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Abstract

Gravitational settling affects particle transport in turbulent flows in two ways; explicitly, by introducing a
finite settling velocity, and implicitly, by modifying how the particles interact with the flow field. For wall-
bounded flows, when the wall is horizontal (gravity perpendicular to the wall) both the explicit and implicit
effects of settling impact the particle transport towards the wall, whereas when the wall is vertical (gravity
parallel to the wall) only the implicit effect plays a role. Surprisingly, it was recently demonstrated that even
when the settling parameter Sv is very small, settling can play a very significant role in controlling the near-
wall transport in a horizontal channel. In this paper, we use direct numerical simulations to explore how this
finding is affected by the particle boundary conditions and whether it also occurs in vertical channels where
only the implicit effect of settling plays a role. We show that the sensitivity of the particle transport to Sv
depends upon the particle boundary conditions, with elastic-collisions (that generate a zero mean particle
flux) and absorbing-wall conditions (that generate a negative mean particle flux) exhibiting qualitatively
and quantitatively different sensitivities to Sv. It is found that for vertical channels the impact of settling
on the particle transport is in fact negligible if Sv is small, and only becomes significant when Sv > O(1).
Finally, we examine the physical mechanisms governing the settling velocity of particles in vertical channel
flows, and find that low-speed streaks can play a significant role in suppressing the settling velocity of the
particles near the walls, in contrast to the core region where the preferential sweeping mechanism leads to

an enhancement of their settling velocity.

I. INTRODUCTION

The transport of small, heavy particulate matter in wall-bounded turbulent flows occurs in
many environmental multiphase flows, such as volcanic ash transport [1, 2], dust storms [3, 4] and
pollen transport [5, 6]. In these flows, the gravitational settling of the particles plays an important
role in their transport towards and away from the surface of the Earth. If the particles are modeled
as being inertialess, then under the assumption that they are sufficiently small, the particles will
settle on average at their Stokes settling velocity. When their inertia is not negligible, as can be
the case for particle transport in the lower portion of the atmospheric boundary layer [7], then
their settling velocity depends on their inertia through the role of multiple competing mechanisms
[8, 9]. Many open questions remain regarding understanding and modeling the transport of inertial,
settling particles in wall-bounded flows. Discrepancies between observations and modeling of dust
size distributions in the planetary boundary layer have been reported [10-13], and it is possible that

some of these discrepancies are due to the models ignoring a number of the physical mechanisms
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that arise due to the combined effects of particle inertia and settling, as discussed in [8].

The simplest context for understanding how the combined effects of settling and inertia impact
particle transport in turbulence is that of the transport of small (compared to the Kolmogorov
scale), heavy (compared to the fluid density) particles in homogeneous turbulence, which can occur
far from flow boundaries [14]. Pioneering studies on this problem are those of Maxey [15] and Wang
and Maxey [16], which revealed that inertial particles preferentially sample flow regions where the
strain-rate dominates the local velocity gradients compared with the rotation-rate. Gravitational
settling introduces an asymmetry into how the particles interact with these regions, leading to a
preference for particles to sample downward moving, strain dominated regions of the flow, an effect
referred to as the preferential sweeping mechanism. This mechanism leads to an enhancement of
the mean particle settling velocity, and is often thought to be strongest when the settling parameter
Sv and Stokes number St (both based on the Kolmogorov scales) are O(1). Tom and Bragg [17]
also developed a multiscale version of the preferential sweeping mechanism to explain in detail the
role that different sized eddies play in this process, and how the enhanced settling depends on

St, Sv and the flow Taylor Reynolds number Rey.

Bragg, Richter and Wang [9] showed that in the context of settling in a horizontal channel flow,
the near-wall accumulation of particles is still highly sensitive to Sv even when Sv < 1. Based
on an analysis of the near-wall asymptotics of the particle statistics in the regime Sv < 1, they
showed that this occurs because near to the wall, the other mass flux contributions arising due to
particle inertia (which dominate further away from the wall when Sv < 1) become sub-leading
compared with the Stokes settling flux due to the turbulent fluctuations vanishing at the wall.
Therefore, the widespread assumption that settling can be ignored when Sv < 1 is not in general

valid, and can therefore play a potentially significant role in wall deposition rates.

