) be-
comes more and more attractive for industrial applications. For single-phase react-
ing flows, LES has already shown its great potential for aeronautical combustors
[34, 55] or automotive engines [30].

For two-phase reacting flows, simulating the whole physics from injection to
turbulent dispersion is still a challenge as the simulation of the primary atomiza-
tion requires accurate models and high computational resources [41, 9, 19, 47]. Fur-
thermore most methods used to simulate the primary atomization are not adapted
to subsequent turbulent spray. Fortunately, the primary atomization occurs in a
limited zone near the injector and, in first approximation, can be accounted for
by representative boundary conditions [37, 54].

Assuming point-particles by comparison to the smallest flow resolved scales
(estimated by the mesh size), the disperse phase statistics can be described by
the number density function (NDF'), which is solution of the Williams-Boltzmann
Equation (WBE, [64]), describing its evolution in phase space. Solving the WBE
directly is completely unreachable, due to the high number of dimensions of the
phase space. Instead Lagrangian methods, like the Direct Simulation Monte Carlo
[3] method, build statistics by tracking stochastic particles, or like the Discrete
Particle Simulation (DPS, [50]), consist in tracking particles of one individual
realization of the disperse phase. Numerous studies have used this approach with
success [1, 44, 23], and shown its great potential (ease of modeling, computational
time with small number of particles), but also its main drawbacks (projection on
the Eulerian grid to couple with the gas phase, computational time with high
number of particles, statistical convergence). Finally, Eulerian approaches solve
the moments of the NDF (such as mean number density or volume fraction).
This implies a loss of information, as moments are integrals of the NDF, but
results in Eulerian equations to which classical methods for the gas phase may
be directly applied. The CPU cost then depends only on the mesh size. In such
methods, two main issues arise, concerning the modeling of the effect of turbulence
on the spray, and the polydispersion in size of the spray. Those two issues are of
primary importance for industrial applications, as they are responsible for the fuel
mass fraction distribution in the combustion chamber, controlling ignition and
combustion in the full device.

Turbulent spray dispersion models in the Eulerian formulation depend on the
Stokes number range. For small Stokes number (St << 1), equilibrium approaches



can be used [12], which only consider the diffusive effect of turbulence on the zeroth
order moment for low Stokes numbers. For moderate Stokes number (St = 1), the
disperse phase dynamics become more complex: strong segregation effects occur
and the disperse phase motion exhibits correlated and uncorrelated components
[57, 49]. To describe such physics, Février et al. [13] have developed the Mesoscopic
Eulerian Formalism (MEF), which considers one droplet size only, but introduces
a velocity dispersion around the mean velocity. Kaufmann et al. [27] and Moreau
et al. [42] addressed the problem of accurate closures for the uncorrelated stresses
imposed by the velocity dispersion in the LES context. The resulting model was
applied to automotive engine injection [35], aeronautical jets in crossflow [22], or
aeronautical configurations such as the one considered here [52, 53]. More recently,
Zaichik et al. [66] proposed a LES formalism based on the work of Reeks [48] and
Zaichik et al. [67], taking into account the effect of subgrid turbulence directly at
the kinetic level. This approach is still to be applied in more complex configura-
tions.

Taking into account size polydispersion adds another complexity to FKulerian
models. A first method consists in sampling the NDF by a set of monodisperse
Eulerian phases [31], as is done in a Lagrangian stochastic approach. This method
is relatively simple when Eulerian phases do not interact, i.e. when no collision
occur. However this approach suffers from intrinsic poor statistical convergence,
since only a very limited number of samples can be used. Another method is based
on the quadrature approximation [33, 16, 65] of the moments. Gaussian quadra-
tures are usually used, leading to simple closures for the evolution in real and
phase space. Although good results have been obtained for coalescing sprays [15],
even with turbulence [2], Fox et al. [15] demonstrate the difficulties of such meth-
ods to reproduce evaporation for continuous distributions, as they cannot recover
point wise values of the NDF. Today’s most promising formalism is the Multifluid
Approach (MA, [31]). Dividing the size space in sections [20], this formalism repro-
duces the evaporation of polydisperse sprays, and captures primary aspects of the
size/velocity correlations in complex flows. Validation of this formalism was done
through 0D and 1D simple test cases with one or two size moments per section
[32, 10], showing the robust mathematical basis.

Previous work on a real configuration using both the Lagrangian approach
[56] and the MEF [29, 51, 53] has shown that the size polydispersion does not
greatly influence the mean velocity, but has significant effects on fluctuations and
on the distribution of kerosene vapor. A good agreement was obtained between
Lagrangian monodisperse and MEF results, showing the importance and good
modeling of velocity dispersion. Introducing polydispersity in Lagrangian simula-
tion however resulted in a significant deviation from monodisperse results.

Starting from these conclusions, the goal of this work is to introduce the size
polydispersion in the Eulerian framework, by coupling MEF and MA approaches,
to take into account the size dependent effect of turbulence on velocity dispersion
of the spray dynamics, through size-conditioned closures. This new formalism is
called the Multifluid Mesoscopic Eulerian Formalism (MMEF), and is implemented
in the AVBP code to simulate the MERCATO configuration [18].

