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Model A-EE : An Eulerian Two-Phase Gas-Solid
Model

Justin Hudson * David Harris’

Abstract

This paper investigates Model A (as discussed by Hudson & Harris [7]) with the
inclusion of a gas Energy equation. We present two formulations of the model and
discretise them using the Lax-Wendroff, MacCormack and a high resolution scheme.
Three different test cases are used to compare the results to determine the accuracy
and robustness of the schemes. The results of Model A-EE are also compared to
the isentropic model (Model A).

1 Introduction

Hudson & Harris [7] presented a detailed discussion on two different two-phase models
(usually denoted as Models A & B) for a gas-solid regime, which are well documented
in the literature (see Jackson [8], Ding & Gidaspow [3]|, Lyczkowski [12] and Boemer
et al. [2]). We extend one of the models (Model A) to include a gas Energy equation
and discretise using three numerical schemes: Lax-Wendroff, MacCormack and a high
resolution scheme. It is essential that the schemes are robust and produce an accurate
approximation for a variety of test cases. Thus, we apply the schemes to a basic advection
test case in order to determine the accuracy of the schemes. We also consider a pure gas
test case in order to ensure that the numerical solution of the model is the same as the
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standard Euler equations. A square pulse test case, which was discussed in Hudson &
Harris [7], is also investigated to see if the numerical results are similar to the isentropic
Model A.

2 Mathematical Formulation

2.1 Model A-EE

We now introduce Model A-EE, which for the gas phase consists of: the mass equation,

(egPg)t + (€gpgtug)e = 0, (2.1)

the momentum equation
(€gpgtig): + (Egpgui)m + €g(pg)2 = —B(uy — us) (2.2)

and the Energy equation
(egEg)t + (€gug(Ey + pg))a + pyl€stis)e = —Bug(ug — us). (2.3)

and for the solids phase: the mass equation,

(pses)t + (ps€sus)m = 07 (24)

the momentum equation
(Ps€stis )t + (espsui)m + €5(Pg)a + (Ps)e = Blug — us) (2.5)

and the fluctuating energy equation,

(s T+ (espatsT)a = = (palns)e +35T2). 2.6

Here, py is the density, u is the velocity, py is pressure, Ty is the granular temperature
and the total energy per unit volume is

1
E, = (eg + §u3) Pg>
where k denotes the gas (g) or solids (s) phase. The specific internal energy is ey, which

for ideal gases is

D 1
= —"—— = py=(7—1)(E;— 5ng§)7



where 7, denotes the ratio of specific heat capacities of the gas. The solids pressure is

ps(es> Ts) = 6spsT's-
and the drag force is

C
p= d_Degespg(Ug — Us),

S
where Cp is a dimensionless parameter and d; is the solids particle diameter. In order to
close the model, we take the solids density ps to be a constant.

2.2 Gas and Solids Data

We consider the case of glass beads being transported by air and take a solids density
of ps = 2660 kg/m? and particle diameter d, = 0.005 m. For the gas phase, data corre-
sponding to air at room temperature (20°C) with atmospheric pressure (100.0437 kPa),
density p, = 1.2885 kg/m?, viscosity p, = 1.58 x 1077 Pa.s and 7, = 1.4 are used.

Complex Supercritical Subcritical

| | »
| |

1 a2 102 gy L,
2Pg g 2Pg 9 Yg(v9—1)

Figure 2.1: Gas Phase Flow Type.

Figure 2.1 illustrates the flow type of the gas phase, where

Lo

Eg Z §pgug7
otherwise two of the roots of the gas phase are complex. We are primarily interested in
subcritical flow for the gas phase since the gas pressure is typically large for the regime

under investigation.

3 Classification

In this section we consider whether each model is hyperbolic for the regime under investi-
gation, both for the suitability of the scheme and for the implementation of the initial and
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boundary conditions for the test cases. We intend to solve the equations only in regimes
where the equations are hyperbolic and need to investigate when this is the case.

A system of partial differential equations is hyperbolic if the physical wave speeds (ob-
tained from the canonical form) of the system are all real and there exists a complete set
of linearly independent eigenvectors, see LeVeque [10]. A full set of linearly independent
eigenvectors can be found for both models thus, we must ensure that the wave speeds are
all real.

We can rewrite Model A-EE in canonical form (see Appendix A) as

T u, pg 0 ’;—Z(us — Uy) pg—;s 0 | [p," , 0
ug 0 u, p;t 0 0 0 U, — o (ug — uy)
€s —1
Py + 0 TPy Ug %(us ug) % 0 Py _ — eg)ﬁ (ug u8)2
€s 0 O 0 Usg es 0 €s 0
Us 0 0 pt z—: us 1 Us pis (ug — us)
L TS d¢ 0 0 0 0 %TS Us L TS dz _p2f s

The characteristic equation of this system is,

A — M| = (A — ug) (A — ) (@ + azA? + ax\? + ay ) + ag) = 0,

where
a4 = 3pspg€y, a3 = —6pspgeg(uy + us),
ay = —3Ypy(€gps + Pg€s) — 5pgps€yTs + 3pspyey (ug + u?; + dugus),
a; = 6pg7(6gpsus + 6spgug) + 1O/ngs€gugTs - Gpgpsegugus(us + ug)
and

ag = —3pyy(€gpsu® + espgug) + 5¢,T5ps(vpg — pguz) + 3pspgegu§u§.