In many problems involving wall-bounded particle transport, for example in atmospheric flows
over sloped terrain, or for particle transport through an inclined channel, the wall is not perpen-
dicular to gravity. In the limit of a vertical wall, the explicit effect of gravity on the wall-normal
particle transport vanishes. Nevertheless, gravity can still strongly influence the wall-normal trans-
port due to its implicit effect on the way the particles interact with the turbulent flow. Another
open question is the extent to which the findings in [9] depend on the particular choice of particle
boundary conditions. For example, that study considered an absorbing wall boundary condition,
but how would the sensitivity to Sv change if elastic particle-wall collisions were considered? The

purpose of this paper is to explore these open questions.



II. THEORY

A. Mechanisms governing wall-normal particle transport

In this work, we are interested in small (compared with the Kolmogorov length scale), heavy
particles with particle-to-fluid density ratio p,/ps > 1, which are subject to linear drag and grav-
itational forces [18]. When all variables are expressed in non-dimensional wall-units, the equation

reads

E(t) = OP(1) = %(up(t) — () + %eg, (1)
where P (t) and vP(t) are the position and velocity of the particle, respectively, u?(t) denotes the
fluid velocity at the particle position, and e, denotes the unit vector in the direction of gravity. In
the equation, St = 7, /7, is the particle Stokes number based on the fluid friction timescale 7, and
Sv = 7,9/ uy is the particle settling number based on the fluid friction velocity w..

The contribution (Sv/St)e, in the equation of motion corresponds to the explicit gravitational
effect which acts in the direction e,. However, even for particle motion in the plane orthogonal
to eg, gravitational settling still impacts the particle motion implicitly through u”(t), since u?(t)
depends on the three-dimensional trajectory of the particle xP(¢) which is itself dependent on
gravity. This impact of gravity on w”(t) corresponds to the implicit effect of gravity discussed
above.

An equation for the mean particle momentum in the wall-normal direction (assuming the flow

is homogeneous in the other directions) can be derived from (1) using a phase-space PDF analysis

[8]:
S
SED?(0): = (1)) ~ (WP (1)): — 5t(V25 + ~V.0) + Svey e, (2)

where 2P (t), wP(t) and uP(t) are the projections of xP(t), vP(t) and uP(t) in the e, (wall-normal)
direction, respectively, D; = 0; + (wP(t)). V., o is the particle concentration PDF, (-), denotes an
ensemble average conditioned on 2P(t) = z, and S = ([wP(t) — (wP(t)),]?). is the variance of the
wall-normal particle velocity.

In (2), —=StV,S corresponds to the turbophoretic drift mechanism that drives the particles
towards the wall in the near-wall region. The term —St(S/p)V .0 represents an inertial diffusion
mechanism that arises due to the diffusive effect of the decoupling between the particle and fluid
velocities. The term (uP(t)), denotes the mean wall-normal fluid velocity sampled by the particles,

and this is non-zero due to the particles preferentially sampling the flow. As discussed in [9], for
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a horizontal channel flow, in the quasi-homogeneous region of a boundary layer, this term will act
to drive the particles towards the wall and is associated with the preferential sweeping mechanism.
Close to the wall this term drives the particles away from the wall, due to the diffusive effect of the
turbulent fluctuations on the particle transport. Indeed, for a zero mass flux configuration where
(wP(t)), = 0, the positivity of (uP(t)), is required near the wall to balance the drift towards the
wall due to the turbophoretic drift (and gravitational settling for the case of a horizontal channel).

A more detailed discussion of each term appearing in (2) can be found in [9].

B. Explicit and implicit gravitational effects in the zero mass flux case

Corresponding to (2), the equation governing the particle concentration is [§]
dro+ V= (ofwr (). ) =0, (3)

such that for a statistically stationary system we have g(w?(t)), = ®, where ® is the constant mass
flux that is determined by the boundary conditions for the particles. When the mass flux is zero

® =0, (2) reduces to
S
0= (uP(t)), — St(VZS + Evzg) + Sve, - .. (4)

For a vertical wall, e, - e, = 0 and the explicit gravitational settling contribution vanishes in the
wall-normal direction. The implicit effect of settling on the remaining terms persists, however. For
a horizontal wall, e, - e, = —1 and both the explicit and implict effects of gravitational settling
influence the particle transport.