This paper is organized as follows. First the MMEF is introduced. Emphasis
is made on the differences between strategies to solve the WBE. In section 3, the
aeronautical configuration MERCATO is presented with the associated operating
point and numerical methods. In section 4, a 0D evaporation case and a 2D vortex



case are proposed to analyze the importance of polydispersity in the MERCATO
conditions on similar reduced configurations. Finally, results obtained with the
Lagrangian approach, the MEF and the MMEF are compared to experiment, with
regards to mean and RMS velocities, as well as size-conditioned statistics.

2 Modeling approach

The modeling approach considered here aims at the description of a spray, i.e. a
dispersed liquid phase resulting from the disintegration of a liquid core, and is
restricted by the following assumptions:

— droplets are spherical and smaller than Kolmogorov length scale,
— the spray is dilute,
— the liquid-gas density ratio is high.

These assumptions lead to a point-particle description without collisions and with
drag force as the only external force acting on droplets (effect of gravity is ne-
glected).

In this framework, the goal is to predict the NDF f, of the droplets, driven by
the Williams-Boltzmann Equation (WBE):

% 9cp,j fp Lan,jfp OEsfp | OErfp
ot " Tow; T my Ocy; 85, | 0T,

=0 (1)

where t, x;, cp,j, mp, Sp, and T}, are respectively the time, position, velocity,
mass, surface and temperature of the droplet. The quantities F} ;, Eg, ET are
respectively the drag force and the mass and energy transfer due to evaporation:

Cpj — Ugap.j
Fyy = d a0 @)
P
4/ .
Bs = Yoz, 3)
Piop
b5
Er = . 4
T mpChp (4)

where ugap,j, Tp, p and ¢, are respectively the gas velocity at droplet position,
the droplet relaxation time, the mass rate due to evaporation, and the heat transfer
rate due to conduction. The evaporation model is derived for an isolated spherical
droplet at the thermodynamic equilibrium with a surrounding quiescent mixture
of ideal gas. Within the assumption of infinitely fast thermal conductivity in the
liquid, the evaporating rate 7, and the heat transfer rate ¢y are [58, 28]:

1hp = —/TSpSh[pDy]In(1 + By) (5)

c c | 1+Br | .
bp = —¢g + mpLu(Tp) = /TSpNuA(Too — TP)B—T + 1ivp Ly (T)) (6)
where L,(T},) is the latent heat of vaporization at temperature T), By and B
stand for the Spalding numbers of mass and temperature respectively, accounting
for the gas mixture modification in the gas layer surrouding the droplet, following



the 1/37¢ — 2/37¢ rule [21]. The Nusselt Nu and Sherwood Sh numbers are modi-
fied following [14] to account for the effect of non-vanishing slip velocity between
droplet and carrier phase.

In the LES context, the Favre (7)) and Reynolds (%) filtering procedures are
introduced:

ma fo(x) = /A me fo(2)Ga, (x — z')da’ (7

folz) = /A fo(2)Ga, (x — 2)dz’ (8)

2.1 Lagrangian approach

A first way to solve Eq. 1 is to build statistics from a sample of individual particles.
The Lagrangian equations associated to Eq. 1 are [7]:

L o (©)
Lot _ (10)
B _ ps (11)
S = By (12)

LES filtering of Eqgs. 9-12 leads to unclosed terms, due to the non-linear dependence
of the right hand side on the gas phase. These terms can be accounted for like in
[44, 46], but they are often neglected as in [1, 56|, so that all the source terms are
written from filtered quantities. This type of simulation solves only one realisation
of the disperse phase, and thus suffers from a slow statistical convergence. To
overcome this problem, Eulerian methods can be envisaged, as they solve the
NDF directly through its moments.

2.2 Mesoscopic Eulerian Formalism

The MEF developed by Février et al. [13] is designed to solve turbulent two phase
flows with one-way coupling, i.e. the gas phase is not influenced by the disperse
phase. This formalism is an extension of the Bi-fluid model [11], and accounts for
the effect of turbulence on the disperse phase by solving the Random Uncorrelated
Motion (RUM), which plays a similar role than pressure and viscosity in gas dy-
namics. More details about the derivation and the main assumptions are available
in [13].



Instead of solving for Eq. 1 on the NDF f,, one can solve for the moments, by
integrating f, over velocities, size and temperature:

ny = / fpdepdS,dT, (13)
my = /mpfpdcpdSPdTp (14)
U4 nil Cp,i fpdepdSpdT)y, (15)
56, 2%[ / (cpi — Upi)? fpdepdSpdTy, (16)
H, = nil / Cp Ty fpdcydS,dT, (17)

where n;, my, Ui, 60y, and H; are respectively the number density, mass, velocity,
Random Uncorrelated Energy (RUE), and enthalpy of the liquid phase at position
z and time t. The RUE is the key-point of MEF, as it allows to capture velocity
dispersion of the spray for moderate Stokes number, and represents most of the
modeling effort. The MEF is monodisperse, i.e. there is only one droplet surface
S) at a position x and a time ¢:

Sia) - (™ %ﬁ)/ ()

Introducing the moments in the WBE and applying the LES filter to the resulting
equations lead to LES filtered equations [42]:
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where E(®) = 1P are the evaporation source terms, Fy is the drag force, dR;
is the uncorrelated stress tensor, 7; is the subgrid stress tensor, §S; is the RUE
diffusion tensor, Wy is the RUE source term due to drag force, Il and Ilsgs
are the RUE production due to resolved and subgrid motions, and ¢; is the heat
transfer.



