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Birth of a bubble: Drop impact onto a thin liquid film for an immiscible three-fluid system
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When a drop impacts a solid substrate or a thin liquid film, a thin gas disc is entrapped due to surface tension,
the gas disc retracts into one or several bubbles. While the evolution of the gas disc for impact on solid substrate
or film of the same fluid as the drop have been largely studied, little is known on how it varies when the liquid of
the film is different that of the drop. We study numerically the latter unexplored area, focussing on the contact
between the drop and the film, leading to the formation of the air bubble. The volume of fluid method was
adapted to three fluids in the framework of Basilisk solver. The numerical simulations show that the deformation
of the liquid film due to the air cushioning plays a crucial role in the bubble entrapment. A new model for the
contact time and the entrapment geometry was deduced from the case of the impact on a solid substrate. This
was done by considering the deformation of the thin immiscible liquid layer during impact depending mainly
on its thickness and viscosity. The lubrication of the gas layer was found to be the major effect governing the
bubble entrapment. However the film viscosity was also identified as having a critical role in bubble formation
and evolution; the magnitude of its influence was also quantified.
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INTRODUCTION

Droplet impacts are essential in very different contexts from industrial applications such as ink-jet printing, additive manu-
facturing or atomization of liquid jet to environmental situations such as soil erosion by rain. The drops can impact a solid
surface [1], a thin liquid film [2, 3], or a deep liquid pool [4, 5].

Although the dynamics of the impacts depends strongly on the impacted substrate, all cases exhibit similar general trends, for
instance, spreading at low impact velocity and splashing at high impact velocity. Another feature seen in drop impact is the
entrapment of an air pocket at the moment when the drop touches the substrate [6, 7], giving birth to a bubble. This bubble
entrapment is due to an increase of the pressure in the thin air layer located between the drop and the surface prior to impact
because of viscous cushioning [8—11]. It has been characterised both experimentally [7, 12, 13], theoretically, and numerically
[9, 10, 14, 15] for impact onto solid surfaces or when drop impacts the surface of the same liquid. Because the air layer cushioning
follows a lubrication dynamics, the bubble geometry can be simply described by the Stokes number, defined here using the drop
diameter 2R and as the ratio between the gas viscous force with the drop inertia St = mﬁ/ﬁ’ p1 being the drop liquid density,
Uy its impacting velocity, and u, the viscosity of the gas [8, 9, 14, 16]. Then balancing the drop inertia with the gas lubrication
in the short time of impact, one can obtain scaling laws for the bubble entrapment [8, 9, 11, 17]: the dimensionless impact time
and the thickness of the entrapped gas disc scale with S7>/3, while the dimensionless radius is following a S¢'/3 law.

After its formation, the entrapped bubble usually reaches the free surface where it breaks, ejecting small micro-droplets. Un-
derstanding the bubble entrapment mechanism and its rupture is thus crucial, for instance, for printing in order to control side
ejections or in aeronautics for de-icing film protection [18].

In this latter case, a droplet of water impacts a film of another liquid (typically glycol) and the two liquids are usually immiscible.
For when bubble entrapment involves three fluids, its formation is related to the formation of a triple point between these
three fluids. While bubble formation with two fluids (air and drop on solid or same liquid substrate) has been largely studied,
bubble formation and dynamics when three fluids (air, drop and film liquid) are involved remains largely unexplored, despite
its importance in many different situations, from emulsion in food industry to geophysical flows [19, 20]. When drop impact is
considered and the two fluids are immiscible, the transition between rebound and coalescence differs [19, 21, 22], while one can
also question the general features of the splash formation [23]. The aim of this paper is thus to characterize numerically how the
bubble entrapment (dynamics and geometry) is influenced by the presence of a thin film of dissimilar liquid. We take advantage
of the Basilisk free software [24] that we adapted to model three immiscible (denoted later with air, water, and oil) fluids using
three volume of fluid functions.

In fact, three fluids numerical simulations have been the subjects of a few recent studies, e.g., drop impacts on deep pools
[25-27], and phase change and atomization [28-30] in particular. On the numerical method itself, the main challenge lies in
the determination of the correct surface tension terms [31, 32]. This issue has been dealt with different platform differently, for
instance OpenFoam [28-30] or using level-set modelling [33, 34]. Nevertheless to the best of our knowledge, we are aware only
of a few studies of drop impact on a thin film of another liquid [35-39]. Finally, in the present paper, we will focus on the birth
of the bubble, therefore, just prior the formation of the triple point (so that the no triple line dynamics has to be considered) and
propose a model for the bubble entrapment in this configuration.

GENERAL PROBLEM STATEMENT AND NUMERICAL METHOD

As shown on Figure 1 a), a drop of diameter, Dy = 2Ry, typically made of water, characterized by p,, and w,, as its density and
dynamic viscosity, respectively, impacts a solid substrate or a thin film of thickness /g, at velocity Up; the oil film is characterized
similarly by p,, and p,. The density and dynamic viscosity of the surrounding air are denoted p, and pg. The surface tensions
associated with the different interfaces are o4, 0wo and o, (subscripts, o, g, and w refer to oil, gas, and water interfaces)
for impact on a solid substrate, it simplifies onto one surface tension o, and the (static) contact angle 6 through application of
Young equation.

