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NUMERICAL ANALYSIS OF FLUIDIZED BED HYDRODYNAMICS WITH
OPENFOAM

Gas—solid fluidized beds play a vital role in energy production, chemical processing, and thermal
management due to their excellent mixing and transport properties. Despite their importance,
predicting fluidized bed hydrodynamics remains a major challenge because of the highly coupled
and nonlinear interactions between gas and particle phases. Computational fluid dynamics (CFD)
has become an indispensable tool for analyzing such systems, but the reliability of predictions
depends strongly on solver formulation, closure models, and postprocessing strategies. This
study revisits the benchmark experiment of Taghipour et al. |1], which provides high-quality
measurements of pressure drop and bed expansion BER, and applies it to the most recent release of
OpenFOAM (v12). An Euler—Euler two-fluid approach is employed, incorporating kinetic theory of
granular flow for solid-phase stresses and the Gidaspow drag correlation for interphase momentum
exchange. Simulations are performed on a two-dimensional rectangular bed fluidized with air
and Geldart B particles. Pressure drop and bed expansion ratio (BER) are selected as the main
indicators for validation. Beyond conventional postprocessing methods, a new mass-conservation-
based approach for estimating BER is introduced, which takes into account data from the entire
computational domain. The work aims to evaluate the predictive capacity of OpenFOAM v12
in reproducing well-established benchmarks and to advance postprocessing techniques for more
reliable characterization of fluidized bed hydrodynamics.

Key words: Fluidized bed, OpenFOAM, two-phase model, postprocessing methods, pressure
drop, layer expansion coefficient.
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OpenFOAM kemerimMeH CYyHBITBIJIFaH KabaT ruApOANHAMUKACBIHBIH CaHABIK TAJIIAYbI

laz—xaTTh! hazasbl CYHBITHIIFAH KAOATTAD SHEPIUS OHIIPY, XUMUSIBIK, TEXHOJIOTUSIAD YKOHE KbI-
JIyaJamacy IpolecTepinjie TUiMJIl apaJacTbipy XKoHe MaCCaHbl / JKbLILY/Ibl TachIMaJay Kabiigerrepine
GailsIaHBICTHI KEHIHEH KOJIaHbLIa b, Ajaiia MyH ail xKyiiesreperi I ipoInHAMAKAJIBIK, KYObLTbI-
cTap/ibl J19J1 OOJIKay Ta3 XKoHe KATThl OeJiekTep ¢a3ajapbl apachlHIAFbl Kypiesi 9pi ChI3BIKTHI
eMec OailJIaHBICKAHIBIKTAH oJii KYHre jeiiin Kypgaenai mocese. Kasipri tanma CFD cyitbiTbiran
KabaTTap/bl 3ePTTEYIH Heri3ri KypaaJapblHblH 0ipi, 6ipak MOIEsbIey HOTUKEJIEPIHIH CeHiMIimi-
i eIy TeHaeyaepaiH HyCKAChIHA, KOIIAHBIIFaH Ka0y MOJETbIepiHe XKOHE JAePEeKTEP/Ii OHIey
omicrepine Tikeseit Toyesi. Ocor 3eprreyne Taghipour et al. [1] kpicbim Tycyl Mer KabGaTThIH yiFa-
OBl YKOHIHJIEr >KOFaphl A9JIIIKTEr 9KCIIEPUMEHTTIK jiepekTepi KapacTeipbLibia, OpenFOAM 6ar-
JlapJIaMaChIHbIH COHFBI HycKachiHaa (v12) canmpik Taugay xypriziseni. Exi dazans Ditep—itiep
MOJIeJTi KOJIIAHBLIBIN, KATTHl (ha3a KepHeyIepl rPaHyJIAJIbIK AFbIHHBIH KUHETUKAJIBIK, T€OPUSCHI-
MeH, ajl (asaiap apachlHIAFrbl UMITYJIbC ajMacy Gidaspow TapTy KOPpeJSIusChbIMEH CHITATTAJIA~
b1, CaHABIK MOJIEJIbIEY aya arblHbIMeH cyiibiTbliran Geldart B camarbiHa »KaTaThlH OeJIeKTEP]
6ap eki esmmeM i TIKOYPHITITH KabaT yiria opbiagasisl. Herisri Bamauganusiiblk KOPCETKITED pe-
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TiHJIE KBICBIM TYCYl »KoHe KabarThiH yiraro koadduimenti (BER) anbiaran. Byran koca, ecenrey
ayIaHBIHIAFBI JEePEKTEP/I TOJBIK eckepe anaToia, BER-1i Macca cakTaybl TpUHITUIIIHE HETI3e-
PeH YKaHa, eCcerrrey TOCIIl YChIHbLIa L. 3eprrey Hotukesepi OpenFOAM v12 HyCKACHIHBIH, JKAKCHI
OerisIi 3TAIOHIBIK THAPOTHHAMUKAJIBIK, CUTIATTaMAJIaPIbl KaiiTa oHIipy KabiaeTin baratayra KoHe
CYUBITBIIFAH KAabATTapbl TaIayra apHAJIraH JIEPEKTEP/l OHJEY OIICTEePIH KeTiIaipyre OarbIT-
TaJIFaH.

