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Popular science summary in English

Emulsification is the process of mixing two or more immiscible substances (typically li
quids) to produce a stable mixture called an emulsion. Emulsions are ubiquitous in dif
ferent products such as milk, mayonnaise, cosmetic creams and lotions, topical products,
intravenous emulsions, paints, etc. The emulsification process affects the quality of the
product in terms of texture and consistency, appearance, and taste.

An emulsion includes three main ingredients including two immiscible liquids which are
usually oil and water and a surface active agent, called an emulsifier. Oil is almost non
soluble in water. Since the density of oil is less than water, the oil droplets tend to move
toward the surface. This is due to the upward buoyancy forces exerted on oil droplets. The
buoyancy force is directly related to the volume of the oil droplets. Therefore, the smaller
the oil droplets, the smaller the buoyancy forces and therefore, the slower the movement
of the oil droplets toward the surface. The accumulation of the oil on the surface is called
creaming and is not generally favorable in the industry. To have a stable mixture i.e., emul
sion, one should decrease the size of the oil droplets to delay the creaming process. In
other words, the larger oil droplets should be broken into smaller droplets. Highpressure
homogenizers are one of the most effective tools to achieve this.

The French inventor, Auguste Gaulin, presented one of the first successful homogenizer
devices at the turn of the 20th century and the first “homogenized milk” was introduced at
the World’s Fair in Paris in 1900. Others tried to introduce new homogenizer machines in
the following years, but almost all of them were based on Gaulin’s main idea, even in the
recent modern machines.

A preemulsion (oil and water mixture) is fed to the machine at a low pressure. The pressure
of the mixture is increased to high pressures and the highpressure flow of the mixture
is forced through a narrow gap and then expands into a relatively large outlet chamber.
This process leads to intense shear forces and turbulence to be exerted on the oil droplets,
breaking them into smaller droplets.

What essentially happens during the homogenization process is using mechanical energy
to break down the oil droplets into smaller fragments. But, how efficient this conversion of
energy is handled is the big question in the world we live today where energy is expensive,
either moneywise or in consideration of environmental impacts. From previous studies,
we know that creating turbulence in the flow is an effective way of increasing the breakup
efficiency of the droplets. But, we still lack the fundamental understanding of why and
how the turbulence interacts with the droplets which leads to breakup. If we answer this
question, then we can help the industry to design machines which provide the conditions
for the maximum breakup efficiency, or in other words, saving energy, and with better
control of emulsification processes, design better products.
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In this thesis work, an enlarged (scaleup) model of a highpressure homogenizer (HPH)
was first designed to mimic the flow conditions in a real homogenizer. The scaleup pro
cess ensures that the physics of the problem do not change while increasing the sizes and
decreasing the velocities compared to those in an industrial machine enable us to visualize
the phenomenon inside the laboratory. In Paper I, the flow field and turbulent structures
inside the HPH model were simulated and visualized with no modeling assumptions, also
known as direct numerical simulation (DNS). This study provided a detailed understanding
of the flow field behavior and turbulent properties. Due to high computational costs and
therefore being timeconsuming (needed 230 hours using 1000 CPUs to get a converged
flow field), DNS is usually not preferred in the industry where reliable results are required
within a reasonable time. Instead, turbulence models which decrease the number of re
quired computations and therefore the computational time are used. Paper II presented
the bestpractice recommendations for industrial CFD of homogenization devices based
on the unprecedented and unique validation data provided by the DNS.

Having the turbulent flow field ready, it was time to inject the drops and investigate their
breakup characteristics. This was investigated in Paper IV in two ways: i) Experiments,
where the images of the drops were captured through highspeed photography and then
the images were processed to analyze the breakup events, and ii) Numerical simulations
where the governing equations of the flow and drop interface were resolved to the smallest
relevant scales. The results obtained from the two approaches were used complementar
ily. The resolution of the data obtained through numerical simulations cannot be obtained
through any experiments i.e., the flow field information such as velocity are obtained at
positions with microscopic distances. However, numerical simulations always need valid
ations through experiments. To the best of the author’s knowledge, this was the first study
comparing highspeed breakup experiments and numerical drop breakup simulations un
der the same setting. As a result of this validation, the vast information provided by the
numerical simulations were used for further analyses of the impact of the flow field on the
drop breakup. Such an information in an industrially relevant emulsification device is un
precedented and is of great value. The findings of these investigations are found in Paper
V.

Paper III, provided an insight into the similarities and differences of the breakup of drops
in ideal turbulent conditions (which is not usually the case in an industrial application) and
the real turbulent field in the HPH model. The majority of researches in the literature on the
drop breakup are focused on ideal turbulent conditions. This comparison study provided
information on how much of the previous knowledge of breakup in ideal conditions is
extendable to the conditions closer to real industrial setups.
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Populärvetenskaplig sammanfattning på svenska

Emulgering är processen där två eller fler oblandbara ämnen (vanligtvis vätskor) blandas
för att producera en stabil dispersion, en så kallad emulsion. Emulsioner finns överallt runt
omkring oss i produkter så som mjölk, majonnäs, kosmetiska krämer och lotioner, samt i
intravenösa emulsioner och färger med mera. Emulgeringsprocessen är viktig för att få rätt
kvalitet på dessa produkter – exempelvis i form av konsistens, utseende och smak.

En emulsion innehåller tre huvudingredienser. Förutom de två oblandbara vätskorna –
vanligtvis olja och vatten – ett ytaktivt medel, kallad emulgator. Oljan är nästan olöslig i
vatten. Eftersom oljans densitet är lägre än vattnets, tenderar oljedropparna att röra sig upp
mot ytan. Detta beror på de lyftkrafterna som vätskan utöver på oljedropparna. Lyftkraf
ten beror på oljedropparnas volym. Därför kommer dropparna att röra sig långsammare
mot ytan ju mindre de är. Ansamlingen av oljan på ytan av en emulsion kallas gräddsätt
ning och är generellt sett något man vill undvika. För att få en stabil blandning, det vill
säga för att få en stabil emulsion, vill man därför minska storleken på oljedropparna för att
därigenom fördröja gräddsättningen. Med andra ord vill man bryta upp de större oljedrop
parna. Högtryckshomogenisatorer är ett av de mest effektiva verktygen för att uppnå detta
industriellt.

Den franske uppfinnaren, Auguste Gaulin, presenterade en av de första framgångsrika ho
mogeniseringsanordningarna vid 1900talets början. Med denna introducerade Gaulin den
första ’homogeniserade mjölken’ på världsutställningen i Paris 1900. Andra har försökt in
troducera nya homogeniseringsmaskiner, men i huvudsak bygger de på Gaulins idé: En
föremulsion (en grov blandning av olja och vatten) matas till maskinen. Trycket ökas med
en pump. Föremulsionen tvingas därmed genom en smal spalt. Efter spalten expanderar
flödet ut i en stor utloppskammare. Denna process ger upphov till intensiva skjuvkrafter
och turbulens, vilket bryter upp oljedroppen i mindre fragment.

Det som sker i homogenisatorn är således att mekanisk energi bryter ner oljedropparna.
Men detta kan göras med olika effektivitet. Och hur detta kan göras mer effektivt är en
viktig fråga, inte minst i en värld med höga energipriser och stor oro över hur vi ska åstad
komma en miljömässigt hållbar produktion. Från tidigare studier är det välkänt att turbu
lens kan vara en effektiv metod att bryta sönder droppar. Men vi saknar fortfarande den
grundläggande förståelsen för hur turbulensen interagerar med dropparna i homogenisa
torn, och hur detta leder till uppbrytning. Genom att bättre besvara den frågan kan vi hjälpa
industrin att designa maskiner som ger förutsättningar för maximal uppbrytningseffektivi
tet, eller med andra ord, spara energi. Samtidigt hoppas vi då också bättre kunna kontrollera
emulgeringsprocessen vilket ger oss möjligheter att designa produkter med högre kvalitet.

I denna avhandling utvecklades först en uppskalad modell av en högtryckshomogenisator.
Målet var att så bra som möjligt efterlikna flödesförhållandena i en industriellt relevant
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apparat. Genom ett systematiskt uppskalningsarbete försäkrar vi oss om att det är sam
ma fysik i modellen. Samtidigt blir hastigheterna lägre vilket möjliggör för oss att filma
uppbrytningsförloppet med en höghastighetskamera. I första artikeln (I) simulerades och
visualiserades modellens flödesfält, med särskild fokus på turbulenta strukturer. Här an
vändes en så kallad direkt numerisk simulering (DNS), en metod som inte kräver några
modelleringsantaganden. Genom denna studie fick vi en detaljerad förståelse av flödesfäl
tet och turbulensen i modellen. Men metoden är mycket beräkningsintensiv – det krävdes
exempelvis 230 timmar med 1000 processorer för att få ett konvergerat flödesfält. Därför
används DNS sällan för tillämpade eller industriella flöden. I stället används vanligen tur
bulensmodeller. Dessa minskar antalet nödvändiga beräkningar och därmed beräkningsti
den. I artikel II jämfördes den mer rigorösa DNSmetoden med de i industrin mer vanligt
förekommande metoderna. Jämförelsen användes för att ta fram rekommendationerna för
hur industriella flödesberäkningar (CFD) bör göras på homogenisatorer. Detta är den förs
ta sådana valideringen av homogenisatormodeller och den bygger det unika datamaterialet
som erhölls i DNSberäkningen.

Med det turbulenta flödesfältet på plats var det dags att injicera oljedroppar och undersöka
hur de bryts upp i turbulensen. Detta rapporteras i artikel IV. Två metoder användes: i) ex
periment, där en höghastighetskamera och bildanalys användes för att fånga skarpa bilder av
dropparna, och ii) numeriska simuleringar där uppbrytningen simulerades genom att lösa
de grundläggande ekvationerna som beskriver hur turbulenta flöden och gränsytor påver
kar varandra, ner till de minsta relevanta längd och tidsskalorna. Både metoderna behövs.
De numeriska simuleringarna har unika fördelar, såsom att både flödesfältet och droppens
yta beskrivs ner till mikrometernivån. Samtidigt behöver simuleringar alltid valideras expe
rimentellt. Så vitt vi känner till är detta första gången som en studie jämför experimentella
undersökningar av droppuppbrytning med numeriska simuleringar i samma uppställning.

Efter genomförd validering kunde vi också använda informationen from de numeriska si
muleringarna för ytterligare analyser av hur flödesfältet påverkar droppuppdelningen. Detta
har inte gjorts tidigare och har ett stort värde för ökad förståelse och framtida utveckling
av emulgeringsmaskiner. Resultatet av dessa undersökningar presenteras i artikel V.

Artikel III, gav en inblick i likheter och skillnaderna mellan droppuppbrytning i mer ideali
serade turbulenta flöden (ofta studerat men vanligen inte fallet i industriella tillämpningar)
och det verkliga turbulenta fältet i en homogenisator. Majoriteten av den tidigare forsk
ningen om droppuppbrytning är inriktad på idealiserade turbulenta förhållanden. Den
här jämförande studien gav information om hur mycket av den tidigare kunskapen om
droppuppbrytning under idealiserade förhållanden som går att överföra till mer realistiska
industriella förhållanden.
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Chapter 1

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

An emulsion is a dispersion of two or more immiscible liquids, such as oil and water where
one substance is dispersed in the form of small droplets i.e., the disperse phase, within
the other substance i.e., the continuous phase. Another substance, called the emulsifier
is usually used as the emulsifying agent to reduce the interfacial tension between the two
phases and facilitate the formation of a stable emulsion. The instability comes from the fact
that the drops of each phase tend to coalesce with their neighbors leading to the separation
of the phases (McClements, 2016). As the disperse phase usually has a lower density than
that of the continuous phase, it tends to move upward to the surface. This phenomenon
is called creaming which is not favorable in many applications. The rate at which the
creaming occurs depends on the size of the disperse phase drops besides the density (which
is a material property). Therefore, reducing the size of the drops is the solution to delay
creaming. Highpressure homogenizers are an effective way to achieve this.

Homogenization process as a method for making stable emulsions was introduced and pat
ented at the turn of the 20th century by Auguste Gaulin. The specific product of interest
at that time was milk. As the arrival of industrial sterilization made it possible to transport
milk over long distances, it seemed necessary to delay the creaming of milk. Gaulin in
troduced the first highpressure homogenizer (HPH) which was basically a 3piston pump
and a series of capillary tubes mixing the flow of milk. This simple idea introduced the
concept of industrial emulsification leading to increased shelflife of dairy products as well
as the smoothness of the final products. The first milk treated by Gaulin’s machine was
introduced at the World’s Fair in Paris in 1900 and was called “homogenized milk” (Trout,
1950). Through the years, various homogenizer machines were introduced and patented,
but they were generally based on Gaulin’s basic concept.

In principle, the HPH consists of a piston pump connected to a valve. The HPH valve, as
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schematically illustrated in Fig. 1.1, consists of an inlet chamber (converging at the end),
a narrow gap (the space between the seat and the forcer), and an outlet chamber. The
idea is to pump the pressurized disperse phase (or a mixture of the disperse and continuous
phases) with pressures depending on the application e.g., typically in the range 3−20 MPa,
through the narrow gap, with typical heights 15−300μm (McClements, 2016; Rayner and
Dejmek, 2015), leading to the breakup of the disperse phase droplets and efficient mixing
in the continuous phase inside the outlet chamber. The typical flow rates in industrial
applications vary between 100 − 20000 l/h where the velocity of the emulsion flow is
typically in the range 100 − 400 m/s (Bylund, 2003) and could increase as high as 2000
m/s inside the gap (Rayner and Dejmek, 2015).

Figure 1.1: Schematic illustration of a typical high-pressure homogenizer valve

In the emulsification process, the disperse phase drops go through both breakup and coales
cence events (Lobo et al., 2002; Narsimhan and Goel, 2001; Taisne et al., 1996). Tcholakova
et al. (2004, 2008) proposed that the effect of coalescence in the emulsification process is
dominant if the emulsifier concentration is lower than a critical value which depends on
the drops surface load of the emulsifier and the volume fraction of the drops (the dis
perse phase). Therefore, given a very low fraction of the disperse phase (oil) and sufficient
amount of emulsifier (both of which are ensured in this work), the chance of coalescence
of oil drops could be effectively minimized. Consequently, breakup is often considered as
the dominating mechanism which is why we focus on it in this work.

Turbulence is characterized by chaotic fluctuations in the pressure and velocity fields (Pope,
2000). In a turbulent flow regime, inertial forces are dominant over the viscous forces. The
ratio of the two is defined as the Reynolds number (Re) and is a measure of the degree of
turbulence in the flow.
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The exact mechanism of emulsion drop breakup is disputed among researchers. Kolmogorov
(1949) and Hinze (1955) attempted to describe the underlying mechanisms of drop breakup.
A general conclusion of their work was that a drop breaks up when the external destabilizing
stresses acting on its surface (the interface between the disperse and continuous phases) are
sufficiently large to overcome the internal stabilizing stresses i.e., Laplace pressure. Walstra
(1993) suggested that two dimensionless numbers could provide clues on such an inform
ation: i) Weber number defined as the ratio of turbulent inertial stresses, and ii) Capillary
number defined as the ratio of turbulent viscous stresses to the internal Laplace pressure.
Based on their definitions, a critical value, measured empirically, should exist for both of
these numbers above which breakup events occur. This provided a theoretical estimation of
the largest drop size which could survive under sufficiently long exposure to the turbulent
field.

As a conclusion, two main breakup regimes called turbulent inertial (TI) and turbulent
viscous (TV) are often considered as the main breakup mechanisms in a turbulent flow
setup (Walstra, 1993). Based on KolmogorovHinze theory, it is usually assumed that one
of these regimes is the dominant mechanism while the other could be neglected (Vankova
et al., 2007). Eddies with sizes comparable to the drop and smaller are responsible for TI
and eddies larger than the drop are responsible for the TV breakup mechanism. Hinze
drop diameter (dH) is usually used as a parameter to distinguish between the two breakup
regimes which is defined as follows:

dH = ε−2/5γ3/5ρ
−3/5
d (1.1)

where ε is the dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic energy, γ is the interfacial tension, and ρd
is the disperse phase (oil drop) density. if dH > η, TI is considered as the dominant breakup
regime. Otherwise, TV is the dominant breakup regime (Håkansson, 2021a; Vankova et al.,
2007). More details are discussed in section 2.1. However, a wide range of length scales are
present in the highly anisotropic turbulent flow inside an HPH outlet chamber (Håkansson
et al., 2011; Innings and Trägårdh, 2007) and therefore, a combination of both mechanisms
is usually responsible.

Other mechanisms are also proposed in the literature as potential causes of breakup. Loo
et al. (1950) was one of the first proponents of cavitation as an effective breakup mechanism
in highpressure homogenizers. They claimed superior mechanical efficiency of an HPH
valve modified to produce cavitation during the homogenization compared to a regular
valve. However, more recent studies oppose this claim. Gothsch et al. (2016) reported no
contribution by cavitation in the emulsification process inside a highpressure microsystem
consisting of an orifice geometry. They even claimed that cavitation might result in worse
emulsification efficacy. Schlender et al. (2015) reported worse efficiencies of the emulsifica
tion process in the presence of intense cavitation. They proposed that efficient emulsifica
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tion is achieved provided that no coherent vapor pockets are present in the outlet chamber.
The experiments of Preiss et al. (2022) also reported smaller median size for the drops in
the absence of cavitation compared to the case of intense cavitation. However, they also
reported a tendency of larger drops and further downstream breakup positions even for the
cases at the inception of cavitation compared to no cavitation flow.

