N

N

Burns turbulent dispersion considers the dispersed
phase as a passive scalar

Corentin Reiss

» To cite this version:

Corentin Reiss. Burns turbulent dispersion considers the dispersed phase as a passive scalar. 2024.
hal-04494644

HAL Id: hal-04494644
https://hal.science/hal-04494644

Preprint submitted on 7 Mar 2024

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci- destinée au dépot et a la diffusion de documents
entific research documents, whether they are pub- scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
lished or not. The documents may come from émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
teaching and research institutions in France or recherche francais ou étrangers, des laboratoires
abroad, or from public or private research centers. publics ou privés.

Distributed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License


https://hal.science/hal-04494644
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr

Burns turbulent dispersion
considers the dispersed phase as a passive scalar

Corentin Reiss

Université Paris-Saclay, CEA, Service de Thermo-hydraulique et de Mécanique des Fluides,
Gif-sur-Yvette, 91191, France

Institut de Mécanique des Fluides de Toulouse, Université de Toulouse, CNRS, INPT, UPS,
Allée du Prof. Camille Soula, Toulouse, 31400, France

February 2024

Abstract

The Burns turbulent dispersion force is the most commonly used turbulent dispersion in the two-
fluid RANS bubbly-flow literature. However, its derivation is based on a series of hypothesis that
are difficult to justify in industrial flows. It is shown that in low-void fraction vertical pipe flow, the
Burns turbulent dispersion formulation is equivalent to considering the radial movement of the gas
phase like a passive scalar that follows turbulent eddies. This is not apparent in the derivation of the
force. As bubbles in pressurized water reactor (PWR) conditions have a low Stokes number (~ 1071),
considering bubbles are transported by turbulence is a good approximation for bubble dispersion in
pipe flow. Therefore, the Burns turbulent dispersion force is appropriate to represent bubble dispersion
in low-void fraction PWR flows.

1 Introduction

Notation conventions:
e All forces written here are applied to the gas phase

e We define X’ the fluctuations of a quantity X, and write u; = u; +u}, P, = P+ P/, a; = o + o}...

General form of turbulent dispersion To correctly predict the flow pattern in nuclear applications, one
must determine the impact of liquid turbulence on bubble movement.

In 6-equation component and system-scale codes, a channel or subchannel turbulent dispersion can be
determined from the void fractions and relative phase velocities [8].

In 4-equation component-scale codes, a void diffusion coefficient or a void drift velocity can be cal-
ibrated on experimental data, as in CTF [16]. These expressions depend on the flow velocity, which is
closely related to the turbulent intensity of the flow.

For 6-equation CFD codes, the formulations found in the literature mostly derive from theoretical
analysis of bubble-fluid interactions. The turbulent dispersion generally reads [5]:

Frp = —CrppikVay (1)

Where Crp, the turbulent dispersion coefficient, is a dimensionless coefficient that depends on local flow
conditions, p; the liquid density, £ the turbulent kinetic energy and oy the gas void fraction.



RANS expression of the mass equation The instantaneous mass equation for the gas phase in a two-fluid
adiabatic model reads [10]:
oxp -
o TV (xpgty) =0 (2)
With x the phase indicator function, p, the gas density and uy the gas velocity.
Time-averaging this equation (and not phase-averaging it) and separating the contributions leads to:

9 < Xxpg >
ot
If one uses the eddy-viscosity hypothesis applied to void fraction [5]: < ngu}/ >= —pyaVay, with
< Xpg >= 0gpg, and v, a diffusion coefficient for the void fraction, we obtain a convection-diffusion
equation on the void fraction:

+ V- (< xpg >< Uy > + < xpgy >) =0 (3)

O .
Tgtpg + V- (ogpg < g >) =V - (pgvaVayg) (4)

Favre averaging is different from time averaging. The Favre average, also called statistical average and

phase average, of a quantity ® is a mass and void fraction weighted average: < ® >pqyre= %.
Favre-averaging the mass equation results in a convection equation on void fraction:

Oagp -

— I 4V - (agpg < Uy >Favre) =0 (5)

ot

The Favre average is usually used when going towards a RANS formulation [10].