Tyitia cesnep: Cyiibirouiran kabat, OpenFOAM, exi-daszainl MOEb, JepeKTep/Ii OHIeY, Kbi-
CBIMHBIH, TYCYyl, KAOATTHIH YIFa0 KO3(MdUuIneHTi.
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YucseHHbIll aHAJIN3 THAPOANHAMUKY ICEBI00XKN2KEHHOTO CJIOsI C MCIIOJIb30BaAaHUEM

OpenFOAM

lazo—TBepaple MCEBIOOKUKEHHBIE CJIOU IITUPOKO TPUMEHSIOTCS B SHEPreTUKE, XUMUIECKOHN Mpo-
MBIMIIJIEHHOCTH U TEIJIOTEXHUKe OJI1arofaps BBICOKIM XapaKTEPUCTUKAM CMEIIEHU, TEILJIO- M MaCCO-
obmena. Tem He MeHee, TOYHOE IIPOTHO3UPOBAHUE MUAPOINHAMIKI TAKIX CHCTEM OCTAETCS CJI0YKHOM
3ajateil n3-3a UHTEHCUBHBIX, HEJIMTHEHHBIX U TECHO CBI3aHHBIX B3aNMO/IEHICTBHUI Ta30BOI U TBEPIOH
das. Beruncsaurensnast rugpoguaamuka (CFD) cerosifs siBisieTcsi KJIOUEBBIM HHCTPYMEHTOM st
aHAJII3a TICEBIO0XKIKEHHBIX CUCTEM, OJTHAKO JIOCTOBEPHOCTD YHUCJIEHHOTO MOJIEJTUPOBAHUS B 3HATH-
TEJILHOU CTENEHN 3aBUCUT OT BHIOOPA YHUCIEHHOTO PEIATe s, MO/IEIeH 3aMbIKAHUS U IPUMEHSIEMbIX
MEeTOJOB IOCTIPOIleCCHHTra. B HacTosimeit paboTe MOBTOPHO PACCMOTPEHBI BHICOKOTOUHbBIE SKCIIE-
pUMeHTaJIbHBIE JTaHHBIE 110 ITaJIEHUIO JTaBJIEHUs U PACIINPEHHIO CJIod, IpescTaBiennble Taghipour
u coaropamu |1, n nposeieHO UX UncaeHHOE BocnpousseneHne B nocieaned sepcun OpenFOAM
(v12). Ucnonbsyercsa nyxdasuplii Jiiiep—DiaepoBCKuii MOIX0 I, Tae HAUPXKeHus TBEPIOH (has3bl
OIMCHIBAIOTCST KUHETUIECKON Teopueil rPaHysIsSpPHOrO MMOTOKA, a MeK(a3HbIii OOMEH WMILYIbCOM
— KoppeJisitueii conporubienuss Gidaspow. MojennpoBaHue BBITOJIHEHO ISl ABYMEDHOTO IIpsi-
MOYTOJIBHOTO IICEBJOO0KUKEHHOI'O CJIOs, a3PUPYEMOrO BO3IYXOM U COJEPIKAINEr0 YaCTHUI[I TUIIA
Geldart B. B kagecTBe OCHOBHBIX KPUTEPUEB BAJIAIAIUMYI [IPUHSATHI IaJIEHUE JIaBJIeHust U Koapdu-
nuent pacumpenus ciog (BER). Kpome Toro, npemioxen nosbiii metog oneaku BER, ocHoBanHbIH
HA 3aKOHE COXPAHEHUs] MACCHI, KOTOPBIi [TO3BOJISIET YIUTHIBATE JTAHHBIE BCEIl BEIYUCIUTEILHOM 00-
Jractu. Pe3ysbrarsl MCce0Banus HAIPpaBJIeHbl Ha OleHKy crocobnoctn OpenFOAM v12 Bocmpo-
U3BOUTH ODIIENPUHATHIE STAJOHHBIE XAPAKTEPUCTUKH TUIPOIUHAMUKH [ICEBIO0KUKEHHOI'O CJIOs
U Ha COBEPINEHCTBOBAHNE METO/IOB ITOCTIIPOIIECCUHTA JIJTst 60JIee HAIE2KHOTO aHAIN3a TAKUX CHCTEM.
Kurouessie cioBa: Ilcenooxkuxkennstii cioit, OpenFOAM, nByxdasHass MOJeJb, TOCTIIPOIEC-
CHUHT, TTaJIeHUe JTaBJIeHus], KO3(MDMUIINEHT PACIIUPEHUS CJIOSI.