Thus, two of the eigenvalues are always real and the other four are determined by solving
the quartic. Unfortunately, the roots of this quartic can in general not be found ana-
lytically. Thus, we use Matlab to determine the roots numerically. We use the constant
values in Section 2.2 and then solve the quartic for a variety of values of the remaining
variables appearing in the coefficients a;,. The Matlab program calculates the values of ay,
calculates the roots numerically using the built in command c=roots(a;) and determines
if any root is complex by using the command image(c), with image(c)# 0 if a root is
complex.

Figures 3.1 and 3.2 illustrate various contour plots for certain fixed values of €, p, and T
to show combinations of values resulting in complex roots. Here, we can see that when

4



€ =0.1,p =1andT_=0.01 € =05 p =1landT_=1
s [¢] s s g s

e =0.1,p =1000and T_=0.01 € =05p =1000and T_=1
s [¢] s s g s

Figure 3.1: Model A with constant gas pressure.

the gas pressure is constant, two regions of real roots exist that are dependent on ug — u,.
As p, increases, the region of complex roots increases and the first interval of real roots
around ug = 0 expands in size. If T} is increased, the region of complex roots is reduced
in size. When the gas pressure is not constant, the dependence on u, — u, is significantly
reduced and an elliptic area of complex roots is produced. For small values of E, and large
values of T, the region of complex roots is small. Thus, Model A-EE is only conditionally
hyperbolic.



e =0.1,E =1andT_=0.01 e =05 E =1andT_ =1
S g s s g s

e _=0.1,E =1000and T_=0.01 € =05 E =10000and T_=1
s g s s g s

-100 -50 0 50 100

u u
9 ]

Figure 3.2: Model A without constant gas pressure (|ug| > 1/%).

4 Formulations

In order to help maximise the accuracy of the schemes which are presented in Section 5,
we present two different formulations of Model A-EE. Each is written in conservative
variable form to ensure that shocks propagate at the correct speed and comprises a system
of inhomogeneous conservation laws which may be written as

w;+F(w),=R+S8, (4.1)

where F(w) denotes the flux-function, R denotes the inhomogeneous terms which contain
spatial derivatives of the dependent variables and S denotes the remaining inhomogeneous
terms without such derivatives. The inhomogeneous terms are split in this manner to aid
the numerical discretisation presented in the next section.
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4.1 Formulation AES

The first formulation is obtained by using the product rule,

(€gPg)x = €4(Pg) + Py(€g)as

thus,
[ €g9Pg ] [ €gPglyg | [ 0 ] [ 0 ]
€gPglyg Egpgu?; + €9y Py(€g)a —B(ug — us)
€gllg + €qg(Eg + py) _ —Pg(Estls)s 4 —PBus(ug — us) . (4.2)
68 Esus 0 0
EslUs Esug + €715 _pgles (pg)x p;lﬁ(ug - uS)
esTs |, | €ty 1, L —%eSTS(uS)x | | —2p, 10T,
The Jacobian matrix is A
0
_ g
A= { 0 A, } ’
where
0 1 0
Ay = . 5(79 - 3)2u§ (3 —vg)uyg (vg—1)
“g(i(%} - ]‘)U’g —Hy) Hy— (v — 1)% YglUg
and
0 1 0
AS e —uz 2us 1
_usTs Ts Ug
The total specific enthalpy is
! Pg Y1 27

and the sound speed (of the gas phase) is

YgPg Vg 1
= [ = 8y 1) (B, — Zpul).
Cg Pe \/pg (Vg )(Ey ngug)

Since the Jacobian is block diagonal, we can discretise the two phases separately, which
significantly reduces the complexity of the numerics.




4.2 Formulation AEP

The term ps(us)., which is present in the fluctuation energy equation can create numerical
difficulties. In order to try and rectify this problem, we use the product rule to split this
term,

€9Pqg €gPglUg 0 0
€gPglg egpgu?; + €Dy Py(€g)a —B(ug — us)
EgEg + Egug(Eg + pg) _ _pg(esus)x + _5u8(u9 - ’LLS) ) (43)
€s €5l 0 0
€sls 6375113 + €,T —202165 (Pg)z Py Blug — us)
ESTS 1. | gﬁsusTs 1. | gus(esTS>x | L _2ps_16Ts

As with Formulation AES, the Jacobian is block diagonal, but with a different solids
Jacobian,
0 1 0
A, = —u? 2u, 1

5 5 5
- _usTs §T5 §us

5 Numerical Schemes

We now introduce a variety of numerical schemes, which can be used to approximate the
different formulations. To ensure the schemes remains stable, the time step is calculated
using

vAz
max(|A])’

where max(|A|) is the maximum wave speed and v < 1 is the required Courant number.

At =

In order to test the robustness and accuracy of the different schemes, we consider a simple
advection test case,

es(x,t) = eg(:v —Ut,0), wuy(x,t)=us(x,t)=U, py(z,t)=R,

P
Ey(z,t)=F and T,(z,t)=—,

€s
where R, U, E and P, are all constants. We expect a numerical scheme to be exact when
U = 0 and preserve the constants for any value of U.



Throughout this section, we use the definitions:
F c B
AVa=aj1 —a;, AYa=a —ai—1, Aa=a; —a;

and
2
Aca = Ajr1 — 2&1' + ;1.

