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Abstract

The use of a pressure strain rate model including terms nonlinear in the mean strain and rotation rate tensors in an explicit alge-
braic Reynolds stress model (EARSM) is considered. For 2D mean flows the nonlinear contributions can be fully accounted for in
the EARSM formulation. This is not the case for 3D mean flows and a suggestion of how to modify the nonlinear terms to make the
EARSM formulation in 3D mean flows consistent with its 2D counterpart is given. The corresponding EARSM is derived in con-
junction with the use of streamline curvature corrections emanating from the advection of the Reynolds stress anisotropy. The pro-
posed model is tested for rotating homogeneous shear flow, rotating channel flow and rotating pipe flow and the nonlinear
contributions are shown to have a significant effect on the predicted flow characteristics. In cases where the 3D effects are strong,
the approximations of the production to dissipation ratio made in the EARSM formulation for 3D mean flows must be made care-
fully and a 3D mean flow correction is considered. For the rotating pipe flow at the highest rotation rate investigated, the standard

formulation even prevented convergence, while inclusion of the 3D correction gives reasonable results.

© 2005 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

The endeavour to construct engineering turbulence
models with a high degree of generality is a challenge
of significant importance for the improvement of the
predictive capability of CFD codes. In particular, effects
of strong curvature and rotation represent cornerstone
problems in turbulence modelling. The widely used tra-
ditional two equation models with the Boussinesq
hypothesis are particularly ill suited for these types of
flows since this family of model equations are insensitive
to rotation in the standard formulation.
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The effects of system rotation and/or mean streamline
curvature on the turbulence are of complex nature. One
of the primary effects is the influence on inter-compo-
nent energy transfer, which in turn affects the turbulence
production and can give damping as well as enhance-
ment of the turbulence. In the transport equations for
the Reynolds stress tensor in a rotating system the Cori-
olis force gives rise to redistribution terms, which play a
major role in this context. In differential Reynolds stress
models (DRSM) these terms enter explicitly, while the
redistribution associated with the pressure-strain corre-
lation forms a key issue in the modelling at this level.

The limitations of DRSM to capture the more subtle
effects of rotation were illustrated by e.g. Leuchter and
Cambon (1996) for the case of axisymmetric turbulence
subjected to a combined axial strain and rotation. Gen-
eralizations of the DRSM concept have been studied by
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several authors but are typically more useful for the
study of turbulence dynamics and general properties of
modelling than for engineering type of computations
in complex geometries. An interesting example is the
structure based model of Kassinos et al. (2001), see also
Poroseva et al. (2002). A somewhat similar approach
was studied by Johansson (1995).

A DRSM approach with models nonlinear in the
anisotropy was proposed by Sjégren and Johansson
(2000). The models for the individual terms were con-
structed to ensure realizability at the two-component
limit (e.g. at solid walls). An obvious advantage that this
approach offers is a reduction of the need for ad hoc
wall-damping functions (see also Johansson and Hall-
bick, 1994). Extensions including terms nonlinear in
the mean velocity gradients were also proposed. These
were shown to extend the capability of the DRSM to
capture more subtle effects of rotation, such as the
damped oscillations of the anisotropy observed in
homogeneous turbulence subject to rotation (Mansour
et al., 1991). This behaviour cannot be captured by a
DRSM using a pressure strain rate model that is linear
in the mean velocity gradients.

Explicit algebraic Reynolds stress models (EARSM)
have attracted much attention during the last decade
and have the advantage that the well established and
well tested codes based on eddy-viscosity two-equation
models can be used with a moderate amount of modifi-
cation. The Boussinesq hypothesis is here replaced by a
relation for the Reynolds stress anisotropy that is ob-
tained from an algebraic approximation of the Reynolds
stress transport equations. In the standard formulation
of an EARSM the advection and diffusion terms in the
transport equation for the Reynolds stress anisotropy
are neglected in an inertial frame of reference. The
underlying models for the individual terms (e.g. pressure
strain rate) have been linear or quasi-linear in order to
obtain solvable systems of equations that give the result-
ing EARSM. Several authors (e.g. Girimaji, 1997, Gat-
ski and Jongen, 2000 and Wallin and Johansson, 2002)
have also proposed EARSM formulations where correc-
tions for mean streamline curvature are included in the
algebraic representation. This can improve the predic-
tive capability of an EARSM in flows where the effect
of curvature and rotation are strong.

Here, we explore the possibility of constructing EAR-
SMs based on pressure strain rate models that include
terms nonlinear in the mean velocity gradients. These
terms were first introduced by Sjégren and Johansson
(2000) and were demonstrated to improve predictions
in rotating flows. Since the new contributions are
only nonlinear in the mean velocity gradients they can
be expected to be relatively easy to include in an
EARSM since they do not introduce any nonlinearities
of the Reynolds stress anisotropy in the implicit rela-
tion. Terms tensorially nonlinear in Reynolds stress

anisotropy are also discussed. They are, however, not in-
cluded in the proposed model.

An EARSM is derived from the transport equation
for the Reynolds stress anisotropy which in a nonrotat-
ing inertial frame of reference reads

KDalj _ GTW _ Tu, 6T§K>
D¢ 6x1 K ax,
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ij
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in cartesian tensor notation. D/D¢ is the advective deriv-
ative defined as D/Dt = 0/0t + U,0/0x; in cartesian coor-
dinates. T = wuzu; + (pu;0;; + pu;0,1)/ p represents the
total diffusion of the Reynolds stress components. T k)
is the diffusion of the turbulence kinetic energy and is gi-
ven by TgK) = T;;/2. The dissipation rate tensor, ¢;, and
the pressure strain rate tensor, I1;;, need to be modelled
while the Reynolds stress production #;; and the turbu-
lence kinetic energy production Z can be expressed
explicitly in a;;, K and the mean strain and rotation rate
tensors. When normalized with the turbulence time scale
(t = K/¢) the latter two read

Sy = 2 (axj + ax,.>’ 2= (ij Gxi) 2)