1 Introduction

Fluidized beds are widely applied in energy conversion, chemical processing, and waste heat
recovery due to their excellent mixing and transport properties [2|. However, predicting their
hydrodynamic behavior remains challenging because of the complex interactions between
gas and solid phases. Computational fluid dynamics (CFD) has become an essential tool for
analyzing these systems, but numerical predictions often diverge from experiments, making
reliable benchmarks crucial for model validation. In a related context, recent CFD studies of
thermal energy storage systems have demonstrated that two-dimensional numerical models,
validated against experimental data, can accurately capture complex flow structures and
performance indicators such as temperature stratification, efficiency metrics, and mixing
behavior, highlighting the broader applicability of CFD methodologies beyond fluidized
beds [3]. One of the most widely used benchmarks is the experiment of Taghipour et
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al. [1], which provides high-quality measurements of global flow quantities such as pressure
drop and bed expansion ratio (hereafter BER) in a two-dimensional gas-solid fluidized
bed. These data have been used extensively to test Euler-Euler two-fluid models (TFM)
combined with drag correlations such as Wen—Yu [4], Syamlal-O’Brien [5], and Gidaspow [6].
While many studies have reproduced this benchmark, results remain sensitive to choices
of drag law, boundary conditions. Previous evaluations of OpenFOAM have shown mixed
conclusions: some reported insufficient accuracy, while others demonstrated close agreement
with experiments. Importantly, no study has yet assessed the most recent release, OpenFOAM
v12, which incorporates updates in solver robustness and numerical schemes. Addressing this
gap, the present work investigates whether the multiPhaseEuler solver in OpenFOAM v12
can reliably reproduce Taghipour’s 1] benchmark. Pressure drop and BER are selected as
the main hydrodynamic indicators. In addition, a new mass-conservation-based method for
calculating BER is proposed and compared with conventional approaches. The objective of
this study is to validate the predictive capability of OpenFOAM v12 for gas—solid fluidized
bed hydrodynamics and to provide improved postprocessing strategies that can support
industrial-scale applications.

2 Materials and Methods

This study reproduces the benchmark experiment of Taghipour et al. [1] using the Euler—Euler
two-fluid model in OpenFOAM v12. The objective is to assess the solver’s ability to predict
two key hydrodynamic indicators: pressure drop and bed expansion ratio (BER). The
simulated system is a two-dimensional rectangular bed with dimensions of 1.0 m x 0.28 m x
0.025 m. The bed is initially filled to 40% of its height with Geldart B particles (mean diameter
275 pm, density 2500 kg/m?). Air serves as the fluidizing medium, with density 1.225kgm™3
and kinematic viscosity 1.485 x 107> m?s~!. The superficial gas velocity was varied between
0.025 and 0.51 m/s, covering the transition from fixed to bubbling and turbulent regimes.
The simulation utilized a multifluid Eulerian approach that solves conservation equations
for mass and momentum across gas and fluid phases. For modeling solid-phase stresses, the
kinetic theory of granular flow was implemented, providing closure through conservation of
solid fluctuation energy [7]. The governing equations can be summarized as follows:
Mass conservation equations of gas (g) and solid (s) phases:

a —
a(agﬂg) + V- (aypyy) = 0, (1)
0 R
E(O‘SPS) +V- (aspsUS) = 0. (2)

Momentum conservation equations of gas (g) and solid (s) phases:

a N JEFGNEN — — — —
ot (%pgug) +V- (O‘gpgug“g> = —a,Vp+ V Ty + ayp,G + Kys(tly — i) (3)
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%(aspsﬁs) + V- (aspstists) = —asVp — Vps + V- Ty 4+ asps G + Ky (U, — Us) (4)
where K, represents the interphase momentum transfer was described by the Gidaspow drag
law (Eq. (5-7)), while particle-wall interactions were represented by the Johnson—Jackson
boundary condition (Eq. (8-9)) with a restitution coefficient of 0.9 and specularity coefficient
of 0.2.