5.1 Lax-Wendroff Scheme

The first scheme we consider is the adapted Lax-Wendroff scheme with second order source
term approximation [6]:

n+1 n S n n S n n n
Wi = Wi — §(Fi+1 -FL)+ §(Ri+% + Ri—%) + AtS;
2 52

2 -

5 n n n n
i) (AH%(FZ’H —F) A (F - Fi—l)) -

2 <Ai+%Ri+% - Ai_%R~ %> .

Here, the Jacobians are approximated using the standard average approach,

A1 =AW, 1) where w1 = §(W?+1 +wy)

and the source term approximations are

r 0 an - 0 an
ngAFFeg _ﬁ(ug - Us)
no _ | DA (esus) n_ | —Pus(ug —us)
_ps_lésAFpg ps_lﬁ(ug - Us)
L TG d4 L _2p;1ﬁTS i
where 5
Tre = —gésTSAFUS

for Formulation AES,

2
re = gdsAF(esTs)

for Formulation AEP and a = %(aiﬂ + a;).



5.1.1 Accuracy for Advection Test Case

We consider the accuracy of the scheme for Formulation AES when approximating the
advection test case:

[ Re, 1" [ Re, 1" RUe, " RUe, 1"
RUe, RUe, (RU? + P))e, (RU? + P))e,
Fe, _ | Ee s U(E + Py)e, | UE+ Fyey
€s €s 2 U€5 UES
Ue, Ue, U, + P, U, + P,
Py i Py i L UP; di+1 L UP; Ji-1
(RU? 4+ P,)A%,

+ 2 U2 A2%¢,
(=U3 + 2U3) A%,
i (—=U?T, + T,U?) A%, |
i P,A%, i i 0 ]
(3 =7))UP, + (7, — 1) P,U) A%, P,(AFe, + ABe¢,)
_ 5_2 ((H = (7 = VU?) Py + 7, U Py ) Aeg + S —P,U(A e, + APe)
2 0 2 0
0 0
L 0 - L O -
Simplifying
1
5('79 - 3)RU3 + (3= 79)U<RU2 + Py) + (g — VU(E + Fy)
1
= —50e - 3)RU® + (3= v)UP, + (v, — WU(E + P,)
1
= —506 - 3)RU® 4+ 2UP, + +(y, — )WUE
1
= RU’+2UP,+ +(y,— WU(E — 5RU2)
= RU’+3UP,
and

1
RU2<§(79 — DU = H) + (H = (v, = YU*)(RU? + Py) + U*(E + Py)y,
1
= —§RU4(79 — 1)+ PH — (v, — YVU?P, + U*(E + P,)y,
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Thus,
T Re, 1" [ Re, 1" [ RUA%, ]
RUe, RUe, RU?AC,
Fe, B Ee, s UEAceg
€s a €s 2 UACe,
Ue, Ue, U?A%,
P, ; Py ; i 0 ]
[ (RU? + P,) A%,
(RU? + 3U P,) A%,
N s | (P,H 4 2U?P, + U?E)A%,
2 U? A%,
U3 A%e,
i 0
Hence,
[ Re, | T Re, 1" [ RUA%%, ]
RUe, RUe, RU?AC%,
Ee, B Fe, s UEACeg
€s N €s UAC%e,
Ue, Ue, U2AC,
P, I P

1
= (v, — DHU*(E - 5RU2) + P,H +U?P, + U’E

= P,H+2U°P,+ U’E.

PgA26g
2UPgA269
(HP, + U?P,) A%,
0
0
0

RUZAQGg
(RU? + UP,)A%,
(UP, + U*E) A%,

U? A%,
U3 A%,
0

Here, we can see that the second and third equations are not consistent. Thus, surprisingly
this scheme may produce inaccurate results. However, notice that when U = 0, the scheme
exactly preserves the steady state solution.

5.2 MacCormack Approach

We consider the adapted MacCormack approach as discussed by LeVeque & Yee [11],

1 At
W;L—H = _(Wln + Wz(l)) - E(Fz(l) - Fz(l_)l) + ER(I)l + _S.1)17
2 2 2 ity 2 i3
where
wi = wi = s(FJ,, — F) + SR+ AS] .

11



Here, the source term approximations are

where

for Formulation AES,

Rn1:

for Formulation AEP and a = %(ai_g_l + a;).

5.2.1 Accuracy for Advection Test Case

For the advection test case, MacCormack’s scheme is (when approximating Formulation

AES):

(1)

and SZF% =S(w!

_ 0 -n
ﬁgAFeg
—]ngF(esus)
0
_pglésAFpg
L T'e 1
2 .
re = — =€ T A g
3
2 F
e — gusA (ESTS)

i+

RUAT, [
(RU? + Pg)AIfeg
U(E + P))A"¢,
UAFe, +s
U?AFe,
. O = .
[ Re, 1" [ RUATe,
RUe, RU?AFe,
B Fe, B UEAFe,
- €s 5 UAFe,
Uk, U?AFe,
P, ; i 0