In the context of highpressure homogenizers, there is a general consensus in the literature,
that breakup is mainly caused by turbulent interactions (Budde et al., 2002; Galinat et al.,
2005; Kelemen et al., 2015b; Innings and Trägårdh, 2005; Stang et al., 2001). Innings et al.
(2011) showed that the breakup of the drops only occurs in highly turbulent regions down
stream of the gap exit i.e. inside the outlet chamber. Therefore, the focus in this thesis
work is mainly on the turbulent breakup inside the HPH outlet chamber.

Furthermore, as the majority of the studies in the literature on the turbulent breakup phe
nomenon is based on ideal turbulence conditions i.e., homogeneous isotropic turbulence
(HIT), the highly anisotropic turbulence in a highpressure homogenizer outlet chamber
adds more complexity to the understanding of the breakup mechanisms in such complex
flows. Therefore, a more detailed investigation of the flow field and its impact on the drops
deformation and breakup is needed for a better understanding of the breakup mechanisms.
This is the main objective of this thesis work.

1.2 Stateoftheart evolution

The study of drop breakup inside a highpressure homogenizer outlet chamber requires two
main steps. First, we need to understand the hydrodynamics i.e., flow field characteristics,
inside the HPH outlet chamber. Then, we need to study the impact the turbulent flow
field has on the drop and how the drop responds to that impact.

This section provides a brief review of the stateoftheart evolution in studying the hydro
dynamics of HPH geometries (section 1.2.1) as well as turbulent drop breakup phenomenon
(section 1.2.2) before the contributions made in this thesis work.

1.2.1 HPH hydrodynamics

The early interests in characterizing the flow field in an HPH geometry began in 1990s.
Interestingly, CFD (Computational Fluid Dynamics), RANS (Reynoldsaveraged Navier
Stokes) to be more specific, was one the the first tools to do so. This was mainly due
to the limitations regarding the geometry and high velocities which made it difficult to
investigate the flow field inside an HPH valve through experimental approaches. Kleinig
and Middelberg (1996, 1997) used a standard k−ε turbulence model to simulate the flow in

4



the inlet chamber, gap, and outlet chamber of a homogenizer valve. During the years, many
others continued using RANS for describing the HPH flow field (Floury et al., 2004; Kelly
and Muske, 2004; Miller et al., 2002; Steiner et al., 2006; Stevenson and Chen, 1997).
Mainly in the late 2000s, researchers started incorporating population balance equation
(PBE) into RANS to model drop breakup and predict size distributions (Becker et al.,
2014; Casoli et al., 2010; Dubbelboer et al., 2014; Guan et al., 2020; Håkansson et al., 2013;
Jiang et al., 2019; Köhler et al., 2008; Pang and Ngaile, 2021; Raikar et al., 2010).

However, RANS turbulence models are known for their limitations in more complex flow
fields, particularly with curved streamlines (Pope, 2000) which is a typical characteristic of
the HPH outlet chamber flow field. Therefore, researchers started looking for more reliable
approaches to validate the results obtained by RANS. There were two main approaches to
be used: i) Experiments, mainly through particle image velocimetry (PIV), and ii) high
fidelity numerical methods such as large eddy simulation (LES) and direct numerical sim
ulation (DNS). A number of studies in both approaches will be discussed in the following
paragraphs.

Innings and Trägårdh (2007) carried out one of the first experimental studies on character
izing the flow inside an HPH valve geometry. The velocity fields and turbulent properties
of the flow were analyzed and described in an HPH scaleup model using 2DPIV. They
also provided an estimation of the characteristic dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic energy
(TKE) which is an important parameter in drop breakup studies.

Håkansson et al. (2011) used highresolution 2DPIV to study the flow characteristics inside
the HPH scaleup model which allowed more accurate calculation of Reynolds stresses and
dissipation rate of TKE fields which the latter was only predicted before through rough
global estimations (Innings and Trägårdh, 2007; Mohr, 1987). Håkansson et al. (2012) then
used the experimental results to validate RANS models simulations. The results showed that
RANS was able to predict the firstorder statistics (e.g., velocities) by reasonable errors, but
when it comes to turbulent properties e.g., TKE and its production rate, RANS is not a
reliable approach. During subsequent years, more experimental studies have been carried
out on the characterization of flow fields in HPHlike geometries (Kelemen et al., 2015b;
Preiss et al., 2021).

But, the implications of the breakup theories regarding the importance of smaller scales
(both spatial and temporal), comparable to those of the drops, and the advances in com
putational capacities of the modern computers convinced the researchers to employ more
highresolution numerical simulations. Taghinia et al. (2016) continued the PIV valida
tions of Håkansson et al. (2012) using LES and a hybrid LESRANS model and reported
better predictions of the velocity and shear stress fields using LES. Bagkeris et al. (2020)
also reported a good agreement of LES and PIV data on a sonolator HPH.

However, LES only resolves the larger scales of the flow and model the smaller scale struc
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tures. Those small scales (with sizes comparable to the drop, down to the lowest scales i.e.,
Kolmogorovscales) are the most relevant for investigating the single drop breakup invest
igations (Andersson and Andersson, 2006a; Innings and Trägårdh, 2007; Karimi and An
dersson, 2018) and therefore should be fully resolved. The only remaining solution would
be DNS. Such a flow field resolution cannot be achieved by any experimental technique
either. This thesis work is the first DNS study on an HPH geometry as an essential emul
sification device in the industry.

1.2.2 Drop breakup

KolmogorovHinze theory is still viewed as the basis for understanding drop breakup mech
anisms. During the years, others have tried to expand this theory. Davies (1985) and Ca
labrese et al. (1986) suggested an extra internal stabilizing factor in addition to the Laplace
pressure. They proposed that at higher viscosities of the disperse phase, rotational flows are
induced inside the drops as a result of the external stresses which lead to more resistance to
deformations. This introduced an extension to the original KolmogorovHinze theory of
breakup.

The intermittency of turbulence is another characteristic of the flow field which is not
accounted for in the classic KolmogorovHinze theory. Studies (Baldyga and Podgórska,
1998; Håkansson, 2021b) show that the stochastic variations in the flow field could result in
considerable fluctuations in turbulent properties such as the dissipation rate of turbulent
kinetic energy in different periods of times at a specific location which in turn results in quite
different stress histories which different drops experience as they move through the same
geometry. Attempts have been made to incorporate this phenomenon into the classic theory
of KolmogorovHinze. Walstra and Smulders (1998) proposed an additional condition for
the prediction of breakup (in addition to the condition of timeaveraged external stresses
exceeding the internal stabilizing stresses i.e., σ > σstab). They suggested that the eddy
drop interaction time (τeddy ∝ D2/3ε−1/3) should also exceed the time needed for the drop
deformation (τdef ∝

μd
σ ). Other corrections and modifications are also proposed by others

(Andersson and Andersson, 2006a; Baldyga and Podgórska, 1998; Håkansson et al., 2017).

The classic KolmogorovHinze breakup mechanism was essentially a result of the forces
balance on the drop interface where sufficiently intense eddies deformed the drop to the
point of breakup. Risso and Fabre (1998) proposed an additional mechanism where mech
anical resonance is suggested to be another contributing factor leading to breakup. They
proposed that if the damping time of the oscillations is larger than the time between two
separate eddies interacting with the drop, the oscillations might lead to the breakup of the
drop.

The abovementioned studies were mostly focused on developing theoretical descriptions
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for the breakup. On the other front of studies on the turbulent breakup phenomenon, the
focus is divided into two main categories of experimental and numerical studies. As both
approaches are used in this thesis work, it is important to review the most important studies
in both approaches.

Experimental breakup studies

Early experimental investigations of drop breakup visualization using highspeed photo
graphy were carried out in 1980s (Chin and Han, 1979, 1980). Many of the studies were
focused on the impact of different parameters (Weber number, viscosity ratio of the disperse
and continuous phase, drop size, etc.) on the breakup characteristics.

Krzeczkowski (1980) identified different breakup morphologies for liquid drops in air and
found that breakup morphology and duration depend strongly on the Weber number and
to some degree, the viscosity ratio i.e. an increase of 3 orders of magnitude of the viscosity
ratio only increased the breakup duration twice. Eastwood et al. (2004) reported significant
stretching of drops at low Weber numbers with more prominent stretching for the higher
viscosity of the disperse phase. Hančil and Rod (1988) reported an increase in breakup
frequency with increasing the mother drop size. MartínezBazán et al. (1999) reported that
the breakup frequency monotonically increases with the dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic
energy.

Andersson and Andersson (2006b) studied the differences of the breakup of drops and
bubbles as a good measure of how the viscosity of the disperse phase as an additional stabil
izing factor (besides the interfacial tensions) affects the breakup properties. They reported
differences in the fragments size distribution (drops tend more towards equal sized frag
ments) and the number of fragments (bubbles tend more towards binary breakup) while
similarities could be observed such as the initial deformations. They also reported that the
time scales of the eddies responsible for large deformations leading to breakup are about
1/2 − 2/3 of the turbulent time scale k/ε and therefore concluded that only the large
turbulent eddies contribute to the breakup of both drops and bubbles. In a separate study,
Andersson and Andersson (2006a) reported that the eddies with sizes 1− 3 times the drop
diameter are the most contributing eddies to the breakup.

Solsvik and Jakobsen (2015) observed higher probability of unequal sizes of bubble daughter
fragments after breakup in a stirred tank. Also, the probability of binary breakup was
higher at low stirring power while more multiple breakup was observed at higher power.
Furthermore, achieving a reliable breakup model was not possible due to the difficulty of
measuring local turbulent properties of the flow e.g., dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic
energy.
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Solsvik et al. (2016) defined the terms for the morphology of the drops breakup i.e., “ini
tial breakup”, “breakup cascade”, and “independent breakup”. For the initial breakup, the
breakup is considered as finished as the first fragment is observed and for the breakup cas
cade, the final breakup of intermediate daughter drops is considered as the end of breakup.
The independent breakup events describe the breakup events when a daughter drop relaxes
into a spherical shape, deforms and breaks up.

Ashar et al. (2018) reported an increase of the drop deformation time with increasing the
mother drop size in a stirred tank. They also observed a monotonic increase of breakup
probability as well as number of daughter drops by increasing the Weber number. Zhou
et al. (2021) observed decreased breakup time by increasing the interfacial tension and drop
viscosity. They observed that breakup time was independent of the stirring speed. Zhang
et al. (2021) studied a turbulent jet and reported an increase of breakup time up to a cer
tain Weber number, where the breakup time is the longest. Beyond that Weber number,
the breakup time decreased. A breakup morphology mapping was proposed based on the
Weber number ranges with dominant binary and multiple (nonbinary) breakup.

Herø et al. (2020) reported a direct relationship between the drop size and breakup probab
ility inside a turbulent channel. They used the same breakup definition as those of Solsvik
et al. (2016). With the “initial” breakup definition, they reported binary breakup events
with almost uniform size distribution. For the “cascade” breakup, they reported an increase
of the number of daughter drops with increasing the size of the mother drop with a size
distribution indicating high probability of very small daughter drops. Vejražka et al. (2018)
reported a direct relationship between the number of daughter bubbles and the Weber
number. Also the size distribution of the daughter bubbles is controlled by the number of
fragments i.e., a Ushaped size distribution was reported for binary breakup meaning that
if the bubble breaks into two daughter bubbles, the difference of the sizes of the daughter
bubbles tend to be large.

Fewer experimental studies focused on the breakup of drops in the context of geomet
ries similar to highpressure homogenizers. Galinat et al. (2005, 2007) investigated drop
breakup downstream an orifice in a turbulent pipe flow. They found that the number of
daughter droplets was directly related to the Weber number. Also, at lower Weber num
bers, unequal sized daughter droplets were more dominant while increasing the Weber
number increased the probability of symmetrical breakup events. They defined a global
Weber number based on the maximum pressure drop over the gap (orifice) and breakup
probability was modeled based on this Weber number.

Innings and Trägårdh (2005) studied drop breakup in an HPH scaleup model through
taking snapshot images of the drops passing through the gap an breaking up in the outlet
chamber. They concluded that breakup only occurs inside the outlet chamber and only
limited drop deformations occur in the inlet chamber. In a later study, Innings et al. (2011)
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attempted to relate the breakup morphologies observed in their experiments to the classic
turbulent breakup mechanisms i.e., TI and TV regimes. Their conclusion was that eddies
with sizes smaller to very larger than the drop contribute to the drop breakup suggesting
that both TI and TV mechanisms are responsible. However, they suggest that larger ed
dies deform the drops through velocity gradients while smaller eddies act through inertial
pressure fluctuations.

Kelemen et al. (2015b) also reported no observation of breakup in the inlet chamber. Just
after the gap (orifice) exit, no deformation was observed for low viscosity ratio (μd/μc =
2), while for higher viscosity ratio (μd/μc = 14) deformations were observed with neck
formation implying probability of binary breakup. Breakup events were only observed after
8 orifice diameters. Further downstream at distances above 20 − 40 orifice diameters, for
low Reynolds numbers (laminar condition inside the orifice), breakup events were observed
in the form of Rayleigh instability and binary breakup for the low and high viscosity ratios,
respectively. Due to limited resolution, no breakup result was reported for transitional flow
regime.

Mutsch et al. (2021) reported the scalability of drop breakup using three different scales of
HPHlike geometries. They also reported the turbulence after the gap exit as the main cause
of drop breakup. They also investigated the impacts of Reynolds number, viscosity ratio,
and drop trajectories on the breakup. They observed earlier breakup positions for higher
Reynolds numbers. Also, they observed longer deformation times (longer elongations of
drops) for low viscosity ratio. Furthermore, they reported smaller fragments after breakup
for the drops closer to the gap walls. However, no impact of the trajectory on the drop size
distribution was observed.

Numerical breakup studies

Not only recently, the researchers started using highfidelity CFD (LES and DNS) to study
single drop breakup phenomenon with all of them working on ideal turbulent condition
of homogeneous isotropic turbulence.

Karimi and Andersson (2020) used LES to study the drop breakup in a flowcell with con
ditions close to homogeneous isotropic turbulence. They validated their results with the
experiments in terms of drop breakup properties such as breakup rates and deformation
time and showed good agreement between the two approaches. They suggested that higher
resolution CFD is required to obtain information regarding the dropturbulence interac
tions which could be useful to be incorporated into population balance equations.

The other researchers used DNS for the numerical studies of single drop breakup. Shao et al.
(2018) showed that increasing the Weber number leads to smaller drops and higher num
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bers of daughter drops. Komrakova (2019) reported the observation of the same breakup
behavior as reported by the experimental work of Solsvik et al. (2016). They also observed
another type of breakup event called “burst” breakup which they associated it with high
energy levels and large initial size of the drop. Rivière et al. (2021) studied the breakup of
bubbles with subHinze scales in turbulent regime. They reported a critical Weber num
ber below which no breakup events are observed with the number of daughter drops with
subHinze scales increasing as the Weber number is increased.

VelaMartín and Avila (2021) studied the interactions of the flow structures with the drops
and bubbles. They categorized the flow structures into “inner” and “outer” eddies based
on their distance from the drop interface which implies whether they are affected by the
drop through surface tension or drop physical properties. They concluded that at low
Weber numbers, the breakup is mainly driven by the outer eddies as an energy source
while the inner eddies serve as a sink by dissipating the energy they obtain from the drop
interface. For higher Weber numbers, inner eddies also contribute to the deformation of the
drop. In a later study, VelaMartín and Avila (2022) proposed that the breakup rate is only
dependent on the Weber number and they challenged the understanding of breakup based
on KolmogorovHinze by suggesting that the breakup rates persist in subHinze scales.

Håkansson et al. (2022a) attempted to characterize the condition of critical deformation
leading to the breakup. Considering a typical binary breakup where a neck is formed
between two bulbs, they rejected the possibility of predicting the critical deformation (after
which the drop breaks up) based on the total interfacial area. Alternatively, they proposed
that the state of critical deformation is reached when the curvature at the neck is higher
than that of the smallest bulb as an indication of higher static pressure in the neck lead
ing to a flow inside the drop toward the larger bulb which eventually leads to breakup.
Håkansson and Brandt (2022) investigated the drop breakup in HIT with an attempt to
connect the findings to the breakup of drops in emulsification devices. They suggested the
Weber number to be the deciding factor on the breakup morphology. They also reported a
decrease in the initial breakup time (Observation of the first breakup) with increasing the
Weber number.

As discussed above, a substantial body of literature provides information on the breakup
of droplets in idealized conditions (Håkansson and Brandt, 2022; Komrakova, 2019; Qian
et al., 2006; Rivière et al., 2021; VelaMartín and Avila, 2021, 2022). However, investiga
tions of drop breakup under nonideal turbulence conditions such as the one in the outlet
chamber of a highpressure homogenizer were limited to experimental studies which have
their limitations, particularly in terms of accurately describing the turbulence characterist
ics of the flow field. The missing link the current thesis work pursued was to investigate
how much the previous findings were in agreement for these nonideal turbulent condi
tions. Furthermore, by having the vast information of the turbulent properties provided
by DNS, a better understanding of the conditions which drive a drop towards breakup in
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an industriallyrelevant geometry seems achievable.

1.3 Current study’s approach

In the current study, both experimental and numerical approaches are used to study the
singlephase flow fields as well as deformation and breakup of drops in a highpressure
homogenizer (HPH) scaleup model. First, a scaleup model is designed to establish a sim
ilarity between a real HPH and a model (see section 2.1). This is done to provide practically
working conditions in the lab i.e., enlarging the drops, reducing the velocities for easier
visualization through highspeed photography, etc. As the next step, in Paper I, direct nu
merical simulation (DNS) was used to study the singlephase flow inside the geometry of
the designed scaleup model. In Paper II, the capabilities of LES and RANS models were
investigated to see how much of the information in the benchmark study (DNS) could be
captured by these turbulence models as they are more favored in the industry due to less
computational cost.