Physical variables and dimensional analysis

Drop impact onto a surface depends a priori on many different parameters (drop diameter and velocity, the properties of the
fluids and their interface, the oil film thickness, and the gravity), leading to numerous dimensionless numbers. The two important
dimensionless numbers that describe the dynamic features of the impact (therefore based on the drop velocity), namely are the
Reynolds and the Weber number (based on the liquid drop and the gas/liquid interface), which balance the inertia with the viscous
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FIG. 1: Left: impact geometry with the different parameters of interest. Right: graphical description of the deformed droplet
prior to the contact, illustrating the different measured quantities of interest, the thickness of the gas layer under the center of the
droplet i, the minimal distance between the droplet and the substrate h,,;, and the radius of the dimple r;. Right and left part

of the figure indicate the difference between the impact on solid or liquid substrate with the introduction of de to describe he

deformation of the oil film.

and capillary effects, respectively, and given as:
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Alternatively, one can use the Ohnsesorge number which does not involve the velocity, to one of the above numbers:
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The gravity effect can be quantified using the Bond number:
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For millimetric droplets impacting at meter per second speed, the Bond number remains of the order or below 1072, indicating
that the gravity can be neglected during the impact. Therefore, although it is important to accelerate the drop before the impact,
gravity will be neglected for the impact process analysis.

In the present study we will assume that the dynamics in incompressible. In fact, while the Mach numbers in both liquid are
small so that compressibility can be safely neglected in the liquids, the situation is more complex in the lubrication gas layer,
as investigated by [9]. There, they have shown that compressible effects become relevant when the dimensionless number

€ = W, where Py is the ambient pressure, is small (¢ < 1). For the typical values of the physical parameters used
w0 He

in our paper, € ~ 5 for Uy = Im - s™! and goes down to 0.12 for the highest velocities studied. Notice that we are using a more
viscous (10 times) gas than the air. It does not change qualitatively our results but allows for more reasonable time calculations.
There, the compressibility lowers the height of the bubble entrapment by a factor 2 at most. Therefore, even if compressibility
might affect our results for the highest velocities investigated, it can be safely neglected for most of our study. Furthermore,
the goal of our paper is to investigate and quantify the effect of the oil layer for incompressible dynamics, and the additional
effect of the compressibility should be the subject of future studies. Depending whether the impact is on a solid or an oil film,
several additional dimensionless numbers can be obtained by considering ratios between the different fluids physical properties
or geometrical quantities, such as:
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Whereas the parameters in eq | may have some influence on the dynamics of drop impact, a systematic study varying all these
parameters is out of the scope of this paper. Instead, we will focus on the difference between impacts on a solid substrate with



impacts on thin oil films (thus for small ratio ﬂ), varying primarily the impact velocity and the oil viscosity. It is important to
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emphasize that for impacts on solid substrates or thin films of the same fluid, it has been shown that the dynamics at short time
(the one of interest for us) was controlled mostly by the air cushioning through the Stokes number defined by:
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with a small dependence on the surface tension [16]. The aim of the present paper is thus to investigate and characterize how the
oil film influence this short time dynamics through the bubble entrapment.

Numerical method

An innovative three fluids volume of fluid (VOF) method was developed in the framework of the Basilisk software [24]. The
one fluid formulation of the incompressible Navier-Stokes equation was adapted to describe three fluids system [40]:
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where p* and u* are constant domain functions accounting for the values of the densities and viscosities in each fluid. The
Dirac function dg, the curvature « and the normal 7 are defined on the interfaces, while o* is also a constant by domain function
adapted for the interfaces. The parameters p*, u* and o* are defined using three characteristic functions y,,, x, and x, whose
value is one in the associated domains (w, g and o) and zero otherwise, such that one can define:

P = Pwiw + PgXg + PoXo and " =ty X + UeXg + HoXo- “)

It is important to note that in this approach, each physical interface (say wg) corresponds to the jump of two characteristic
functions (y, and xg). A surface tension o; with j = w, g, 0 is associated to each characteristic function, which can then be
easily related to the physical surface tensions through the relation:

Ow = %(on + Owg _U'Og)
Og = %(O—Wg + O0og — Owo) (5

0o = %(O—Og + Owo — Uwg)-

The o; correspond to the Antonoff’s rule [41], indicating that if one value of the o; is negative (in fact only one can be negative
for positive surface tension), say o, for instance, then at equilibrium water will always separate from the two other fluids, since
the the oil-gas interface energy is larger that the sum of oil-water and gas-water interfaces. On the other hand, when all o
are positive, the equilibrium exists and the Neumann triangle condition [42] prevails at the triple point. With these definitions,
the one fluid formulation equations 3 describes now the three-fluids dynamics straightforwardly and its numerical discretization
follows that of the one developed for two fluids. In particular, we use the VOF method to solve the set of equations: a colour
function (c; ) is defined and associated to each characteristic function, so that in each computation cell, then we have :

P° = PwCw + PgCg + PoCo and U = (1 Cop + fgCq + [oCo, 6)
where the c; correspond to the volume fraction of each fluid in the cell, imposing the extra condition, for each cell, so that:
Cw+cg+co=1 7

Whereas this condition is always satisfied, by definition, for two fluids (where formally ¢, = ¢ and ¢, = 1 - ¢), it is not the case
a priori for three fluids. In fact, nothing ensures that the condition (7) is preserved by the numerical integration of the set of
equations.