12

l)a

2

0
PgAFeg
—P,UA e,
0
0
0




and

[ Re, 1" [ Re, 1" [ Re, 1V [ RUAZe, 1V
RU¢, RU¢, RUe, RU?APe,
Fe, 1 FEe, n Fe, s UEABe,
€s 2 €s €s 2 UAPBe,
Ue, Ue, Ue, U2ABe,
| P ], L P, | P, i 0 |
By substituting,
[ Re, 1" [ Re, 1" [ RUAFe, ] [ RUABe, TV
RUe, RUe, RU?AFe, RU?APe,
Fe, - Ee, s | UEAFe, s | UEAPe,
€s - €5 ) UAFe,g 9 UABe,
Uk, Uk, U2AFe, U?ABe,
| P, By i 0 | i 0 |
[ Re, 1" [ Re, 1" [ RUAFe, 7 [ RUABe, 1" [ RU2A%, ]
RU¢, RUe, RU?AFe, RUQABEQ RU3AZ%,
N Ee, _ | Be | _s| UEAFe, | s | UEAPe, | s* | UPEA%,
€s €s 2 UAFe, 2 UAPBe, 2 U2 A%,
Ue, Ue, U?AFeg U?ABe, U3A%¢,
By L P, i 0 | i 0 ] i 0
Thus,
_eg_nH _eg_n [ A%, ] _AQEg_n
€g € Aceg A%,
€ € s ACe s 5| A%
ez - ez N §U Acez t EU A%i
€s €s A%, A%e,
P ], P ], 0] 0]

Hence, the MacCormack approach preserves the constants whilst advecting the volume
fraction and granular temperature.

5.3 High Resolution Scheme

Hubbard & Garcia-Navarro [5] discussed an adapted form of Roe’s scheme [13], which is

a high resolution scheme. The scheme consists of
with = wi' — S(F;% —F; 1)+ sRj + AtS}, (5.1)

1
7 =
2
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Roe Averages

vV (egpg)L(“g)LJF\/ (egpg)R(ug)R gg _ <€g)R(€g)L ~
(eg)L(pg) Lt/ (eg)r(Pg)R

ug - \/(egpg)L+\/(€gpg)R
}NI _V (egpg)L(Hg)L++/(egpg)rR(Hg)Rr | ~ _ Pg -1 ]f[ _ 152 P
. NN Po = 5,00 = DUy = 3y) | Py N(COTEN(COT
Eigenvalues
A = Gy — G Xy = i A3 = @y + &
Eigenvectors
1 1 1
e = Ug — Cq €= 1, €3 Ug + Cq
~g - agég %ﬂg ]:Ig + 2~Lgég
Wave Strengths
- 1 ~ - -
Qg = % ((Hg — u§> Alegpy) + UgA(egpauy) — A(egEg)>
dl = 2} ((ﬂg + Eg) A(Egpg) — A(egpgug) — Egdg) dg = A(egpg) - (541 + 5&2)
Inhomogeneous Terms
B o ﬁg(269A(€sus)_(ag_z(gg+ﬁgag))A€9) B o _2ﬁg(A(€sUs)+ﬂ9A€g)
L= 26, (a2 —2H,) 2 a2z—2H,
B _ 1’39(259A(55U5)+("2§_2(~Hg_ﬂgég))A59)
3 26, (a2 —2H,)
Table 1: Roe Average Values for the Gas Phase
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Roe Averages

7 (e)L(Ts) Lt/ (e)r(Ts)r | ~
T, = L(Ts)L 2R & =/ (es)rles) | s = NCEN G

S \/(ES)L‘F\/(Es)R

Eigenvalues
5‘19,3:&8:': \/Ts S\QZQNLS 5‘53:%113+%«/ﬂ§+157~}
Eigenvectors
1
ék - S\k
(as - S\k)Q

Wave Strengths

< (e =) Acs+(20s—Aa—Ap) Aestis) +A(sTs)
a = (e—ra)Ce—Xp) where a#k#b

Inhomogeneous Terms

5 (2’&375‘&75‘17)F2+F3
B = Ak=Aa) A —Xp) where a#k#0b

Fp = — RS — _2¢ T <P _ 2
T2 = _p_SApg s = —§€sTsAUs r3 = §U3A(65Ts)

Table 2: Roe Average Values for the Solids Phase (superscripts denote formulation)
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with numerical flux-function

6
1. ny L =X j ))é
R TUSESHES DD (1= @) - e,

*
Fi+

The inhomogeneous terms not containing first order derivatives, S, are approximated
using a pointwise approach,

_ 0 _
—B(ug — us)
S? _ _57“[’9(169 - Us)
%(ug - uy)
L _%ﬁTs 4,

and the inhomogeneous terms containing first order derivatives, R, are approximated by
using an upwind approach,

where

1

RY, = 5> Al ()1 - 200~ [%])] -

The step sizes in space and time are Az and At with ¢ and n denoting the spatial and
time grid number, respectively. The upstream and downstream boundaries are at xy and
xy (I is the total number of spatial grid points), ¢y is the final time,

At ~ ~ (ak)
§=——, Up=S\, ek:~—+
() st

Ax

) J=1i— Sgn(ﬂk)i—i-%a

Nl= (N

and the minmod flux-limiter [15],
®(0) = max(0, min(1,0)),

is used.