Gidaspow drag model [6]:

For ¢, > 0.8:
3, EsEgpg |Us — Uy
K, = 20, 2scely [Us gl _—265 5
= Sep el Gl (5)
For ¢, <0.8:
exp EsPyg |Us — U]
K, = 150259 4 1 7589178 79l 6
g Egdg + ds ( )
Cp = 22 (14 0.15(c, Re,)*™) (7)
gqReg g

Johnson and Jackson partial slip model [8]:

aUs o 7.‘—stspso%go\/e_s[]

S - S 8

Hs 2/ (8)

P % o _7T¢5U52P506590\/9_3 o 7r\/§¢spsasg() (1 - 6211)) \/6_30 (9)
S 833' - 2\/50[1;13)( 4a?1ax S

where ps and ks are the viscosity and conductivity of the solid phase, and ¢, and e,, are the
specularity coefficient and the particle-wall coefficient of restitution, respectively.

Numerical simulations were performed on a structured mesh of 56 x 200 cells (11,200
total), corresponding to a uniform grid spacing of 5 mm. Time integration employed an
implicit first-order scheme with a base time step of 6t = 10~3s. Postprocessing was conducted
in ParaView and with OpenFOAM utilities. Pressure drop and BER were computed and
compared against both experimental data and results from recent CFD studies. To improve
reliability, a new mass-conservation-based approach for BER calculation was tested alongside
conventional midline methods.

3 Literature Review

The benchmark of Taghipour et al. [1] remains a cornerstone for validating CFD models of
gas—solid fluidized beds, providing reliable experimental data on pressure drop and BER.
Their work demonstrated the applicability of Eulerian-Eulerian two-fluid models (TFM)
with drag laws such as Wen—Yu [4], Syamlal-O’Brien [5], and Gidaspow [6]. Because of its
reproducibility, this case has been widely adopted in later validation studies. Several authors
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have extended the benchmark using different CFD solvers. Herzog et al. 9] compared Fluent,
MFIX, and OpenFOAM, finding that global parameters like pressure drop were captured
reasonably well. Londono [10] reported larger deviations, while Kusriantoko et al. [11]
emphasized sensitivity to mesh resolution, boundary conditions, and particle restitution.
Fatti [7] focused on OpenFOAM and showed that pressure drop was stable across numerical
setups, but BER was strongly influenced by wall models. Liu [12] highlighted the role
of adaptive time-stepping and averaging windows, which improved stability of results. A
major source of disagreement across studies is the calculation of the BER. Herzog [9] and
Liu [12] used pressure-drop methods, whereas Kusriantoko 11| applied a midline solid fraction
approach, which tended to overpredict expansion. This inconsistency underlines the need for
more reliable postprocessing techniques. More recent works expanded validation to different
solvers and scales. Shi et al. [13] compared 2D and 3D models in Fluent, recommending 3D
for accuracy but retaining 2D for sensitivity analysis. Reyes-Urrutia et al. [14] compared
OpenFOAM and MFIX for fluidized beds with heat transfer, finding both reliable but MFIX
slightly more accurate. Patil [15] and Armstrong |16 validated similar cases using CFX and
Fluent, further confirming the robustness of Taghipour’s benchmark [1] across platforms.
In summary, the literature demonstrates that predictive accuracy depends strongly on drag
models, boundary conditions, and numerical settings. Earlier OpenFOAM studies (Herzog
[9], Londono [10]) reported significant deviations, whereas more recent works (Fatti [7],
Kusriantoko |11]) suggest that careful parameter selection can yield accurate results. However,
no study has yet applied the latest OpenFOAM v12 to this benchmark. The present work
addresses this gap by assessing solver performance and proposing a new mass-conservation-
based BER calculation method as an alternative to existing approaches.