With a DNS flow field converged to statistical steadystate, the injection of the drops as
the second phase was possible. The introduction of the second phase into the numerical
framework was carried out through the use of a volume of fluid (VOF) method with a
highly resolved interface tracking method i.e. method of multidimensional tangent of
hyperbola for interface capturing (MTHINC) (Ii et al., 2012).

In Paper III, the results of the breakup of drops in the HPH valve model were compared
to those for an ideal condition of homogeneous isotropic turbulence (HIT). In Paper IV, a
validation of the DNSVOF framework for the simulation of the drops breakup was done
through experiments. This validation provided the confidence to use the DNS flow field
information in the vicinity of the drops, in Paper V, to study the underlying physical reason
for the turbulent breakup phenomenon.

1.4 Aims and research questions

The longterm aim of this research is to provide the insights needed to optimally design and
operate emulsification devices such as highpressure homogenizers. The aim in this thesis
is to build methodologies for studying the turbulent hydrodynamics and breakup in the
outlet chamber jets based on DNStechniques, and to use these to better understand tur
bulent deformation and breakup of emulsion drops in these devices. The specific research
questions are:

• To what extent does the turbulence inside the outlet chamber differ from more ideal
ized homogeneous isotropic turbulence as well as other types of wall jets? And how
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does the dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic energy (which is arguably of large im
portance for understanding breakup but is difficult to obtain) look?

• How well can the less computationally costly CFDtechniques (industry standard)
such as RANSCFD and LES describe the relevant turbulent quantities in such a
confined outlet chamber jet?

• What should be RANSCFD best practice recommendations for modeling HPH
outlet chamber jets?

• How different is the turbulent drop breakup in the cases of idealized homogeneous
isotropic turbulence and a wall jet in the HPH outlet geometry?

• How well does the insilico numerical drop breakup technique comply with invitro
experimental results from highspeed visualizations?

• Where and how does drop breakup in the HPH outlet chamber jet take place?
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Chapter 2

2 Experimental methodology

In this chapter, the experimental approach is discussed as one of the two key methods
employed in this study. First, section 2.1 discusses the scaleup procedure. Section 2.2
provides more information on the experimental setup components. Finally, section 2.3
describes the procedure of drop visualization including the highspeed photography and
imageprocessing.

2.1 Scaleup model

Designing an experimental scaleup model of an HPH valve was the first step of the pro
ject. In designing the model, two homogenizers, including a production and a pilotscale
machine with capacities 8500l/h and 120l/h were considered as references.

Two main requirements should be considered in a scaleup procedure: i) Experimental and
numerical feasibility, and ii) Proper representation of the physics i.e., similarity.

2.1.1 Experimental and numerical feasibility

The first requirement in a successful scaleup is the feasibility of the model in terms of
experimental and numerical studies i.e., ensuring that the designed model takes into ac
count the limitations of both experimental and numerical studies that will be performed
on the model. For instance, one important parameter to consider in this thesis work was
the bulk velocity of the flow in the gap. The limitations of the highspeed camera in terms
of framespersecond and shutterspeed must have been taken into account in deciding the
bulk velocity in the gap to ensure that the velocities do not become too high to be captured
by the camera. Moreover, the drops to be investigated must be sufficiently large to be cap
tured by the camera which is limited by the resolution of the camera sensor. Furthermore,
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the numerical study also sets a number of limitations on designing the scaleup model.
One important parameter to consider is the size of the domain which directly affects the
computational cost and therefore, care should have been taken in deciding the size of the
scaleup model. Moreover, a simple geometry was also an advantage to the DNS setup. A
cuboidal domain made it easy to generate uniform grid (mesh) cells with sufficiently small
sizes to capture the smallest turbulent scales (Kolmogorovscales).

2.1.2 Proper representation of the physics

The second requirement in a scaleup procedure is ensuring that the scaleup model properly
represents the actual physical phenomenon. In order to do so, geometric, kinematic, and
dynamic similarities are desirable between the model and the actual physical phenomenon.
Briefly, geometric, kinematic, and dynamic similarities require the corresponding lengths,
velocities, and forces to be similar (proportional) in the model and the actual setup, re
spectively.

Geometric and kinematic similarity

Having geometric similarity is the first step. In this study, the relevant geometric similarity
is assumed to be determined by the ratio of the initial drop diameter to the gap height and
Kolmogorov lengthscale i.e., D0/h and D0/η, as these determine the largest i.e., Integral
lengthscales Lt ≈ 3h (Innings and Trägårdh, 2007), and the smallest turbulent scales of
the flow. This is the approach also taken by Innings et al. (2011).

Regarding the drop sizes, it should be noted that the larger initial drop sizes are more prefer
able due to practical reasons as larger drops could be beneficial in terms of visualization in
the experiments. According to Innings et al. (2011), in a channel flow, the drops with dia
meters larger than half of the height of the channel are significantly affected by the walls of
the channel. In order to avoid such impacts on the drops, drop sizes smaller than the half
channel height are desired. Furthermore, the drop sizes should be large enough for visual
ization purposes. Such a case is observed in the pilotscale homogenizer where the ratio of
D0/h is equal to 0.33. Therefore, the geometric similarity is considered to be based on the
pilotscale homogenizer. A scale factor of 50 was considered which led to a gap height and
initial drop diameter of 750μm and 250μm, respectively. The dimensions for all cases are
presented in Table 2.1.

Since the gap length only affects the boundary layer, in order to decrease the pressure loss
due to the friction along the gap, the gap length is scaled only by a factor of 5 leading to a
value of 5mm. Another argument to reduce the gap length to 5mm was to have the same
geometrical ratio of lg/h as that in the productionscale homogenizer. This does not com
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Table 2.1: Geometrical and physical properties of the production- and pilot-scale HPH compared to those of the scale-up model

Productionscale
HPH

Pilotscale
HPH

Scaleup model
(Paper I, II, III)

Scaleup model
(Paper IV, V)

Geometry
Gap height (h) [μm] 150 15 750 750
Initial drop
diameter (D0) [μm] 5 5 250 250

Gap length (lg) [mm] 1 1 5 5
Other information
Gap bulk velocity
(Ug) [m/s] 175 115 16 6.4

Volume flow
rate (Q) [l/h] 8500 120 324 129.6

Disperse/Continuous phases properties
Continuous phase
density (ρc) [kg/m3] 1000 1000 1200 1080

Disperse phase
density (ρd) [kg/m3] 700 700 700 945

Continuous phase dynamic
viscosity (μc) [mPa.s] 1 1 7 2.44

Disperse phase dynamic
viscosity (μc) [mPa.s] 35 35 35 25.1

Turbulence properties
Dissipation rate of
TKE (ε) [m2/s3] 4.5 × 108 1.3 × 109 6.8 × 104 4.4 × 103

Kolmogorov lengthscale
(η) [μm] 22 17 7.3 7.2

Integral lengthscale
(Lt) [μm] 450 45 2250 2250

Dimesionless numbers
Reynolds number (Re) 26000 1700 2057 2120
Drop Reynolds
number (Red)

875 575 685 708

Weber number (We) 90 180 209 (Paper I & II)
1, 5, 96 (Paper III)

82 (Paper IV)
3 (Paper V)

Capillary number (Ca) 0.34 0.49 0.47 0.18
h/η 690 90 102 105
D0/η 23 30 34 35
D0/Lt 0.01 0.11 0.11 0.11
δ99/h 0.08 0.98 0.28 0.28
D0/h 0.03 0.33 0.33 0.33
TTI 1.9 2.6 22 11
TTV 0.03 0.03 0.2 0.1

promise our dynamic similarity criterion, since the ratio of δ99/h, where δ99 is the boundary
layer thickness, remains in the acceptable range (between the values for the productionscale
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and pilotscale homogenizer). An approximation for this value is provided by Schlichting
and Gersten (2000) as:

δ99/h = 5

√
νclg
h2Ug

(2.1)

where νc is the kinematic viscosity of the continuous phase. By having the geometric simil
arity in our case, the streamlines will be similar to the case of pilotscale and the kinematic
similarity will be met as well.

Dynamic similarity

Having a full dynamic similarity between the experimental model and the production/pilot
scale homogenizers seems not to be attainable (as also discussed by others, e.g., Innings et al.
(2011); Kelemen et al. (2015a)). In the case of dynamic similarity, one should ensure that
the most relevant dimensionless numbers (obtained from a dimensional analysis) are equal
for the experimental model and the actual case. Different sets of dimensionless numbers
have been offered to affect the flow and breakup behaviors in an HPH outlet chamber.
To understand the relevance of different dimensionless numbers, we look into the physical
interpretations and definitions of each number.

Reynolds number is the measure of the turbulence of the flow field. The definition of
Reynolds number is usually different based on the geometry of the problem. In the context
of the flow field in an HPH outlet chamber, the Reynolds number is usually defined based
on the gap height and gap bulk velocity, as follows:

Re =
ρcUgh
μc

(2.2)

As discussed in section 1, according to the KolmogorovHinze theory, the two main drop
breakup mechanisms observed in the case of a homogenizer are the turbulent viscous (TV)
and turbulent inertial (TI) mechanisms. In TV, the breakup occurs due to the viscous
stresses i.e. velocity gradients by the eddies which are larger than the drop. In TI, the forces
of the smaller eddies due to local pressure fluctuations which are mainly in the perpendic
ular direction of the drop interface lead to the breakup of the drops. Since the breakup
mechanism is considerably affected by the size of the drops compared to the eddies size,
one could use the drop Reynolds number, Red (Reynolds number based on the diameter
of the drops and the velocity of the flow near the drop interface) to differentiate between
these two regimes. The value of unity for Red defines the boundary between the TV and TI
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mechanisms (Walstra and Smulders, 1998). A value of Red > 1 could be defined as the in
dication of TI regime in which the inertial forces are prevalent and values of Red < 1 could
be considered to be the indication for TV regime in which the viscous forces primarily
contribute to the breakup of the drops. Red could be defined as follows:

Red =
ρcUgD0

μc
(2.3)

Red is obtained to be in the acceptable range for the experimental model. However, it
should be noted that the flow velocity near the drop interface is estimated to be the same
as the gap velocity. In order to have an estimation of the probability of the breakup of
the drops, a dimensionless number could be defined as the ratio of the destabilizing stresses
exerted on the drop to the stabilizing stresses which oppose any deformation. In TI regime,
this number is called the Weber number which could be defined as follows:

We =
2ρcε2/3D5/3

0
γ

(2.4)

where γ is the interfacial tension at the interface between the two phases. Various studies,
either experimentally (Ashar et al., 2018; Galinat et al., 2007; Herø et al., 2020) or numer
ically (Håkansson and Brandt, 2022; Shao et al., 2018; VelaMartín and Avila, 2021, 2022),
have shown the Weber number to be an important factor determining the characteristics
of turbulent drop breakup.

In TV regime, due to the fact that the viscous stresses are the main destabilizing stresses,
another number called the capillary number play an important role in the drop breakup
(Eastwood et al., 2004; Lemenand et al., 2013; Skartlien et al., 2013) which is defined as
follows:

Ca =
μcε

1/3D1/3
0

2γ
(2.5)

As indicated in Eq. 2.4 and Eq. 2.5, ε i.e., dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic energy, is
an important parameter in determining the breakup behavior and therefore in the scaleup
procedure. Due to the highly anisotropic nature of the flow field inside an HPH outlet
chamber, determining the value of ε is quite challenging (as discussed in Paper III). For
this purpose, the estimation proposed by Innings and Trägårdh (2007) is used:

ε =
U3

g

80h
(2.6)
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Scaling of relative timescales

As suggested by Innings et al. (2011), it is claimed to be theoretically impossible to scale
relative timescales while maintaining the important dimensionless parameters in the ac
ceptable range.

Two important timescales to be investigated in drop breakup studies are the eddy time

scale (lifetime), τeddy =
(
l2
ε

)1/3
, where l is the eddy length scale in the inertial region

(approximated to be in the order of the drop size i.e., D0), and the drop deformation time,
τdef =

μd
σ , where σ is the external stress applied to the drop, either in TI or TV regime

(Innings et al., 2011; Walstra and Smulders, 1998). There are different suggestions in the
literature regarding the definition of the drop deformation time (Andersson and Andersson,
2006a; Maaß and Kraume, 2012). But, for the purpose of scaling, the chosen definitions
seem to be sufficiently satisfactory.

Defining a dimensionless number as the ratio of these two timescales (τeddy and τdef)
provides a tool for evaluating whether the eddies are able to break the drops. Based on
the breakup regime, two dimensionless numbers are defined as follows, for the turbulent
inertial regime:

TTI =
τeddy

τdefTI
=
ρcε

1/3D4/3
0

μd
(2.7)

and for the turbulent viscous regime:

TTV =
τeddy

τdefTV
=

μc
μd

(2.8)

Small values of these numbers show that the eddy lifetime could be a limiting factor in the
breakup of the drops and the eddies do not have sufficient time to interact with the drops.

Researchers have proposed different sets of dimensionless numbers as the most relevant
ones for a scaling procedure of an HPH valve geometry. Innings et al. (2011) (which was
the basis for the scaleup procedure in the current study) proposed Re, We, Ca, TTI, TTV, as
well as geometrical ratios d/h and d/η to be the most relevant dimensionless numbers for
a proper scaleup of an HPH valve. More recently, Preiss et al. (2021) carried out a scaling
of an HPH valve geometry based on dimensionless numbers Re, We (based on gap bulk

velocity, i.e. We =
ρcU2

gD0

γ ), density ratio (ρdρc ), viscosity ratio ( μdμc ), as well as geometrical
ratios D0/h and the ratio of gap height to the outlet chamber width.
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A list of important dimensionless numbers used in this study could be found in Table 2.1.
Meeting the requirement of having all these numbers to be equal in two cases is not possible.
Therefore, we had to consider to make some compromises. In this study, the effort was to
have the dimensionless numbers as close as possible to those of the two cases of production
and pilotscale to provide a case where a highpressure homogenizer could potentially work.
This is achieved by adjusting different parameters such as the flow velocity and the materials
properties. Sucrose solution was used as the continuous phase for which the properties were
changed by adjusting the sugar content i.e., Brix degree. For the two sets of Papers I, II, &
III and Papers IV & V, two different sucrose solutions with 45% w/w and 25% w/w sugar
contents were used, respectively (cf. Table 2.1). The reason for this was to compensate for
the limitations of the experimental visualizations (limited framespersecond which could
be captured by the camera) by reducing the flow velocity while keeping the dimensionless
numbers in acceptable proximity of those of production and pilotscale HPHs.

The values of Re, Red, h/η, D0/Lt, δ99/h, and D0/h are in the ranges between those of
the production and pilotscale HPH valves. For the other dimensionless numbers, the
attempt was made to get as close as possible to the corresponding values. The most difficult
numbers were the timescales TTI and TTV. As also concluded by others (Innings et al.,
2011; Kelemen et al., 2015a), a proper scaling of these timescales besides other relevant
dimensionless numbers is not fully achievable. However, one could justify that since the
values are higher, there is no concern about the occurrence of the breakup compared to
the reference homogenizers (i.e., the eddies have more time to interact with the drops).
Furthermore, as a general comment, the values for the production and pilotscale HPH
valves are not fixed and the machines are operable with somewhat different conditions
(pressure, flow rate, etc.). Therefore, the concern to reach the exact values of dimensionless
numbers is not necessary.

2.2 Experimental setup

An overview of the experimental rig is presented in Fig. 2.1. A tank with coil heatexchanger
keeps the water at the room temperature (T = 20◦C) to prevent temperature increases
due to the constant pumping of the continuous flow and maintain the required physical
properties e.g., viscosity, density, etc. A mechanical pump (Grundfos model CHI 2–60
AWG) pumps the continuous flow. The flow rate is adjusted using a frequency converter.
Measurement instruments e.g. flow transmitter (Danfoss, Type MAG 1000), temperature
transmitter (Therma 1, Electronic Temperature Instruments, Worthing, United Kingdom),
and analogue pressure gauge (Alfa Laval Corporate AB, Lund, Sweden) are used to monitor
and ensure the safe operation of the setup. The continuous flow goes through the scaleup
HPH model and returns to the tank.

Fig. 2.2 shows the flow cell (scaleup HPH) model. The continuous flow comes in from
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Figure 2.1: Experimental rig including (1) Tank, (2) pump, (3) frequency converter, (4) measurement instruments, (5) optical
table, camera, and flow cell (scale-up model)

the left side, entering the inlet chamber and then going through the narrow gap. The oil,
i.e., Miglyol 812 (Caesar & Loretz GmbH, CAS No. 73398 − 61 − 5) is injected into
the continuous flow using a 27gauge needle (B. Braun Holding GmbH & Co. KG) at
some distance before the gap inlet. To prevent coalescence and carry out a focused study
on the breakup phenomenon, a very low fraction of disperse phase (oil) was used (the oil
was injected with flow rate 5 ml/min in 7 liters of the continuous phase, corresponding to a
maximum of 2% oilinwater volume fraction for a typical 30minute experiment session)
which minimized the interaction of individual drops and therefore no major coalescence
events were observed. Just after the narrow gap, a walladherent jet forms inside the outlet
chamber and the flow exits from the right side. The whole model is made of acrylic plastic to
make is optically accessible from all sides. For the best optical access, a fused quartz double
sided flat glass with flatness λ/20 at 633 nm (Knight Optical, UK, Ltd, Roebuck Business
Park Harrietsham, Kent) is mounted in front of the field of view of interest using a steel
ring. An inhouse highintensity lighting system comprising of 4 green LEDs (PT121G,
Luminus Devices, Inc, Sunnyvale, CA, USA) with a total maximum power of 500W and
a watercooled aluminum block is mounted on top of the flow cell.
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Figure 2.2: Flow cell (scale-up HPH) model

2.3 Drop visualization

The process of drop visualization is explained in two steps in the following sections. First,
obtaining the raw images of the drops through highspeed photography is explained in
section 2.3.1. In section 2.3.2, the imageprocessing technique which is performed on the
raw images is described.