For the short times studied here, we can assume angular symmetry so that the calculation will be done as a 2D-axisymmetric
system. This is reasonable for case We numbers studied here are well below splash threshold. The calculation domain is a square
box of size 6mm x 6mm. The diameter of the drop is Do = 2Ry = 3 * 1073 m, water p,, = 1000 kg.m ™3 was used as drop liquid
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FIG. 2: Snapshots of the impact at several time step (indicated on the images), with different geometrical sizes. The top image
shows the initial condition, while the pyramidal images below it present the dynamics at scale two. Two zoom images (scale
1/10) on the left and right of the pyramid illustrate the formation and retraction of the air film entrapped by the impact. The first
contact between the water droplet (red) and the oil substrate (yellow) occurs around the 46 ps. Then a small disc of gas (in blue)
is entrapped and retracts, while a corona made of a mix of oil and water emerges from the impact at larger times.

with slightly higher viscosity u,, = 0.002 Pa.s for numerical convenience, with no qualitative changes in the results.
Adaptive mesh refinement was used to achieve better resolution: the mesh refinement is controlled by both the velocity gradient
and the interface location, down to 1/2!? (refinement level 12, corresponding to a minimum cell size of 1.46 um). The impact
velocity was varied between 0.5 and 5 m.s~!. To avoid numerical instabilities in the gas phase, its density was taken slightly
larger than the air one, pg = 2 kg.m~3 and we have checked that it does not influence our results. The gas viscosity was varied
from 7.107° to 5.107* Pa.s to achieve specific values of the Stokes number, with a usual value yz = 1.6 * 10~ Pa.s for most
of our simulations. The viscosity of the oil film was varied from 0.002 to 0.7 Pa.s, whereas the thickness hg = 0.3 mm , and
the density p, = 900 kg.m > remained unchanged. The surface tension values for water, air and oil were: Owg = 7.0 1072,
Two = 2.0 %1072 and Owg = 3.2 % 1072 N.m™", given that each o7 is positive so that the triple point exists. The time # = 0 is
defined as the mathematical time at which the drop outline (a circle) falling at velocity Uy, would intersect the substrate plane. A
typical impact is shown in Figure 2, for Uy = 1.5 m.s~! and u,, = 0.02 Pa.s to illustrate the general dynamics. Although specific
treatment was used for the triple point, we have checked that the dynamics does not vary qualitatively as we vary the resolution.
As the drop approaches the oil film, both the drop underneath surface and the oil film deform until a thin layer of air is entrapped
when the drop touches the oil film (left zoom image). Later, this entrapped air film retracts because of surface tension until it
forms a bubble underneath (see the last image for # = 914 us). On the other hand, the impact generates a corona made of both
water and oil at later times.

In this paper, we thus focus on the physical characteristics of the bubble entrapment, e.i., formation time and geometrical
dimensions.

Definition of the contact

It is worth noting that since the gas layer obeys the lubrication regime, mathematically the contact between the drop and
the film cannot happen in a finite time in the presence of surface tension by only considering the Navier-Stokes equations
[11, 19]. In fact, the physical contact arises rapidly after the gas film thickness becomes locally lower than a microscopic cut-off
length scale usually of the order of few hundreds of nanometers below which other mechanisms dominate: surface interactions,
non-continuum effects or thermal fluctuations, for instance (see the recent review [43] for a comprehensive analysis of these
effects). Numerically, the contact occurs as soon as a triple line can exist that is when the three phases are present in the same
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FIG. 3: (left) Dimensionless time of contact 7. of a drop impacting on a solid as function of the Stokes number S¢. The data set
are obtained for two surface tension, grey o, = 7.2 - 1072 and red Owg =71.2% 10~* N - m~!, varying both the impact velocity
and the gas viscosity. The expected scaling law S¢>/3 is indicated (blue line); (right) the dimensionless radius 7. (upper curve)
and central height /. (lower curve). Both are in agreement with the predicted scaling laws St'/3 (resp S>/3).

cell. It happens thus when the gas layer reaches the size of the minimal mesh size, which plays here the role of the cut-off length.
Therefore, we define later the contact as when the minimal gas film thickness #,,;,(¢), (see Figure 1) attains the size of our
smallest mesh (here 1/2'? of our computational domain, corresponding to a cutoff length of 3.7 um). Although our numerical
cut-off is at least one order of magnitude larger than the usual microscopic length, we numerically verified that our results were
not depending qualitatively on the precise value of this length (see Appendix A). Finally, it is important to note that in the present
study, since we determine the bubble entrapment just when a triple point appears, the numerical issues related to the treatment of
the triple point does not play a role, neither does the contact angle for impacts onto a solid substrate. Such details are considered
within the context of a current comprehensive study.

RESULTS AND FILM EFFECTS

To establish a baseline, first we present the results for birth of the bubble for drop impact onto a solid surface. Dimensionless
variables are shown using the overbar notation.