4 Results and Discussion

The inherently transient processes of bubble coalescence and breakup generate significant
pressure-drop oscillations within the fluidized bed [9]. To avoid the influence of these initial
fluctuations, the pressure drop used for comparison was calculated as a time-averaged
quantity only after the flow had reached a statistically steady state. Consistent with the
procedure reported by Taghipour [1], the averaging of global parameters commenced after
3 s of simulated time.

The pressure drop results obtained by various researchers using OpenFOAM for
Taghipour’s setup are summarized in Tab. [I} All simulations considered here correspond to
an inflow gas velocity of 0.38 m/s. Earlier numerical studies using OpenFOAM have reported
pressure-drop values between 5027 Pa and 8064 Pa, compared with Taghipour’s experimental
measurement of 5423.398 Pa. The simulations by Herzog [9] and Londono [10] show the
greatest departure from the experiment, predicting 7072 Pa and 8064 Pa, respectively.
Conversely, results on the lower end of the reported range tend to more closely match the
experimental value. Although Herzog (2012), Londono (2012), Fatti (2021), and Kusriantoko
(2024) all used OpenFOAM, their reported values differ due to changes in solver versions
and the availability of specific models. A noticeable trend appears: as the simulations become
more recent, their deviation from the experimental benchmark decreases. The most up-to-date
results, produced by Fatti and Kusriantoko, are in close agreement; however, because Fatti
provides more extensive methodological details, their findings are adopted as the primary



N. Momysh, et al. 127

Table 1: Pressure drop results obtained by various authors

Sources Pressure |Pa)
Experiment | 5423.398
Herzog 7072.423

Londono 8064.067
Fatti J&J 5067.370
Kusriantoko | 5072.617

Table 2: Comparison
Time discretization | This work’s dP [Pa] | Deviation from results of
10~°s euler 5145.96 Fatti et al. is 1.5%
10~3s euler 5132.88 Kusriantoko et al. is 1.2%

point of comparison in this work.

To assess the reliability of the present simulations, the parameter set used by Fatti was
replicated. This resulted in a predicted pressure drop of 5145.96 Pa, differing from Fatti’s
value by only 1.5%. Likewise, reproducing the conditions reported by Kusriantoko produced
a pressure drop of 5132.88 Pa, corresponding to a 1.2% deviation (Tab. . These results
demonstrate that the solver version employed in this study (v12) yields predictions that
closely align with the recent OpenFOAM investigations of Fatti and Kusriantoko et al., and
that the discrepancies are considerably smaller than those observed in earlier works, such as
those by Herzog and Londono.

According to the Ergun equation, which is applied in the Gidaspow drag model for e < 0.8
(Eq. (6)), the pressure drop across a bed increases with increasing superficial gas velocity [17].
When the gas velocity reaches a value at which the drag force on the particles balances their
weight (m x g), the bed becomes fluidized. This velocity is referred to as the minimum
fluidization velocity w,, . Figure[l| presents the dependence of bed pressure drop on inflow air
velocity reported by various authors. The results of the current simulations, as well as those of
Kusriantoko and Herzog, are consistent with the prediction according to the Ergun equation,
showing an increase in pressure drop with increasing velocity until the inflow velocity reaches
Um . In contrast, the plots reported by Fatti and Londono exhibit deviations from this trend
at low velocities. However, it is noticeable that Kusriantoko’s pressure drop begins to level
off later than both the current simulation results and Fatti’s results. This discrepancy may
be due to a lack of velocity points: there are insufficient data near w,,f, making it difficult
to determine whether the pressure drop increases exactly up to w,,;. For velocities above
Ums = 0.62 m/s, the results of the current work closely match those of Fatti et al. and
Kusriantoko et al.

Tab. [3] presents BER reported by different authors alongside the experimental value of
1.491 obtained by Taghipour. The results show significant variation across studies, with
reported values ranging from 1.343 (Taghipour) to 1.721 (Kusriantoko’s OpenFOAM).

It is clear that pressure drop is the difference of time-averaged and spatial-averaged (along
boundary) pressure between inlet and outlet boundaries. However BER can be determined in
three ways: from the pressure drop along a vertical midline of the bed (midline AP method);
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Figure 1: Bed pressure drop — inflow velocity relation comparison with the results of other
researchers

Table 3: Bed expansion ratio BER results obtained by various authors

Sources BER
Experiment | 1.491
Herzog 1.538

Londono 1.380
Fatti J&J 1.554
Kusriantoko | 1.721

from time-averaged gas fraction along midline (midline gas fr. method); from calculating sum
of particles time-averaged mass (domain mass method).