Rearranging (4) and integrating over the region z < H — d),/2 (where H is the height of the

flow, and d, is the particle diameter) leads to the following formal solution

Sy [H=dp/2 q 1 [H—dp/2 q
— e el - _ = il ) _
0(2) = oo exp ( €y € gy /Z 5 dq) exp ( 5 /Z 3 [(u (t))q SthS} dq

= poexp (A) exp (B),

()

where g9 = o(H — dp/2) which must be chosen such that [ df/;d”/ 2 o(z)dz = 1, where , and we

have introduced A(z) = —ey - ez% ZH_d”/Q Ldgand B(z) = -4 fZH_dpﬂ %((u”(t»q - SthS) dq
for simplicity of discussion. A(z) is associated with the gravitational settling contribution in (4)
while B(z) is associated with the difference between the preferential sampling and turbophoretic
drift terms, (uP(t)), — StV,S. We will now consider the contributions from A(z) and B(z) to the

behavior of o.



When Sv = 0, A(z) = 0 and Sikovsky [19] showed that g exhibits a power-law singularity in the
limit z — 0 (except when St is very large, in which case g is constant in this limit), and that this
comes from the term involving B(z). To understand the role of A(z) we can consider the regime
Sv < 1 and suppose that in this regime the effect of settling is perturbative. Then, the quantities
S and (uP(t)). can be expanded as a regular perturbation series in Sv, with the leading-order
terms independent of Sv. Let us denote these leading-order contributions using the superscript
[0]. According to the analysis of [19, 20], SI% ~ az* and (up(t))[zo] ~ b23 for St < 1 and 2z < 1,
where a,b are positive and depend on St but not z. Using these, the asymptotic behavior of (5)

for z < 1 (with z < H) and for St < 1,S5v < 1 is

b—4aSt

GeaZ) LS ©
Q zZ QO H eXp 3aSt g ZZ .

When St > O(1) and inertial effects dominate the particle motion (but not so large that the

particles move ballistically through the boundary layer), the analysis of [19] shows that S O] ~ qz7
with y(St) € [3,4], and the contribution from (uP(t)), in (5) is sub-leading. In this case, the
asymptotic behavior of (5) for z < 1 (with z < H) and for St > O(1), Sv < 1 is

z - Sv _
0(2) ~ 0o (H) exp ( — meg eyt 7). (7)

The power-law contributions in (6) and (7) correspond to those discussed [19, 20] for the case of
non-settling particles, and describe the near-wall particle accumulation due to the turbophoretic
mechanism that causes the particles to drift towards the wall. This contribution is independent
of the orientation of the wall in the regime Sv < 1. The exponential contributions in (6) and (7)
correspond to the near-wall accumulation driven by gravitational settling when e, - e, € [—1,0).
These contributions only remain finite when the wall is not vertical, i.e. when e, - e, # 0. Since
these contributions grow as exponentials of power-law functions of z, they increase rapidly in the
limit z — 0 and quickly dominate over the power-law contribution to ¢(z) in this limit. Hence,
even if Sv < 1, there will always exist a region sufficiently close to the wall where the gravitational
contribution to ¢(z) dominates over the power-law contribution due to inertia, and hence in this
region, settling is not in fact a perturbative contribution to the particle motion (contrary to the
naive assumption that this follows due to Sv < 1). This is the essence of the argument put forth

in [9] for the particular case of a horizontal wall where e, - e, = —1.



It is important to note that although the analysis above only corresponds to the near wall region
z < 1, it also indirectly implies something about the behavior of o(z) further away from the wall.
This is because as a PDF it must satisfy the integral constraint [ df/;d”/ 2 o(z)dz = 1. Hence, if
settling strongly impacts o(z) near the wall even when Sv < 1, it must also affect it further away

from the wall in order to preserve | dlj/;d” /2 o(z)dz = 1.