Drop Impact over a solid

Figure 3 left shows the contact time between the impacting drop and the solid substrate as a function of the the Stokes number.
The Stokes number is varied by changing the impact velocity, but also by modifying the gas viscosity to cover a wide range
of values. A good agreement between the data with the Sr*/3 scaling law predicted by the models balancing the inertia of
the impact with the gas lubrication is observed [9, 11, 17]. Results for two different values of the gas-liquid surface tension,
Owg =0.072 N - m~! (grey points) and for a surface tension one hundred time smaller (in red), show that the surface tension has
very little influence on the contact in the frame of our study, as assumed in the theoretical predictions. Our data set is bound at
high Stokes number by the finite size effect: indeed for St > 1073 the contact diameter has the same order of size as the droplet
diameter so that the hypothesis leading to the scaling law (see model below) is not applicable anymore. On the other hand, at low
Stokes numbers (below 10~¢) the limit of the resolution is clearly reached. Recall the main physical ingredients of the model that
predicts the Sr2/3 scaling [11] is based on the comparison between the lubrication pressure due to the cushioning of the air, and
the pressure needed to deform the droplet when approaching the substrate. If air pressure is larger than that to deform the droplet,
the contact with the substrate is avoided, and the contact time is when these two pressures balance. To estimate these pressures,
we use the scaling argument that the radial length scale (noted here generically as r;(¢), see Figure 1 right) of the deformation is
related to the vertical scale of the drop deformation (h4(t)), through the geometry of the drop rg = V2Rohg notably highlighted
by [44]. We can then relate the vertical scale to the time through A, = Uylt|. For t < 0, this vertical scaling corresponds to the
air layer between the falling drop and the substrate, while for # > 0 it indicates the height of the drop that has been deformed



horizontally because of the substrate. The lubrication equation for the gas layer thickness A (r, 7) in axisymmetric geometry is :

3
dh_la(hraP)’ ®)

@ " 7o 3 or
where P is the pressure in the gas film. Using the geometrical relations for the horizontal and vertical scales introduced above,
we obtain the following scaling for the lubrication pressure in the gas as a function of time:
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This lubrication pressure is responsible for the droplet deformation prior to the contact with the substrate. We thus need first to
determine when it is enough to delay this contact. For this purpose, one has to estimate the inertial pressure P;,, that is needed to
deform horizontally the drop when approaching the substrate. We can consider that the deformation is located in the half-sphere
of radius r; inside the droplet, leading to the scaling for this inertial pressure as :

drd 2R0 ) R()
Pip ~ pwUOW ~pona ~ pwUj U_()t (10)

We can infer, by comparing these two pressures Py, and P;,, the qualitative behaviour of the effect of the gas layer on the
impact process as : for negative times, much before the drop is close to the substrate, the lubrication pressure is much smaller that
the inertial one, and the drop falls without deformation. As |7| decreases (¢ being still negative) the lubrication pressure increases
until it becomes larger that the inertial one, at this moment the droplet starts to deform due to the gas cushioning, creating a
dimple beneath the drop. The lubrication pressure dominates the inertial one, indicating that the drop can deform enough to
avoid touching the substrate even for a positive time! Further on, as the lubrication pressure decreases more rapidly that the
inertial one for a positive time (since Py,p, o rlZ whereas P;,, « % for t > 0), the gas cushioning cannot support the deformation
of the drop any longer and it has to contact the substrate. Bubble formation is thus related to the deformation of the droplet at the
contact time a thin air disk is trapped between the substrate and the droplet, the disk will later retract into a bubble due to surface
tension. With such dynamics, the contact time can be estimated by balancing the two pressures, leading to:

i, = le _gon, (11)

Ro
f. can be interpreted both at the typical time before the impact when the drop starts to deform (¢ < 0) and that when the contact
with the substrate occurs (¢ > 0). Within this framework, the surface tension is neglected, which is validated here by our
numerical simulations (see Figure 3 which showed no variation as the surface tension was reduced by two order of magnitude),
although it can slightly affect the dynamics, particularly for the drop deformation [16]. We can also deduce from the time of
impact, the scaling for the thickness and the radius of the entrapped bubble at the contact:
he
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Figure 3 right shows the central height of the drop /. and the dimple radius 7. at the time of impact as functions of the Stokes
number for our numerical simulations of impacts on a solid substrate. Although the best fit analysis of the data would give
0.4 +0.05 for the radius scaling and 0.55 + 0.05 for the central height, the agreement with the predicted scaling, shown in Figure
3, is still qualitatively good.

The bubble formation when a drop impacts a solid is thus mainly controlled by the lubrication of the gas layer. This leads to
different scaling, functions of the Stokes number and we now seek how these dynamics is affected when the impact is made on a
thin liquid film.

Drop Impact over a thin liquid film

When the substrate is replaced by a thin liquid film, the impact differs, as illustrated in Figure 4 where a small deformation of
the liquid film is also observed.