If the flow is subject to rotation, one can, for conve-
nience, express (1) in coordinates relative to the rotating
frame. The transformation to this system gives rise to an
additional contribution from the material derivative.
This is of the form

Cy = axQy) — Qay, (3)

&)+ 2 — &+ I (1)

and is usually referred to as the Coriolis term and should
be added to the right hand side of (1) The system rota-
t10n rate tensor, Q, ;> 1s defined as Q re,jkw,(c) and
wk ) denotes the kth component of the constant rotation
rate vector of the system. One must further account for
the fact that the mean velocity (and therefore also the
mean velocity gradient 0U;/0x;) is not objective which
means that the rotation rate tensor, due to the fact that
it is antisymmetric, must be replaced by the absolute

rotation rate tensor, Q;, given by
_ (s)
Q=0+ 9) @)

where ) is expressed in coordinates relative to the
rotating system. By applying (4) to the production term,
an additional term identical to C;; in (3) will appear on
the right hand side of (1). This is the origin of the factor
two in the Coriolis term in many publications. The
strain rate tensor, on the other hand, preserves its form
since it is symmetric. For a more thorough discussion on
this, see Gatski and Wallin (2004).

An EARSM is based on the weak equilibrium
assumption, Rodi (1976), which amounts to neglecting
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the advection and diffusion of ay, i.e. the left hand side
of (1). This yields a purely algebraic relation

(a%l)@—l):%(@—wn) (5)

in boldface matrix notation in which 2/¢ = —{aS},
where {} denotes the trace and I is the identity matrix.
The production of the Reynolds stresses normalized
with the dissipation rate, can be expressed as

%z—%S—@SJrSa)nLaQ—Qa (6)

The pressure strain rate and dissipation rate anisotropy
(e; = g;le — 20,/3) tensors can be lumped together and
modelled, with the nonlinear contributions in addition
to the general quasi-linear model, as

I1 1 74 C
— —e= ——(C?—‘,—C%?)aﬁ-CQS—’——B(aS"‘Sﬁ

I 2 2
2 Cy Q S
(7)
where the nonlinear terms are
1 2
N = Q° + Q%a — = {aQ’}1
N (a +Qa 3{a } ) (8)
1 2
NS = S? + S%a— = {aS?}1 ). 9
N/ (a + S°a 3 {aS°} 9)

I, = Q;Q;; and Il = S;S;; are the second invariants of
the rotation and strain rate tensors, respectively. N and
N5 were introduced by Sjogren and Johansson (2000)
and were shown to improve the prediction of effects of
rotation. By using the same model coefficient, Cq, for
both N and N® their total contribution vanishes in par-
allel flows where ITg = —II e.g. channel flow and homo-
geneous shear flow.

The modelled transport equation of the Reynolds
stress anisotropy can now be written

D ?
T(Ej—@(”)) :AO((A3 +A4;>3+Als— (aQ—Qa)

+ 4, <aS +Sa — % {aS}I) —c(N? + NS))
(10)

The relations between the 4 and C-coefficients are

C, 3C,—4
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After assuming weak equilibrium and hence neglecting
the advection and diffusion (10) can, in analogy with
(5), be written as an algebraic relation

Na=—4;S + (aQ — Qa)
— A, <aS + Sa —%{aS}I) + c¢(N? +N¥) (12)

where N = A3 + 44 Z.

2. Nonlinear modelling in conjunction with streamline
curvature corrections

By imposing the weak equilibrium assumption in a
curvilinear coordinate system that follows the mean
flow, the advection gives rise to an additional algebraic
term, see Girimaji (1997) and Sjogren (1997) that can
be formulated as

Da

S YR —(aQ") — Q) (13)

The antisymmetric tensor Q) is a measure of the local
rotation rate following a mean flow streamline. Gener-
ally speaking, (13) will provide a systematic approxima-
tion of the advection if Q" can be derived in the mean
flow considered, see Girimaji (1997), Gatski and Jongen
(2000) and Wallin and Johansson (2002). In the generic
cases studied here, the curvature correction, (13), will
fully account for the system rotation and hence include
the contribution (3).

The application of the curvature correction leads to
an EARSM formulation that depends on S, © and
Q") e a;=f4S,Q,Q"), rather than S and Q which
is the case without the curvature correction, see Gatski
and Wallin (2004). However, for a pressure strain rate
model that is linear in €, this implies that the curvature
correction can be included simply by transforming the
absolute rotation rate tensor, , as

Q-0 =0 "0 (14)
Ao
This gives an EARSM formulation dependent on two
tensors, S and Q”, according to a; = g;(S,Q").

When a pressure strain rate model that is nonlinear in
Q is used, the inclusion of N¥ in our case, the transfor-
mation (14) is not valid, and the EARSM must be for-
mulated in terms of the three tensors mentioned. For
2D mean flows, however, Q can be represented by its
strength, which is a scalar property. Thus, Q2 = I1,1,/2,
where I, is the 2 x 2 identity matrix. This implies that
N? = —\/=II,a for 2D mean flows. Hence, including
N? for 2D mean flows, in principle becomes a matter
of transforming N, see the next section. For 3D mean
flows, on the other hand, the nonlinearity of N* cannot
be represented by a scalar and requires the use of a ten-
sor basis based on the three tensors S, Q and Q. This
is an awkward solution to the problem since the result-
ing EARSM formulation would be very lengthy and of
no practical use. This is further discussed in Section
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3.5. A more tractable procedure is hence needed and by
reformulating N in terms of Q" as

=TI 2
Noppros =7 = <a9*2 + Q% - 3{a9*2}l> (15)
7

(12) becomes solvable, in terms of N, for 2D and 3D
mean flows when using the appropriate approximation
of N*® for 3D mean flows (see below). Furthermore, the
approximation (15) will in a consistent way reduce to
the exact 2D formulation in case of 2D mean flows. Also,
when the curvature correction is switched off, (15) re-
duces to its original form, (8). The adequacy of (15) as
an approximation of (8) is discussed in Section 4.3.