Importance of the turbulent time scale and dissipation rate The turbulent dispersion of a passive scalar
is a stochastic process. We place ourselves in a k — w turbulence framework [11], with w the turbulent
dissipation rate. A dye particle will follow eddies that move at a velocity ~ vk for a time Ty, = % =

% [12]. The diffusion is characterized by a turbulent viscosity vy = kTyyp. It is therefore surprising that
most classical formulations for bubble dispersion hide T4, in the turbulent dispersion coefficient even
though it is sure to play a part.

The DEBORA experiment was built at CEA to simulate pressurized water reactor (PWR) condi-
tions [9]. In CFD simulation of this experiment, w is typically 102 — 103s~!. The turbulent time scale is
therefore Tiye, ~ 1072 — 10 2s.

Furthermore, the bubble response time will be in aypgty/Firag, Where Fgag is the drag force. So
Thubble ~ Cpdppg/(prur) with Cp the drag coefficient and dp, the bubble diameter [18]. In nuclear reactor
conditions, pg/p; ~ 0.1, dp ~ 5 - 10~*m, u, ~ 0.1m/s, Cp ~ 1. Therefore, Thupple ~ 5 - 1075, Styubble ~
1072

However, one must take into account the virtual mass force on the bubbles. The bubble inertia then
increases and Tpupble ~ CyarCady/ur. If we take Cyar ~ .5 [19], Thubble ~ 2 - 1074, which reduces the
difference with the turbulent time scale. Stpupple ~ 1071, still smaller than 1. Bubbles should then follow
the liquid flow in the radial direction. In the axial direction, buoyancy creates a velocity difference.

2 Formulations from the literature derived from averaging

This sections covers the formulations of Burns [5] and Laviéville [13]. These methodologies are used
indiscriminately to describe bubble and particle dispersion.



Burns et al. The authors start from the two-phase momentum equation:

Oay pri;

T V - (appriik @ i) = —ap VP + V - [agpu, Viii] + Fri + axprd (6)

Where k£ can be either the liquid or the gas phase, F}m are the interfacial forces, ¢ the gravitational
acceleration and py, the dynamic viscosity.

They then apply a Reynolds-Averaged Navier-Stokes methodology to the two-phase flow. They con-
sider that the unstable contribution to the drag force is the only one that is non-negligible after averaging.
Burns et al. write:

(7)

= BCDagpl‘u_’ — @ > <algulg> B <CY;U2> B <a;(u’g—u2)>
ag oy <a>

Where dg is the bubble Sauter mean diameter.
They then apply an eddy viscosity hypothesis (< ajuj >= — & Vay, with 14 the turbulent viscosity
and Pr; the bubble turbulent Prandlt number) to arrive at their final formulation for two-phase flow:

3, agp v 1 1
Frp=—< e g —> = (—+—|V 8
D = D—— dg g — i Pry \ ag + o Qg (8)
However, this formulation isn’t usable as such as there is still an averaged value inside. The authors
then do the unjustified following hypothesis to close the turbulent dispersion force:

Qg Pl

[0

4 dg \ug ul| >= *CD

i — i (9)
Where the Cp used is that af the drag force of steady-state bubbles rising in the liquid |ug — .

For this formulation to be valid, the following hypothesis must be met:

e The only non-negligible unstable contribution to the force balance is through the drag force. Other
sources disagree with this hypothesis [13, 3].

e The drag force formulation used in the fluctuating flow before the RANS step must be valid. A
steady-state single-bubble formulation is most often used. This means in particular that:

— The drag coefficient must be the same in the vertical and other directions, which is not neces-
sarily the case for deformed bubbles

— The typical size of turbulent eddies is much larger than the size of bubbles, so they are faced
with a uniform velocity field

— The typical time scale of eddies dispersing the bubbles is much larger than the time required
for the drag force from the eddy on the bubble to reach its stationary value

e The approximation used in equation 9 is valid

These hypothesis are not necessarily met in high-void fraction fast-flowing conditions.

Laviéville et al. In this work, the turbulent dispersion formulation comes from an averaging of the
lagrangian equation of motion for a single bubble which is then transformed back in eulerian coordinates.
The authors take into account many different forces acting on the bubbles: added mass, drag, lift
and pressure variations (which, as with the application of the Burns methodology, must have the same
formulation in a fluctuating flow as in a stationary one).
Without going into detail as to how their formulation is derived, they make the following hypothesis:



The fluctuations of single bubbles in a large amount of fluid are identical to those of a bubble swarm

The formulations on lift, drag and added mass forces evaluated on single bubbles in an undisturbed
bulk used before RANS averaging are valid in unsteady high-void fraction flows

We can build a time scale of fluid turbulence along bubble trajectories and one for drag

< uguy > and < ugu; > can be related to < wju; > in all flow conditions through complex formulas
that use the aforementioned time scales and an added mass coefficient

As above, these hypothesis are not necessarily met in high-void fraction fast-flowing conditions.