2.3.1 Highspeed photography

Highspeed camera

A highspeed camera (Model OS3V3S3, Integrated Design Tools Inc., Tallahassee, Florida
USA) was used for the collection of drop breakup images at a resolution of 1568 px × 488
px at 18800 frames per second (fps). This leads to a resolution of 24 px per initial drop
diameter (D0) and maximum drop movements (occurring close to the gap exit) of less than
0.5h between each pair of subsequent frames.
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Lighting, oil staining and filtering

The highintensity light is crucial for the highspeed photography, but the preliminary tests
showed that it is not sufficient. Fig. 2.3a shows a sample image from the preliminary tests
with the injection of oil into the flow. As seen in this figure, oil drops are hard to be distin
guished. The presence of a relatively large drop at the top of the channel in this figure shows
that not all parts of the drop reflect the light which makes it hard to determine the real size of
the drop. Furthermore, there is no concrete way of distinguishing oil drops from air bubbles
that could exist in the continuous flow in the first stages of turning on the pump. Staining
the oil with Nilered clearly showed an improvement in the captured images. Miglyol 812
was mixed with 146 ppm Nile red (SigmaAldrich, CAS No. 7385 − 67 − 3) overnight
and was used as the disperse phase. To account for the impact of the dye on the interfacial
tension, which is believed to generally decrease it (Maaß and Kraume, 2012), the interfacial
tension was measured using the stainedoil in an equilibrium state through a pendant drop
technique (Teclis, Civrieuxd’Azergues, France) and YoungLaplace equation. The value of
the interfacial tension was measured to be γ = 7.02 mN/m. As shown in Fig. 2.3b, the
dyestained oil drops are clearly distinguishable from the surrounding environment.

The reasoning behind choosing a green light was to ensure that the light source has a
wavelength far from those of the red color (620 − 750 nm) to better take advantage of
the distinguishability of Nile red dye. Green light was a clear choice for this purpose with
wavelengths 495 − 570 nm. Another idea was to use an orange longpass filter to only
allow the dyestained drops to be visible to the camera. However, this idea was concluded
to be impractical at a later stage due to the need for lower exposure times. High exposure
time i.e., low shutter speed leads to the camera lens being exposed to the light for a longer
time leading to artificial elongation of the drops in the images taken. Therefore, low expos
ure times are favorable to reduce this artificial elongation which in turn results in darker
images. Moreover, using an orange filter makes darker images. The superimposed effects
of the filter and low exposure resulted in fairly dark images.

Figure 2.3: The impact of staining the drops with Nile red dye, (a) Non-stained drops, (b) Nile red stained drops
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Injection positioning

Another important aspect for the improvement of the experimental results was to determ
ine the position of the needle tip. As shown in Fig. 2.4a, in the case the needle tip is
positioned exactly at the inlet of the gap, a stream of oil is generated instead of spherical
drops. However, moving the needle tip further upstream showed significant improvements
in that term. As shown in Fig. 2.4b, when the needle tip was positioned at an approximate
distance of 8h upstream the gap inlet, the injected oil drops had enough time to stabilize
into spherical shapes before entering the gap.

Figure 2.4: The impact of the position of the needle, (a) Needle at the gap inlet, (b) Needle at 7h before the gap inlet

2.3.2 Imageprocessing

Imageprocessing was an important step not only to detect the drops and enhance the
quality of the images (drop extraction), but also to quantify the description of the drop
breakup events i.e., to extract the drops positions, circularity (defined as C = 4πA

P2 , where
A is the drop interfacial area, and P is the perimeter), etc. (feature extraction). The image
processing is described in full details in Paper IV, section 2.2.2. A brief summary of the
imageprocessing steps is described here.

Drop extraction

The imageprcoessing was performed through an inhouse script written in MATLAB R2019a
(MathWorks, Natick, MA). It consisted of a series of filtering, enhancement, and conver
sion steps. The impact of each step of the imageprocessing is illustrated in Fig. 2.5. See
Paper IV for further details on the settings of each filter.

After obtaining the binarized images, MATLAB’s builtin function regionprops was used to
extract the geometrical properties of all of the objects in the images. The delayed injection
of individual drops in the experiments made it possible to extract the largest object in each
frame as the main drop (since no drop was injected until the previous drop was broken).
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Figure 2.5: The image-processing steps (Reprinted from Paper IV with permission).

Drop filtering

In the numerical approach, the conditions such as the drop initial diameter (D0), and the
injection position are set to constant values. However, this is practically impossible to
be achieved in the experimental framework. Therefore, before extracting the geometrical
features of the experimental drops, we had to ensure that only the drops with as much as
possible similar conditions to the numerical setup are detected and analyzed to perform a
fair comparison of the numerical and experimental approaches. An important capability
that the imageprocessing provides is the filtration of the drops based on desired attributes.
After performing the imageprocessing on the raw images, three filters are applied on the
drops properties to keep the ones closest to the numerical drops and discard the others.
Fig. 2.6 provides a summary of the filtering steps applied on the experimental drops.

Figure 2.6: The filtering steps applied on the experimental drops (Reprinted from Paper IV with permission).

Filter 1 identifies the drops which exit the gap within 15% distance of the middle of the gap
(yx=0) i.e., where the numerical drops are injected. In the second step, a filtering is applied
on the initial diameter of the drops. This is done by ensuring that the mean perimeter of
the drops in the first three frames they appear inside the gap is not larger than 30% of the
perimeter of the drops with the desired diameter D0 = h/3. In other words, this ensures
that the drops will have a maximum 10% difference in the average diameter compared to
the numerical drops. The final filter is applied on the circularity of the drops. This filter
only passes the drops with a maximum 5% difference in circularity compared to a perfect
circle (2D projection of the sphere). 107 out of 1118 drops pass the filtering steps.
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Feature extraction

Finally, using MATLAB’s builtin function regionprops, the most important geometrical
features of the filtered drops such as area, centroid, perimeter, etc. are extracted.
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Chapter 3

3 Numerical methodology

The numerical simulations, as the second key approach in this study are discussed in this
chapter. The domain used in the numerical simulations is described in section 3.1. Dir
ect numerical simulation (DNS), Largeeddy simulation (LES), and Reynoldsaveraged
NavierStokes (RANS) as the three main approaches in simulating the singlephase flow
are discussed in section 3.2. The turbulent flow inlet boundary conditions and conver
gences studies are discussed in sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2, respectively. Finally, single drop
simulations using DNS and a volume of fluid (VOF) scheme for resolving the twophase
interface is explained in section 3.3.

3.1 Numerical domain

The numerical domain is illustrated in Fig. 3.1. The solid lines show the extent of the scale
up model which is used in the numerical studies which is basically the outlet chamber of
the HPH model. The other parts (designated with dashed lines) are the parts before and
after the outlet chamber which are not included in the numerical domain. These parts
include the inlet chamber, the gap, and the flow discharge channel right after the outlet
chamber. The green and red planes show the inlet and outlet boundaries of the domain,
respectively. The walls of the outlet chamber are designated with gray surfaces. Periodic
boundary condition is applied in the spanwise direction to reduce the size of the domain
(instead of resolving the entire width of the domain) and a synthetic turbulence generation
technique is used at the inlet boundary condition (gap exit), as discussed in section 3.2.1.
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Figure 3.1: Schematic illustration of the numerical study domain.

3.2 Singlephase DNS, LES, and RANS

The fluid flow motion is governed by the mass and momentum conservation i.e., Navier
Stokes equations which are a set of nonlinear partialdifferential equations (PDEs). For an
incompressible flow, the NavierStokes equations are as follows (using Einstein notation):

∂ui
∂xi

= 0 (3.1)

∂uj
∂t

+
∂uiuj
∂xi

= − 1
ρc

∂p
∂xj

+ νc
∂2uj
∂xi∂xj

+ fj (3.2)

where u and f are velocity and body force vectors, respectively.

These equations are solved numerically through finitevolume method. This could be done
through direct numerical solution of Eqs. 3.1 and 3.2 i.e., DNS, or through turbulence
models e.g., LES and RANS.

DNS

DNS directly solves Eqs. 3.1 and 3.2 with no simplifications and modeling of turbulent
characteristics. However, this comes with a considerable computational cost since it re
quires a highresolution grid and small timesteps to capture the smallest turbulent scales
i.e., Kolmogorovscales. The size of the grid used for the simulations in Papers I, II, & II
was 2400×600×120 resulting in a total of 172.8M grid points. This was slightly increased
later for Papers IV & V to a grid size of 2560× 640× 128, i.e. ≈ 210M total grid points.
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LES

In LES, the large flow structures are fully resolved while the motions at smaller scales are
modeled. Therefore, a coarser grid could be used compared to that in the DNS which in
turn reduces the computational cost. To do this, a filtering procedure is carried out on Eqs.
3.1 and 3.2. Such a filtering procedure on variable ψ is generally defined as follows (Pope,
2000):

ψ (x, t) =
∫

G(r,x)ψ(x− r, t)dr (3.3)

where normalization condition is satisfied by filter G i.e.,:

∫
G(r,x)dr = 1 (3.4)

Applying the filter on Eqs. 3.1 and 3.2 results in:

∂ui
∂xi

= 0 (3.5)

∂uj
∂t

+
∂uiuj
∂xi

= − 1
ρc

∂p
∂xj

+ νc
∂2uj
∂xi∂xj

+ fj (3.6)

The presence of the term uiuj in Eq. 3.6 is the key difference compared to Eq. 3.2. A tensor
analogous to the Reynolds stress tensor is defined called the residual stress tensor:

τRij = uiuj − ūiūj (3.7)

τRij could be decomposed into anisotropic and isotropic parts (τ rij = τRij − 2
3krδij), where

kr is the residual kinetic energy and δij is Dirac delta function. The isotropic part of τRij is
considered inside a modified filtered pressure i.e., p ≡ p + 2

3kr. Using Eq. 3.7, one can
rewrite Eq. 3.6 as follows:

∂uj
∂t

+
∂ūiūj
∂xi

= − 1
ρc

∂p
∂xj

+ νc
∂2uj
∂xi∂xj

+ fj −
∂τ rij

∂xi
(3.8)

Various LES models exist which are different in terms of how they handle τ rij i.e., subgrid
scales, to close Eq. 3.8. The dynamic SmagorinskyLilly model (Germano et al., 1991; Lilly,
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1992) is used for the current study. Furthermore, SIMPLEC was used as the pressure
velocity coupled solver and the pressure and momentum terms discretization was carried
out using bounded central differencing scheme. A threelevel secondorder implicit scheme
was used for the time marching. A grid with total size of 1.85M grid cells was used. As
investigated in Paper II, this grid resolution resulted in less than 10 − 20% modeling of
the turbulent kinetic energy in the entire domain which is in line with the guidelines in the
literature (Pope, 2000).

RANS

In RANS, an averaging is carried out on Eqs. 3.1 and 3.2 which could be interpreted ana
logously to what is done in LES. Taking the mean (⟨· · · ⟩) of Eqs. 3.1 and 3.2 results in
(Pope, 2000):

∂⟨ui⟩
∂xi

= 0 (3.9)

∂⟨uj⟩
∂t

+
∂⟨ui⟩⟨uj⟩
∂xi

= − 1
ρc

∂⟨p⟩
∂xj

+ νc
∂2⟨uj⟩
∂xi∂xj

+ ⟨fj⟩ −
∂⟨u′iu′j⟩
∂xi

(3.10)

where u′i = ui − ⟨ui⟩ is the velocity fluctuation vector. By defining the mean rate of strain
tensor as ⟨Sij⟩ = 1

2

(
∂⟨ui⟩
∂xj +

∂⟨uj⟩
∂xi

)
and removing the time derivative term, one can rewrite

Eq. 3.10 as follows:

∂⟨ui⟩⟨uj⟩
∂xi

=
∂

∂xi

[
−
⟨p⟩δij
ρc

+ 2νc⟨Sij⟩ − ⟨u′iu′j⟩
]
+ ⟨fj⟩ (3.11)

With the extra unknown terms in Eqs. 3.9 and 3.11 i.e., Reynolds stresses (⟨u′iu′j⟩), one
should define new equations to close these sets of equations. This is what different RANS
models do. RNG k− ε model (Yakhot et al., 1992) was used with SIMPLE algorithm and
secondorder scheme for all discretizations.

Since the turbulence is entirely modeled through RANS, the grid size and the computa
tional cost is considerably lower compared to those for the DNS and LES. This of course
comes with considerable loss of information compared to the DNS and LES. Furthermore,
due to the fact that the computational domain is sufficiently homogeneous in the spanwise
direction, as also confirmed by the results of 3DRANS simulations and comparing them
to 2DRANS, no considerable 3D effect was observed and 2DRANS was deemed to be
sufficient. Furthermore, unsteady RANS (URANS) did not provide any improvement to
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the results either (The analyses of 3D effects and unsteadiness were done through compar
ing the profiles of first and secondorder statistics i.e., velocity, TKE, and dissipation rate
of TKE profiles). The grid used for the 2DRANS simulations had a total of 85000 grid
cells.

Fig. 3.2 presents a schematic turbulent energy spectrum illustrating how DNS, LES, and
RANS work in different ranges of wavenumbers. DNS resolves every possible scale while
RANS models everything. Somewhere in between, LES resolves the scales larger than the
corresponding cutoff wavenumber κLES while modeling the smaller scales. The choice
of the cutoff wavenumber κLES determines how much of the turbulent kinetic energy is
resolved by the LES. This is discussed in more detail in Paper II.

Figure 3.2: Comparison of DNS, LES, RANS in terms of the resolved and modeled wavenumber ranges

3.2.1 Boundary conditions

On the walls of the domain (gray planes in Fig. 3.1), noslip condition is applied. Periodic
boundary condition is applied in the spanwise direction i.e., to the sides of the outlet cham
ber (planes with no color). The width of the spanwise direction in the numerical study is
2h while in the real scaleup model used in the experiments, this is 10h. The reasoning
behind the shorter width in the numerical study was to decrease the computational cost
by considering a periodic boundary condition. The investigations regarding the spanwise
domain length is discussed in further details in Paper I.

In the oulet, for the DNS simulation, a convective outflow boundary condition (Orlanski,
1976) is applied to the streamwise velocity component for better stability and convergence
(particularly in the beginning of the simulation). For the LES and RANS, a simple zero
flux boundary condition is used since no convergence issues were observed as in the DNS.
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Furthermore, preliminary tests showed no significant change in the results close to the
outlet. Zero Dirichlet boundary condition is considered for the pressure in the outlet.

DNS inlet boundary condition

Implementation of the inlet boundary condition is a more challenging task due to the need
for generating physical turbulence which could be developed in a short distance after the
inlet (gap exit). The flow at the gap exit in an HPH valve is typically characterized by
relatively high Reynolds number where the turbulent profile is not fully developed due
to the shortness of the gap length. Furthermore, the velocity profile is typically skewed
(compared to a symmetric channel flow profile) which is mainly due to the asymmetric
geometry of the inlet chamber (cf. Fig. 3.1) leading to a “bouncing” effect on the upper
wall of the gap.

Different approaches were considered for the purpose of generating flow conditions close
to that at an HPH gap exit. Optimally, the flow in the inlet chamber and the gap could
have been included in the computational domain. However, this would have considerably
increased the computational cost. The other approach would have been to perform PIV
measurements on the scaleup model with the same Reynolds number. But, this was not
done due to the time and equipment limitations. Instead, the PIV measurements on a
similar HPH scaleup model at a different Reynolds number is used (Håkansson et al.,
2011). The main idea is to use the velocity and turbulent kinetic energy (TKE) profiles
from a PIV measurement at the gap exit in a different scaleup model of a highpressure
homogenizer (with Re = 27000 and Ug = 5.6 m/s) and scale them for the scaleup model
of the current study (with Re = 2057 for Papers I, II, & III and Re = 2120 for Papers
IV & V), so that: i) the proper velocity and turbulence levels are obtained for the current
design, and ii) a viable and physical turbulence is developed inside the outlet chamber.

The scaling of the velocity profile is rather straightforward. The velocity profile is propor
tionally scaled so that the required bulk velocity is obtained. However, scaling the turbu
lence through TKE is more challenging. To do so, we related the bulk velocity and shear
Reynolds number through the definition of the skin friction coefficient (Cf) (White, 1999)
as follows:

Cf =
τwall

1/2ρcU2
g
=

u2
τ

1/2U2
g

(3.12)

where, τwall is the shear stress at the wall, Cf is the skin friction coefficient, and uτ =
√

τwall
ρc

is the shear velocity. Using this equation, we can relate the quantities between the two flow
conditions with different Reynolds numbers.
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Cf is calculated using equations below (Dean, 1978):

Cf = 0.073Re−0.25
Dh

(3.13)

for turbulent regime, and:

Cf =
12
ReDh

(3.14)

for laminar regime, where ReDh is the Reynolds number based on the hydraulic diameter.
Laminar and turbulent flows are assumed in the case of Re = 2120 and Re = 27000,
respectively. Using equations 3.13 and 3.14, friction coefficients, Cf, are obtained for each
case.

Then, using Eq. 3.12, the shear velocity uτ is obtained. However, to have comparable cases
in terms of friction coefficient, we first need to obtain the bulk velocity in the case of the
lower Reynolds number (e.g., Re = 2120 as in Papers IV & V), in the same channel as
that of the PIV measurements (to have the Reynolds numbers based on the same hydraulic
diameter). The value of Ug obtained from this assumption is calculated to be 0.43 m/s
which then could be used in Eq. 3.12.