3. EARSM formulation

To reach an EARSM formulation, (12) is solved by
expanding the Reynolds stress anisotropy in terms of a
tensor basis derived from the mean velocity gradients
by using the Caley—-Hamilton theorem. The algebraically
least complex way to do this is in terms of a 10 element
tensor basis, T”. The 10 basis tensors can, in fact, be re-
duced to five tensors, but the resulting coefficients will be
extremely lengthy, see Taulbee et al. (1994). Thus, the
Reynolds stress anisotropy is most conveniently ex-
panded as

10
a=Y BT" (16)
i=1

This expansion is then inserted into (12) and solved for
the S-coefficients which can depend on the invariants of
S and Q”

I = {S%},
v = {SQ”},

Iy = {Q7},
V= {SZQ*Z}

Ils = {S*} a7

The scalar nonlinearity in the unknowns (f-coefficients)
on the left hand side of (12) is addressed by solving a
polynomial equation for N after the f-coefficients have
been determined from the linear set of equations where
N is left as an additional unknown, see Wallin and
Johansson (2000).

It has been shown, see e.g. Taulbee (1992), that for
A> =0 and ¢ =0, (12) maps to five basis tensors for
3D mean flows:

TV =8, TV =0"- %119*1
T =8Q" - Q'S

T =SQ” + QS — %m
T(9) — Q*SQ*Z _ Q¥ZSQ*

This is convenient since the model based on a full 10 ten-

sor basis is much more complex, and the behaviour in
terms of singularities is presently not known.

Since we are interested in the curvature corrected
model formulation, Q* rather than Q will be used in
the basis tensors (18) and the invariants (17).

3.1. EARSM solution for 2D mean flows

In 2D mean flows the nonlinear terms reduce to
N2 —=N9=_/“TTpa and N® = /Tl;a, and with

approx

A>=0 and ¢ # 0, the EARSM solution maps to T
and T®. The corresponding f-coefficients are

B, =— % By =— L
YTON? 21 YT NP 22l

N* is given by the physical solution of the third order

equation

N7 — 45N — (A1 Aalls + 2l o )N* + 24511 =0 (20)

which is the same equation as for the baseline EARSM,

Wallin and Johansson (2000), but with N — N* =

N—c(y/Is—+/=Tg) and As— A =43 —c(\/ITs—/—IT,).
Note that it is the inertial /I, that is used for the 4]
relation. The physical solution of (20) is given by

Sy sign(Py 4+ P)|(Py +v/P3)|?
+sign(Py — vP3)|Py — P|'?, Py >0

A3 v} 1/6 P
F+2(Py—P;) P cos (% arccos (m))

(19)

N* = ’
P2<O, P =0
A 1/6 —P T
F42(P7—Py) " cos <—§arccos (Wﬁ) +§),
P2<O, P <0
(21)
where
A2 A4 2
P == s — =1y |4 22
1<27+6339)3‘ (22)
L (A7 Ads 2N
Py =P} — (-5 s+ 3o (23)

Negative values of P, must be considered in the solution
for N due to the fact that 45 can attain negative values
since sign(4;) = sign(P;) according to (22). This means
that N* has the possibility to become negative. This
should in general be avoided since it for 2D mean flows
directly corresponds to having a negative production to
dissipation rate, /¢ = —{aS} = —f3,1I since f5; > 0 for
N* <0 according to (19). The easiest way to avoid this is
to impose a lower limit to N* such that N* — max(N*,0).

When P, <0 this limit will not be activated since the
N*-solution, (21), cannot attain negative values. This
can be seen from the third row of (21). A negative N*
can, as pointed out above, only happen if 45 and hence
P are negative. The cos-function will then return values
>0.5. Furthermore, from (22) it 1is clear that
|Pi| = |43|/27. Assuming 4; < 0 (P, <0) and P, <0,
this implies that
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*

A A* 1
N* 2?34-2(13% —Py)/%cos(--+) > ?3—'—2(13%)1/65

1/6
>—@+ ) /=0 (24)
-3 277 ’

In other words, N*> 0 in the whole parameter region
P2 <0.

When P, > 0, on the other hand, putting zero as the
lower limit on N*, directly corresponds to implying a
zero lower limit to A3.

Negative production is not feasible in algebraic Rey-
nolds stress modelling, although it is physically possible.
A lower limit on N* is indeed ad hoc, but is needed in
order to avoid numerical problems in the iteration pro-
cedure. The parameter regime where the limit is active is
associated with vanishing or negative production. The
weak equilibrium assumption is not valid here and a
limit in order to avoid spurious solutions can be justi-
fied. Moreover, this parameter regime is rarely reached
and it should be pointed out that it is not present in
the test cases discussed below.

3.2. EARSM solution for 3D mean flows

For 3D mean flows the representation of the nonlin-
ear tensor N* in the five element basis (18) is extremely
complex (see Appendix A). In order to eliminate this
problem N¥ can be approximated with its exact expres-
sion in 2D mean flows, N5, = \/TIsa. This approxima-
tion is further discussed in Section 4.3.

With 4, =0, N° = /II;a and the addition of the
nonlinear contribution N in (15) the corresponding
EARSM coefficients become

By =A\(N*c*ITq+8cllg\/—ITq — 14N" o +4N*) /(0,0,)
By =4IVA, (2 N + 3 N* (—11 o)** — 18112,
+18cN*/~H oIl o + TP o 1 )
/(I (2¢\/=11q = 3N*)0,0,)
Ba=44 / 0,
Be=—241(N"Pllg+4cll g/~
+2N*2ey/—Ilg — 6N Il o)/ (o 0, 0,)
Bo=241(4cN*/—Ilo+*llq— 6l ) [ (I 0, 0,) (25)

where

0, = —(2N* — ev/=II,)* + 2 o 26)
0, =N"? -2l

The equation for N* for 3D mean flows is a very
lengthy sixth order equation that will not be given here.
This equation is of little practical use. Here we instead us
the cubic equation (20) for both 2D and 3D mean flows.
Improvements of N* are discussed in Section 4.3.