Here, the = is called the Roe average and )\, & and & are the eigenvalues, eigenvectors
and wave strengths of the Roe averaged Jacobian matrix, A. The Roe averaged eigenval-
ues, eigenvectors, wave strengths and inhomogeneous terms are determined from the Roe
decomposition (see [13, 5, 6] for more details)

p p

R X ~ 1 -

AF = Z ak)\kek =AAw and R = A_x Z ﬁkek,
k=1 k=1

where Aw = wir — wy, and p is the number of components in the system. A summary of

the Roe averages is given in Tables 1 & 2 for the gas and solid phase, respectively.
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5.3.1 Accuracy for Advection Test Case: Gas Phase

We now analyse the first order version of the scheme, i.e. ® = 0. We first simplify the
Roe averages for the test case. Using,

pgHy = Eg + py, C; - pg_’Yg’
Pg
we obtain
3 (=1 ((5 _ - i
Qg = 95—2 (<Hg - u§> Al(egpg) + tgAlegpgug) — A(GgEg)>
g
_ (w1 ((H— UZ) RAe, + RU?Ae, — EAe )
— 62 g g g
g
(g —1)
Pylyg —1) i
— %Ae‘q — ’y—g<’)/g — 1)A€g,
. L C. G
= 2 (g + &) Alegpg) — Al€gpgug) — Cyti2)
g
1 R
- = ((U +¢,) RAe, — RUAe, — Gg— (7, — 1)A€g)
Cq Ty
1 /. _ R
— 2_6g (CgR - Cg,y_g('Yg 1)) Aeg
R R
279( g ( g )) g g g
and
as = Alegpg) — (0n + )
R R
— RAe, — (gAeg + — (1 — 1)Ag)
g g
R R
= (27— 1-2(7y — 1)) Aeg = —Ae
274 I I J 274 !

17



Also,

By (26A(es) = (@ = 20, + y6,))Acy )

2¢,(12 — 2H,)
P, (2¢,UAes + (U? — 2(H + U¢,))Aes)

2,(U% — 2H)
P(U* —2H)Ae, _ PAes _ Re,
26,(U% — 2H) 2%, 2y, Y
5, = —2pg(A(esus) + UgAey)  —2P)(UAes — UAeg) 0
2 a2 — 2H - U? —2H -
g g
and
; B, (269A(68u5) + (@2 — 2(H, — agég))Aeg)
3 = — _
2¢4(U2 — 2H,)
_ P, (=2¢,U + (U* — 2(H — U¢,))) Ae,
2,(U% — 2H)
2 ~
_ R -2 Py RGy
2¢,(U? —2H) 2¢, 27,
Thus,
1 RU
F;ki% =5 | BU*+ Py | ((eg)r + (€9)1)
U(E+ Fy)
1 1 1
1 R R R
-5 U—c ’U_Cg’2_+ U |U=(v=1)+| U+g ’U+Cg|2_
H—Uc, | g 1y? g H+Uc, o
1 RU
= Fli=5| R+ L | ((6)r+(6)L)
| U(E+F))
R [ ) %‘U_Cg“"‘U‘(’Yg_1)+%1|U+Cg’
| 51U — ¢g|(U = ¢y) +1|U2]U(79 — 1)+ 5|1U + ¢o|(U + ¢4) Ae,
9L §|U - Cg|(H - ch) + §U |U|('Vg - 1)+ §|U + Cg|(H + ch)

We now consider only a positive velocity, i.e. U > 0. For subcritical flow,

cg>U>0

= |U—-c¢)|l=¢,—U, |U=U and |U+c¢)|=U++cy,,

18
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_ % RU?+ P, | ((e))r + ()1

5(—U+¢g) + Uy, = 1) + 5(U +¢)

5, %(—U+cg)(U—cg)+U2('yg—1)+%(U—|—cg)(U+cg) Aeg,
To | H(—U +c)(H = Uey) + U7y — 1) + 3(U + ¢o)(H + Ucy)

RU

RU%}@]«%M+&QQ u

= F_ == T o
i+l 2"}/9

2

U(E + Fy)

The source term approximation becomes

N 1 1 Re,

RY, == U-—c¢, —— |(1£(-1)+ | U+g
1+3 2 2’7
H —Ug, g

+
= R’i—i—%_

+1

R
Cg:tU ﬁAe‘y
Ucy = H

Now,

RU
RU? + P,

1
—F:r%‘f’R_ 1= 5
U(E + P,y

’L-‘ra

<<eg>z-+1+<eg)i>+2—fg [ (

RU

RU2+F}](@QH1+(%%)
U(E + P,

) ) 1
= _Fi+% + Ri+% -9

. R
274

19

Cqg t+ U(’Yg - 1)
QUCQ + UQ(ng - 1)
(H+U%)cy+ 35U (7, — 1)

cg+U(yy—1) —¢
2Ucy + U (7, — 1) — Ucy + ¢
(H + Uy + U3 (v, — 1) + Uc2 — He,

Cqy + U(fyg - 1)
2Uc, + U?(y, — 1)

H+U?)cy+ 32Uy, — 1)

-1
cg —U
Ucy — H

%A

€
27, !

JAVS

Ae,.