Remarkably, the influence of the liquid film on the contact time cannot be deduced a priori: on one hand, one would expect
the contact to happen earlier since the gas cushioning is facilitated by the film due to viscous entrainment [45, 46]; on the other
hand, the film deformation should delay the contact. The film deformation is due to the impact pressure exerted by the drop on
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FIG. 4: Snapshot at t = 0.034 ms (a) Impact over a solid substrate. (b) Impact on a liquid film. The two initial conditions are
exactly the same. Ry = 3 mm, hy = 0.3 mm, Uy = 1 m/s, p,, = 0.002 Pa.s, u, = 0.02 Pa.s, o, = 0.07, 0, = 0.039,
0og = 0.032 N/m, Re = 1500, We,,, =43, St = 5.3 % 1075,

FIG. 5: Two snapshots (+ = 0.034 ms) for two similar impacts on the different oil (left u, = p,, = 0.002 Pa.s, right g, = 0.02
Pa.s). The bubble size is dependent on the oil viscosity. Simulation realized with the following parameters. St = 5.3 107>,
Up=1m/s, Do =3 mm, hg = 0.3 mm, 0,y =0.032, 07y,o = 0.039, 05, = 0.07 N.m™'.

the film transmitted by the air layer, as illustrated on Figure 6. In fact, as explained by [10], depending on the impact parameters
and the oil film thickness and viscosity, the oil film deformation can be considered inviscid (for low oil viscosity or/and large film
thickness) or viscous (thin film and/or low oil viscosity. The dependence of the deformation with the oil viscosity can be indeed
observed in Figure 5, where a zoom of the entrapped bubble is presented at the contact time for two different oil viscosities
Ho = Uy = 0.002 Pa.s on the left, and p, = 0.02 Pa.s on the right, showing that the smaller the viscosity, the larger is the
deformation.

To investigate quantitatively the influence of the thin liquid film in the bubble formation mechanism, different sets of numerical
simulations were done by varying the impact velocity and different oil viscosities. The results are shown in Figure 7 for thickness
h, of the gas layer entrapped at the contact time as function of the Stokes number. One can observe that the gas layer (and the
contact time) is systematically higher than that of the impact on the solid substrate, indicating that the delay due to the oil film
cushioning dominates as the gas cushioning increase. Furthermore, it can be noticed that these two counteracting effects (Oil
cushioning / interface deformation) are not similar for large Stokes numbers (roughly above 10~>) where the more viscous cases
converge towards the solid case. By contrast, for small Stokes number (below 1073) the results arrange differently with the oil
viscosity. Finally, it is worth noting that the St>/3 scaling still appears to hold qualitatively for the variation of ../ Ry as function
of the Stokes for each oil viscosity. However, performing a best fit analysis for constant oil viscosity data gives lower exponents
(around 0.5) with higher error bar. Therefore, we observe a clear dependence with the oil viscosity that needs to be elucidated.
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FIG. 6: Snapshots of the dimensionless pressure (¢ = 0.011 ms) for two similar impacts on the different oil (left
Ho = ty = 0.002 Pa.s, right y, = 0.02 Pa.s). Simulation realized with the following parameters. St = 2.66 = 1075, Uy =2
m/s, the others parameters being the same as the ones in figure 5.
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FIG. 7: Data set for trend at different Stokes numbers with various oil layer viscosity. The Sr%/3 is still observed. All of these
impact cases leads to larger gas layer thicknesses at the contact time compare to the solid surface impact. We also denote a
complex dependency in oil viscosity.

The new scaling law for birth of a bubble

To account for the influence of the film deformation on the dynamics of bubble formation we first characterize numerically the
deformation of the film ¢e as the difference between the height of the oil surface under the center of the droplet at the contact
time and the initial thickness of the oil film (see the left insert in Figure 1). Since the oil layer can be deformed, the droplet can
continue its fall under the original height of the oil layer before making the contact, which was not possible for a rigid solid.
Then it is tempting to adapt the model derived for solid substrate to that with liquid film by taking into account that the drop
can now go below the initial surface of the oil film before contacting the oil. This means that the inertial pressure P;, needed to
deform the drop is lowered because of the film deformation, indeed the substrate is also moving during the fall, and then delays
the contact compare to the impact onto solid surfaces. The inertial pressure can thus be deduced as a first approximation from
eq. 10:
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On the other hand, if we assume that the scaling for the lubrication pressure eq. 8 remains unchanged, we obtain the following
relations using, as for the drop impact on the solid substrate, the balance between the two pressures:
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FIG. 8: Deformation of the oil film e = §e/Ry (left) for different viscosity ratios as function of the Stokes number and (right)
for different Stokes number as function of the viscosity ratio. The line on the left plot indicates the scaling law S2/3 consistent
with the behaviour of the gas thickness below the droplet.
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These relations suggest that the Stokes number of the impact is simply replaced by an effective Stokes number:

Stes = (1 + —E)St. (15)

which involves the oil film deformation de. Remarkably, our argument on the deviation of the pressure because the oil film has
deformed is somehow similar that the one used by [47] to explain the delay of the splashing threshold for impact on soft surfaces.
We just need therefore to determine how de varies with the impact parameters. Figure (8) shows the variation of de = de/Ry
as a function of the Stokes number for different viscosity ratios . /41, (left), or equivalently as a function of the viscosity ratio
for different Stokes number (right). We observe that the deformation is the lowest for the highest oil viscosity (low viscosity ratio
Hg/ o) and that it does almost not depend on the viscosity ratio for small Stokes number.
To explain the behaviour of de it is interesting to estimate whether the oil film can be considered inviscid or in the lubrication

1/3
regime. [10] have shown that it depends on the ratio between the film thickness / and the viscous length (Z—;S t) R. Therefore,

3
if %) > Z—”S t, the oil film deformation can be considered inviscid either because the oil viscosity is small or the film thickness
8
is large: in both cases the oil layer can deform easily. On the other hand, when the oil viscosity is large or the film thickness
3
small, following (%) < (Z—"St) , the oil film deforms less easily and obeys a lubrication dynamics. In our study where the drop
8

radius, film thickness are taken constant, the following asymptotic regimes for de are finally observed:

1. for small viscosity ratios, corresponding to very viscous oil Z—“’ < St (%) , we see a small deformation of the oil film.