2.2.1 Closures

The drag force F; and its RUM contribution W are:

F,= ,mlw (24)
Tp
Wa = —2ﬂ5él (25)
Tp

where the relaxation time 7, is determined by the droplet surface S;. The second
order tensor §R; ;m is decomposed into isotropic and deviatoric parts:

—

e 5R ii = % =~ %
0Ry 5 = 3l dij + 0R; 5 = Prumdij + 0Ry (26)

where Pruy = 2/35@1. The deviatoric part is closed using a viscous assumption
[27]:

(27)
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where vryym = Tpgél/& The third order tensor ggl,iij is closed using gradient
diffusion law:

- 980,
(SSp,iij = —KRUM (91‘3' (28)
where Krym = 10/277’,,6@5. Finally, the RUE production 1T is modeled as:
- —~  Oup;
II = —m0R; im : 29
MO Ry im 5 (29)

Following [42], the subgrid tensor 7T} ;; is closed using a Smagorinsky model for
the deviatoric part and a Yoshizawa model for the isotropic part:

. . S .
Tiij = 7C32A?|Sl| (Sl,ij — %Sl,kk) =+ C?A?|Sl|25ij (30)
where §l7ij = %f;l‘,” + 3;;‘;", C; = 0.116 and Cs = 0.16 are constants, and Ay is
the grid size. Subgrid diffusion term is neglected in Eq. 22, whereas the subgrid

production term considers that the subgrid scale motion is totally transfered to
the RUM:

oty ;
OTm

IIsas = —muTlim (31)

The evaporation rate m; and heat transfer ¢; are calculated using the droplet
diameter, and taking the gas properties at infinity as the local gas properties:

i = —/7SiShipD;] In(1 + Byr) (32)
61 = VASINUAT, — 1) BT o) (33)

Br

where T; = H;/m;C); is the liquid phase temperature. Filtered evaporation terms
are calculated as E(®) = m;®.



2.3 Multifluid Mesoscopic Eulerian Formalism

To extend the MEF to polydisperse sprays, it is proposed to couple the MEF
to the MA of Laurent et al. [31]. The derivation of this new formalism called
Multifluid Mesoscopic Eulerian Formalism (MMEF) is further detailed in [61] and
is presented in the following.

The main idea is to divide the size space in N intervals {2, = [S;()k), SZ()’H_I)]
of fixed length, called sections [20]. Each section is calculated with its own set of
equations, and interacts with the others sections through droplet size changes only,
for example due to evaporation. Moments are then now defined for each section k:

n{F) = / fpdepdS,dT, (34)
m{® = / mp fpde,dSpdT, (35)
ut) = MypCp.i fpdcpdSpdT, (36)
i m(k) o ’
1 k
k 1 k k
591( ) = m /Qk myp(cp,i — Ul(,i))(cp,i - Ul(yi))fpdcpdspdTp (37)
() L
Y = — /Q mpCp i Ty fpdcpdSpdT, (38)
.

where superscript (k) qualifies quantities integrated over the section [SI(,]“), Sz()kJrl)].

The resulting LES filtered equations for the MMEF are similar to MEF equations:
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with the same definitions for source terms as in 2.2, but restricted to each section
k.

2.3.1 Closures

All closures are written as for the MEF approach, applying the definitions to the
sectional moments quantities. Only the evaporation terms take a different form,
as they imply sectional interactions. These terms are closed using the first order
multifluid approach [31]:

E(k)(@(k)) _ E£k+1)m§k+l)¢(k+1) _ Eyf)ml(k)@(k) _ Eék)ﬁl(k)é(k) (43)



where Eik) = 2E§;k)S(k)/(S(k*l)2 - S(k)g) corresponds to the droplet flux from
section k to section k—1 due to surface decrease and Eék) = 3Efgk)/(5(k+1) —I—S(k))
corresponds to the droplet flux from section k£ to the gas phase due to droplet
mass loss, and where Efgk) is the mass transfer rate defined in Eq. 1. For the RUE
equation, an additional term is needed to account for the modification of the mean
velocity induced by the evaporative fluxes:

—(k), —~(k — (k+1 —~(k —~(k

E(k)(cS@l( )) _ E(k+1)_(k+1)6@( + )_E.(k)ml(k)é@l( ) Eék)ml(k)éel( )

S(k+1) _ (k)y2

(uy, u; )

E(k+1)_(k+1) i ,4 44

+ 5 (44)

The MA accounts for the effect of polydispersion on evaporation and drag

force. The MMEF goes further in the modeling, because it considers the effect of

polydispersion on the turbulent motion by the resolved scales through the size-

conditioned random uncorrelated energy. As this motion is directly related to the
Stokes number, a more precise description of the overall dynamics is expected.