The ratio of uτ to peak RMS velocities were taken from the empirical results of Tsukahara
et al. (2005) and Bernardini et al. (2014) for comparable cases of Reynolds numbers which
were then used to obtain the velocity fluctuations RMS values (u′rms). A summary of the
values of different variables in this process is provided in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: The values used in the process of scaling the TKE profile at the gap exit (numerical domain inlet) from PIV measure-
ments to the numerical simulations

Re ReDh Cf uτ [m/s] u′rms [m/s]
PIV measurement 27000 50600 0.0049 0.28 0.782
Numerical study 2120 2830 0.0042 0.02 0.05

Therefore, the scaling factor for the TKE profiles of the two cases is obtained as follows:

kNum
kPIV

=

(
0.05
0.782

)2

= 0.0041 (3.15)

where k is the TKE, and indices PIV and Num represent the values related to the PIV
measurement and the values to be used for the scaling purpose in numerical studies.

The next step is to use the TKE profile to generate the synthetic turbulent fluctuations
at the inlet. Three different methods were tested for this purpose inside a numerical do

33



main only consisting of the gap (cf. Fig. 3.1). Choosing the gap geometry was just a tool
for comparing the performance of each turbulence generation method. First, white noises
with amplitudes scaled with

√
2
3kNum were tested (with the assumption of isotropic turbu

lence). The second attempt was to use sinusoidal noises with tuned amplitudes to result in
the closest possible TKE profile. However, the turbulence generated using these methods
were not viable and was killed off after a short length downstream the inlet, no matter what
the turbulent intensity was. But, the third approach which was the method of anisotropic
synthesized turbulent fluctuation (Billson et al., 2003; Davidson and Billson, 2006; David
son and Peng, 2013) provided promising results where sufficient synthetic turbulence levels
at the inlet led to physical turbulent profiles in the downstream positions. The details of
the implementation of this method is described in Paper I.

LES inlet boundary condition

For the LES, the same PIVobtained velocity profile was used with the vortex method of
Mathey et al. (2006) for the generation of synthetic turbulence at the inlet. The number
of vortices was set to the recommended value of Nc/4 where Nc is the number of cells at
the inlet. As discussed in Paper II, this change of method in the generation of synthetic
turbulence at the inlet did not seem to change the physics of the problem as the turbulence
inside the outlet chamber is dominantly controlled by the interaction of the walljet and
the vortex above the jet i.e., the shear layer. Furthermore, the fact that the flow regime at
the gap exit is in the laminartransient regime makes another argument for the justification
of this change of method from DNS to LES. Velocity and TKE profiles from the PIV are
also used at the inlet for the RANS simulations.

3.2.2 Convergence study

The first step in the investigation of the breakup of drops was to generate the steadystate
turbulent flow field inside the HPH outlet chamber. To investigate the convergence to a
steadystate condition, the rolling average of the streamwise velocity component was cal
culated at a number of sample points as shown in Fig. 3.3. An instantaneous field of the
streamwise velocity component is depicted in the figure to provide a sense of where the
sampling points are located. Points 13 are located in the main jet body, point 4 is located
in the recirculatory vortex just above the inlet (gap exit), and point 5 is located inside the
strong vortex at the far point where the jet body ends.

The summation of absolute differences (SAD) was used as a measure of the sufficient win
dow size for the rolling average (Wiktorski and Królak, 2020). Investigating SAD values as
a function of window size shows that SAD converges to a constant value beyond a certain
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Figure 3.3: Numerical domain with the points where the convergence of the flow field is investigated. All points are located
on the plane in the middle of the spanwise length. An instantaneous field of the streamwise velocity component is
shown in the middle plane.

window size which is considered as the sufficient window size in performing the rolling
average.

The flow field from a previous simulation (with plug flow profile as the inlet boundary
condition with the same bulk velocity) was used as the initial flow field. The previous
simulation was run for a long physical time of 1s. After rerunning the simulation with the
new inlet boundary condition for 30 passage times (tpass = Lx/Ug, where Lx is the channel
streamwise length), the results of the rolling average procedure are presented in Fig. 3.4
(based on gap timescale tg = h/Ug), and show a good convergence of the streamwise
velocity component at points 13 where the values are within 5% range of the final values.
However, a steadystate seems to be harder to be achieved for points 4 and 5. The same
observation was made even for the previous long simulation time of 1s. This is due to the
slower dynamics of the vortices existing in those areas. Visual observations for a sufficiently
long simulation showed that these vortices constantly go through a cycle of generation,
being discharged through the exit or being dissipated, and regeneration. This process is
much slower for the vortex at point 5 and faster for the vortex at point 4. A full description
of this phenomenon is illustrated and discussed in Paper I.

Figure 3.4: Rolling averages of streamwise velocity component at the five sampling points (cf. Fig. 3.3) (Reprinted from Paper
I with permission.).
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A similar procedure was followed for the LES singlephase study for which the details are
provided in Paper II.

3.3 Twophase DNSVOF

3.3.1 Theoretical background

In the twophase DNS, the flow is still solved based on the NavierStokes equations (Eqs.
3.13.2), but additional terms and equations should be added to account for the mutual
impact of the disperse (drop) and continuous phases. To do so, a volume of fluid (VOF)
method is used. A color function H(x, t) is defined where H(x, t) = 1 if it is inside the
disperse phase region; otherwise, H(x, t) = 0. The VOF function, ϕ(x, t), is then defined
as the cell volume average of the color function H(x, t). The transport equation for the
VOF function ϕ is then formulated as follows:

∂ϕ

∂t
+
∂uiH
∂xi

= ϕ
∂ui
∂xi

(3.16)

No changes are made to the mass continuity equation (Eq. 3.1), but the momentum equa
tion (Eq. 3.2) needs some modifications. First, the density and the viscosity should now
account for a mixture of the disperse and continuous phases. The new density and viscosity
are now defined as:

ρ = ϕρd + (1 − ϕ)ρc (3.17)

μ = ϕμd + (1 − ϕ)μc (3.18)

Furthermore, the interfacial tension should also be considered. This force is defined as
Fi = γκdniδ, where γ is the interfacial tension and δ is the 1D delta function at the drop
interface approximated by δ ≈ |∇ϕ|. Therefore, the momentum equation is then modified
as:

∂uj
∂t

+
∂uiuj
∂xi

= −1
ρ

∂p
∂xj

+ ν
∂2uj
∂xi∂xj

+
1
ρ
γκdniδ (3.19)

It is necessary to first determine the values of the color function H(x, t), normal vector
ni, and the curvature κd to solve the sets of equation 3.1, 3.16, and 3.19. The geometric
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reconstruction of the color function H(x, t) is carried out using the method of multi
dimensional tangent of hyperbola for interface capturing (MTHINC) (Ii et al., 2012). This
method and procedure is extensively used and explained in detail in other studies (Ii et al.,
2012; Rosti et al., 2019).

3.3.2 Single drop injections

The procedure of the single drop breakup simulations is briefly described in this section. As
discussed in Paper III, two geometries were used for these simulations: i) The HPH outlet
chamber (cf. Fig. 3.1) where the turbulence is characterized as anisotropic and inhomo
geneous (case “HPH”), and ii) a cubic domain with length 2π[−] with periodic boundary
conditions on all sides in which homogeneous isotropic turbulence exists (case “ISO”). An
inhouse DNSVOF code (Costa, 2018) was used for the numerical simulations which is
extensively validated in various studies (Picano et al., 2015; Rosti and Brandt, 2017; Rosti
et al., 2019).

For the time steps, a maximum CourantFriedrichs–Lewy number of 0.25 is used for both
cases. For the spatial resolution, 21 and 41 grid cells per initial drop diameter, D0, were
used in the HPH and ISO simulations, respectively. The grid size sensitivity investigations
for the twophase simulations are discussed in Paper III, where no significant difference
was observed between the two spatial resolutions in terms of breakup morphologies and
breakup time.

In the HPH cases, the injection of the drops are done after reaching a steadystate flow field
(as discussed in section 3.2.2). Single spherical drops with initial diameters D0 = h/3 are
injected (by initializing the VOF field where VOF = 1 is set in the space occupied by the
drop and VOF = 0 elsewhere) at position (x, y, z) = (0.8h, 0.5h, 1h), located downstream
the gap exit (cf. Fig. 3.3). The reason for the injection of the drops at this position was
to ensure that the synthetic fluctuations generated at the inlet (due to the special inlet
boundary condition used, cf. section 3.2.1) do not affect the injected drops. The simulation
continues until the drop breakup is observed. Afterwards, the drop is removed from the
field through clearing the the VOF field (all VOF values throughout the domain are set to
zero). Furthermore, to remove any impact of the drop on the flow field, the singlephase
flow is run for at least 180τη, where τη is the Kolmogorov timescales, before another drop
is injected again into the flow field.

In the ISO cases, drops with initial size D0 = 2[−] are injected at the center of the cube
after the flow field is reached a steadystate. After the breakup of the drop, the VOF field
is cleared and the singlephase flow is run to reach again a steadystate (to eliminate any
residual impact of the drop on the flow) for at least 100τη.

37



The numerical investigations of single drop breakup in the HPH geometry are carried out to
be compared to the experiments as well as the numerical ISO cases. This helps us to under
stand how the breakup in a nonidealized setup (inhomogeneous anisotropic turbulence)
differs from that in an idealized setup (homogeneous isotropic turbulence). Consequently,
they provide more insight into the breakup phenomenon in emulsification devices.
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Chapter 4

4 Summary of results

This chapter serves as a summary of the results of the published papers. First, the results of
the singlephase flow simulations are presented in section 4.1. In section 4.2, the results of
the drop breakup studies for both the experimental (section 4.2.1) and the numerical (sec
tion 4.2.2) drops are presented. In section 4.3, the results are compared in two aspects. In
section 4.3.1, the experimental and numerical results are compared. In section 4.3.2, the res
ults of the drop breakup in the homogeneousisotropic turbulence (HIT) and highpressure
homogenizer (HPH) are compared. Finally, in section 4.4 the impact of the turbulent flow
field on the drops is investigated.

4.1 Singlephase flow

The behavior of the flow field inside the outlet chamber of the HPH determines a significant
part of the physics controlling the interactions of the flow and the drops which will be
injected into the flow field. Therefore, it was crucial to properly characterize the flow field.

This section summarizes the findings of the numerical studies on the singlephase flow and
provides comparisons of the DNS, LES, and RANS as well as other similar studies.

4.1.1 Turbulent structures

Fig. 4.1 shows a snapshot of the vortical structures inside the domain visualized in the
middle box with Qcriterion isosurfaces as the visualization tool and colored by the stream
wise velocity component normalized by the gap bulk velocity Ug. Behind the 3D visualiz
ation of the vortical structures, the normalized vorticity field is plotted as well to provide
information regarding the vorticity values. The large vortex is observable in the distance
20h − 35h. On the lefttop corner of the outlet chamber, just above the inlet, where the
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slower vortex resides (cf. point 5 in Fig. 3.3), no strong vorticity is observed which explains
the slow dynamic behavior of the recirculatory structures appearing in that region.

Another observation is that the instability at the shear layer begins at a distance of about
x = 2.5h. Stronger and more coherent vortices appear at downstream positions around
x = 7h− 18h. These strong vortices are expected to interact with the drops in this region
and potentially leading to their breakup. This is consistent with the results of the drop
breakup positions in section 4.2.

Furthermore, in Fig. 4.1, the vortical structures inside the inner layer of the jet (at positions
where y/h < 0.2) are also visualized. These structures start to appear after x = 2h, but
more coherent structures start at positions x > 8hwhich is consistent with what is observed
in other studies of confined jets (Naqavi et al., 2014).

Figure 4.1: Visualization of 3D vortical structures through Q-criterion iso-surfaces colored by the normalized streamwise velocity
component (Ux/Ug) (Reprinted from Paper I with permission).

4.1.2 General flow field behavior

Large Eddy Simulation (LES) and Reynoldsaveraged NavierStokes (RANS) are consid
erably computationally cheaper compared to DNS and therefore, are more favorable in
the industry for the simulation of turbulent flows. This, of course, comes with the loss of
information in the smaller turbulent scales. Hence, it was important to quantify this loss
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of accuracy and evaluate how much of the turbulence information could be captured by
either of these turbulence models, having the DNS as a benchmark for validation.

Fig. 4.2 provides a comparison of the averaged (temporally and spatially in spanwise direc
tion) velocity magnitude fields for the DNS, LES, and RANS with the red vectors showing
the direction of the local averaged flow. The results show that LES have properly captured
the two main vortex structures inside the domain at approximate positions (x/h, y/h) =
(25, 5.5) and (x/h, y/h) = (4, 6) with slight differences compared to what DNS results
show. RANS has also predicted such structures, but in more stretched shapes with larger
differences in terms of the position of the vortex center. This is more prominently evident
for the left vortex where RANS shows an approximate position of (x/h, y/h) = (5, 9).

Figure 4.2: Comparison of the averaged (in time and spanwise direction) velocity magnitude field normalized by the gap bulk
velocity (|U|/Ug) for (a) DNS (Validation data), (b) LES, and (c) RANS. The red vectors show the local direction of the
averaged flow field) (Reprinted from Paper II with permission).

4.1.3 Walljet characteristics

One characteristic of the flow field in the HPH outlet chamber is the confinement of the
domain which leads to a somewhat different behavior compared to a nonconfined wall
jet. As discussed before, the confinement of the domain creates a recirculatory vortex just
above the jet which pushes the jet further towards the wall. To characterize the flow field
in the outlet chamber of an HPH, it was important to compare the characteristics of such
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a walljet to a nonconfined setup. To do so, two parameters were studied: i) Jet half
velocity width y1/2, where the local streamwise velocity is equal to 0.5Umax, Umax being the
maximum local jet velocity, and ii) The spreading rate of the jet defined as:

S =
dy1/2(x)

dx
(4.1)

Fig. 4.3 illustrates how the jet halfvelocity width y1/2 develops in the streamwise direction
and compares the results of the current study with a number of relevant studies. Also,
the spreading rate could be analyzed through the same figure by looking at the slopes of
the curves (see Eq. 4.1). For both DNS and LES, y1/2 is observed to be monotonically
increasing but with different rates. However, for RANS, the spreading rate decreases at
further downstream positions closer to the outlet (x/h > 18), which again reflects the
inability of RANS in accurately predicting the large vortex structures and their interactions
with the jet (as discussed in Fig. 4.2). Different spreading rates are identified at three
different regions in the streamwise direction: i) x/h < 8, ii) x/h = 8 − 18, and iii)
x/h > 18. The values of the spreading rate are provided for the DNS, LES, and RANS in
Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Spreading rates of the jet at different streamwise regions for DNS, LES, and RANS simulations.

3 < x/h < 8 8 < x/h < 18 18 < x/h < 30
DNS 0.052 0.100 0.260
LES 0.038 0.084 0.196

RANS 0.034 0.083 0.068

A somewhat similar trend is observed for the experimental study of Innings and Trägårdh
(2007) on a free jet in a different HPH scaleup model outlet chamber. They reported
that the spreading rate doubled at positions x/h > 8 compared to the upstream positions
(x/h < 8).

Ahlman et al. (2007) performed a DNS on a walljet with confined geometry. However,
they used a coflow stream above the shear layer to wash the largescale structures from the
domain. Therefore, their case could be considered close to a nonconfined walljet geo
metry. Ahlman et al. (2007) reported a constant spreading rate of S = 0.068. Compared
to the results for the confined walljet of the current study, this shows a higher spreading
rate at regions x < 8h and lower spreading rate at regions x > 8h. Comparing the half
velocity width of the two cases in Fig. 4.3 shows that the jet in the confined case of the
current study is at a lower position until it reaches the same width at around x = 18h.
Beyond this position, the impact of the large vortex is clearly observed as the spreading rate
increases with a factor of 2. As it will be discussed later in section 4.2, no drop breakup is
observed beyond x = 18h and therefore, no impact is expected by the large vortex beyond
this position on the drops.

42



Figure 4.3: Comparison of the jet half-velocity width y1/2 in the streamwise direction for the current and similar studies (Adopted
and modified from Fig. 10 in Paper I).

Furthermore, the experimental studies of Deo et al. (2008) showed how increasing the
Reynolds number results in a decrease in the spreading of the jet. The results show that the
spreading of the jet in the current study lies between the two cases of Deo et al. (2008) with
Re = 1500 and Re = 3000 which is expected as the Reynolds number of the current study
also lies between these two Reynolds numbers. More comparisons with other studies are
available in Paper I.

4.1.4 Velocity profiles

Fig. 4.4 provides a more detailed analysis by providing the averaged streamwise velocity
profiles at positions x/h = 8, 12, 16 which are relevant positions for the breakup of drops.
At x/h = 8, LES shows a good agreement with the DNS, particularly in terms of predicting
the backflow vortex structure (represented by negative values in the range 2 < y/h < 7).
However, RANS only predicts a weak backflow (negative values) at y/h > 7. Similar
observation is also made for the positions x/h = 12 and 16. However, focusing more on
the jet region i.e., y/h < 2 as the more relevant region for the breakup of drops, the LES
performance does not seem to be superior to that of the RANS. Except for the jet maximum
velocity, RANS actually seem to comply more with the validation data (DNS). Of course,
this does not necessarily mean to be a general conclusion, but it appears that RANS has, at
least, performed as good as LES in the regions of interest for the breakup of drops in our
confined walljet setup.
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Figure 4.4: Comparison of the averaged streamwise velocity profiles normalized by the gap bulk velocity (Ux/Ug) at three stream-
wise positions (a) x/h = 8, (b) x/h = 12, and (c) x/h = 16 (Adopted and modified from Fig. 6 in Paper II).