As such, we can deduce the de by using the lubrication equation (8) for the oil film (taking thus u, and a film thickness
almost constant /,), the thickness variation using the scaling for the pressure from the impact on solid substrate, yielding
the scaling:

Se ~ K g3,
fo

2. For high viscosity ratio ”—i > St (%)3, the oil film can deform easily. In this case, the lubrication of the gas film separating
the droplet and the liquid film is similar as eq. (8), the only change being in the prefactor (1/12 instead of 1/3), so that we
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FIG. 9: (left) Oil film deformation e divided by Sr>/3, as function of the rescaled variable & = Z—iSr‘Q. The Padé
approximation accounting for the two asymptotic behaviour is shown as dashed line. (right) Thickness of the gas layer rescaled
using the new scaling law. We see collapse of the data on the solid line, in agreement with the 2/3 scaling.

can deduce:

e ~ St*13.
These two asymptotic behaviours can be tested by plotting §eSt =2/ as function of the rescaled variable & = ££§¢72; a linear
behaviour for small ¢ and a constant one for large &, is seen in Figure (9). These two behaviours can be combined using a Padé
approximation, leading to the following expression for the deformation:

Hg ¢.—2

€ g3 - AL (16)

Ro B+ ZES172

where the constant A = 7 and B = 3 x 10° can be fitted from our data, as shown on Figure 9 (left). These constants still contain

all the physics of the parameter which are maintained constant in the frame of our study. Using a Padé approximation is a natural

way to combine two asymptotic regimes without introducing additional contribution. Beside its fitting features, it can be taken
as the simplest approach to associate two regimes only.

Finally, we can deduce from this former scaling on §€/Ry a scaling for §¢/h., using the asymptotic behaviour of 4. for solid

substrates (h. ~ St*/3), yielding:

¢ _¢ ST a7
he B+ Es2

where C = 7 x 1073 is directly deduce from A. We can now combine the two equations 14 and 17 to obtain the new expressions
of the scaling laws for the bubble entrapment:

Hg -2 1/3
fo= Bl ~ B ~ 51283 (1 +C—B:‘Z’g&_2) : (18)
B8 gp-2 01/6
e~ st (1 +CW) (19)

Note that these scalings are consistent with the expressions deduced for the impact on a solid substrate: indeed, taking a solid
as the limit when the oil viscosity diverges, the viscosity ratio goes to 0 and the previous scalings eq 12 are recovered. Using
this new scaling we obtain a collapse of all our data for impacts over a liquid film with those of the impact on a solid substrate
(Fig 9 (right)). It therefore highlights and quantifies the influence of the oil viscosity on the entrapment, as such we have shown
that the cushioning of the gas layer dominates the bubble entrapment dynamic, but also that the oil film deformation cannot be
neglected since it controls the delay of the entrapment.
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FIG. 11: (left) Raw data of the gas disc radius r. measure at the contact time 7. . (right) Rescale radius with the effective Stokes

Other results and discussion

We present here in Figures 10 and 11 the rescaled results obtained for the time of the contact and the radius of gas disc. We
clearly observe a good collapse of the data for the contact time ¢, which is in agreement with the measurement of 4.. For the
radius, all the raw data aligns well with the S¢'/3 and the solid surface data. However, the rescaling does not lead to a good
collapse. This can be explained by the complex film deformation, since we are only considering the value of the deformation
under the center of the droplet. In fact the film is deformed everywhere under the droplet, especially at the contact points, where
a tiny dimple appears as shown in Figure 5. Since this effect is not taken into account in our model, we cannot expect a good
collapse of the data for the radius. Finally, although experimental measurements on the geometry of the entrapped bubble in such
configuration do not exist yet, experimental comparisons should be available following the observations already done for same

liquid impact on deep pool [13, 48].



13

*

« St23 Ivl 12 o« St?3 = Ivi12
10-1 4 + Ivl10 vl 13 10-2 - + vl 10 * vl 13
o Ivl1l e Ivill

; 0
. =) oo o
10724 & a0 &
LIET & o &
s’ * & 8 C\Cu 1073 ° 0 odo ﬁ'
. am H‘}g < By
10_3‘: g N %O = ®
*
&
10-4 4 , : 1074 , , ,
1076 1073 1074 1073 1077 1076 10°° 1074 103
St St

FIG. .12: (left) Dependence of the mesh refinement on the measurement of the contact : time 7. (right) the thickness below the
center of the droplet %, for a droplet impact over a solid substrate.