2.4 Equations for the gas phase

Knowing now the coupling terms between the liquid and gas phases, the LES
equations of the gas phase are introduced. Indeed, all models considered here are
in a two-way coupling framework in terms of drag and evaporation. As stated in
[13], a rigorous derivation of the moment equations would have to consider the
effect of two-way coupling at the kinetic level. However, in the case of small Stokes
number relatively to the smallest resolved scales, Février et al. [13] suggest that
MEF stays valid for a two-way coupling. Gas phase equations are then similar to
pure gaseous flows, with additional source terms resulting from exchanges with
the liquid:

0 _ 0 _ .
Epg + %pgug,m = @Pg (45)
o_ o _ . oP 9
apgug,i + ngug,iug,m =Dpu,; — Oz + a5 Oz (Pg’/ng im + Tg, 1])(46)
0 0 0 /_ ~
8tpg g+ — Do (ng + P)ug m =P, 5, + Er. (Pg’/ng,imug,i + Qg,ij) (47)

where pg, ug,i, g, P and vy are the density, velocity, total energy, pressure and
ouy oy, 2 90Uy,

ox, Dz, 3 oz
tensor, 74,5 is the subgrid scale stress tensor rhodeled7w1th the WALE approach
[43], and Qg,:; is the filtered heat flux. @, , Py, v, , and @, g, are the coupling
terms between liquid and gas phases. In the MEF, the coupling terms are:

kinetic viscosity of the gas phase, Dg ij = ;5 is the strain

D, = 1y (48)

apgug i %l - Fd (49)
_ — — (=~ 1 -

Dy, B, = —Faiu,i + 1y <Hl + 51012,1') - ¢ (50)
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whereas in the MMEF, the coupling terms are the sum of the contributions of each
section:

N
= K)—(k
3, =Y EMm® (51)
k=1
= al —=(k) k k) ~(k
@pgufm = Z |:7Fd,i +E§ )ml( )al(,z)] (52)
k=1
= Z - (k) B—k) 5k, 1 k)2 —(k)
o5, = 2 [—Fd,iﬂz,i + 55w (Hf '+ g ) -9 } (53)
k=1

In the Lagrangian approach, the coupling terms are obtained by simple pro-
jection on the gas flow grid [56]:

NP
By, = — Y 1pd(x — Xp) (54)
p=1
NP
DPpyug = — [Tpup,i + Fpi] 6(x — xp) (55)
p=1
N, 1
DpyB, = — Z [Fp,iup,i + §mpu;%,i — ¢p| 0(x —xp) (56)
p=1

where N, is the number of Lagrangian particles.

3 The aeronautical-type configuration and numerical methods
3.1 The configuration

The MERCATO test rig is an experimental swirl combustor (Fig. 1) operated at
ONERA (Fauga), for which measurements are available [18]. Air is injected inside
the plenum and enters the combustion chamber through the swirler. The liquid
injection is located at the end of the swirler stage, and at the center of the swirled
gaseous jet. The studied case is a two-phase evaporating flow without combustion.

The injection system is a pressure-swirl atomizer. It generates a hollow cone
spray with a half angle of 40° and orthoradial motion, which produces a polydis-
perse cloud of droplets. The droplet size distribution at 13mm downstream the
injector is shown in Fig. 3. The injected fuel is kerosene, modeled by a a surrogate
[54] in the simulations.

The liquid flow rate is 1 g/s at a temperature of 300K, and the gas flow rate
is 15 g/s at a temperature of 463K.

3.2 Numerical methods
3.2.1 Gas phase

The AVBP code solves compressible Navier-Stokes equation for reactive flows on
unstructured grids in a cell-vertex formulation. To perform Large Eddy Simula-
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Fig. 1: Scheme of the MERCATO test rig.

tions, a 3" order in time and space finite element scheme is used [5]. To handle
the oscillatory behavior of such a scheme, artificial viscosity [63] is added where
the solution exhibits strong gradients. Non-reflecting NSCBC boundary conditions
[45] and wall law [43] associated to the LES Smagorinsky model are used.

3.2.2 Lagrangian disperse phase

The Lagrangian equations are solved in AVBP using a first order Euler explicit
time integration. Considering that the computation is driven by the acoustic time
step, a first order in time scheme is sufficient. The interpolation of gas properties
at particle positions is made by a linear least square approximation.

3.2.8 Eulerian disperse phase

The Eulerian liquid phase solver of AVBP is similar to the gas phase solver in
terms of equations, but it behaves like a highly compressible flow, so that vac-
uum and strong gradients occur, difficult to handle numerically. A classical way to
handle such numerical problems is to use artificial viscosity, associated to sensors
that detect the difficulties. This methodology has been applied to the simulation
of a decaying Homogeneous Isotropic Turbulence [59], and has proven to be very
accurate. However more adapted schemes are needed in order to improve the ro-
bustness of the solver, like kinetic schemes [8], but their derivation in unstructured
cell vertex 3-dimensional formulation is not straightforward and requires further
developments.