C. Explicit and implicit gravitational effects in the finite mass flux case

For the case where the mass flux @ is finite, e.g. due to an absorbing wall boundary condition,

the formal solution to (2) is

H—d,/2
of) = ooexp (A)exp (B) (1 so [ Genl-Aw - Bl dq) . 0

When & = 0, this result reduces to (5), but in general it contains an additional contribution
due to ®. The value of ® and its dependence on the system parameters is determined by the
boundary conditions for the particles. One case of interest is particle transport in a high Reynolds
number turbulent boundary layer (e.g. the atmospheric boundary layer) where H is so large that

at z = O(H) the effect of particle inertia negligible and (wP(t))_q4,/2 = Sve, - €5, leading to

v H—dp/2
o(z) = eoexp (A) exp (B) (1 + 90%69 = / %exp[—fl(q) — B(q)] dQ> : (9)

In this case we clearly see that the presence of a finite mass flux due to settling introduces an
additional dependence upon Sv into the solution for o(z) compared with the zero-flux case. For
this reason, the sensitivity of o(z) to Sv for a vertical channel may differ from that for a horizontal
channel (the case which was the case explored in [9]). Since $exp[—.A(q) — B(q)] > 0 then the
contribution Qo%eg e, fZH_dp/z % exp[—A(q) — B(q)] dg will be negative when e, - e, € [—1,0).
Hence the contribution to p(z) arising from the finite flux ® will act to reduce the near-wall
accumulation of the particles compared to the zero-flux case when e - e, € [—1,0). The impact
of settling on ¢(z) may therefore be very different depending on @, e.g. due to the additional
contribution of settling to () through gy3Ye, - €. fZH_d”/Q 1 exp[—A(q) — B(q)] dg in the case of
a high Reynolds number boundary layer. Intuitively, this makes sense because for elastic collisions
that generate ® = 0, sufficiently strong settling may cause the particles to become trapped near

the wall, since only very strong turbulent fluctuations will be able to resuspend them into the flow.

Hence, settling will lead to a strong accumulation of the particles at the wall, stronger than for



the Sv = 0 case. On the other hand, for an absorbing horizontal wall that generates ® < 0 in
the presence of settling, strong settling will simply cause the particles to rapidly fall through the
viscous sublayer before being absorbed by the wall. In this case settling suppresses the ability of
the particles to linger in the viscous sublayer where the turbulent fluctuations are weak, which is

precisely what allows for their strong accumulation in the Sv = 0 case.

III. DIRECT NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

To investigate the influence of boundary conditions and the explicit and implicit effects of
settling, we used DNS to track the motion of settling, inertial particles in an incompressible closed
channel flow. For the fluid phase, the momentum equation together with the continuity equation
were solved

ou+ (u-Viu= —p1pr +vViu, (10)
V.u=0, (11)

where u is the fluid velocity, p is pressure, and v is the kinematic viscosity of the fluid. The
fully developed channel flow is driven by a constant mean pressure gradient and is periodic in
the streamwise and spanwise directions, with the spatial coordinates in these directions denoted
by x and y, respectively. The wall-normal spatial coordinate is z, and at z = 0 (lower wall) and
z =L, =2H, 5 (upper wall, where H, 5 is the half channel height), no-slip conditions are imposed
for the velocity field. The domain has a size of L, x Ly, x L, = 2 x m x 1. A pseudospectral
method is used in the periodic directions while a 2nd-order finite difference method is used in the
wall-normal direction. Time stepping of the fluid velocity and pressure fields is achieved using a
3rd-order Runge-Kutta method. The channel flows simulated all have a friction Reynolds number
of Rer = u-Hyy/v = 315.

Lagrangian point particles are tracked in the flow by solving equation (1) using a backward Euler
method. The fluid velocity at the particle positions is computed with a sixth-order Lagrangian
interpolation method. The particle loading is assumed to be small enough to neglect two-way
coupling and particle-particle collisions for consistency with the previous study [8] that this work
builds on and compares with.

Three closed channel flow configurations are considered: a horizontal channel with reflecting
walls for the particles (i.e. elastic particle-wall collisions), a vertical channel with reflecting side

walls for the particles, and a horizontal channel with absorbing upper and lower walls for the
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FIG. 1: The three configurations (a) a horizontal channel with ® = 0 (HZF case), (b) a vertical

channel with ® = 0 (VZF case), and (c) a horizontal channel with ® < 0 (HNF case). In these

schematics, the shaded planes denote the surfaces where the particles rebound elastically, while
the non-shaded planes denote the surfaces where either periodic or absorbing wall boundary

conditions apply.

particles (see Fig 1). In each case, periodic boundary conditions are applied to the particles in the

streamwise and spanwise directions.