CONCLUSION

We have investigated the influence of an immiscible thin film on the bubble entrapment dynamic following a droplet impact,
focusing in particular on the role of the oil viscosity. We show that the lubrication of the gas layer is still the main effect controlling
the dynamics of bubble formation, but that the oil viscosity plays an important role for understanding the film influence compared
to the impact on a solid substrate. Indeed, the cushioning of the gas layer, when the drop approaches the oil film, does deform
both the drop and the oil film. This second deformation is at the origin of the delay observed for the bubble entrapment. By
accounting this deformation in the model, we obtain a new expression which fits well our data. Further work should investigate

the influence of the other physical parameters, in particular the thickness of the oil layer [25] which should highlight the transition
between the viscous and the inviscid regime for the oil film.
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As explained in the main text, the contact is determined when the three phases are present in the same computational cell. We
have performed a sensitivity study for the case of an impact over a solid surface to investigate the influence of the maximum
mesh resolution. The contact is determined when the minimum thickness of the gas layer is below a threshold, basically equals
to the size of the smallest cell. The Figures .12 shows the time of contact ., (left figure) and the central height of the gas layer
h. (right figure) for different maximum mesh levels from levels 10 to 13. We observe a very low dependency on the mesh level
for level 12 and above, justifying the use of level 12, in our computations.



14

[1] C. Josserand and S. T. Thoroddsen, Annual Review of Fluid Mechanics 48, 365 (2016), publisher: Annual Reviews.
[2] Josserand and Zaleski, Physics of Fluids 15, 1650 (2003), publisher: AIP Publishing.
[3] A. L. Yarin, Annual Review of Fluid Mechanics 38, 159 (2006), publisher: Annual Reviews.
[4] L. Duchemin, S. Popinet, C. Josserand, and S. Zaleski, Physics of Fluids 14, 3000 (2002), publisher: AIP Publishing.
[5] G.-J. Michon, C. Josserand, and T. Séon, Physical Review Fluids 2, 023601 (2017), publisher: American Physical Society (APS).
[6] S. T. Thoroddsen, T. G. Etoh, and K. Takehara, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 478, 125 (2003), publisher: Cambridge University Press
(CUP).
[7] S.T. Thoroddsen, T. G. Etoh, K. Takehara, N. Ootsuka, and Y. Hatsuki, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 545, 203 (2005), publisher: Cambridge
University Press (CUP).
[8] A. A. Korobkin, A. S. Ellis, and F. T. Smith, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 611, 365 (2008), publisher: Cambridge University Press (CUP).
[9] S. Mandre, M. Mani, and M. P. Brenner, Physical Review Letters 102 (2009), 10.1103/physrevlett.102.134502, publisher: American
Physical Society (APS).
[10] P. D. Hicks and R. Purvis, Physics of Fluids 23, 062104 (2011).
[11] L. Duchemin and C. Josserand, Physics of Fluids - PHYS FLUIDS 23 (2010), 10.1063/1.3640028.
[12] R. C. A. v. d. Veen, T. Tran, D. Lohse, and C. Sun, Physical Review E 85 (2012), 10.1103/physreve.85.026315, publisher: American
Physical Society (APS).
[13] M.-J. Thoraval, K. Takehara, T. G. Etoh, and S. T. Thoroddsen, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 724, 234 (2013), publisher: Cambridge
University Press (CUP).
[14] L. Duchemin and C. Josserand, Comptes Rendus Mécanique 340, 797 (2012), publisher: Elsevier BV.
[15] Z. Jian, M. A. Channa, A. Kherbeche, H. Chizari, S. T. Thoroddsen, and M.-J. Thoraval, Physical Review Letters 124 (2020),
10.1103/physrevlett.124.184501, publisher: American Physical Society (APS).
[16] E. Klaseboer, R. Manica, and D. Y. \. e. Chan, Physical Review Letters 113 (2014), 10.1103/physrevlett.113.194501, publisher: American
Physical Society (APS).
[17] W. Bouwhuis, R. C. A. v. d. Veen, T. Tran, D. L. Keij, K. G. Winkels, I. R. Peters, D. v. d. Meer, C. Sun, J. H. Snoeijer, and D. Lohse,
Physical Review Letters 109, 264501 (2012), publisher: American Physical Society (APS).
[18] M. Yamazaki, A. Jemcov, and H. Sakaue, Aerospace 8, 188 (2021), number: 7 Publisher: Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute.
[19] F. Yeganehdoust, R. Attarzadeh, I. Karimfazli, and A. Dolatabadi, International Journal of Multiphase Flow 124, 103175 (2020), publisher:
Elsevier BV.
[20] L. F. L. Alventosa, R. Cimpeanu, and D. M. Harris, “Inertio-capillary rebound of a droplet impacting a fluid bath,” (2022).
[21] K.-L. Pan, Y.-H. Tseng, J.-C. Chen, K.-L. Huang, C.-H. Wang, and M.-C. Lai, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 799, 603 (2016), publisher:
Cambridge University Press (CUP).
[22] K.-L. Huang and K.-L. Pan, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 928 (2021), 10.1017/jfm.2021.797, publisher: Cambridge University Press
(CUP).
[23] F.  Marcotte, G.-J.  Michon, T.  Séon, and C. Josserand, Physical Review Letters 122  (2019),
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.014501, publisher: American Physical Society (APS).
[24] S. Popinet, Journal of Computational Physics 228, 5838 (2009), publisher: Elsevier BV.
[25] M. H. W. Hendrix, W. Bouwhuis, D. v. d. Meer, D. Lohse, and J. H. Snoeijer, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 789, 708 (2016).
[26] B.D. Fudge, R. Cimpeanu, and A. A. Castrejon-Pita, Physical Review E 104 (2021), 10.1103/physreve.104.065102, publisher: American
Physical Society (APS).
[27] T. C. Sykes, R. Cimpeanu, B. D. Fudge, J. R. Castrejon-Pita, and A. A. Castrejon-Pita, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 970, A34 (2023).
[28] C. Dritselis and G. Karapetsas, Computers & Fluids 245, 105590 (2022).
[29] P. McGinn, G. Tretola, and K. Vogiatzaki, Physics of Fluids 34, 082108 (2022).
[30] S. E. Yakush, N. S. Sivakov, O. I. Melikhov, and V. I. Melikhov, Nuclear Engineering and Design 418, 112893 (2024).
[31] C.Zhao, J. Maarek, S. M. Taleghani, and S. Zaleski, Journal of Computational Physics 504, 112872 (2024).
[32] J. Kromer, J. Potyka, K. Schulte, and D. Bothe, Computers & Fluids 266, 106051 (2023).
[33] L. Zhao, J. Mao, X. Bai, X. Liu, T. Li, and J. J. R. Williams, Landslides 13, 85 (2016).