3.3 Boundary conditions for the disperse phase
Injection is a keypoint in the simulation of two-phase flow burners. Here the in-

jection system is modeled by the FIMUR model [54], which using autosimilarity
assumptions. Fig. 2 shows a sketch of this model [54]. The model gives the following
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Fig. 2: Definition of parameters and sketch of the FIMUR methodology [54].

injection condition in radial coordinates at fixed x position:

2
i my R% r
uy (0,1) = 1-— . - 57
Lr(0,7) plAp\j <RS> Ry (57)

i ’fi’ll Rg T

uy 9(0,r) = 2 58
1o(0,7) A, R T (58)
i m

ula(8,7) = 5 Au (59)

0
i wR3 —(r — R%)?
my(0,7r) = ﬁ exp <%) (60)

where R, R% are the middle position of the liquid sheet at the injector exit and the
liquid spray at the numerical injection location, Ro the radius of the injection hole,
Ap the injection surface, A, a parameter which accounts for contraction effects
on the discharge orifice as well as air entrainement effects along the axial distance
and o the variance of the Gaussian profile of liquid mass. This model was initially
designed for monodisperse injection, and its extension to multifluid injection is
made by distributing the liquid volume fraction and droplet number density over
all diameters, following the size distribution of Fig. 3. First the number density
f'r(LZ)m of each section is calculated by integrating the experimental size distribution
fexp over each interval:

S(k+1)

1’(L”Cu.)m = / fexp(sp)dsp (61)

Sk
Then the mass density of each section is obtained as:
®  _ gy o (SETD2_ g2
mass num24\/7—r( /—S(k+1 _ /—S(k))

The total mass predicted by the monodisperse FIMUR model is then distributed
using fy(fgssz

(62)

ml(k)7i = frfgssmf (63)
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The velocity of each section is equal to the monodisperse velocity, in order to keep
the same momentum for multifluid injection and monodisperse injection:

(k)i _ i (k),i _ i (k)i _ i
Uy = ULy, Upo = U0, Uz = Uz (64)

k). )
Sl = a3 = )
This assumption allows to compare monodisperse and polydisperse results with an
equivalent injection condition in terms of velocity. To obtain a more accurate injec-

tion condition, it would be desirable to adapt the FIMUR model to a polydisperse
spray. This will be a future work on this model.

0.03 = T

[ experiments at 6mm

0.025 — Multifluid representation with 10 sections

0.015

0.005 — HH _
07!_\ I H A | i o | ’:

0 50 100 150 200
Diameter [um]

Probability Density

Fig. 3: MERCATO: Number Density Function at 13mm downstream the injector
location (histogram) and Multifluid representation with 10 sections (solid line).

4 Importance of the polydispersion for the MERCATO configuration
on reduced test configurations

In this section, the importance of the polydispersion in the MERCATO conditions
is investigated on two reduced configurations: a 0D evaporation case and a 2D
frozen vortex. The former is expected to show the influence of the polydispersion
on the evaporation time and the mean properties of the liquid phase, and the
latter is expected to show its influence on the spatial dispersion induced by the
drag-forced size-conditionned dynamics. The parameters of the two cases are set
to represent the conditions in the MERCATO test rig.

4.1 0D Evaporation

The initial temperature is 300K for the droplets and 463K for the gas phase. For
the MEF simulations, the initial diameter is 55um. For the MMEF, the NDF is
the one of Fig. 3. Because of transient heating, no analytical solution is available.

Figure 4 shows the time evolution of the total mass and mean temperature for
MEF and MMEF. First, one can notice the important difference on the evaporation
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time for the two formalisms. Where the MEF exhibits an evaporation time of 50ms,
the MMEF predicts an evaporation time of 400ms. This difference appears also on
the heating time (time to reach the maximum temperature), for which the MEF
predicts 25ms whereas the MMEF predicts 150ms. Those two effects are directly
related to the polydispersion, as the MEF cannot capture the large evaporation
and heating times of big droplets.

1 : 400
E:o,s - gsso
= [}

7 06 + § 30
= 1 8

= 04 - &.340
g 15

= 02 - =320

0 e 300 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1
0,5 0 01 02 03 04 05

Time [s]

Fig. 4: Evaporation test case in MERCATO conditions: Evolution of total mass
(upper left), droplet number density (upper right), liquid temperature (lower left)
and mean diameter (lower right) for MMEF (full line) and MEF (dashed line).

4.2 2D Vortex

It is proposed here to analyse the spatial dispersion effects of a 2D vortex having
the same characteristics than the swirl motion in MERCATO at 13 mm. The
test case is a two-dimensional frozen vortex, with a spatially homogeneous initial
droplet distribution having the same velocity as the gas phase. The radial velocity
is zero and the tangential velocity of the gas phase corresponds to an isotropic
vortex:

I'r r?
Ugo(r) = —3 OXP <_ﬁ> (66)

where I' = 0.6638 is the vortex strength, and r, = 0.012 its radius. Figure 5 shows
that Eq. 66 reproduces well the velocity profile of MERCATO. As the edge of the
vortex has a non-zero radial velocity, Eq. 66 is used only for r < 0.02. For » > 0.02,
a linear interpolation of the true MERCATO profile is used.

The domain of [~0.12,0.12)?m is discretized with 8002 quad cells. Ten sections
are used for the MMEF, with the same droplet number in each section. The com-
putation is run for 5ms, which is the characteristic time needed by the injected
spray to impact the wall in the MERCATO configuration.