For all three configurations, the particles are initially released with a uniform distribution and a
velocity equal to their Stokes settling velocity. In the horizontal and vertical channel flows with two
reflecting walls (see Fig 1 (a) & (b)), the particles remain in the domain throughout the entirety
of the simulation. At steady state, these cases generate a zero particle mean mass flux ® = 0.
For the horizontal channel with absorbing walls (see Fig 1 (c)), new particles must be introduced
to replace those that are absorbed by the walls in order to maintain a steady state. These new
particles are released randomly at the centerline of the domain with a velocity equal to their Stokes
settling velocity plus the local fluid velocity. At steady state, the horizontal channel with absorbing
walls generates a negative particle mean mass flux & < 0 due to settling. Hereafter, the horizontal
and vertical channel cases with ® = 0 will be referred to by HZF and VZF, respectively, while the
horizontal channel cases with ® < 0 will be referred to by HNF.

Note that in [8, 9] the case with an absorbing wall for the particles used an open channel with
an elastically rebounding boundary condition for the particles at the top of the domain. However,
for consistency with the other cases explored in this work, a closed channel is used here for the
cases with absorbing walls (i.e. the HNF cases). Nevertheless, as we will see, the results for the
particle statistics near the lower wall (the region we focus on) using the closed channel are very

similar to those in [8, 9] for an open channel.

In the DNS, four values of St corresponding to weak to intermediate particle inertia were

considered St € [0.93,46.5], consistent with the values considered in [8, 9]. For reasons that will



be explained in the next section, different values of Sv in the range Sv € [0, 1] were explored for
the different cases, with smaller values considered for the HZF cases. The particle statistics are
computed using a stretched grid with refined near-wall resolution, with grid points N; x Ny x N, =
128 x 128 x 180 corresponding to spacing (in wall-units) Al x AF x Af = 30.95 x 15.48 x
0.25 (wall), 12.34 (center).

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

A. Statistically stationary regimes

The near-wall particle concentration in a turbulent channel flow can take a significant amount
of time to reach a statistically stationary regime. Since the impact of settling when Sv < 1 is most
important in the near-wall region, we therefore first check that the results do indeed correspond to
a statistically stationary regime.

In Figure 2, two HZF cases [(a) & (b)] and two HNF cases [(c) & (d)] are shown. For all St
and Sv numbers tested, the maximum particle concentration 9,4, = max[g] is used to test for
statistical stationarity. Since the particles accumulate most strongly near the lower wall in the
horizontal channel configurations, at steady state gmq, is associated with o near or at the lowest
grid point. As the plots illustrate, the DNS is run for very long times to ensure that g4, reaches
an approximate steady state. Once g4, has reached its approximate steady state value (which
generally occurs by t ~ O(10°7,)), we continue to run the DNS for at least another 1 x 10°7, before
the particle statistics are constructed by averaging over many snapshots of the particle positions
and velocities in this steady state. The second-order particle statistics ([wP(¢)]?), and ([uP(¢)]?).

over this same time range are also in a steady state.

B. Influence of boundary conditions on concentrations in a horizontal channel

In Fig 3 the particle concentration profiles for HNF cases are shown for different St, Sv values.
When raising Sv from Sv = 107 to Sv = 1073, both of which correspond to the weak-settling
regime, the near-wall concentration g is significantly affected by the change in Sv, and decreases
as Sv is increased. This is consistent with the analysis in Bragg et al. [9] that demonstrated that
the near-wall transport of inertial particles can be strongly affected by settling even when Swv is
very small. In the near wall region for the HNF cases, settling enables the particles to move almost

ballistically through the near-wall region, leading to a flattened concentration profile in this region.
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FIG. 2: Fluid and particle statistics during the simulation (red curve corresponds to the friction
velocity u, as a function of time, shown for reference). (a) omae = max|p| at St = 4.65,
Sv = 1077 in HZF case, (b) 0mas at St = 46.5, Sv = 107° in HZF case, (¢) 0maz at St = 4.65,
Sv = 10"%* in HNF case, (d) 0maez at St = 46.5, Sv = 10~* in HNF case.