3.3. The inclusion of terms nonlinear in the Reynolds
Stress anisotropy

We also made an attempt of including a term, G,
nonlinear in the Reynolds stress anisotropy tensor in
the pressure strain rate model (7). G = a’Q — Qa’® is
one of the terms in the most general model linear in S
and Q (see e.g. Johansson and Hallbdck, 1994). For
2D mean flows the inclusion of G in the pressure strain
rate model will not change the EARSM solution if
A =0. This can be explained by the fact that for the
particular choice of 4, = 0, the normal anisotropy com-
ponent in the third direction vanishes in 2D mean flows,
and thus, also G vanishes. For 3D mean flows the con-
tribution of G does not vanish in general. This is inde-
pendent of the A,-coefficient. Instead the nonlinear
nature of the term gives an ARSM-relation which con-
sists of a system of coupled quadratic equations in the
five unknowns. The complexity of the system of equa-
tion leaves very little hope of finding an analytical solu-
tion. Thus, the problem will not be further discussed
here.

The widely used SSG-model proposed by Speziale
et al. (1991) contains the term G, =a? —1/,I. The
inclusion of this term gives an ARSM relation which
consists of a system of nonlinear equations. For 2D
mean flows, this term can, in principal, be included in
an EARSM approach. Three basis tensors are needed
since a> directly maps to T® when TV is squared. The
nonlinear dependency between the f-coefficients can be
reduced to a fourth order polynomial equation for one
of the f-coefficients. Although this can be solved analyt-
ically, the solution will be lengthy and the problem of
finding the correct root of the equation for N is not easily
solved. Therefore, no further work on this is presented
here. For 3D mean flows, the inclusion of G,» gives an
ARSM-relation which constitutes a system of nonlinear
equation to which no analytical solution can be found.

3.4. Recalibration of A,

In the basic curvature corrected model by Wallin and
Johansson (2002), WJ-EARSM, the A,-coefficient was
calibrated considering homogeneous rotating shear. By
arguing that the model should be neutrally stable for
rotation number Ro = 1/2, where Ro = ! /(dU/dy),
the value 4y = —0.72 was obtained (see Wallin and
Johansson, 2002 for details). Since we are adding addi-
tional terms, N and N, that contribute in rotating
flows, the value of Ay needs to be recalibrated in order
to preserve neutral stability for Ro = 1/2.

Wallin and Johansson (2002) obtained the A4,-value
by considering the standard K—e platform (see Appendix
B) with parameter values C;; =1.44 and C, =1.83. A
perhaps more natural choice would be to calibrate the
model against the standard K- platform, Wilcox
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(1988), since it is used in all wall bounded test cases of
this work. This is however a choice, and not a neces-
sity. The standard K-w platform parameter values are
a=15/9, B=3/40 and B*=0.09. For homogeneous
flows this is equivalent to a K—¢ platform with the
parameters, C,; =a+1=1.56 and Cyp=p/p"+1=
1.83. The corresponding value for the WJ-EARSM is
Ag = —0.70. The authors feel that this can be considered
as an alternative calibration of A,.

For the present model, an analytical relation for the
model coefficients cannot be derived, as was done by
Wallin and Johansson for the basic model without the
nonlinear terms. Instead, the Ay-coefficient was adjusted
such that the computed turbulent kinetic energy initially
will evolve as for the WI-EARSM with 4, = —0.70 to-
gether with the standard K- platform. That resulted
in Ag = —0.9 which is used in the following. The com-
puted evaluation of K for the neutrally stable case used
for the calibration is shown in Fig. lc.

3.5. Remark on alternative projection methods

One can argue that the choice of the approximation
of the N® term given by (15) is not unique and some-
what ad hoc. A formally more correct way of obtaining
an expression for N in terms of the S and Q" tensors,
would be to project it onto the tensor basis (18) using
the procedure outlined by for instance Jongen and Gat-
ski (1998). This procedure which is based on the least

(a) Ro=0.25

737

square method, provides a formal way of representing
a tensor in terms of any appropriate tensor basis. It is
not only possible to exactly solve (5) by using a complete
tensor basis, but also to directly project the solution on
an incomplete tensor basis. This new representation
would be the optimal in a least square sense.

If we let the representation of N be denoted by N?
then it is guaranteed that |[N” — N7|| is minimal where

the norm ||-||is defined as
IX11? = XX (27)

and for a symmetric tensor ||X||* = {X?} holds. The
expression for Nj becomes

N? =

i=1,3,4,6,9

(28)

and where o; = det(D”) and D' are 5 x 5 matrices given
by

o _ [ATOT®Y, 1
Dy = Ok .
{N T }, =1

Since the five-term basis (18) is complete, N* will be ex-
actly represented by N7. The amount of algebra gener-
ated with this approach is extensive. For instance, o
will be a polynomial of the invariants of {S,Q*} while
o; [ # 0 would be polynomials of traces of tensor prod-
ucts of {a,S,Q,Q"} (see Appendix A for details). The
numerical behaviour of the as may therefore be very dif-

(29)

*I7(¢) Ro= 050
3

K >
O
0

5 10
T

Fig. 1. Rotating homogeneous shear flow, dU/dy = 3.4. Proposed model (--), WI-EARSM (—), eddy-visc (---) compared to the large eddy

simulation (LES) by Bardina et al. (1983) (O).
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ficult to handle in terms of singularities. Moreover, since
the a-coefficients will be functions of the different invar-
iants involving the anisotropy, the equation for N will
not be retained.

The same procedure can of course be applied to N¥,
(9). Although the algebra here will be somewhat simpli-
fied since ©Q does not have to be dealt with, the final
form of the EARSM will be extremely lengthy and of
limited practical use (see Appendix A).

To reduce the complexity, an incomplete tensor basis
using fewer elements can be used. The representation
would although not being exact, be optimal in a least
square sense, see Appendix A for details. However, by
using an incomplete basis the final expression will be
dependent in the choice of the tensor basis. Moreover,
there is also a certain degree of freedom in the definition
of the norm. In all, this will prevent us from reaching the
original goal of eliminating as many ad hoc assumptions
or approximations as possible.