Ae,



1 RU
= FtR=—5 RU? + Py | ((€g)is1 + (€9)s)
U(E + P,)
R Ulyy —1)
+2— Ucyg+U?(yy—1) + ¢, AV
Yo | Uy + U3, — 1) + UC?

Here, we can see that the scheme will produce inaccurate results since the flux-function
and source terms do not balance. However, the scheme is exact when U = 0. For
supercritical flow,

U>¢c;>0 = |[U—cy|=U—-¢4, |U=U and |U+cyl=U+c,,

thus
1 RU
Fio=5 | BUP+ DB, | ((e)r+(€)r)
U(E + P,)
R . %(U — ) +U(yy— 1)+ %1([] +¢g)
— g ) i(U — Cg)<U — Cg> +1U2<’}/g — 1) -+ EI(U + Cg)<U —+ Cg) Aég
9| 53U =c)(H = Ucy) + 5U0%(vg — 1) + 5(U + c) (H + Ucy)
1 RU R U~g
* 2 2 2
= Fi:l:% D) RU*+ Py | ((eg)r + (€g)r) — G cg + U, Ag,
U(E + P,) Yo | UH + U+ U3y, — 1)
and since e
g
H = % — (v — 1)U2>
1 RU R N U~,
= F:ié =5 | RUP+ Py | ((eg)r+(eg)r) — o (QT%) + U?y, Aeg,
UE+F) L+ ()
1 RU ] RU
= F::I:% ~ 9 RU?+ P, | ((e))r+ (e9)r) — 5 | RUP+ Py | A,
U(E + Py) U(E + P,)
Therefore,
RU
:ﬂ:%: RU*+ P, | (¢)z-
UE+ F,)
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The source term approximation becomes

RE, - | Ui% (}%>Oi0”+ Ui% (?@)uia» Ae,

i+3 2 H— ch 2")/9 H + ch 2’}/9
0
R
= R ,=0 and R', =] ¢ ﬁAeg.
+5 i+ vy
Uey | 1
Now,
RU
FL bR = | BUPEE, | (o)
U(E+ Fy) |
and
RU 0 Re
F;‘,l + R:r_l = RU2 + Pg (Eg)i—l + Cqg —gAEQ
’ . U(E + P,) Ue, | 79
RU 0
= F:_l + R:il = RU2 + Pg (69)1',1 + Pg AEg
’ ’ U(E +P,) UP,
0 RU
= F:_l + R:'__l = Pg (Eg)i + RU? (Eg)i—l-
’ ? UP, UE
Hence,
n+1 n
Re, Re, RU 0 RU
RUe, = | RUe; | —s RU*+ P, | (e)i— | Py | (e)i— | RU* | (€5)iz1
Ee, |, Ee; |, UE + P, UP, UE
Re, 1™ Re, 1" RU
= RUe, = | RUe, | —s | RU? | AP,
Ee, |, Ee, |, UE

Here, we can see that the scheme preserves the values of the constants and advects the

volume fraction.
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5.3.2 Accuracy for Advection Test Case: Solids Phase

We continue to analyse the first order version of the scheme, i.e. & = 0, with Formulation
AES for the solids phase. We first simplify the Roe averages for the test case. Here,

G15=0, ay=A~7e and [ =0.

Thus,
I Uest e 1[0
hi=5 | Ue)r+ (@) +2P | =5 | U | |UlA
U((esTo)r + (e.T4)1) 0
and by assuming
U>0 = |Ul=U,
1 U((es)r + (es)) — UAeg
iy =5 | U(e)r+ (€)1) +2P — UAc
i 2P,
U<€S)L
~ Fjﬂ:% = UQ(GS)L + Py
UP;
Hence,
€g e €g " U<Es)i ] U(Gs)i—l
Ue, = | Ue, -5 Ues)i+ Ps | — | U*(€5)io1 + P,
P 1, P |, up, | UP,
€ n+1 € n - U
= Ue, = | Ue, —s | U? | ABe,.
P ], P |, | 0

Here, we can see that the solids phase preserves all constants and correctly advects the
solids volume fraction whist ensuring the solids pressure remains a constant. The same
result can be shown for Formulation AEP.

6 Numerical Results

We now investigate the behaviour of the different models and schemes for the gas-solid
flow as discussed in Section 2.2. In order to compare the different models, we consider a
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variety of test cases. Unless stated otherwise, the domain is of length 100 m and schemes
are used with Az =1 m (i.e. 100 grid points) and a Courant number v = 0.8.

We only solve the models when they are hyperbolic and require appropriate initial and
boundary conditions for each test case. Unless otherwise stated, the numerical scheme
uses free flow boundary conditions,

n+l __ n

n+1l __ n
=wy and wi[ = wy,

—1

w

We now compare the results of the different schemes for a variety of different test cases :
the analytical solution (AnS), the Lax-Wendroff Scheme (LxW), MacCormack’s scheme
(MaC), Roe’s first order scheme (RFO) and the high resolutions scheme (RHR).

6.1 Advection Test Problem

For the first test case, we compare the accuracy of the different schemes when applied
to the advection test case for which an analytical solution can be obtained. The analyt-
ical solution is derived by assuming that the gas density and both phase velocities are
constants,

pg(z,t) =R, Eyx,t)=FE and ug(x,t)=us(z,t)="0U,

then the model simplifies to
(€s) + Ules)e =0, ps(z,t) =P and (Ts),+U(Ty), =0,
where P is a constant. Thus, we obtain the analytical solution
P
es(x,t) = €(x — UL, 0) and Ty(z,t) = —.
€s
To simulate a solids pulse propagating downstream, we use the initial conditions,
e.(x,0) = 0.1+ 0.1sin® (& (z —5)) if5< x <15
0.1 otherwise
with
R=12885, FE=1000 U=5 and P =0.01.

Figure 6.1, illustrates the results of the schemes at ¢ = 10s for Formulation AES. A
spatial step-size of Ax = 0.1 was used. Here, we can see that small numerical errors have
occurred in all of the schemes with the exception of the MacCormack scheme. This is
in agreement with the analytical analysis of the schemes we presented in the previous
section. Although the numerical error is small, it could be enhanced for other test cases.
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Figure 6.1: Results of the Advection Test Problem at ¢t = 10 s (Formulation AES).