In Fig 4 the particle concentration profiles for HZF cases are shown. For this configuration we
find that Sv plays an even more significant role when Sv < 1 compared to the HNF cases just
considered in Fig. 3. Indeed, we find that we had to use values of Sv that are in general an order of
magnitude smaller than those for the HNF cases in Fig 3 since otherwise the particle statistics do
not reach a statistically steady state (instead they all slowly accumulate at the wall). In Fig. 4(a)
only ¢ at Sv = 0 and 107° are shown, because even at Sv = 1074, settling is significant enough to
prevent the statistics from reaching a steady state. This issue is highlighted in Fig. 5 which shows
Omaz as a function of time for St = 0.93 and (a) Sv = 1075 and (b) Sv = 10~%. Whereas the
case with Sv = 107° reaches a steady state after approximately ¢t = 1 x 10°7,, for the case with
Sv = 1074, pnas continues to slowly increase with time and does not reach a steady state. This is

associated with all of the particles slowly drifting towards the wall and remaining trapped there,
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FIG. 3: Particle concentration g at different Sv for (a) St = 0.93, (b) St = 4.65, (c) St = 9.3, (d)
St = 46.5 in the HNF case.

which would appear to be the fate of them all for ¢ — oo.

In Figs. 4 (b), (c) & (d) three small Sv numbers (Sv € [0,107°,1074]) are tested, for which it
is shown that the concentration is significantly affected by Sv when going from 107> to 10~*. The
sensitivity to Swv is relatively weak for the case with St = 46.5, however. This reflects the fact that
when the particle inertia is sufficiently large, inertial effects dominate in the very near wall region,
and settling would only play a large role in that region for larger Sv. The difference between the
results for Sv = 0 and 1077 is in general negligible, however. This is reassuring since the particle
equation of motion is regularly perturbed with respect to Sv and therefore although the particle
motion might be sensitive to Sv even when Sv is very small, this sensitivity must vanish in the
limit Sv — 0. The results suggest that the particle motion is extremely sensitive to Sv, however,
and that values as low as 1075 are required for the effect of settling to be truly negligible. We
again stress that this is not only an issue for the near-wall region, but for the particle concentration
throughout the entire flow, because the integral constraint on ¢ means that any effects of Sv on
¢ in the near-wall region are also indirectly felt further away from the wall. This is confirmed in

Figs. 4 (b), (c¢) & (d), with the modification of g in the near-wall region due to settling also causing
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FIG. 4: Particle concentration p at different Sv for (a) St = 0.93, (b) St = 4.65, (c) St = 9.3, (d)
St = 46.5 in the HZF case.
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FIG. 5: Maximum particle concentration g,,., as a function of time ¢ for St = 0.93 in a HZF case

(a) Sv=1075, (b) Sv =102

0 to be modified further away from the wall so that the integral constraint [ dZI/_zd” /2 o(z)dz =11is
preserved.

Whereas for ® < 0, increasing Sv led to a decrease in the near-wall particle concentration, for

® = 0 the opposite occurs. This is in agreement with the observations made earlier regarding
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equation (9). Clearly, according to the comparison between the cases with & = 0 and ¢ < 0,
the effect of Sv on ¢ depends strongly on the particle boundary conditions which determine &,
with the effect being different not only quantitatively, but also qualitatively. This agrees with the
discussion based on the theoretical result in equation (8).

It is also worth noting that the results in Fig. 3 & Fig. 4 show that for some cases, the
highest particle concentration occurs at a small distance from the wall, including for the cases with
Sv = 0. This has also been observed in previous DNS of non-settling inertial particles in turbulent
channel flow [21]. Tt is possible that this effect is physical, and is caused by the inertial particle
velocities being too large relative to the fluid velocities very close to the wall for the particles to
accumulate there, and so they accumulate at a small distance from the wall where the drag forces
are more effective in capturing them. On the other hand, it could be due to insufficient statistical
convergence very close to the wall and/or a finer grid being needed close to the wall. This may
be the case since the asymptotic results in Sikovsky [19] suggest that for z — 0 and Sv = 0 the

concentration p should grow as a power law.