4. Test cases

The proposed model has been tested for three generic
flows: rotating homogeneous shear flow and rotating
channel flow with 2D mean flows and rotating pipe flow
where the mean flow is 3D. Comparisons have been
made with LES by Bardina et al. (1983) for the rotating
homogenous shear flow, DNS by Alvelius (1999) for the
channel flow and experimental data by Imao et al.
(1996) for the rotating pipe flow.

The curvature correction was used in all computations
implying the appropriate use of QF, as defined in (14).
For the proposed EARSM, the model parameters were
Ag=—-0.9 and Co=0.5 as proposed by Sjogren and
Johansson (2000), which yields ¢ = —Co/4y = 0.56. Fur-
thermore 4; =1.20, 4, =0, A3=1.80 and A4 =2.25,
see Wallin and Johansson (2002). The WJ-EARSM cor-
responds to ¢ = 0 and 4y = —0.72 as originally proposed
by Wallin and Johansson (2002) except for the rotating
homogeneous rotating shear flow case where Ay =
—0.70 has been used for calibration purposes as dis-
cussed in Section 3.4. It should further be pointed out
that rotating channel and rotating pipe flow have been
computed using WJ-EARSM with both A4,= —0.70
and —0.72. The differences were, however, unsigni-
ficant.

The diffusion model proposed by Daly and Harlow
(1970) has been used to model the diffusion of the quan-
tities in the platform equations, see Appendix B for
details.

4.1. 2D mean flow: homogeneous rotating shear flow

Homogenous rotating shear was computed for three
different rotation numbers Ro = w!")/(dU/dy) of 1/4,

1/2 and —1/2 using the K—¢ platform together with the
proposed model, the WI-EARSM and an eddy viscosity
model. For details on the K and ¢ equations, see Appen-
dix B. Note, however, that for this homogeneous flow
case, the K—¢ and K-w two-equation platforms are
equivalent.

Fig. 1a shows the development of the turbulence ki-
netic energy for the most energetic case, Ro = 1/4. As
can be seen the inclusion of the nonlinear terms in-
creases the growth rate. K is, however, still underpre-
dicted compared to the long time behaviour of the
Bardina LES. The stable case with Ro = —1/2 is shown
in Fig. 1b. Predictions of both the WJ-EARSM and the
proposed model agree well with the Bardina LES data.
The neutrally stable case of Ro=1/2 is shown in
Fig. lc. The change in the turbulence kinetic energy is
small and the agreement with the Bardina LES good,
as expected, since the A4(-coefficient was calibrated for
capturing the neutrally stable case.

4.2. 2D mean flows: fully developed rotating channel flow

The second 2D mean flow test case is a fully devel-
oped rotating channel flow. The channel coordinate sys-
tem {e,e,e.} is rotating with the rate co§’> in the e.
direction. Computations were performed for two differ-
ent rotation numbers, Ro = 2w!’6/U,,, Ro=0.43 and
Ro =0.77, see Fig. 2. The Reynolds number for the
computation was Re, = u.6/v = 180 where 6 is the half
channel width and > = ((8)* + (u*)*)/2 where u* and
u? are the stable and unstable side friction velocities,
respectively. Comparisons were made with the DNS
data by Alvelius and the WJ-EARSM. The K- plat-
form, see Appendix B, was used for both models.

The predictions of U" with the proposed model are
somewhat improved, but still overestimated, see
Fig. 2a and b. This effect is more prominent for the high-
er rotation number. The predictions of uv* are almost
unaffected, Fig. 2b. Both models lack the ability to cor-
rectly capture the small amount of positive shear stress
on the stable side of the wwv" profile. A small amount
of positive uvt is predicted by both EARSMs for
Ro =0.43. The proposed model is somewhat closer to
the DNS data. This effect is very small however.

The shortcomings of the near wall predictions of both
models can to some extent be expected to depend on the
choice of near-wall treatment in the EARSM and the
platform equations. The high-Re form of the K—«» model
is well known to give a too low value of the near wall
peak of e.g. K.

4.3. 3D mean flows: rotating pipe flow
Fully developed flow in a circular pipe rotating around

its symmetry axis is a suitable test case since it represents
a three-dimensional mean flow that is dependent on only
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Fig. 2. Predicted velocity (upper) and turbulent shear stress (lower) of rotating channel flow for Re, = 180 at Ro = 0.43 (left), Ro = 0.77 (right).
Proposed EARSM (--), WJ-EARSM (—) compared to DNS data by Alvelius (O).

one spatial coordinate, r. For a laminar rotating flow the
tangential velocity, Uy, varies linearly with the radius, 7,
while in case of turbulence Uy has a parabola-like profile.
This is indicated by the form of the integrated Reynolds
equation in the tangential direction

U()(I’):U(;(R)%—g/ K

;’,’9 dr (30)
where the first term corresponds to the linear variation
with r and the second terms forces the Uy-profile to a
parabola-like shape through a,9. Eddy-viscosity models
as well as quadratic EARSMs (2D truncations) are un-
able to describe this phenomenon. Actually, a fully
three-dimensional EARSM containing cubic terms is
needed.

The proposed model has been used to compute rotat-
ing pipe flow at Reynolds number 20,000, based on the
axial bulk velocity and the pipe diameter. Three different
rotation rates were used, Z=0, 0.5 and 1 where
Z = Uy(R)/ U, i.e. the wall tangential velocity divided
by the axial bulk velocity. For Ro =1, the proposed
model had convergence problems. Comparisons are
made with the WJ-EARSM and the K~®» model was
used as model platform, see Appendix B.

To achieve convergence, a correction to N* had to be
applied. The correction provides a systematic improve-
ment of the approximation of N* for 3D mean flows
and was derived by Wallin and Johansson (2000) and
is described in the section below. This gives an indica-

tion on that the convergence problems for Z=1 is
due to the approximation of N*. An observation that
strengthens this argument is that if I/, is changed to
Iy in the expression for A4;, convergence is also
reached. The latter is of course somewhat ad hoc. But
it still demonstrates that the approximation of N* plays
a determining role. For completeness, computations
have been performed with and without the 3D correc-
tion of N* for all the rotation rates.