On Fig. 6, the total droplet number density obtained at 5 ms is shown for
MEF and MMEF. The high vorticity of the central zone ejects the droplets with a
force depending on their sizes. With the MEF approach, an accumulation zone is
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Fig. 5: Gas velocity profile for the 2D vortex (solid line) and in MERCATO test
case (13mm downstream the injection location)(squares).

generated, which corresponds to the accumulation of droplets in the low vorticity
zone, latter convected due to the non-zero velocity at the edge of the vortex. With
the MMEF approach, one can see several accumulation zones, each corresponding
to one section, with its proper Stokes number and so its proper dynamics.

Total Droplet Number Density

0.000e+00 1.500e+07 3.000e+07 4.500e+07 6.000e+07

Fig. 6: Droplet Number Density at ¢ = 5ms for MMEF (left) and MEF(right).

Figure 7 shows the number density and mean diameter radial profiles for both
MEF and MMEF at 5 ms. While the droplet number density is widely distributed
spatially in MMEF, it is concentrated around 0.038m in MEF. Due do the weaker
influence of the gas phase, bigger droplets keep their initial velocity out of the
vortex, and so their initial radial deviation. On the contrary, small droplets are
in equilibrium with the gas phase, and reach a small velocity out of the vortex.
This impacts the mean diameter profile, with small diameters near the vortex
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center and bigger diameters far from it. Two difficulties are shown in Fig.7. The
first one is linked to the mean diameter at the center of the vortex, where the
absence of droplets should lead to a zero mean diameter. However the numerical
methods impose to keep a non-zero droplet number density everywhere, even in
empty zones where it is set to a value several orders of magnitude lower than the
mean value, leading to a non-zero mean diameter in these empty zones. The second
difficulty concerns the discretization in sections, resulting in discrete accumulations
corresponding to each section trajectories. However in practical cases, it is expected
that turbulent mixing and species diffusion will considerably reduce this effect.
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Fig. 7: Radial distribution of droplet number density for MEF (top left) and
MMEF (top right), and arithmetic mean diameter (bottom) for MEF (dashed
line) and MMEF (solid line).

5 Results on the MERCATO configuration

Here are compared the Lagrangian results of [56], the MEF results of [54] and
the present MMEF results. For the MMEF approach, the mesh is composed of
1,351,767 tetrahedrons (Fig. 8), while 3,527,637 tetrahedrons were used for the
MEF approach and 3,934,364 tetrahedrons were used for the Lagrangian. The
main difference between these meshes concerns the region far from the injection
(after 56mm downstream the injection), all meshes having the same level of re-
finement in the region close to the injection location.

First the gas phase is validated on a pure gaseous computation (no disperse
phase), verifying that the conditioning flow field for the dispersed phase is well
resolved. Then liquid phase results are analyzed, qualitatively in terms of liquid
volume fraction and gas mass fraction, and quantitatively in terms of mean and
RMS velocity at 3 positions in the chamber. Size-conditioned statistics are all also
investigated at 8 locations in the spray.
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Fig. 8: Cut plane of the mesh of the combustion chamber
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Fig. 9: Cut plane of the mean velocity field for the gas phase with isolines of zero
axial velocity.

5.1 Gas phase

Mean quantities for the gas phase are obtained after averaging over 800 ms. Fig-
ure 9 shows a cut plane of the mean axial velocity, with isolines of zero axial
velocity. The flow exhibits two recirculation zones : the Central Toroidal Recir-
culation Zone (CTRZ) and the Corner Recirculation Zone (CRZ). One can also
notice the high shear stress zone induced by the gas injection in the combustion
chamber, which impacts on the wall, and follows it until the exit of the combustion
chamber.

Figures 10-15 show mean and RMS velocites for axial, radial and orthora-
dial velocity components. Globally, numerical results are in good agreement with
experiment for the first three measurement positions (6, 26 and 56 mm), where
liquid phae measurements were made, whereas the RMS and velocities are under-
estimated far from the injection location (86mm and 116mm), due to the coarser
mesh. The present results are considered sufficiently accurate to allow the spray
modeling study. A more detailed characterization of the gas phase is available in
[53] and [56].



18

Gaseous mean axial velocity [m/s]

z =26mm

7z =56mm

z = 86mm

z=116mm

Radial Distance [mm]

-20-10 0 10 20 30

o
[
50

\
510 15 -

[
220 2 4 6-4

o |
[
20 2 4 6

Fig. 10: Axial mean velocity profiles for the gas phase at 6, 26, 56, 86 and
116mm locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square) and simulation (full line)

Radial Distance [mm]

Gaseous mean radial velocity [m/s]
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Fig. 11: Radial mean velocity profiles for the gas phase at 6, 26, 56, 86 and

116mm locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square) and simulation (full line)
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Gaseous mean ortho-radial velocity [m/s]
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Fig. 12: Orthoradial mean velocity profiles for the gas phase at 6, 26, 56, 86 and

116mm locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square) and simulation (full line)
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Fig. 13: Axial RMS velocity profiles for the gas phase at 6, 26, 56, 86 and 116mm
locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square) and simulation (full line)
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Fig. 14: Radial RMS velocity profiles for the gas phase at 6, 26, 56, 86 and
116mm locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square) and simulation (full line)
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Fig. 15: Orthoradial RMS velocity profiles for the gas phase at 6, 26, 56, 86 and
116mm locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square) and simulation (full line)
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5.2 Liquid phase
5.2.1 Mean flow

The results of EL [56], MEF [53, 54] and MMEF are confronted to experiment.