3 Burns formulation considers bubbles as a passive scalar

Force equilibrium in a bubbly boiling pipe flow In the core region of bubbly boiling PWR-condition
pipe flows, the radial lift and added mass forces, bubble inertia and the pressure gradient play a minor
role [15]. The radial bubble movement is piloted by the balance between the turbulent dispersion and
the drag force. This can be seen by post-processing forces from CFD simulations. Furthermore, the axial
velocity is much larger than the radial velocity. The radial drag force reads:

Qg Pl

= 3 . -
FD,r =—Cp |Ug,z - Ul,z|(ug,r - Ulm) (10)
4 ds

Using the Burns formulation from equation 8, we obtain:

3 agpr, . 3 agpr, R 1 1
ZCDW”U/%Z — ul,z‘(ugﬂ“ - Ulﬂ») + ECDI’UQ — Ul|P7rt ;g + ;l 87«049 =0 (11)
Therefore, the relative velocity of the vapor phase is:
V¢ 1 1
Ugyr — ULy = “ P <ag + 041) Orayg (12)

Simplified situation We will now place ourselves in the following situation:

e The bubbles are in homogeneous isotropic liquid turbulence, with a turbulent diffusivity v

The bubble movement is piloted by the drag-dispersion equilibrium

There is no phase change or bubble injection in the area of interest

The flow is stationary
e The volume masses p; and p, are constant
e The vertical velocities are uniform.

This seemingly far-fetched situation is that of a vertical bulk liquid flow in a turbulent large tank where
bubbles are injected upstream of the area of interest, as in the Alméras et al. experiments [1]. It is also
not too different from the core of a saturated bubbly flow.

As the flow is stationary and has no phase change:

V- (apui) =0 (13)



We will now place ourselves in a 2D channel, i.e. a pipe with a rectangular cross-section [14]. We
name 2z the vertical axis and z the horizontal axis along the small width. This leads to us solving the
following system of equations:

(1) ug.0.ag + Or(agugs) =0

(2) —w0.a49 4+ 0:((1 — ag)ugz) =0 (14)
(3) g = =~ (& + 155 ) Oy

Integration By replacing uj, by ugs — (uge — wiz) in (2) and integrating equations (1) and (2) above
between 0 and X we obtain:

(1) ugs [X(Br0g)d + ag(X)uge(X) — ag(0)ugs(0) = 0
(2)  —uis fy (z0q)dz + (1 — g (X))t (X) — (1 — 0g(0)) g (0) (15)
= (1 — ag(X)) (tuge(X) — w2(X)) = (1 = ag(0)) (g2 (0) — u1(0))

We then do (1) - (1 — oy) — ag - (2), inject (3) and do another derivation. We obtain:

4

X
PTt 0

(1 = ag)ugs + agup,) 0.0 = Oy <
The left-hand term and first right-hand term give us a radial diffusion equation in the convected fluid.

Big approximation We suppose that axial velocity differences have little impact on the transverse flow.
In other words, ug,u;, > ugs — up,. As ug; — uj; ~ 0.1m/s in bubbly flow [17], this approximation is
valid in a fast-flowing rectangular channel (u;, > 1m/s). This yields agugy ~ —(1 — ag)uy, from equation
14-(1) and 14-(2). Equation 14-(3) then becomes:

ay Ug z vy 1 1 P
_ - = =" (= 17
Ugg — Ulg = Ugx + ug,ﬂfl — a 1—aq, Pr, (ag + 1— Ozg> zQg ( )
So: V
t
Qglbgx = ~Pr, Irarg (18)
Using equation 14-(1), we obtain:
v
(1 = ag)ugs + agups) Brcg = s (P;amag> (19)
t

This is the same equation as above, without the integral term: a radial diffusion equation in the
convected fluid, with a diffusivity equal to the liquid turbulent viscosity.