4.1.5 Dissipation rate of TKE

The dissipation rate of TKE is another parameter of interest which is of great importance in
the study of drop breakup as it is one of the parameters which controls the Weber number
(cf. Eq. 2.4). Fig. 4.5 shows the averaged (temporally and spatially in spanwise direc
tion) field of dissipation rate of TKE normalized by the gap bulk velocity and gap height
(ε/(U3

g/h)) for DNS, LES, and RANS. Both LES and RANS (Fig. 4.5bc) have under
predicted the extent of the dissipative region inside the shear layer compared to that of the
validation data of DNS (Fig. 4.5a). In terms of the maximum global value (which occurs
for all cases at positions x/h < 7), the relative errors are +4% and −41% for the LES and
RANS, respectively.

A more detailed investigation of the dissipation rate of TKE profiles in further downstream
positions (more relevant for breakup) is carried out and the results are presented in Fig. 4.6.
At x/h = 8, two local maxima are observed for all cases, but the one inside the shear layer
is the one which will interact with the drops. Moving to further downstream positions, the
maximum values decrease, the profiles change towards more uniform values, and LES and
RANS results get closer to that of the DNS. In terms of the local maximum dissipation
rates, the relative errors for the LES are 13%, 7.8%, and 2.5% at streamwise positions
x/h = 8, 12, and 16, respectively. The same trend is observed for the RANS, but with
relatively larger errors i.e., 41%, 30%, and 10%.

The results show that LES does have a closer prediction to the validation data (DNS), but
RANS results are not far from DNS results as well. Considering the limitations of a 2
equation RANS model (particularly with curved streamline which is dominantly present
in the flow field of interest) but considerably lower computational cost (0.1% and 0.03%
of computational time of LES and DNS, respectively), RANS could be considered as a
very fast estimation of the dissipation rates inside the outlet chamber of a typical HPH.
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Figure 4.5: Comparison of the averaged dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic energy field normalized by the gap bulk velocity and
gap height (ε/(U3

g/h)) for (a) DNS (Validation data), (b) LES, and (c) RANS (Reprinted from Paper IIwith permission).

Figure 4.6: Comparison of the averaged dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic energy profiles normalized by the gap bulk velocity
and gap height (ε/(U3

g/h)) at three streamwise positions (a) x/h = 8, (b) x/h = 12, and (c) x/h = 16 (Adopted and
modified from Fig. 9 in Paper II).

Furthermore, using a characteristic dissipation rate of TKE (values averaged in a rectangular
area in the range 0 < x/h < 20 and 0.5 < y/h < 2.5) and using it in a population balance
equation (PBE) framework showed very close predictions of the Sauter mean diameter
(D32) of the fragment size for the LES and RANS with +24% and +22% relative errors,
respectively, compared to that of the DNS. The details of this investigation is available in
section 3.3.3, Paper II.
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4.2 Single drop breakup

A primary objective of this PhD work was to investigate the turbulent breakup of drops
inside the scaleup HPH model (cf. Fig. 3.1). This is carried out through two approaches:
i) Experimental approach where highspeed photography was used to visualize the breakup
of drops, and ii) Numerical approach where a DNSVOF framework was used to simulate
the turbulent breakup of the drops.

Both approaches have their own limitations. The experimental approach through 2D pho
tography introduces uncertainties regarding the breakup events that might occur in the
plane normal to the image plane. The numerical approach also comes with limitations in
terms of high computational costs. To reduce this cost, compromises are made in terms of
grid resolution which might lead to uncertainties in terms of the exact point and time of
the breakup. Therefore, an investigation through the two methods seems to be a promising
approach to compensate for these limitations.

The results of this section are investigated at a characteristic Weber number We = 82 based
on the dissipation rate of TKE definition of Eq. 2.6. In what follows, the results of the
experimental and numerical studies are provided in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, respectively.

4.2.1 Experimental drop breakup

The visualization of three sample drops from the experimental approach is provided in Fig.
4.7. In the topleft corner, the trajectories of each drop is plotted on top of the normalized
dissipation rate of TKE field (time and spanwiseaveraged) as a tool for providing informa
tion regarding the relative location of the drops with respect to the dissipative region inside
the shear layer. The dissipation rate field is obtained from the numerical solution of the
flow field. In the topright corner, the circularity of each drop (normalized by the value of
the initial circularity i.e., C(x=0)) is plotted. The square markers show the last point plotted.
The circularities are plotted up to one timestep before the breakup while the trajectories
are shown up to the point of breakup. This is to avoid false interpretation of circularity
at the instance of breakup since the circularity is calculated for a single drop and not two
separated drops. Different instances of the drop visualizations are illustrated at approxim
ate streamwise positions (designated by the position axes). The movement direction of the
drops visualizations are similar to the plane of the trajectories plot (from left to right). Due
to visualization limitations for larger drops, the red arrows in the latest stages of the drops
deformations point to the positions of the drops in those instances. The three drops are
chosen to represent different breakup morphologies observed in the experiments.

Starting with the first drop (Drop 1), we observe that the drop does not significantly de
form and maintains its spherical shape until about x/h = 10. This is also reflected by the
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value of circularity staying close to 1 until this position. Beyond this position, the drop
starts to stretch in the horizontal direction. Just after x/h = 12, the drop relaxes into a
relatively spherical shape again, but then gets pulled in the vertical direction. This leads to
the formation of two bulbs which are finally separated at the neck formed between them
at position x/h = 14.4.

Figure 4.7: Three sample experimental drops with plots of corresponding trajectories on top of the dissipation rate of TKE field
(top-left) and circularities (top-right). The green arrows point to the approximate position of the initial breakup. The
red arrows show the streamwise position of the drop geometric center for the late stages of drop deformation due
to space limitations for visualizing large drops.

Drop 2 also shows a similar behavior, but breaks at an earlier position. No significant
deformation is observed up to about x/h = 4. But, beyond this position, a rapid stretching
of the drop occurs in a distance of 2h. The left part of the drop stretches into a threadlike
shape while the larger portion of the drop forms a bulb on the right. Finally, breakup occurs
at x/h = 7 inside the thread. At the instance captured after the breakup, various points of
breakup is detected, but this seems to be due to the limitation of the camera to capture the
exact moment of breakup and therefore, detecting the exact point of initial breakup.

Drop 3 stays spherical for a longer distance up to about x/h = 9. A more complex de
formation seem to happen which is not quite detected by the measure of circularity i.e., a
deformation of the drop is evident at x/h = 10 by looking at the visualizations, where a hole
seems to form inside the drop, but the circularity stays close to 1. At about x/h = 10.5, a
more diffused type of deformation morphology is observed at the topleft part of the drop
and finally at about x/h = 11, the breakup occurs in that region instead of a single point.
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4.2.2 Numerical drop breakup

After resolving the singlephase flow inside the HPH outlet chamber, the flow field is ready
for the injection of the drops, as a second phase, to investigate the deformation and breakup
of the drops in the numerical framework.

Fig. 4.8 provides visualizations of three sample numerical drops. The isosurfaces ofVOF =
0.5 are used in all visualizations of the numerical drops to visualize the drop interface.
This figure is analogous to Fig. 4.7 for experimental drops with the same information
(trajectories on top of the time and spanwiseaveraged dissipation rate of TKE field in
the topleft, circularity plots in the topright, and visualizations of the drop at different
instances in the bottom with position axes). Furthermore, the direction and orientation of
the drops are in accordance with the trajectories plot which helps with understanding the
position and orientation of the drop with respect to the dissipative region of the shear layer.

Figure 4.8: Three sample numerical drops with plots of corresponding trajectories on top of the dissipation rate of TKE field
(top-left) and circularities (top-right). The green arrows point to the approximate position of the initial breakup. The
red arrows show the streamwise position of the drop geometric center for the late stages of drop deformation due
to space limitations for visualizing large drops.

Drop 1 keeps its spherical shape until x/h = 4. A slight stretching occurs in the horizontal
direction which then quickly relaxes into spherical shape and stretches again in the vertical
direction. About x/h = 9.5, a small neck starts to appear on the left side of the drop which
then gets thinner until breakup occurs at a single point in the neck at position x/h = 11.3.

Drop 2 shows a monotonous decrease in circularity beyond x/h = 6 where the drop starts
stretching in the horizontal direction. The long neck/thread gets very thin until it breaks
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at a single point at position x/h = 11.

Drop 3 shows a more oscillatory behavior in terms of circularity. The drop first starts de
forming just after x/h = 4. The deformation starts as stretching in the horizontal direction
until x/h = 8 where the stretching changes in the vertical direction. Then again at about
x/h = 9 the drop stretching changes to the horizontal direction. Beyond this position,
the drop interface deforms into a thin sheet. Finally, at x/h = 15.3 the sheet ruptures
chaotically with no single point detectable as the initial breakup point.

4.3 Comparisons

This section provides a summary of the comparison studies on the drop breakup investiga
tions. First, section 4.3.1 provides a comparison of the experimental and numerical studies
of the drops breakup inside the HPH outlet chamber at a characteristic Weber number of
We = 82. The experimental and numerical results are compared both qualitatively and
quantitatively. This section serves as a summary of the results provided in Paper IV.

In section 4.3.2, the results of the numerical drop breakup inside the HPH outlet chamber
is compared to the results of the study on drop breakup in an ideal homogeneous isotropic
turbulence (HIT) at 3 different characteristic Weber numbers We = 1, 5 and 96. This
section provides a summary of the results which are published in Paper III.

4.3.1 Experimental vs. numerical

Different comparison tools are needed to compare the results of the experimental and nu
merical studies of drop breakup. Since it is practically impossible to create exactly the same
turbulent flow field and therefore exactly the same drop deformation sequences, the results
of the two studies are compared both in a qualitative and a statistically quantitative manner.

The first tool is the qualitative comparison of the breakup morphologies observed in the
studies. The drops in both studies are manually and individually investigated to identify
similarities and differences.

Fig. 4.9 illustrates one of the breakup morphologies observed both in the experiments and
the numerical studies. In both cases, the drop is deformed, stretched, and finally broken
at a single detectable point. In such a breakup morphology, the extent of stretching and
thinning of the drops might be very different, but the common characteristic of this type
of morphology is that a single initial breaking point could be detected.

Another type of breakup morphology detected in both the experiments and the numerical
studies is presented in Fig. 4.10. In both cases, the drop is deformed and broken in a more
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Figure 4.9: Single-point breakup morphology for (a) Experimental drop, and (b) Numerical drop. The green arrows show the
initial breakup point.

diffused breaking region rather than a single point. In this type of breakup morphology, it
is evident from the numerical cases that the drop (partially or entirely) deforms into a thin
sheet and the initial breakup starts as a rupture in that thin sheet. Due to limitations of
the experimental approach (both image resolution and the lack of information in the 3rd
dimension normal to the visualization plane), it is difficult to have the same observation
in the experiments. However, by looking at the snapshots of the drop in the frames after
the initial breakup e.g., the last frame in Fig. 4.10a, it is evident that the drop breaks in a
chaotic manner at multiple locations where each detached part moves separately after the
breakup event.

Figure 4.10: Diffuse breakup morphology for (a) Experimental drop, and (b) Numerical drop

Borderline morphologies are also observed in both approaches as illustrated in Fig. 4.11
where the characteristics of both abovementioned morphologies are observed in the breakup
sequences of the experimental and the numerical drops. In the experimental drop, a dif
fused region of breakup is formed in the middle of the drop in the sixth frame which is
similar to the morphology observed in Fig. 4.10. However, in the subsequent frame, a
single point of breakup is observed on the left side of the drop which is similar to the be
havior in Fig. 4.9. The same behavior is also observed in the numerical drops with Fig.
4.10b as an example. In the fourth frame, it is observed that a neck is formed on the left
side while the other portion of the drop deforms into a thin sheet. These deformations fur
ther develop until a singlepoint breakup occurs in the neck while a sheet rupture (diffused
breakup morphology) is observed in the other portion of the drop.

What was discussed in the previous paragraphs showed the similarities of the experimental
and numerical approaches in terms of predicting the breakup morphologies. However,
differences are also observed. As illustrated in Fig. 4.12, a few drops in the experiments
show a type of binary breakup morphology in which two daughter drops with almost the
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Figure 4.11: Borderline breakup morphology for (a) Experimental drop, and (b) Numerical drop. The green arrows show the
single initial breakup point while the red arrows point to the diffused region of breakup.

same size are generated. Although this could also be categorized as a singlepoint breakup
morphology which was also observed in the numerical approach, the daughter drops in the
numerical approach are mostly different in size and not comparable to those in a binary
breakup.

Figure 4.12: Bulb breakup morphology for an experimental drop

A more quantitative approach is also taken to compare the numerical and experimental
studies of the drops breakup.

Fig. 4.13 illustrates the trajectories of the drops for the numerical and the experimental
approaches. The squares at the end of each trajectory show the corresponding breakup
positions. Furthermore, the green rectangles show the extent of the breakup region for all
the drops in each of the numerical and the experimental approaches. No significant dif
ference is observed for the breakup positions in the ydirection (y/h = 0.29 − 2.04 and
y/h = 0.22− 2.02 ranges are observed for the numerical and experimental drops, respect
ively.). However, in the xdirection, a wider region is observed for the case of experimental
drops. The experimental drop breakup events occur at positions x/h = 5.27−18.04 while
the numerical results suggest breakup positions at x/h = 7.3 − 15.34.

Fig. 4.14 compares the mean streamwise positions of the numerical and the experimental
drops at different circularity levels (designated as xCn where n is equal to the different cir
cularity values) and at the initial breakup position (xbreakup). The error bars show the 95%
confidence intervals. The circularity level C = 0.67 is taken as a measure for the beginning
of the substantial deformation of the drops. This level was obtained through manual in
vestigation of the results. By starting at C = 0.67 and moving towards higher deformation
levels until the breakup, we could get insight into how the drops deformations progress (the
beginning of the deformation, how fast the deformations happen, and when the breakup
happens) in the two approaches. At all circularity levels and at the breakup, it is observed
that the numerical approach predicted later positions compared to those of the experi
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Figure 4.13: Trajectories of (a) Numerical and (b) Experimental drops. The squares show the breakup positions. The green
regions show the breakup position spans. The green dashed line in the case of experimental drops show position
of the middle of the gap height.

mental approach. However, the 95% confidence intervals are overlapping, implying that
there is no statistically significant difference between the two methods at the 5% level.

Figure 4.14: The mean streamwise positions for the numerical and experimental drops at different circularity levels (xCn , where
n = 0.67, 0.55, 0.5, and 0.45) and at the breakup position (xbreakup) with the error bars showing the 95% confidence
intervals (Reprinted from Paper IV with permission).

A better understanding of the distribution of the breakup positions is provided through the
PDF of the breakup positions as illustrated in Fig. 4.15. This figure shows that in both the
numerical and the experimental approaches, the most likely breakup position is at range
x/h = 10 − 12. However, a difference is also observed. In the experiments, breakup
events are observed in the ranges as early and as late as x/h = 4 − 6 and x/h = 16 − 20,
respectively. This is not so for the numerical drops.

Another difference between the two datasets is in terms of breakup probability. All the
numerical drops (51 drops) break resulting in a breakup probability of 100% with 95%
confidence interval [93 − 100%]. However, 82% of the experimental drops (88 out of
107) are broken (with 95% confidence interval [74 − 89%]).
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Figure 4.15: PDF of the breakup positions for the numerical and experimental drops. The error bars show the 95% confidence
intervals (Reprinted from Paper IV with permission).

In summary, the numerical and the experimental approaches are generally in good agree
ment in terms of predicting the morphologies and mean breakup positions. However, dif
ferences are also observed and the possible underlying reasons for these differences should
be addressed.

The first hypothesis for the observed differences was the uncertainties in terms of the Weber
number in the experiments. While the physical properties are set as constant inputs in the
numerical simulations, uncertainties exist in the real world i.e., experiments. Using the
method of the propagation of uncertainties on Eq. 2.4 (as discussed in details in Paper IV,
section 2.4) showed that there is a ±16% uncertainty in the value of the Weber number
compared to the numerical simulations i.e., Weber number could be varying in the range
[69 − 96]. However, performing simulations with three Weber numbers 69, 82, and 96
and comparing the results in terms of breakup morphologies and positions showed no
significant difference. Therefore, the hypothesis that the differences might be due to the
uncertainties of the Weber number is rejected.

The second hypothesis was that the loss of information in the 2D imaging in the exper
iments might lead to the loss of information in the 3rd dimension (the plane normal to
the imaging plane) and result in some difference between the numerical and experimental
results. To test this hypothesis, the numerical results were investigated in both 2D and 3D
(2D investigation of the numerical results included performing the same imageprocessing
procedure as that of the experimental approach on the projection of the drops images on
the 2D plane). Although investigating the drops deformation in 2D might arguably lead
to difficulties in determining the exact morphology of the breakup, only small differences
were observed in terms of breakup position (a 0.1h difference in the mean values of breakup
position). Therefore, this is not expected to considerably affect the main conclusions of the
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study.

The third hypothesis was that the slight differences in terms of the injection points and the
initial circularity of the drops could lead to further differences observed between the two
datasets. Although the filtering process in the imageprocessing (cf. section 2.3.2) ensures
that the initial injection positions and circularities of the experimental drops are not far
from those of the numerical drops, slight differences (introduced by the permissible errors
as an input to the filtration process) might still lead to differences in the final results. This
was inevitable since we had to find a balance between using narrower filters (to get closer to
the numerical drops initial states) and having fewer drops for the statistical analyses. Fig.
4.16 provides a clear image of how the difference in the trajectories of the drops affects the
breakup positions. The experimental drops are divided into three groups: The drops which
break early (x/h < 8), the drops breaking late (x/h > 14), and the drops which do not
break at all. The normalized dissipation rate of TKE field (time and spanwiseaveraged) is
also plotted to provide information regarding the position of the highdissipation regions
with respect to the trajectories. It is evident in Fig. 4.16a that when the drops pass through
the highly dissipative shear layer, the breakup at an early position inside the shear layer is
almost certain. On the other hand, as suggested by Figs. 4.16bc, when the drops bypass this
region, they either break at much later stages or do not break at all (the trajectories in Fig.
4.16c are cut due to the entrance of another drop in the domain. But, the drops are manually
inspected and ensured that they do not break until they exit the field of view). Therefore,
differences in the injection points of the drops affect the trajectories and consequently the
breakup positions.