Figs. 3 and 4 show the computed axial velocities com-
pared with experimental data. For Z =0, Fig. 3, both
models predict a U. that is somewhat too flat in the cen-
ter of the pipe compared to the experimental data. This
is due to the neglection of diffusion in the EARSM
approximation, Wallin and Johansson (2000). For
Z = 0.5, Fig. 4, the nonlinear terms have a positive effect
on the predictions and the proposed model is in some-
what better agreement with the experimental data than
the WJ-EARSM. Although the influence of the N-cor-
rection is small for this rotation number, it slightly im-
proves the predictions of the WIJ-EARSM. The
proposed model, on the other hand, performs slightly
worse with the correction applied. For Z =1, Fig. 4,
the WJ-EARSM is radically improved when the N*-cor-
rection is applied. The proposed model (with correction)
predicts an axial velocity that is somewhat too large in
the center of the pipe. The shape of the profile is
however better than that of the WJ-EARSM (with
correction).
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Fig. 3. Computed nonrotating pipe flow. Proposed EARSM and WJ-EARSM (—) (coinciding) compared to experimental data by Imao et al. (O).
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Fig. 4. Computed rotating pipe flow for Z = 0.5 (left) and Z = 1 (right). Proposed EARSM with (—) and without (——) (Ncorr), WI-EARSM with (--)

and without (- ) (Neorr). Experimental data by Imao et al. (symbols).
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The tangential velocity profiles are shown in Fig. 4
(middle). For Z = 0.5, the proposed model clearly shows
an improvement over the WJ-EARSM when the N*-cor-
rection is not applied and the predicted U, agrees well
with the experiments. With the correction applied the
shape of the Uy-profile is somewhat better with the pro-
posed model. The overall deviation from solid body
rotation is basically the same though. For Z =1, the
proposed model is too flat and the corrected and non-
corrected forms of the WJ-EARSM closely resemble
each other and agree well with the experiments.

The model predictions of the turbulence kinetic en-
ergy are compared with the experiment. Generally, the
peak in K close to the wall is somewhat too small and
too far from the wall. This can, to some extent, be attrib-
uted to the near wall treatment in the model platform.
Furthermore, the turbulence level in the center of the
pipe overpredicted for all tested models and rotation
rates. The proposed model generally predicts higher tur-
bulence levels than the WI-EARSM. The N*-correction
also raises the turbulence levels, especially for Z = 1.

4.3.1. Achieving convergence for Z =1

The convergence problems of the proposed model for
Z =1 are likely to depend on the use of the 2D mean
flow form of N* which means that the 2/¢ that corre-
sponds to the 2D form of N is not fully consistent with
the 2 /¢ evaluated from the predicted anisotropy. The
effects of a 3D mean flow become stronger with increas-
ing rotation as pointed out above. This can, however, be
overcome by applying a correction derived by Wallin
and Johansson (2000). The idea is to do a linear extrap-
olation from the 2D mean N"-solution for 3D mean
flows. This is done by perturbing the 7V and V invari-
ants around the two-dimensional solution, that is
IV = /¢, and V = IIsllo- + ¢,, assuming that ¢; and
¢, are independent. ¢; and ¢, are zero in 2D mean
flows. Using the correction implies that N, (21), in the
p-coefficients is replaced by N3, according to

N*jN3D:N*+Ncorr (31)

0.18
016}
.14}
0.12f

EQ ol
o.os-;’
0.06
0.04}

0.02

0 0.2 0.4 06 0.8
r/R

where
162 N*2
Neoyr = M (32)
D
and D is the denominator given by
1

D =20N* (N* - 2A;> — o (10N + 1543N*)

+ 1045113, (33)

D can be shown to be strictly positive and hence the cor-
rection should not add any numerical difficulties in
terms of singularities, see Wallin and Johansson (2000).

The same procedure used by Wallin and Johansson
(2000) for deriving the correction (31), can in principle
also be applied to the proposed model to derive the cor-
responding correction for 3D mean flows. It turns out
however that this is not a feasible approach since the
governing sixth order equation for N* is very complex.
In this sense the correction is not a strict mathematic off-
spring of the sixth order equation for N*. But still, it
should be recognized as systematic improvement of the
evaluation of N* due to the fact that it is formally de-
rived from the parent model of the proposed EARSM.

4.3.2. The approximations of N* and N°

Although being exact for 2D mean flows, the approx-
imations of the nonlinear terms (8) and (9), prpmx and
N3, respectively, are still only approximations in 3D
mean flows. A natural way to quantify how large the dif-
ferences are between the original forms and the approx-
imations, is to study the normalized square root of the

error defined by

X X 2
= \/{(N - Napprox) } (34)
{N?}
Note that Nippmx = N3,. Both N* and Npprox are evalu-
ated from a given solution. This provides an invariant
scalar measure of the difference or error between the ten-
sor x and its approximation. It is necessary to take the
square since these terms are part of the pressure strain
modelling and hence are traceless. This is also in general

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 08 1
r/R

Fig. 5. E? (left) and ES (right) for Z=10.5(—) and Z=1 (--).
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agreement with the concept of studying least squares in
Appendix A.

In Fig. 5, E2 and E® are shown for Z=0.5and Z = 1
using the mean flow, K and w-values of the WJ-EARSM
in conjunction with the N-correction. For Z =0, the
approximations are exact, as discussed earlier, and no
differences occur. As an approximation prprox performs
significantly better than N3, especially for the case with
higher rotation. This should be expected since N3, is the
2D mean flow form of N. One should keep in mind,
however, that the largest values ( = 50% of the maximum
value) of N° are attained in the region 0.4 <r<09. In
the center of the pipe, N* is zero, simply because of a
zero mean velocity gradient. Therefore, the effect of
the relatively high values of ES in center of the pipe
should not be overestimated.