Figure 16 shows the mean liquid volume fraction for the three simulations.
The three approaches exhibit similar distributions. The liquid spray impacts the
wall at nearly the same position. Droplets are ejected by the CTRZ, leading to a
zone empty of droplets in the center of the chamber. As expected, Eulerian cases
appear more diffusive than the Lagrangian case. The major difference is linked
to polydispersion: in EL. and MMEF, large droplets persist in the whole chamber,
while in MEF (monodisperse), the mean droplet lifetime is too short to allow them
to reach the downstream zone.

Figures 17-19 show mean velocity profiles at three locations for the three simu-
lations and the experiment. All results are globally in good agreement with exper-
iment. Some discrepancies are observed in the central zone for the axial velocity
and at the spray boundary for the radial velocity. The two polydisperse approaches
(MMEF and EL) misestimate the axial velocity in the central zone, whereas the
MEF reproduces it accurately. On the contrary, MEF predicts non-zero values
near the spray boundary at z = 26mm, where MMEF and EL show values close to
zero, in agreement with experiment. However discrepancies are small and all these
results confirm that the size distribution has a weak effect on the mean velocity,
as mentioned in [56].

Figures 20-22 shows RMS velocity profiles at the same locations. Here poly-
dispersion has a more important effect. All models are similar and good close to
the injection, but MEF underestimates the RMS velocities at further locations,
while the two polydisperse approaches (MMEF and EL) give better predictions
even downstream. Better results are obtained by the MMEF compared to EL,
except for the orthoradial component in the last plane. This is possibly due to the
way the RMS velocity is estimated. Indeed the RMS velocity is composed of the
fluctuating part of the resolved field, the subgrid velocity and the random uncor-
related velocity. The latter is evaluated assuming isotropy, which is not true in
shear flows, as shown in [38]. A better estimation of RMS velocities in MEF and
MMEF would be achieved by defining the orientation of the stress tensor, but this
is not investigated here.
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0.0e+00

Fig. 16: Mean liquid volume fraction for MMEF (top), EL (middle) and MEF
(bottom).
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Liquid mean axial velocity [m/s]

z = 6mm z =26mm z = 56mm

Radial Distance [mm]

Fig. 17: Axial mean velocity profiles for the liquid phase at 6, 26 and 56mm
locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square), MMEF (full line), MEF (dashed line)
and EL (dot-dashed line).

Liquid mean radial velocity [m/s]

z=6mm z =26mm z=56mm

Radial Distance [mm]

Fig. 18: Radial mean velocity profiles for the liquid phase at 6, 26 and 56mm
locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square), MMEF (full line), MEF (dashed line)
and EL (dot-dashed line).
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Liquid mean orthoradial velocity [m/s]

z = 6mm z=26mm z =56mm

Radial Distance [mm]

Fig. 19: Orthoradial mean velocity profiles for the liquid phase at 6, 26 and
56mm locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square), MMEF (full line), MEF (dashed
line) and EL (dot-dashed line).

Liquid RMS axial velocity [m/s]

z=26mm z =56mm

Radial Distance [mm]

Fig. 20: Axial RMS velocity profiles for the liquid phase at 6, 26 and 56mm
locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square), MMEF (full line), MEF (dashed line)
and EL (dot-dashed line).
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Fig. 21: Radial RMS velocity profiles for the liquid phase at 6, 26 and 56mm
locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square), MMEF (full line), MEF (dashed line)
and EL (dot-dashed line).
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Fig. 22: Orthoradial RMS velocity profiles for the liquid phase at 6, 26 and
56mm locations (Fig. 8): experiment (square), MMEF (full line), MEF (dashed
line) and EL (dot-dashed line).
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5.2.2 Size-conditioned statistics

Size-conditioned statistics are investigated here for MMEF and EL at select loca-
tions, and compared to experiment. Table. 1 and Fig. 23 show the probe positions:
three are on the axis (A1-A3), three in the spray (S1-S3), one at the spray bound-
ary (B1) and one close to the wall (W3).

alphal_tot

2.000¢-05
“ 1.550¢-05
A3 1.100e-05

6.500¢-06
2.000¢-06

Fig. 23: Measurement position for size-conditioned statistics.

coordinate Al S1 Bl A2 S2 A3 S3 W3
axial (mm) [§ 6 6 26 26 56 56 56
radial (mm) 0 8 14 0 20 0 40 58

Table 1: Probe location for size-conditioned statistics.

In Fig. 24, MMEF and EL size distributions are compared to experimental
results. At 26mm and 56mm, EL and MMEF are in good agreement with experi-
ment. At 6mm, both approaches reproduce the size distribution at the boundary
of the spray, but not on the axis and in the spray, where the distribution is shifted
towards big sizes, with worse results for the MMEF. This may be due to the ab-
sence of secondary break-up model, as shown by Senoner et al. [56]. One can also
notice that MMEF overestimates the probability of big droplets, which may be
due to the absence of secondary break-up, which is suppose to break these big
droplets, but can also be related to the phase space diffusion occuring in such a
first order Multifluid approach, and resulting in overestimated mean sizes [32].