C. Explicit and implicit effect of settling on particle concentrations

As discussed in Section II, settling can impact ¢ either explicitly or implicitly, depending on the
orientation of the wall relative to gravity. In order to assess the relative importance of these effects,
we compare the results from both the HZF (where both the explicit and implicit effects of settling
play a role) and VZF (where only the implicit effect of settling plays a role) cases. The results
are shown in Fig. 6, and while the HZF results were already shown in Fig. 4, they are included
here again for direct comparison with the VZF cases. In contrast with the HZF cases where p is
very sensitive to settling even when Sv is small, for the same Sv numbers the effect of settling on
o is negligible for the VZF cases. This suggests that in the small Sv regime the implicit effect of
settling is negligible, and that the explicit effect is likely the dominant cause of the sensitivity of o
to Sv in both the HZF and HNF cases. This is consistent with the analysis in [9] which predicts
that it is the explicit effect of settling that will cause the particle motion in horizontal flows to be
sensitive to Sv even when Sv is small (but finite).

The VZF cases in Fig. 6 also include results for Sv = 1 in order to assess how large Sv has to
be in vertical channels before the implicit effect of settling starts to impact o. The results show
noticeable differences between the Sv = 0 and Sv = 1 cases, with the greatest differences occurring

away from the wall and closer to the channel core. A practical implication of these results is that
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FIG. 7: Plots of the fluctuating streamwise fluid velocity averaged at the particle positions

(uf(t)), at (a) St =0.93, (b) St = 4.65, (c) St =9.3, (d) St = 46.5

while the neglect of settling in models and simulations of particle transport in horizontal wall-
bounded flows is not justified even when Sv < 1 (unless Sv is extremely small, e.g. < O(1079)),

it is reasonable for vertical wall-bounded flows unless Sv > O(1).

D. Mechanisms Governing Settling in a Vertical Channel

In [8] we explored in detail the mechanisms governing the settling velocity of inertial particles
in HNF cases, where the settling is in the wall-normal direction. We now consider this for our VZF
cases where the settling is in the streamwise direction. For the VZF cases, the exact steady-state
equation (corresponding to the equation of motion in equation 1) for the mean particle streamwise
velocity can be derived from the phase-space PDF equation and is [§]

St

(o) =——

Se2Vi0— StV Sp, + (Ub(t)), + Uy + Sv, (12)

where w}(t) is the streamwise component of the particle velocity, S, = ([wh(t) — (wh(¢)).][wP(t) —

(wP(t)),]), is the covariance of the streamwise and wall-normal particle velocity, uk(t) is the fluc-

tuating streamwise fluid velocity at the particle position, and U, is the mean streamwise fluid
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FIG. 8: Plots of the diffusion term —(St/0)S..V.0 at (a) St = 0.93, (b) St = 4.65, (c) St = 9.3,
(d) St =46.5

velocity evaluated at the particle position. Far from the wall where gradients in the turbulent
statistics are weak, the equation reduces to (wh(t)), ~ (uk(t)), + U, + Sv (unless St is very large,
i.e. large enough for the particles to move ballistically through the channel core) and in this region
we would expect (ub(t)), > 0 due to the preferential sweeping mechanism. The results in Fig.
7 confirm this expectation. Close to the wall, however, the results show that (u%(t)), < 0. For
Sv = 0 this is known to be associated with the accumulation of the inertial particles in low-speed
streaks in the boundary layer [22-24], and our results show that this continues to be the case even
for Sv = O(1). The implication of this is that for particles settling near a vertical boundary, the
preferential sampling of low speed streaks acts to suppress their settling speed, in contrast to their

settling far from boundaries where preferential sampling of downward moving strain-dominated

regions of the flow enhances their settling speed through the preferential sweeping mechanism.

The results in Fig. 8 show that close to the wall where the concentration gradients are strong,
the diffusive contribution —(St/9)S;.V e in (12) can be significant for larger St. This contribu-
tion is also negative, hindering the settling of the particles close to the wall together with (uk(t))..