5. Concluding remarks

The differential Reynolds stress model by Sjégren and
Johansson (2000), SJ-DRSM, was derived by permitting
tensor terms, nonlinear in the anisotropy, in the model-
ling of the rapid pressure strain. In this way, sufficient
degree of freedom was obtained in order to impose con-
straints, such as realizability and correct behaviour in
the rapid distortion limit. Including these terms in a
DRSM is fairly straight forward. For an EARSM, on
the other hand, the nonlinearities lead to systems of
nonlinear equations which might have different proper-
ties for 2D and 3D mean flows. For instance,
G = a’Q — Qa? have been shown to vanish for 2D mean
flows for the specific choice of 4, =0, while for 3D
mean flows a system of nonlinear equations is obtained.
No general way of including terms nonlinear in the
anisotropy into an EARSM framework could be found.

Sjogren and Johansson also proposed terms, N and
N*, linear in the Reynolds stress anisotropy tensor with
a quadratic tensorial dependence on the mean velocity
gradients. These terms were chosen in order to improve
the predictions of a number of rotating flows and se-
lected on a somewhat ad hoc and less formal basis. Still,
they were shown to have significant effect on the predic-
tions of a number of rotating flows. From an EARSM
point of view, these contributions are more appealing
since they are linear in the Reynolds stress anisotropy,
and hence, preserves the quasi-linearity of the ARSM
equation.

Although N and N°¥ can be included in a formally
correct way, the representations of N and N in terms
of the five element tensor basis (18) are very lengthy and
the solution to the ARSM equation for 3D mean flows
are too complicated to be of practical importance. For
2D mean flows the new terms can be fully accounted
for since they merely give a change of the model coeffi-
cient A45. Different approximations of N and N° have

been considered, that are consistent with the original
form in 2D mean flows, but where the complexity
in 3D mean flows is reduced. The suggested appro-
ximations provide formulations that can be easily
incorporated in a consistent EARSM formulated in
conjunction with curvature corrections derived from
the advection of the Reynolds stress anisotropy. The full
3D representation, although it contains approximations,
is important for capturing secondary flows generated by
the Reynolds stress anisotropy. Judging from the discus-
sion in Section 4.3.2, one can argue that the errors of
these approximations are relatively large, especially in
flows where the effects of a 3D mean flow are strong.
This seems, however, to be inevitable if the effects of ten-
sorial nonlinear modelling based on the mean velocity
gradients are to be included in a relatively com-
pact EARSM formulation based on a complete tensor
basis.

The proposed model has been tested for a number of
generic flows where the effects of rotation are strong.
For the 2D mean flow cases, homogeneous rotating
shear and rotating channel flow, an over all improve-
ment can be seen. For the rotating channel, however,
the improvements are very small and not universal.
For the rotating pipe case, the mean velocity profiles
are in good qualitative agreement with experimental
data. The nonlinear contributions have been shown to
have a positive contribution to the overall shape of the
mean axial velocity which is important from an engi-
neering point of view. The predicted mean azimuthal
velocity profile is somewhat flatter for the proposed
model than for the WJ-EARSM. This implies good
agreement with the experiments for Z =0.5. For
Z =1, the profile is too flat. The turbulence intensities
are generally overpredicted compared to experiments
and significantly higher than for the WJ-EARSM for
the case with highest rotation. The convergence problem
occurring for this model for Z =1, have been demon-
strated to be related to the approximation of N. This
can, however, be overcome by adding a correction to
N. In a separate work, the proposed model was imple-
mented in a “production” CFD code and shown to give
good predictions and to be robust when applied to e.g.
high-lift aerodynamics applications for both 2D and
3D mean flows.
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Appendix A. Projections of N*2 and N onto a five element
tensor basis

While the suggested approximation of N®, (15), is
consistent for 2D and 3D mean flows and can easily
be incorporated in EARSM formulated in terms of the
five element tensor basis (18), it is somewhat ad hoc
and its uniqueness not guaranteed. A formally more cor-
rect procedure would be to represent N in terms of the
chosen tensor basis in such a way that the difference be-
tween the representation, N say, and N¢ is minimal.
Such a formulation can be achieved by minimizing
IN® —N¥|| in a least square sense using the norm | -||.
However, one needs to be aware of the fact that for this
method there is a certain degree of freedom, like the
choice of tensor basis and the definition of the norm.

This procedure has been used earlier by for instance
Jongen and Gatski (1998), see also Gatski and Jongen
(2000), to derive representations of tensors in terms of
a given tensor basis, but also to derive explicit algebraic
Reynolds stress models from the ARSM relation (5).
The approach described is attractive in the sense that
it provides a formal way to represent any tensor in terms
of an appropriate tensor basis. Below, the essential steps
of the procedure will be described briefly and then the
corresponding representation of N and N* in the five
element basis will be shown. For a more thorough dis-
cussion on the above procedure and related topics see,
for instance, Jongen and Gatski (1998) or Gatski and
Jongen (2000).

Assuming that we have N linearly independent basis

tensors {TM,.. .. T™} the representation of N2 is ex-
pressed as

N
NP = T (35)

Using a norm defined as
IX|* = XXy = {X°} (36)

. . e . 2
where X is a symmetric tensor, minimizing ||[N° — N2||
corresponds to minimizing

E(cf, .. cy) = N = N7

N N
= NP+ D e {TVT™)
n=1 m=1

N
—2) HNTWY (37)
N=1

with respect to {c¥,...,c2}. This gives

9B _o- 2ZN:CQ{T<">T<'">} — 2{N9T}
0c? " ’
m=1,...,N (38)

N
S 3 TOT) = (NI,
n=1

m=1,...,N (39)

which is a system of N linear equations in the unknowns
{c%,...,c}. Note here that ¢? corresponds to a;/u in
(28) where {o;} are computed using Cramer’s rule.