6.2 Gas Shock Tube Problem

In order to test the gas phase of Model A-EE, we use the Shock Tube problem of Sod [14]
whose domain is 1m long and the initial conditions are

€s(2,0) =0, wus(z,0)=0, Ty(z,0)=0,

1 ife <05 [1 itz <05 B
pal,0) = { 0125 ifz>05 Pol®0)= { 01 ifz>05 4 wl®0=0

Figure 6.2, illustrates the results of the schemes at ¢ = 0.25s for Formulation AES. A
spatial step-size of Az = 0.001 was used. The analytical solution (AnS) was obtained
from the NUMERICA library [16]. Here, we can see that Roe’s first order scheme and
the high resolution scheme have produced results close to the analytical solution. All
schemes preserved the constant values for the solids phase, but the Lax-Wendroff scheme
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Figure 6.2: Results of the Advection Test Problem at ¢t = 10 s (Formulation AES).

and MacCormack’s scheme both produced spurious numerical oscillations. Moreover, the
MacCormack approach did not accurately calculate the shock speed of the right shock.

6.3 Square Pulse Test Problem

For the third test case, we simulate a square pulse of solids in the centre of the domain,
which is at rest. In this simple simulation, we imagine that "walls” at x = 40 m and
x = 60 m confine the solids to the region 40 < x < 60 of the domain and they are kept in
suspension by a "stirrer”. The "walls” are then removed at time ¢ = 0 and the solids are
allowed to move freely. The initial conditions for this test case consists of

pg(x,0) =1.2885, wy(z,0) =us(x,0) =0, Ts(z,0)=0.1e5(x,0)
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Figure 6.3: Results for the Square Pulse Test Problem at ¢ = 200 s.

and

0.1 otherwise.

if 40 <z <
e ,O):{ 0.2 if 40 <z <60,

For the isentropic model (Model A), the gas pressure was
Py(py) = Cpple where C), = 75916.16.

It is desirable to obtain a corresponding value of the initial gas pressure for Model A-EE.
Since the initial gas density is a constant, we let p; = 108256.1118 and use this value in
order to determine the initial total energy per unit volume

Py 1

P— + 5,09(37, 0)ugy(x,0)>.

E,(z,0) =

Figure 6.3 illustrates the results of both formulations using the high resolution scheme.
The fine mesh results were calculated using Az = 0.1. Here, we can see that the numerical
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Figure 6.4: Comparison of the Isentropic (AP) and non-isentropic (AEP) results for the
Square Pulse Test Problem at ¢ = 200.

scheme produced spurious numerical oscillations in the gas density. Formulation AES
produced the same numerical error at the stagnation point x = 50 as discussed in Hudson
& Harris [7] whereas Formulation AEP did not produce this error. The error is caused
by the approximation of —p,(us), in the fluctuating energy equation (2.6). Formulation
AEP rectifies this problem by rewriting the problematic term by using the product rule.

Figure 6.4 compares the results of the isentropic model (Model AP), see Hudson & Har-
ris [7] with the results of Model AEP. Here, we can see (with the exception of the numerical
error in the gas density) that both models produced practically identical results. Thus,
the assumption of an isentropic gas phase is valid for the regime of interest described in
this paper. This is due to the gas density and pressure being almost constant (at most
smooth with no discontinuities present in either of these two variables).
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7 Conclusion

We have extended the isentropic Eulerian gas-solid two-phase model (as discussed by
Hudson & Harris [7]) to include a gas energy equation and investigated two different
formulations of this model. Three different schemes were used to discretise the model and
a thorough analysis was performed to determine the robustness and accuracy of these
schemes. As expected, the results of both second order schemes suffered from spurious
numerical oscillations whereas the high resolution scheme minimised these oscillations.
However, the high resolution scheme produced numerical errors in the results. Even
though the high resolution scheme satisfies all the u-properties of Roe [13] and has been
discretised in the correct manner, the scheme is unable to accurately preserve the constants
in the advection test case. The numerical errors are small for the advection test case, but
they appear to be enhanced in the square pulse test case (particularly in the gas density).
The MacCormack approach is the only scheme to preserve the constants for the advection
test case and does not use the Jacobian. This indicates that the Jacobian matrix may be
the cause of the numerical error, but there appears to be little evidence to support this.

We have also illustrated that for the regime of interest, the assumption of an isentropic
gas phase is valid since (with the exception of the spurious numerical oscillations in the

gas density) the results obtained with the gas energy equation (Model AEE) were in
agreement with the isentropic results (Model A).
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A The Primitive Form of Model A-EE

We now reduce each equation of Model AEE into primitive form:

1. Equation (2.1), we can obtain
Pg(€g)t + €4(0g)t + €9Pg(Ug) s + €gtig(pg)z + pytig(€g)e = 0
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= —pgl€s)t + €g(pg)i + €gpg(tg)z + €4y (pg)z — pgtig(€s)e =0
and by using (2.4),

Py(€stis)e + €9(pg)i + €9pg(Ug)a + €gUig(pg)e — pytig(es)e =0

= PgES(US):r + PQUS(GS)m + GQ(Pg)t + Egug(Pg)x + Egpg(“g):v - Pgug(ES)r =0.
Thus,

p p
(Pg)t + ug(/)g)w + Pg(ug)x + G_g(us - “g)(GS)w + E_QES(US>:E =0.
g g

. Equation (2.2), we can obtain

€gPg(Ug)t + ug(€gpy)i + €gPgtig(Ug)z + Ug(€gPgtig)s + €4(Pg)e = —B(ug — us)

and by using (2.1),

€gPg(Ug)t — Ug(€gPglly)a + €gPgtig(Ug)e + Ug(€gPgty)z + €4(Dy)e = —Bug — uy)

= €gpy(tg) + €gpgtig(tUg)e + €4(Pg)e = —B(ug — us).