The results in Fig. 9 imply that close to the wall the contribution —StV .S, in (12) can also be
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FIG. 9: Plots of the covariance S,, at (a) St = 0.93, (b) St = 4.65, (c) St =9.3, (d) St =46.5

significant for larger St (due to noise in the data, the figure shows S,, rather than its gradient).
This term is by contrast positive close to the wall, and therefore enhances the settling velocity of
the particle. The physical interpretation of this term is similar to the standard turbophoretic drift
velocity (see [8] for a detailed discussion), except that the standard turbophoretic drift involves
exclusively wall-normal particle velocity fluctuations, whereas —StV .S, involves wall-normal and
streamwise particle fluctuating velocity components. In particular, it is associated with the particles
transferring streamwise momentum in the wall-normal direction due to their ability to remember
their interaction with the flow in regions where the streamwise fluctuations were on average differ-
ent (due to turbulence inhomogeneity) than those at their current location, thereby transferring

streamwise momentum to their current location.

Finally, we consider the overall modification to the particle settling velocity in the vertical chan-
nel, (wh) — U, — Sv, which corresponds to the first three terms on the rhs of (12). As indicated
earlier, further away from the wall where gradients in the particle statistics are weak, turbulence
leads to an enhancement of the particle settling velocity through the preferential sweeping mech-
anism and (wh) — U, — Sv > 0, although the enhancement is negligible unless Sv > O(1). Near

the wall, however, turbulence significantly suppresses the settling of the inertial particles, and the
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results suggest that the preferential sampling of the low speed streaks through the sampling term

(uk(t)), makes an important contribution to this suppression process.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have considered how wall orientation and particle boundary conditions impact
the transport of settling inertial particles in wall-bounded turbulent flows. This work was in part
motivated by our recent study that found that, contrary to usual expectations, the concentrations
of inertial particles could be strongly affected by settling even when the the settling parameter is
Sv < 1 [9]. That study was for particles in a horizontal channel flow with absorbing walls, and
in this paper we have explored whether this same surprising behavior remains true for horizontal
channel flows with elastic particle-wall collisions, and also whether it still occurs when the channel
is vertical. When the channel is vertical, settling does not explicitly affect the wall-normal particle
transport and concentration profiles, but it does affect them implicitly through the way that it

influences how the particles interact with the turbulent flow field.
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These questions were examined both theoretically, by analyzing the exact phase-space PDF
transport equations governing the particles, and numerically, using DNS. In each case, the particles
were assumed to be point particles, governed by drag and gravitational forces. For the horizontal
channels, it was found that the type of boundary condition strongly affects the sensitivity of the
particle concentrations to Sw. In particular, the concentrations were far more sensitive to Sv
for elastic walls than absorbing walls, with the concentrations growing in the near wall region
with increasing Sv for the former, and decreasing for the latter. For the elastic walls, even when
Sv < 1, the effect of settling on the transport was so strong that the concentration did not even
reach a steady state for some of the Stokes numbers. Furthermore, we found that values as small
as Sv = O(107%) are required in order for the effect of settling on the particle concentrations to

be truly negligible.

We then compared the effect of settling on particle concentrations in horizontal and vertical
channels (both having elastic particle-wall collisions). The results showed that in contrast to the
horizontal case, the effect of settling is negligible when Sv <« 1 for the vertical case, and only
becomes significant when Sv > O(1). By implication, this means that the strong effect of settling
in the horizontal cases even when Sv < 1 must be due to the explicit effect of settling, with only
a subleading contribution from the implicit effect. Unlike the horizontal channels, in the case of

vertical channels, it is safe to neglect settling provided that Sv < 1.

Finally, we examined the mechanisms governing the settling velocity of the inertial particles in
the case of a vertical channel, just as had been done for horizontal channels in [8]. Far from the
wall, the turbulent contribution to the settling velocity is associated with the preferential sweeping
mechanism which enhances the settling speed of the particles, just as it does for the horizontal
channel. As the wall is approached, and the turbulence inhomogeneity becomes significant, the
particles no longer preferentially sample downward moving strain dominated regions of the flow but
instead preferentially sample regions where the fluctuating streamwise fluid velocity is negative.
This has previously been observed for the Sv = 0 case where is was associated with the preferential
sampling of low speed streak structures in the boundary layer, and the same holds true for Sv =
O(1). The preferential sampling of such regions of the flow hinders the settling of the particles.
Near the wall a diffusive mechanism associated with gradients in the particle concentration also
acts to hinder the settling of the particles, while a mechanism analogous to the turbophoretic
drift acts to enhance the settling velocity of the particles, and is associated with the transport of

streamwise momentum in the wall-normal direction by the particles.
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