Figure 4.16: The trajectories of the experimental drops on top of the time- and spanwise-averaged dissipation rate of TKE field
normalized by U3

g/h, divided into three groups: (a) drops with early breakup positions (x/h < 8), (b) drops with
late breakup positions (x/h > 14), and (c) drops not breaking (Reprinted from Paper II with permission).

Fig. 4.17 provides a more statistical view on the impact of the initial injection position
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and circularity. Fig. 4.17a compares the PDF of the breakup positions of the experimental
drops based on their injection position and compares that to those of the numerical study.
The results show that the drops injected closer to the gap centerline (green bars), where the
numerical drops are injected, leads to narrower breakup position distribution i.e., closer
to the numerical drops distribution. Furthermore, as the injection points get farther from
the gap centerline (red bars), the breakup distribution gets skewed more towards left i.e.,
earlier breakup positions are observed.

An analogous investigation is carried out on the initial circularity values. More skewness
to the left (higher probability for earlier breakup positions) is observed for the red bars rep
resenting larger initial circularities while more spherical drops (green bars) have a generally
closer distribution to the numerical drops distribution.

Figure 4.17: PDF of the streamwise breakup positions for the experimental drops categorized based on (a) injection point posi-
tion, and (b) initial circularity. The PDF of the streamwise breakup positions for the numerical study is provided for
comparison. The error bars show the 95% confidence intervals (Adopted and modified from Fig. 17 and Fig. 18
in Paper IV)

Therefore, as suggested by these findings, the initial state of the drop at the time of injection
seems to be able to explain part of the differences observed between the numerical and
experimental results.

The last hypothesis that might explain the differences of the numerical and experimental
results is that the assumptions made for the interfacial tension in the numerical approach are
possibly not taking into account all the physics of the breakup phenomenon. A simplistic
model is used in the numerical approach concerning the dynamics of the surfaceactive
species. In this study, the interfacial tension on the surface of the drop is assumed to be
constant in time and over the surface of the drop. This implies an assumption of instant
emulsifier distribution over the drop interface (Håkansson and Nilsson, 2023). This is not
true in reality in two main perspectives. First, one could argue that from the time the drop
detaches from the injection needle until it breaks, the emulsifier species do not have enough
time to spread entirely on the drop interface. If this is true, it actually implies larger in
terfacial tension in the experimental drops which should lead to statistically later breakup
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positions. However, the results support the opposite i.e., the experimental drops show
an earlier mean breakup position compared to the DNS drops. The second argument is
that drop deformation leads to spatial gradients of interfacial tensions which in turn leads
to Marangoni effects (flow driving stresses). Furthermore, local differences of interfacial
tension react differently to the local turbulent structures in terms of local deformations.
Overall, these effects are not expected to change the results in terms of breakup positions,
but they could provide an explanation in terms of minor differences in the breakup prob
abilities.

Despite the minor differences observed in the experimental and the numerical results, we
find the combination of both of these approaches to be a promising framework. Both the
experimental and numerical approaches have their own limitations. In the experiments, the
camera shutter speed, framespersecond, etc., as well as 2D representation of the 3D drops
introduce limitations to the problem. In the numerical approach, the computational costs
limit the turbulence levels to a medium range (higher Reynolds numbers need higher res
olution which in turn increases the computational cost). While in industrial applications,
high turbulence levels are typically observed. Overall, since the limitations of the two ap
proaches do not considerably overlap, the combination of the two approaches seemed to
provide a robust framework in studying the turbulent drop breakup phenomenon.

4.3.2 HIT vs. HPH

The majority of the studies on drop breakup in the literature are carried out on ideal turbu
lence setups e.g. homogeneous isotropic turbulence (HIT) (Håkansson and Brandt, 2022;
Komrakova, 2019; Qian et al., 2006; Rivière et al., 2021; VelaMartín and Avila, 2021, 2022).
Therefore, it was interesting to compare the results of such an ideal condition with those
of the industriallyrelevant geometry of an emulsification device (HPH) to see the main
differences and similarities.

The results were compared for the cases (called ISO and HPH from now on) for three
different Weber numbers: i) We = 96, ii) We = 5, and iii) We = 1. As Weber number
is directly related to the drop diameter (cf. Eq. 2.4), one way of interpreting the different
cases is through the drop sizes they represent i.e., We = 96 represents the largest drops
which are easier to break and We = 1 represents the smallest drops which are hard to
break. The dissipation rate of TKE (ε) used for the calculation of the Weber number is
defined as the temporally and spatially averaged value across the domain for the ISO case
and the temporally and spatially (in spanwise direction) averaged value at a reference point
(on the jet centerline at x/h = 8) for the HPH case.

To make the study of the breakup more relevant in an industrial point of view, the term
“first effective breakup” was defined. This term is used to describe breakup events in which
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a daughter drop is detached with a volume of at least 2% of that of the mother drop.
Otherwise, the breakup is defined as “initial breakup”.

Fig. 4.18 illustrates one sample drop for each Weber number and each case of ISO (a) and
HPH (b) (out of 7 cases studied for each resulting in a total of 42 cases) at the instance of
the first effective breakup. Similar breakup morphologies are observed for all cases. Starting
with the largest Weber number (We = 96), the breakup morphology of both cases could
be described as chaotic where the drop is deformed in many directions. At the lower Weber
number We = 5, formation of a neck with larger portions of the drop on the two sides is
observed with the breakup happening in the neck. At the lowest Weber number (We = 1),
the dominant observation is that there is almost no tendency of the drops to breakup. Only
one case out of 7 cases in the HPH drops resulted in breakup. The drops in the other cases
only showed slight deformations and relaxing back to the stable spherical shape.

Figure 4.18: Drops at the instance of the first effective breakup at We = 96, We = 5, and We = 1 for (a) ISO case, and (b) HPH
case.

Fig. 4.19 shows the drop total interfacial area variations with time for each case at the
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different Weber numbers. A commonly observed difference between the two sets of cases is
that in the ISO cases, the drops start to deform immediately from the beginning, while no
deformation is observed for the HPH cases until they reach a specific time (corresponding
to the positions at which the dissipative region in the shear layer is present). Also, another
observation is that the values of the maximum interfacial area generally increase with the
Weber number in both the ISO and the HPH cases e.g., maximum values of A/A0 at
We = 96 are in the ranges [2.1 − 3.4] and [2.4 − 3.3] for the HPH and the ISO cases,
respectively, while these are [1.5 − 2.4] and [1.3 − 1.9] at We = 5.

At We = 96, as observed for almost all cases, an initial breakup (a detachment of less than
2% volume) occurs before reaching the first effective breakup which is another indication
of the chaotic deformation of the drops at this high Weber number for both cases. The
interfacial areas at which breakup happens are comparable for the two sets of cases. A
difference between the two cases at this Weber number is that the area variations of the
ISO cases increase monotonically with an almost constant slope (variation rate) until the
first effective breakup happens. However, these variations for the HPH drops start slowly
and then get faster (with some cases even relaxing again to lower interfacial area e.g., cases
A and G) until the breakup happens.

AtWe = 5 for the ISO cases, there is no monotonic increase in interfacial area over time, as
there were for We = 96. This implies that the deformations of the drops are not as intense
as those at We = 96. Therefore, drops have more time to go through deformation and
relaxation periods and finally breakup. However, there is no substantial difference between
the HPH cases in terms of the breakup time implying that the shear layer position and
the anisotropic characteristics of the flow field in the HPH play the decisive role on when
the breakup occurs. A difference observed at this Weber number is that in the majority of
the cases (except for cases C and D in the HPH), the initial and the first effective breakup
coincide. This is another indication of the chaotic behavior of the drops at We = 96 where
the explosive breakup behavior leads to very small detachments while this is not observed
for lower Weber numbers.

At the lowest Weber number (We = 1), the behavior of the drops is more different between
the ISO and HPH settings. For the ISO cases, oscillatory behavior is observed for all drops
in which the interfacial area steadily increases, but no breakup occurs even after a long time
(t/τη = 108). On the other hand, for the drops in the HPH case, the drops go through
similar deformation/relaxation periods. But, after a certain time, no further significant
deformations are observed implying that the drops have passed the highdissipation region
of the shear layer and no further chance of large deformations leading to breakup exists.
Only one case (E) goes through a larger relative increase of 30% in the interfacial area, and
this is the only drop that breaks at this Weber number.

Table 4.2 reports a summary of the first effective breakup times (Mean ± Standard devi
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Figure 4.19: Total interfacial area variations at We = 96, We = 5, and We = 1 for (a) ISO cases, and (b) HPH cases. The square
and circle markers show the initial and the first effective breakup positions, respectively (Adopted and modified
from Figs. 8, 11, 14 in Paper III)

ation) for each case and Weber number. For the ISO cases, a clear trend is observed where
the breakup times decrease with increasing the Weber number. This trend is also observed
for individual cases starting from the same flow realizations but at different Weber numbers.
However, no substantial decrease is observed in the breakup time for the HPH cases as the
Weber number increases. Even for some individual cases e.g., case G, the drop breakup
occurs at an earlier time for the lower Weber number We = 5 compared to We = 96. This
indicates that, due to the inhomogeneity of the flow field in the HPH cases, correlations
of the breakup time and the Weber number do not appear to be generally held as those in
the ISO cases.
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Table 4.2: The normalized first effective breakup times (tB/τη ) reported as (Mean ± Standard deviation) for each case and
Weber number.

We = 1 We = 5 We = 96
ISO > 100 16.3 ± 4 9.5 ± 1.3
HPH > 116 (Case E: 23.8) 30.8 ± 7.7 27.7 ± 3.9

4.4 Investigations of turbulence impact on drop breakup

By building confidence on the results of the DNSVOF simulations by validating them
through the experiments, a vast information is now available on the flow field turbulent
characteristics, with the dissipation rate of TKE field being of particular interest due to its
key role in KolmogorovHinze drop breakup analyses framework (Walstra and Smulders,
1998) as well as suggestions by other studies in the context of drop breakup in highpressure
homogenizers (Guan et al., 2020; Maindarkar et al., 2015; Mohr, 1987; Raikar et al., 2011).

As a first step, a number of simulations were done on different Weber numbers to find
the Weber number at which somewhat close percentages of both cases of drops breaking
and not breaking are observed (All Weber numbers are characteristic Weber numbers based
on ε value of Eq. 2.6, unless stated otherwise). This would give us a good study case to
investigate why, at the same Weber number, breakup occurs in some flow realizations and
not in others. Preliminary investigations over a wider range of Weber numbers indicated
We = 3 to be a good representative of such a case where breakup events were observed for
15 out of a total of 25 drops. More details on these preliminary investigations are found in
Paper V.

4.4.1 Breakup morphologies

One interesting observation at We = 3 is that for all cases where breakup occurs, the
observed breakup morphology is the singlepoint breakup (cf. Fig 4.12) with bulbneck
deformation and breakup occurring somewhere in the neck. Fig. 4.20 illustrates the visu
alization of the drops with the same flow realization at the time of initial breakup (the final
state of the drop for the case of We = 1 where no breakup is observed), but at different
Weber numbers. At We = 3, bulbneck breakup morphology is observed. At the slightly
higher We = 5, still the same morphology (single point breakup) is observed but with
considerable differences in the size of the portions of the bulbs formed at each side of the
neck. Further increasing the Weber number leads to more chaotic breakup morphologies.
At We = 20, the initial breakup point starts inside the sheet formed at the upperleft part
of the drop and at We = 60, this behavior is observed in a much more pronounced fashion
indicating a diffuse breakup morphology (cf. Fig. 4.10). This clearly shows the Weber
number to be an important factor in determining the breakup morphology. However, the
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fact that not all drops break at some Weber numbers e.g. We = 3, shows that other factors
such as the local and instantaneous turbulent properties are also important which will be
discussed later in this section.

Furthermore, a general decreasing trend is observed for the breakup times with increasing
the Weber number. But, this does not happen monotonically (A decrease is observed in
breakup time from We = 3 to We = 5, but an increase is observed again from We = 5
to We = 10). This is in agreement with the discussions of breakup time in HPH cases in
section 4.3.2 as well as breakup morphology analyses in homogeneous isotropic turbulence
(Håkansson et al., 2022b).

Figure 4.20: Drops visualizations at different Weber numbers at the time of initial breakup (with similar HPH settings as that of
Paper IV). The initial breakup time normalized by the Kolmogorov time-scale tη is presented for each case (except
for We = 1 for which the final state of the drop and the corresponding time in the simulation is presented).

4.4.2 Critical Weber number

Finding a critical Weber number above which breakup is definite has always been of great
interest in the literature on the breakup phenomenon (Duan et al., 2003; Rivière et al.,
2021; Walstra and Smulders, 1998; Wierzba, 1990). In the KolmogorovHinze framework,
the critical Weber number is a global quantity that describes the largest surviving drop. In
this study, we are investigating whether the same line of reasoning can be applied locally and
instantaneously. It has been suggested (Perlekar et al., 2012) that the concept of a critical
Weber number can be applied locally as an indication of when the local turbulent structures
surrounding a drop are sufficiently energetic to break it.

Fig. 4.21 shows the local maximum Weber number on the surface of the drops (Wesmax),
based on the maximum instantaneous dissipation rate of TKE on the drop interface i.e.,
εsmax , where drop interface is identified as the regions where 0.45 <VOF< 0.55) along
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their trajectories in streamwise direction, for all flow realizations.

Figure 4.21: Drop interface maximumWeber number along drop trajectories in streamwise direction. Black and red curves show
the drops which break and do not break, respectively. Solid blue square marks show the positions of initial breakup
for the corresponding curves.

As shown in this figure, up to about x = 4, all drops have very low (< 1) local Weber num
bers. Above this position, Wesmax increases, indicating increased external stresses, leading to
a number of drops breaking (breakup positions denoted by solid blue squares) and others
leaving the highWeber region (x/h ≈ 6 − 15) without breaking. Beyond this region, no
further breakup is expected as there will be no significant turbulence to interact with the
drops.

An important observation in Fig. 4.21 is that no threshold (critical) value could be iden
tified above which breakup definitely occurs. The maximum values of Wesmax for the cases
of breaking and notbreaking drops are 34 ± 11 and 25 ± 11 (Mean ± standard devi
ation), respectively, implying that the cases that do not break, experience statistically lower
maximum Wesmax values along their trajectories (peak values in the figure). However, fur
ther investigations of the cases breaking and not breaking show that peak values as low as
Wesmax = 22 have led to breakup while peak values as high as Wesmax = 47 did not result in
breakup (As seen in the figure, the second maximum value ofWesmax among all drops occurs
for a drop which do not break). This shows that the criterion of a critical Wesmax value is
not deterministic in predicting drop breakup. As suggested by Perlekar et al. (2012), high
values of Wesmax could be interpreted as an indication of large drop deformations, but the
observations in the cases studied in this thesis work do not support a general conclusion
about the existence of a critical Weber number which determines breakup events.

The result in Fig. 4.21 has been repeated by replacing Wesmax with Weber numbers based
on different measures of the local dissipation rate (volumeaveraged and maximum ε val
ues inside a sphere with different diameters, 1.5 − 3D0, surrounding the drop). However,
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regardless of how the local Weber number is defined, it is unable to provide a simple de
terministic or statistical criterion for predicting drop breakup.

4.4.3 Turbulencedrop interactions

The impact of the local dissipation rate of TKE field on the drop is investigated in this
section. Simultaneous visualizations of both the drop interface and the local dissipation
rate of TKE, ε (both through showing local values on the drop interface and using 3D
isosurfaces, as will be discussed) was the technique to show the interactions of the drop
and ε local field.

Local dissipative regions and critical deformation

Fig. 4.22 shows one example of the interactions of the ε field and the drop (We = 3).
In Fig. 4.22a, the drop interface (VOF= 0.5 isosurface) is visualized where the surface is
colored by the local values of the dissipation rate of TKE (ln(ε[m2/s3])). Note that at the
concave region of the drop, which appears to have just occurred, the local ε is relatively
high. This suggests that the local ε plays a role in controlling the local deformation. This
is more clearly observed in 4.22b where ln(ε[m2/s3]) = 10.8 (Corresponding to a local
We = 7.5) isosurfaces are visualized and colored by the local relative velocities of the
turbulent structure (with slightly different angle of view for better visualization). This is a
method of illustrating the position and size of the regions of the fluid which are expected
to contribute to the drop deformation with high turbulent stress. The relative velocity at
each point is calculated with respect to the velocity of the drop centroid and it is used as
the color of the isosurfaces in this figure (with negative and positive values showing the
regions moving away from and towards the drop centroid, respectively). It is observed that
at the concavity of the deformed drop, high ε values exist with isosurface shapes compatible
with the concave drop interface. The other observation is that the ε isosurfaces responsible
for this deformation pattern is relatively stationary with respect to the drop (low relative
velocities). This is a typical behavior observed in various cases, indicating that these high
dissipative regions have sufficiently long times to interact with the drop and deform it.