Thus,

LB
(ug)e + ug(ug)s + p_g(pg)x = _%Wg — Us).

. Equation (2.3)

€gP 1 P 1
(79—91 + §€gpgu§)t+ (Egug (pg T vy _9 1 + §pgu3))w+p9(€su5)m = —Oug(ug —us)

1

1 yp 1
= m(egpg)t+§(egpgu§)t+ <egug (7—_91 + §pgu§)>w+p9(esus)m = —fugy(ug—us)

1 1
= ﬁ(egpg)t + éuz(ﬁgpg)t + €gPgtig(tg):

v 1
+ m(Egugpg)x + _(Egpgui)x + pyl€stis)e = —Pug(ug — us)

2
using (2.1)
1 1,
= ﬁ(egpg)t - éug(Ggpgug)z + Egpgug(ug)t
0% 1
+ ﬁ(egugpg)x + §u§(€gpgug)x + Egpguf;(ug)x + py(estts)e = —Bug(uy — us)
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using (2.2)

1 1 3
= et ety (i)~ )~ (g w)
v—1 gr’gJt 9Fg™yg g\t%g pgg Eg,Ogg
2
+ ﬁ(egugpg)z + Egpgu?](ug)x + pyl€stis)e = —Bug(ug — us)
1
= m(egpg)t — €qUg(Pg)a — Bug(ug — us)
g
+ ﬁ(%ugpg)x + Pyl€stis)e = —Pug(ug — us)
1 gl
= 1 (€gpg)t — €gtig(pg)a + ﬁ (€gtg(Pg)z + Pg(€gtg)a) + Pyl€stis)s =0
1 1 vy
Tl(egng)t + ﬁeg“g(pg)r + mpg<€gug)ac + Py (€stts)e =0

= —pgl€s)t + €g(pg)t + €gug(pg)e + YPg(€gtg)z + (v — 1)py(€stis) = 0
and by using (2.4),

= pg(esus)z + €g(pg)t + Eg“g(pg)r + VPg(Egug)x + (v — 1)pg(€sus)r =0

= €9(Pg)t T €gug(Pg)z + TPy ((€gUg)s + (€5us)z) =0
= €9(Pg)t + €gUg(Pg)z + YPg(€4(Ug)s + Ug(€g)a + €5(Us)a + us(€s)s) = 0
= €(Pg)t + VD€ (Ug)x + €gUy(Dg)z + YDy (s — Ug)(€s)z + YPg€s(ts)e = 0
Hence,

VPg€s

YD
(Pg)t + YPg(tg)z + ug(pg)s + E_g(us — ug)(€s)s + c (us)e = 0.
g g
4. Equation (2.4), we can obtain
(65)25 + us(Es)x + Es(“s):p =0.

5. Equation (2.5), we can obtain

€s 1 15}
es(us)t + us(es)t + esus(us)x + us(esus)m + _(pg)ac _(ps)w - _(ug us)
Ps Ps Ps
and by using (2.4),
€s 1 I}
Es(us)t - us<€sus)x + esus(us)x + Us(esus)x + p_(pg)m + p_(ps)x = p_(ug us)
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= €s(us)t + esug(us)y + _(pg>z + —(ps)e = _<u9 — Us).

Ps Ps Ps
Using
Ops Ips
2 = 5]; =p T, and & = 8% Ps€ss (A.1)
gives
€s B
= 68(“3)15 + Esus(us)m + p_(pg)z + Ts(‘fs)m + €s<Ts)m - p_<ug Us)
Thus,
1 T, 3
(us)e + Z(pg)r + E(GS)I + US(US>J: + (TS)I = €205 (ug — Us).
. Equation (2.6), we can obtain
2
6s(tzjs)f + Ts<€s)t + €sus<Ts)z + Ts<€sus)x + ﬁps(us) _26Ts,0;1

and by using (2.5),

2 _
_ps(us)x - _QﬁTsps !

€s<Ts)t - Ts(esus)a} + esus<Ts):c + Ts(esus)x + 3p

2
= es(Ts)e + esus(Ty) + 3 ps(tg), = _26Ts,0;1
Thus,
2p, 20
Ts s)x s Ts T — TS
Hence, we obtain the primitive form,
w; + wa = R,
where
— - B O 7
Pg 3
ug ?eg{))gﬂ(ug - U’S)
- 2
W = pg s R = €g (U/g us) s
€s 0
Us psﬁﬁs (Ug uS)
T, _2p
- - - Ps€s S -
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and

ug  pg 0 ij (us — uy) nges 0
0 u p;t 0 0 0
N %(us — uy) % 0
0 O 0 Us es O
0 0 pgt % us 1
0 0 0 0 2T, w,
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