Figures 25-27 show size-conditioned velocities. The axial component is rela-
tively well captured by both approaches. Some discrepancy is observed for the
velocities of small droplets at 6mm, on the axis, where both simulations predict a
high negative velocity, whereas the experiment show a positive velocity. Consider-
ing that small droplets have a strong tendency to follow the gas phase, and that
the gas phase velocity is about —15m/s at this location, the experimental results
are surprising. A possible explanation of such a behavior is that the liquid injection
strongly modifies the gas flow close to the injector, due to a dense and coherent lig-
uid core, shifting the CTRZ downstream and thus leading to positive velocities at
the first measurement location. As we inject a dispersed phase directly, the impact
will be limited compared to a dense structure, and a modification of the FIMUR
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model may be needed in this perspective. For radial and orthoradial components,
EL and MMEF are in good agreement with experiment. Largest differences are
found at 6mm on the axis, where MMEF predicts a quasi-zero velocity for those
two components, while EL: shows high velocities of small droplets. These two re-
sults differ from the experimental results, and may also be explained by a lack of
the injection strategy. It is interesting to notice that experiment and EL computa-
tions suffer from a poor statistical convergence on the axis where the droplet flux
is low, whereas the statistical description of both eulerian formalisms (MEF and
MMEF) achieves converged statistics.

The axial velocity conditioned by size (Fig. 25) also gives informations about
the spatial dispersion of droplets. Basically, velocities on the axis (A1-A3) shows
that droplets smaller than 30um are sensitive to the CTRZ, as they always have
a negative axial velocity, contrary to droplets bigger than 30um, which have a
positive axial velocity. Furthermore, the axial velocities at the point W3 show
that droplets smaller than 30um are also captured by the CRZ.
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Fig. 24: Size distributions: experiment (histograms), MMEF (full line) and EL

(dashed line).
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5.2.3 Gaseous kerosene mass fraction

On Fig. 28, instantaneous gaseous kerosene mass fraction for MEF, MMEF and
EL are compared. No experimental results are available but the three simulations
show a great influence of the polydispersity on the kerosene distribution. In par-
ticular, MEF predicts a high mass fraction close to the injection, whereas the two
polydisperse approaches lead to a higher mass fraction downstream the combus-
tion chamber. This is again due to the shorter life time of the mean size droplets
in the monodisperse approach, leading to the complete disappearance of the liquid
phase at 60mm downstream the injection location. These results in conjunction
with the liquid phase distribution will lead to a different behavior in terms of
ignition and combustion [60, 4].

Y kerosene

]
A

]

Fig. 28: Instantaneous kerosene mass fraction for MMEF (top), EL (middle,
image from [56], black lines represent iso-lines of mass transfer) and MEF
(bottom).
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6 Conclusions

Accounting for polydispersion in Eulerian-Eulerian simulation of turbulent two-
phase flows has been proposed by combining the mesoscopic Eulerian formalism
[13] and the Multifluid Approach [31]. The resulting Multifluid Mesoscopic Eule-
rian Formalism is able to capture size-conditioned statistics on drag, turbulence
and evaporation. This formalism has been integrated in the AVBP solver and ap-
plied to the simulation of an aeronautical test rig operated by ONERA and called
MERCATO [18].

The gaseous flow is first validated and results are in good agreement with the
experiment for the three first measurement planes.

Results on the two-phase flow are compared to experiment and to two other
modeling approaches: the monodisperse mesoscopic Eulerian formalism and a poly-
disperse Eulerian-Lagrangian approach.

Mean liquid velocities are well captured by all approaches, confirming the weak
influence of polydispersity on these quantities, as stated in [56]. RMS velocities are
however significantly impacted by polydispersity, as shown by the good agreement
obtained with the two polydisperse approaches (EL and MMEF), where the MEF
tends to underestimate RMS velocities.

Results in terms of size-conditioned statistics show a good agreement of both
approaches with experiment, even if some discrepancies appear close to the in-
jection. The resulting field of gaseous kerosene mass fraction confirms the great
influence of polydispersity, showing a totally different repartition between polydis-
perse and monodisperse approaches. This is critical for the prediction of ignition
and combustion, and comparison with experiment is crucially needed here.

Finally, even if results obtained by EL. and MMEF are similar, it is important
to note that the computational time required by the 10 sections MMEF simulation
is about six times higher than the EL simulation with 285000 particles (MEF and
EL simulations require approximatively the same resources for this configuration
[53]). This overcost could be reduced by using moment methods such as high
order multifluid approaches [32, 10]. An interesting alternative is to use moments
methods like the Coupled Size-Velocity Moments method (CSVM) of Vié et al. [62].
This model is an extension of the Eulerian Multi-Size Moment method (EMSM)
of Kah et al. [25, 40], which captures the evaporation process more accurately
than the 10 sections multifluid approach with only 4 size moments. It enables
to capture size-velocity correlations, which permits to reconstruct the velocity
for each droplet size, and thus is of primary importance in real flows like the
MERCATO configuration. Its adaptation to turbulent regimes and implementation
in AVBP will be interesting for complex industrial simulations.
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