Fig. 4.23 illustrates the results for a case which does not lead to breakup. The development
of the drop deformation is illustrated in three different snapshots (from left to right) where
the drop interface colored by the local ε (Fig. 4.23a) and ln(ε[m2/s3]) = 10 (Correspond
ing to a local We = 4.4) isosurfaces around the drop, colored by Urel/Ug (Fig. 4.23b) are
provided for each snapshot (with slightly different angles of view for better visualization).
In the first snapshot, high ε values are observed. This is also confirmed by the relatively
stationary highε isosurfaces close to the drop interface which are aligned compatibly with
the drop stretching direction. This leads to more stretching and formation of a neck in the
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Figure 4.22: (a) drop interface (VOF= 0.5 iso-surface) colored by the local dissipation rate of TKE (ln(ε[m2/s3])), (b)
ln(ε[m2/s3]) = 10.8 iso-surfaces around the drop, colored by the normalized local relative velocity with respect to
the drop centroid (Urel/Ug)

drop (in the second snapshot). However, no highε region is available anymore to further
stretch the neck to its critically deformed state, defined as the deformation which renders
the internal flow in the drop to become destabilizing (Håkansson et al., 2022a). Finally,
the drop exits the highdissipative region and relaxes back to its stable spherical shape.

Figure 4.23: Development of the drop deformation for a case with no breakup (a) drop interface (VOF= 0.5 iso-surface) colored
by the local dissipation rate of TKE (ln(ε[m2/s3])), (b) ln(ε[m2/s3]) = 10 iso-surfaces around the drop, colored by
the normalized local relative velocity with respect to the drop centroid (Urel/Ug)
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Local dissipative regions and breakup behavior in the neck

Another observation from the studied cases is that the local ε values on the surface of the
drop at the critically deformed state seem to provide clues about the position of the initial
breakup in the neck. Two different sets of cases are observed in which high ε values are
locally either: i) concentrated in one or several disconnected regions, or ii) distributed in a
larger region. Fig. 4.24 shows two sample drops for case (i). In Fig. 4.24a, high ε values
are observed on the left part of the neck where the breakup occurs in the next snapshot.
In Fig. 4.24b, high ε values are observed on both ends of the neck while medium local ε
values exist in the middle. In the next snapshot, breakup occurs at those high ε regions.

Figure 4.24: Impact of concentrated local high ε regions on the initial breakup point for two drop samples. The figures on
the left show the snapshots just before the breakup where high local ε values are denoted by the red arrows. The
figures on the right show the instance of initial breakup with the blue arrows pointing to the approximate positions
of initial breakup

Fig. 4.25 provides two sample drops for case (ii). In both sample drops, the high ε values
are observed in a larger area in the neck. In Fig. 4.25a, high ε values are found in the
half of the neck area on the left, while in 4.25b, the whole neck is under high ε values. In
both cases, breakup occurs not in a single point, but within the whole region where high ε
was observed. How the neck breaks influences the shapes of the daughter drops and their
size distribution which is still debated as discussed in the literature, mostly investigated
through population balance equations (PBE). This study shows the influence of the local
flow conditions in that regard. Furthermore, how the initial breakup takes place affects the
developments of breakup cascade (Komrakova, 2019).

As a final remark, it should be noted that as discussed in Paper III, the spatial resolution
of the simulations is sufficiently high for the study of the initial breakup. However, as the
drop deforms to the point that the neck is thinned beyond the state of critical deformation,
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Figure 4.25: Impact of distributed local high ε regions on the initial breakup point for two drop samples. The figures on the left
show the snapshots just before the breakup where high local ε values are denoted by the red ovals. The figures
on the right show the instance of initial breakup with the blue ovals showing the approximate regions of initial
breakup

we start to get very few grid cells across the neck. This issue could be somewhat alleviated
by considerably increasing the resolution around the neck, but could not be completely
resolved (As there will always be few points in the neck close to the time of breakup).
However, since the initial breakup is the main interest in this study, this limitation does
not compromise the results. Although, no concrete conclusions could be made regarding
the exact points of breakup, further development of the drop breakup and the movements
of the detached portions of the drop provide the proof regarding the occurrence of the
breakup as well as its approximate position.
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Chapter 5

5 Contributions, implications, and conclusions

This chapter provides a brief image regarding the contributions of this thesis work to the
field of turbulent drop breakup inside highpressure homogenizers, its relevance to the
industrial applications, and its main conclusions.

5.1 Contributions

The contributions of each publication resulted from this study are summarized as follows:

• Paper I: Before this study, the stateoftheart in studying the flow field inside an
HPH outlet chamber geometry was using either PIV (Innings and Trägårdh, 2007;
Håkansson et al., 2011; Kelemen et al., 2015a; Preiss et al., 2021) or RANS/LES CFD
(Bagkeris et al., 2020; Floury et al., 2004; Håkansson et al., 2012; Kleinig and Mid
delberg, 1997; Taghinia et al., 2016). In this paper, a detailed description of the flow
field characteristics inside an emulsification device scaleup model was achieved us
ing direct numerical simulation (DNS) which provided flow field and turbulence
properties to the smallest scales of length and time (Kolmogorovscales) which is
not achievable by any experimental or any other CFD tool. This has not been done
before in any emulsification or similar devices.

• Paper II: Having a benchmark study (DNS), turbulence models (LES and RANS)
were utilized to investigate how much of the flow field characteristics in the scaleup
HPH model they can successfully predict and capture. Before this, the stateof
theart was validating RANS CFD results with PIV measurements which could not
accurately describe turbulent characteristics of the flow field, most importantly, the
dissipation rate of TKE field. Therefore, no information was available regarding the
accuracy of turbulence models. This was important in an industrial point of view to
see to what extent the predictions of these models are close to the DNS results.
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• Paper III:This paper compares the characteristics of the breakup phenomenon in the
scaleup HPH model and in a homogeneous isotropic turbulence (HIT) condition.
Before this study, numerical studies were mostly focused on ideal conditions such
as HIT (Håkansson and Brandt, 2022; Håkansson et al., 2022a; Komrakova, 2019;
Rivière et al., 2021; Shao et al., 2018; VelaMartín and Avila, 2021, 2022) or shear
flows (Rosti et al., 2019). However, no studies investigated more industrially relevant
or application oriented flow in emulsification or similar devices. This study was
an important task to investigate the similarities and differences between those ideal
conditions and the flow setup in the emulsification device geometry. This provided
an insight on how much these conditions are relatable and therefore, how much
of the knowledge gained in the ideal conditions could be used to study the more
industrially relevant setups. This will be discussed further in 5.3.

• Paper IV: As the first time, a powerful numerical tool i.e. DNSVOF framework,
was used to study the turbulent drop breakup phenomenon in an emulsification
device model (HPH valve). Before this study, various experimental (Galinat et al.,
2007; Kelemen et al., 2015b; La Forgia et al., 2021; Maaß and Kraume, 2012; Pre
iss et al., 2022; Solsvik and Jakobsen, 2015) and numerical studies (Håkansson and
Brandt, 2022; Komrakova, 2019; Rivière et al., 2021; Shao et al., 2018; VelaMartín
and Avila, 2022) had investigated the turbulent drop breakup phenomenon. How
ever, no study compared the results of the two approaches. Furthermore, like any
numerical tool, a validation of the results was needed through experiments. The val
idation was performed successfully and this built credibility in using this numerical
tool for studying breakup under conditions similar to those in an HPH valve outlet
chamber. Moreover, this provided unprecedented information regarding the flow
surrounding the drops, the most important being the dissipation rate of TKE field
within Kolmogorovscale resolution.

• Paper V: The interactions of the local turbulence and the drop were investigated in
side the highpressure homogenizer outlet chamber scaleup model to describe the
direct impact of the local turbulent structures on the deformation behavior of the
drops for the first time, in an industrially relevant geometry. Before this study, there
was a lack of information on the local turbulence in such devices since most stud
ies were either focused on idealized turbulent conditions (HIT) (Håkansson and
Brandt, 2022; Karimi and Andersson, 2020; Komrakova, 2019; Qian et al., 2006;
Rivière et al., 2021; VelaMartín and Avila, 2021, 2022) or were based on experiments
(Budde et al., 2002; Galinat et al., 2005; Kelemen et al., 2015b; Innings and Trägårdh,
2005; Stang et al., 2001) which did not allow for the accurate description of the local
turbulent properties.

68



5.2 Industrial relevance

Paper I provided a clearer image of the flow and turbulence characteristics inside an HPH
outlet chamber down to Kolmogorovscales which could not have been obtained before
using industriallyfavored CFD tools. In addition to the resolution of the data, DNS
provided a confidence in the description of the general flow behavior. Paper II addressed
an industriallyrelevant question regarding the CFD representation of the flow field in the
HPH outlet chamber i.e., how close could we get to reality (DNS) using industrial CFD
tools (RANS/LES). Paper III started looking at the drop breakup in the HPH outlet cham
ber and compared that to the ideal conditions more favored in the academic literature i.e.,
homogeneous isotropic turbulence (HIT). Understanding the similarities and differences
between the two provided more clarity on how much of the vast information available in
the literature regarding HIT could be used and extended to the conditions closer to real
industrial application of an HPH outlet chamber. Paper IV provided a focused study on
the drop breakup in the HPH outlet chamber. One clear deduction of this study was the
impact of the drop trajectories and highdissipation regions on the breakup position of the
drops. Therefore, improved designs leading to wider highdissipation regions or directing
the drops towards these regions could be a way to improve drops breakup probabilities.
Finally, in Paper V, further analysis of the local turbulent properties close to the drops
provided more understanding of the impact of the flow on breakup which could be bene
ficial in designing more efficient emulsification machines.

5.3 Conclusions

In this section, we conclude by returning to the questions posed in section 1.4 and answer
each through the findings of the publications of this thesis work.

• To what extent does the turbulence inside the outlet chamber differ from more ideal
ized homogeneous isotropic turbulence as well as other types of wall jets? And how
does the dissipation rate of turbulent kinetic energy (which is arguably of large im
portance for understanding breakup but is difficult to obtain) look?

Paper I provided the answer to this question. First, the scaleup model proved to be suc
cessfully mimicking the general flow conditions in an industriallevel highpressure homo
genizer valve. The main flow characteristics were the presence of a walladherent jet and
the confinement of the flow leading to a recirculatory backflow above the jet. Furthermore,
similarities and differences of the confined geometry of the study were compared to those
of nonconfined or more ideal jet flow setups. The turbulent characteristics of the flow
such as the dissipation rate of TKE field was fully described and the anisotropic behavior
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of the flow field was observed which is the main difference compared to the flow field in
an idealized homogeneous isotropic turbulence.

• How well can the less computationally costly CFDtechniques (industry standard)
such as RANSCFD and LES describe the relevant turbulent quantities in such a
confined outlet chamber jet?

In Paper II, the predictions of the turbulence models i.e., LES and RANS were compared
to that of the validation study (DNS). The results showed that both these models were
able to predict the general behavior of the timeaveraged velocity fields with LES having a
closer prediction to the DNS results in the regions of slow vortex structures (cf. Fig. 4.2).
LES also provided a more accurate prediction of the dissipation rate of TKE values as an
important parameter for drop breakup studies, both globally (Fig. 4.5 and locally (Fig. 4.6).
However, the predictions of RANS in the regions relevant for drop breakup are acceptably
close to those of the LES and DNS (Fig. 4.6bc). Nevertheless, even RANS showed to be
a better prediction tool than other alternatives such as empirical estimations e.g., Eq. 2.6.
Overall, RANS showed to be a fast and relevant approach for the estimation of velocity and
dissipation rate values. For more local accuracy of the values, one should use LES.

• What should be RANSCFD best practice recommendations for modeling HPH
outlet chamber jets?

Paper II provided a set of best practice recommendations for modeling HPH outlet cham
ber flow fields. The results of this paper showed that a meshindependent axisymmetrical
2D RNG k − ε model could be a good methodology in modeling the outlet chamber of
an HPH valve.

• How different is the turbulent drop breakup in the cases of idealized homogeneous
isotropic turbulence and a wall jet in the HPH outlet geometry?

Paper III showed that in terms of breakup morphologies, similarities were observed at the
same Weber numbers (Fig. 4.18). At We = 96, a more chaotic morphology i.e., sheet
rupture was observed. At the midrange We = 5, neckbulb breakup morphology was
more dominant. At the lowest Weber number, We = 1, oscillation/relaxation periods were
observed with no breakup event except for a single case in the HPH case. For this single
case, it is deemed that the impact of the anisotropic turbulence at the shear layer was too
intense which caused the drop to critically deform to the extent that it could not relax back
to the spherical shape anymore and broke up. For none of the isotropic cases, such a large
deformation was observed (cf. Fig. 4.19).
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In terms of breakup times, isotropic cases showed a decrease in the breakup times as the
Weber number was increased. Overall, the Weber number showed to be an important
parameter in both cases, considerably affecting the breakup morphology. However, the
inhomogeneous anisotropic turbulence in HPH proved to add more complexity to the
breakup time and position i.e., the position of the dissipative shear layer region (where
the flow is highly inhomogeneous and anisotropic) is the parameter determining when the
breakup events occurs in the HPH cases.

Since working with the ideal isotropic system comes with benefits in terms of convenience
and computational costs, a combination of both of these methods seem to be a promising
approach. Also, since a considerable amount of data exists in the literature on idealized
isotropic conditions, this study showed that one could incorporate those results into the
more industrially relevant turbulent fields such as emulsification devices.

• How well does the insilico numerical drop breakup technique comply with invitro
experimental results from highspeed visualizations?

The results of Paper IV showed a good agreement between the experiments and the nu
merical study in terms of both the breakup morphologies and breakup positions.

• Where and how does drop breakup in the HPH outlet chamber jet take place?

As the results of Paper IV showed, both the experiments and numerical approaches pre
dicted the highest probability of breakup positions to be in the range x/h = [10, 12].
Furthermore, two main breakup morphologies were observed in both approaches: i) single
breakup point (cf. Fig. 4.9, mostly represented in the form of neckbulb deformation), and
ii) diffuse breakup (cf. Fig. 4.10, mostly represented in the form of sheetrupture deforma
tion). Also, borderline cases with the characteristics of both morphologies are observed in
both approaches (cf. Fig. 4.11). Furthermore, the average positions of the initial breakup
and positions at different circularity levels agree well for both cases (cf. Fig. 4.14).
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Chapter 6

6 Future outlook

In this thesis work, an HPH scaleup model with a simple (cuboidal) geometry was designed
in which the flow field behavior and drop breakup phenomenon were investigated. To
further understand how flow field and geometry influences breakup, it would be interesting
to conduct these studies over a range of geometries. These geometries do not necessarily
need to be complex, but different in terms of the position of the gap exit leading to different
jet flows e.g., free jet, delayed attachment of the jet to the wall, etc. The behavior of the
flow field as well as drop breakup could be then studied and compared to the geometry of
the current thesis work. Furthermore, the performance of RANS and LES models could
also be investigated again on these new geometries to have a more general conclusion on the
performance of these industrially favored CFD tools in highpressure homogenizer valves.
Furthermore, due to more advances of computational capacities and the opportunities of
using more efficient parallel programming (e.g., GPU parallelization), studies could also be
carried out on more complex geometries. Furthermore, this could also be an opportunity
to work with higher Reynolds numbers which is typically the case in industrial HPH valves.
From a numerical point of view, higher Reynolds number leads to smaller turbulent scales
and therefore a need for higher numerical grid resolution and computational capacity.

As discussed in section 5, a more physical interpretation of the interfacial tension could
incorporate the underlying physics of the kinetics of the surface active agents. As recently
discussed in the literature (Håkansson and Nilsson, 2023), emulsifier kinetics not only can
influence the breakup time, but the breakup mechanism as well. Such a model could con
sider the interfacial tension as a function of time and space (on the drop interface) and
therefore take into account the differences in the relevant timescales (Innings et al., 2011;
Tcholakova et al., 2004; Walstra and Smulders, 1998) e.g., deformation timescale as well as
emulsifier diffusion and adsorption timescales. As discussed by Håkansson et al. (2022a),
the differences in these timescales lead to different scenarios. If the deformation timescale
is lower than the other two (fast drop deformation), then the emulsifier agents do not have
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time to either spread or be adsorbed from the surrounding environment. Therefore, an
interfacial tension gradient is created on the surface leading to positions on the drop inter
face to be more susceptible to critical deformation and breakup. However, if the diffusion
(leading to spreading of the emulsifier on the surface) is faster than the deformation and
adsorption, the interfacial tension gradient leads to a Marangoni flow from high to low
emulsifier concentrations acting as a stabilizing factor which pulls the drop together, pre
venting further deformation and breakup. Finally, the case in which the adsorption is faster
than the other two mechanisms, is theoretically similar to the ideal assumption of constant
interfacial tension over time and drop interface. As a result of proper implementation of
these scenarios, the probability of the drop breakup will not only depend on the position of
the drop in the turbulent field, but also on the exact position on the drop interface which
is under the impact of specific turbulent eddies.

In the experimental framework, improvements could be made to improve the understand
ing of drop deformation and breakup and therefore, providing better validation data. One
obvious improvement could be the camera performance in terms of resolution, lens, shutter
speed, and framepersecond. Highresolution images enhance quantitative interpretation
of the images and therefore decrease the errors. A better lens could considerably improve the
depthoffield and therefore keeping the images of entire drops sufficiently sharp to avoid
misinterpretations of the drop size and deformations. One parameter of the lens which
could help in this term is the focal length. Smaller lens aperture size (opening) i.e., larger
fnumbers on the lens, is another parameter; however, the latter leads to less light reaching
the camera sensor and therefore, darker images. To mitigate that effect, one should use a
more intense light setup. Higher shutter speed on the camera helps to avoid long exposures
of the drop image to the camera sensor and artificial elongations of the drop images which
could be misinterpreted as drop deformation. Higher framepersecond could increase the
number of images during the critical deformation stage of the drops which is usually very
fast. Furthermore, as suggested and done by Masuk et al. (2021) and Qi et al. (2022), using
multiple cameras in different directions could provide information of the drop in 3D di
mensions and therefore, remove the uncertainties and loss of information in the dimension
normal to the 2Dimaging plane.
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