In our case we would like to represent N¥ in terms of
the five element tensor basis

T™™W=8, T@=07— %119*1,
T® =SQ" - Q'S,

2
TW = SQ”? + QS — 3
T® = Q'SQ” — QSQ (40)

Note here that (40) corresponds to (18), but with the
numbers changed in order to match (35). Since (40) is
complete it follows that N =N Solving (39) for
{cf,...,cl}, using

1 2
N = aQ’ + Q%a — 1 1 (41)
\/—HQ( 3@

and the tensor basis (40), the following coefficients are
achieved

el =2(=6V LiopsIly +4V Il ] yop s + 4V I I s
— 12V I 0V g + 28V Lirqn IV o + 1o I 51T},
+ 2 o2 IV TISITY. — 6] o IV 51T,
— A g 1 poosIV? — Ml g L ipgo 1V
+8Ia929*21V3)/Q1 Qz\/:m (42)
=4(=8V?1 o1l g + 24V oo + 6V III 02 1T,
— 18V ll g Il 51y + 14V H o IV 10 — 12V IV 12602
+ 8V IV g2 — 12V IV I pgog — Lo IT51T,
=3I IV Lgpglls + 3 Iy 115
+ 2 o sl g0 1V + 2l o H 51000261V
- 4I15I3929*21V2 + 4Iaﬂzs]V3)/Ql Qz\/TIQ (43)
o3 =2 gl sq — o g2 s+ 2 020 s02
— 220250 )/Qz\/TIQ (44)
e =—4(=2V Ligpogll. — 4V IV Lol + 12V IV I 02
+ I 1 o oog + o I 51 yrgo> — 2 o LTV T o002
+ 2 o IV Lo + 41V 02 — 61V 12026
—6IV2139259*2)/Q1Q2\/-—715 (45)
2=4(-4loV Lgpgs+4 oV Ligso +6V Liopase?
— 6V Lpgrsa — o Il opsqr + o sl 0200
— sl g ] yp s + sl o Ligraos0r — 20V  iorars
+ 2IV2]aQZSQ* )/ 010, V-1, (46)

]
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where
O, =2IV* +4ll oV — 1151150,
= I s + 4V 4 2l V (47)

Ix means the trace of the tensor X.
Applying the same procedure to

2
Ns = <a82 +S%a — 31a521> (48)

1
VI
gives the corresponding representation coeflicients
¢ = —(18V HglsIL,, + 72V I 0V I, — 24V I I 00

— 12V I gl g2 — 8V 15 Il 51 1 p2

— 168V oIV Il g — 3l 4sTg — 121, IV 1I5IT},

+361 g IV sl + 81 o I 51 121V

+ 120 g g1 g2 IV + 241 o I 12 02TV

—481,0021V?)/30,0,\/ 15 (49)
=2(— 48V 1 g1 0 + 144V 02 + 36V 1151 o 1T,

[N

— 108V g 1l sl o2 +42V H o IV Hglys +48V IV 2

=36V IV Isl g0 — T2V IV Lo — 24V IV Il 0

— 61, IIGIT . — I IV I3l as + 181151 202 IT3

+ 120 o Ul 2021V + 61T o I3 21V

+ 4l o I g1 o IV — 2411 51 o2 IV

+ 12U 1V?) [30,0,V/1s (50)
& =g HUglso — 2l g ,g0-5 +4 050

*4Ia539*259*)/Q2\/E (51)
ey =2(6V lslysIly. +24V IV [, ol g — T2V 1021V

— 315 1 oo — OIS I g1 o2 — 20T 5 LTI s y-2

— 611 ITT, IV + 1211 o I, 2 IV 1l + 361 0 26TV

+ 1815l g2 IV — 241, 1V

+ 12005102 1V?) 30,00\ 1T s (52)
& =28lslso oV —8l,g0 o V+12V I g hgo2

— 12V Liggosa + 2 qs o 1 — s 1T

+ 2 o 511 02500 — 2o 151 g2 g0

+ 2l 5ls0 1V — 4, 0:sIV?) ] 0,05/ 1 s (53)

In order to derive the EARSM using projected N¥
and N°, as given above, the invariants / first have to
be calculated by inserting a expressed in (40). Since the
different ¢’ and ¢? coefficients are linear in a, the corre-

sponding ARSM system of equations will remain linear
(except for the I,s nonlinearity) and may be solved.
However, the algebra is significantly more complex than
in the original EARSM. The alternative is to use the
projection approach on the ARSM equation directly.
This would of course lead to the same result.

Appendix B. EARSM platform equations

For the homogeneous rotating shear flow computa-
tions, the two equation platform used consists of the
standard equations for the turbulence kinetic energy,
K, and its dissipation, &,

dK
de ¢ p
a = E(Ccle} — C528) (55)

where the diffusion has been neglected since the flow is
homogeneous. The production of K is given by

P = —861,'ij,' (56)

in which g;; is the Reynolds stress anisotropy and Sj; is
defined as in (2). The model parameters are C,; = 1.56
and Cy = 1.83, which makes the K—¢ platform equiva-
lent to the K~w platform for homogeneous flows.

For the computations of rotating channel and pipe
flow, the standard K~w platform was used. The govern-
ing equations can be written

0K 0 K oK
—:7— * e s — Uil | —
o [ wkK +6x,- ((v—!—cl . uu,) 6x-> (57)

J

ow w 0 K ow
_ 7 2 i | —=
o e ,B(U + aXi ((V Cse e ut”j) axl> (58)

¢, =0.1 and ¢, = 0.09 are the diffusion model parame-
ters. The parameter values were achieved by considering
the log-layer of channel flow and to approximately
match the corresponding eddy-viscosity diffusion mod-
els in the Wilcox (1988) K—w model.

2 is given by (56) and the dissipation rate of the tur-
bulence kinetic energy is related to K and w as

e=f oK (59)

The only near wall treatment used is a lower limit of the
turbulence timescale

¢ = max (5 c f) (60)

This was proposed by Durbin (1993) and is just the
usual timescale with a lower bound given by the Kol-
mogorov scale. The values of the model parameters are

5,3

57 ﬁ:40a ﬁ 20093

o =

C.=6.0 (61)
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