[34] Y. F. Yap, H. Y. Li, J. Lou, L. S. Pan, and Z. Shang, International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer 115, 730 (2017).
[35] N. Chen, H. Chen, and A. Amirfazli, Physics of Fluids 29 (2017), 10.1063/1.5001743, publisher: AIP Publishing.
[36] Z. Che and O. K. Matar, Soft Matter 14, 1540 (2018), publisher: The Royal Society of Chemistry.
[37] Z. Qin, J. Wu, Y. Cai, L. Lin, and H. You, International Journal of Multiphase Flow 163, 104427 (2023), publisher: Elsevier BV.
[38] V. Sanjay, S. Lakshman, P. Chantelot, J. H. Snoeijer, and D. Lohse, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 958 (2023), 10.1017/jfm.2023.13,
publisher: Cambridge University Press (CUP).
[39] B. D. Fudge, R. Cimpeanu, and A. A. Castrejon-Pita, Scientific Reports 14, 13671 (2024), publisher: Nature Publishing Group.
[40] G. Tryggvason, R. Scardovelli, and S. Zaleski, Direct Numerical Simulations of Gas—Liquid Multiphase Flows (Cambridge University
Press, 2011).
[41] J. C.J. Lang, P. K. Lim, and B. Widom, The Journal of Physical Chemistry 80, 1719 (1976), publisher: American Chemical Society.
[42] R. David, S. M. Dobson, Z. Tavassoli, M. G. Cabezas, and A. W. Neumann, Colloids and Surfaces A: Physicochemical and Engineering
Aspects 333, 12 (2009), publisher: Elsevier BV.
[43] J. E. Sprittles, Annual Review of Fluid Mechanics 56, 91 (2024), publisher: Annual Reviews.
[44] J. Philippi, P.-Y. Lagrée, and A. Antkowiak, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 795, 96 (2016), publisher: Cambridge University Press (CUP).
[45] H. Y. Lo, Y. Liu, and L. Xu, Physical Review X 7, 021036 (2017), publisher: American Physical Society.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-fluid-122414-034401
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1572815
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.fluid.38.050304.092144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1494072
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevfluids.2.023601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/s0022112002003427
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/s0022112005006919
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/s0022112008002899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.102.134502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3602505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3640028
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physreve.85.026315
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2013.147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.crme.2012.10.028
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physrevlett.124.184501
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physrevlett.124.184501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.113.194501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.109.264501
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/aerospace8070188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmultiphaseflow.2019.103175
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2209.13276
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1017/jfm.2016.381
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2021.797
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.014501
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.014501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2009.04.042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2015.757
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physreve.104.065102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2023.622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compfluid.2022.105590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/5.0094196
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nucengdes.2023.112893
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2024.112872
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compfluid.2023.106051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10346-014-0552-3
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.ijheatmasstransfer.2017.08.076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.5001743
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C7SM02089A
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.ijmultiphaseflow.2023.104427
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1017/jfm.2023.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-62427-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511975264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/j100556a014
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.colsurfa.2008.09.018
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.colsurfa.2008.09.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-fluid-121021-021121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2016.142
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.7.021036

15

[46] L. Duchemin and C. Josserand, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 117, 20416 (2020), publisher: Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences.

[47] C.J. Howland, A. Antkowiak, J. R. Castrején-Pita, S. D. Howison, J. M. Oliver, R. W. Style, and A. A. Castrejon-Pita, Physical Review
Letters 117, 184502 (2016), publisher: American Physical Society.

[48] T. Tran, H. d. Maleprade, C. Sun, and D. Lohse, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 726 (2013), 10.1017/jtm.2013.261, publisher: Cambridge
University Press (CUP).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2007857117
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.184502
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.184502
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1017/jfm.2013.261

	Birth of a bubble: Drop impact onto a thin liquid film for an immiscible three-fluid system
	Abstract
	Introduction
	General problem statement and numerical method
	Physical variables and dimensional analysis
	Numerical method
	Definition of the contact

	Results and film effects
	Drop Impact over a solid
	Drop Impact over a thin liquid film
	The new scaling law for birth of a bubble
	Other results and discussion

	Conclusion
	Declaration of Interests
	Acknowledgement
	
	References