This means that the integral term in equation 16 represents the contribution of axial velocity difference
between the two phases to the evolution of a,. This is coherent with the fact that this term contains
Ugz — U, and O, ay.

Big approximation in cylindrical coordinates We now try to expand our previous reasoning in cylindrical
coordinates. The system we now must solve is:

(1) wg0.09 + 1/70,(rogug,) =0
(2) —w0.aq9 4+ 1/70:(r(1 — ag)uy) =0 (20)

— =2 (L 1
B3) ugr —w,=—p; <ag + 1—ag> Orayg




We also place ourselves in fast-flowing pipe flow, where agug ~ —(1 — ag)uy. As above, agug, =
_u )
P Or0g. And:

(1 = ag)ug: + agu,) 0.0 = 1/10, <TPV:38TQQ) (21)

Which is also a diffusion equation.

Simulation We test the hypothesis that the Burns turbulent dispersion force disperses bubbles as if they
were passive scalars in industrial geometries.

We simulate the following situation: a tube where bubbles are injected at the core [7]. The multi-phase
module of the TrioCFD code is used [2]. The tube is 4cm in diameter, 4m long and a small amount of air
is injected 2m downstream of the entrance. Bubbles are 0.92mm in diameter, and Re;, ~ 100. The liquid
bulk velocity is 1m/s and a k — w turbulence model is used. The void fraction predicted by the code along
the width of the pipe at different positions downstream of the inlet is compared.

The first simulated configuration is a 2-fluid model with drag, added mass, gravity and Burns turbulent
dispersion forces. The lift force and a wall correction were left out to compare the Burns force with simple
diffusion

The second simulated configuration is a mixture model where the relative velocity uy; — 4 can be
enforced in the code [4]. Here, we use:

vt

Ug — U] = Uy Ishii-Zuber — Vay (22)

Priay

This amounts to directly enforce equation 12, and obtain an effective diffusion equation on the vapor
velocity. The momentum and mass equations for the mixture are then solved by the code.

Comparing Burns TD force (-)
with void fraction diffusion (- -)

0.0035
N —— 2fluid Burns 0.08m from inlet
\ —— 2fluid Burns 0.16m from inlet
0.0030 1 2fluid Burns 0.31m from inlet
2fluid Burns 0.64m from inlet
0.0025 2fluid Burns 1.28m from inlet
VD diffu 0.08m from inlet
VD diffu 0.16m from inlet
0.0020 1 VD diffu 0.31m from inlet
3 VD diffu 0.64m from inlet
0.0015 - VD diffu 1.28m from inlet
0.0010 4
0.0005 - N
ﬁx;\§
0.0000 . . ————
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
T+

Figure 1: Comparison between the simulation results obtained with the Burns turbulent dispersion in a
2-fluid model and a void-drift model enforcing passive scalar-like turbulent diffusion.

The results of this simulation are shown in figure 3. There are slight differences between both sim-
ulations. This is expected, as the conditions in which our approximation to obtain equation 21 is valid
aren’t completely satisfied. In particular, the axial velocities can no longer be considered constant along
the width of the pipe. Furthermore, we have kept the added mass force, that will play a small part in the
center of the pipe as bubbles accelerate after injection.



However, considering the differences in equations solved between the two configurations and the small
differences in the outputs, this simulation reinforces the case for the Burns turbulent dispersion to amount
to passive scalar turbulent diffusion in fast-flowing pipe flow.

Measures of fluctuations in turbulent flows In bubble column experiments where the bubble and liquid
velocity fluctuations were both measured [6], we have u; < uy < 3u;.

If the time scale of velocity fluctuations of the liquid and the gas phase are similar (yet another
hypothesis), then v; < vy < 3y, As the Burns turbulent dispersion with a Prandtl between .33 and 1 in a
flow where bubble distribution is piloted by a drag-dispersion equilibrium would also yield v; < vy < 3,
it would be a relatively good approximation.

4 Conclusion

It has been shown that in a system where the turbulent dispersion force is countered by the radial drag
force, like a fast-flowing vertical PWR pipe flow, the Burns turbulent dispersion force amounts to passive
scalar turbulent diffusion in the radial direction. This is a useful key to interpret void fraction dispersion
results in two-fluid simulations. Considering the Stokes number of PWR-~condition flows, this behavior is
in line with what is expected from the flow at low void fractions.
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