Herzog [9] and Liu [12] applied the midline AP but did not specify the criterion referred
to as the threshold, calculated by Eq. (10). The bed ratio is defined as the ratio between the
bed height at which the threshold reaches 1 and the initial bed height:

Rnlet - P(h)

threshold = )
Pinlet - P, outlet

(10)

Regarding the mudline gas fr. method, Kusriantoko proposed a criterion based on the
gas fraction ¢,(h) along the midline. In this method, the height at which the threshold that
is gas fraction equals 0.99 defines the extent of BER, and the BER is computed as the ratio
between this height and the initial bed height.

The domain mass method was developed in the present work. It is based on integrating
the solid mass (or, equivalently for incompressible flow, the solid volume fraction) over all
cells of the computational domain. The bed ratio is defined as the height below which the
total solid mass in the bed is nearly equal to the total solid mass in the entire domain. The
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corresponding threshold is computed using Eq. (11):

i(h) <56
Zi(:l) D ie1 Es

threshold =
HESHO Es,init HO

: (11)

where ¢ and j denote the horizontal and vertical cell indices, respectively.

Kusriantoko used the dt = 1073s euler scheme for time discretization. He determined
BER at height where the air fraction reached 0.99 and got H/Hy = 1.721. The value of the
current work by the scheme and method with a threshold such as Kusriantoko is equal to
1.658. That’s deviation from Kusriantoko’s is 3.6%. However, the values taken by Kusriantoko
overcome the values of the results of all other authors. Moreover, the current work value by
Kusriantoko’s method overcomes the current work values by other methods too according to
Tab. [d For this reason, the Kusriantoko’s method is discarded for the following studies.

Table 4: Bed expansion ratio BER calculated by time discretization of 6t = 10~3s, scheme
euler

Threshold/Method | midline AP | midline gas fr. | domain mass
0.950 1.382 1.621 1.438
0.980 1.482 1.646 1.525
0.990 1.533 1.658 1.562

Fatti used 6t = 1075s euler and got H/Hy = 1.554. Among the results by different methods
for H/H, shown in Tab. 5] results taken by midline AP method with 0.99 threshold and by
domain mass method with 0.98 threshold are closest to Fatti’s result. It approves the use of
midline AP method with 0.99 threshold or domains mass method with 0.98 threshold.

Table 5: Bed expansion ratio BER calculated by time discretization of ¢t = 107°s, scheme

euler

Threshold/Method | midline AP | domain mass
0.950 1.382 1.462
0.980 1.482 1.537
0.990 1.533 1.587

Fig. [2] shows BER dependence on inflow air velocity of different authors. Across all
cases, the BER increases with inflow velocity, and the growth patterns similar. Kusriantoko’s
OpenFOAM results show the highest expansion values overall, due to the use of method
midline gas fr.. Plot of Fatti and this works simulation almost overlaps each other, meaning
that they validate each other. This simulations plot was done by method domain mass (plots
of by method midline AP and by method domain mass gave the same plot). Both of these
plots are close to experimental result. Herzog reported not as smooth as Kusriantoko, but
closely matching experimental and simulation trends. In contrast, Londono [10] observed
comparable behavior at low velocities but significant fluctuations above 0.4 m/s, with
expansion ratios oscillating between 1.45 and 1.8. These deviations suggest flow instabilities
not present in Herzog’s data.



130 Numerical Analysis of Fluidized Bed Hydrodynamics with OpenFOAM

18

1.6

1.4

i)
o 12
S
[t
o 1
n
[t
©
o 0.8
S
S 0.6
[
o
0.4 —e—Simulation —e—Experiment (2005)
0.2 —e—Londono (2007) —e—Fatti (2021)
Kusriantoko (2024) —e—Herzog (2011)
0
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

Inflow air velocity [m/s]

Figure 2: Bed expansion ratio BER — inflow velocity relation comparison with the results of
other researchers

5 Conclusion

This work assessed the capability of OpenFOAM v12 to simulate gas—solid fluidized bed
hydrodynamics against the benchmark of Taghipour et al. Results confirmed that the
solver provides accurate pressure drop predictions, with deviations under 6% relative to
experiments and under 2% compared with recent CFD studies. The newly proposed mass-
conservation-based method for calculating BER was shown to deliver more consistent and
experimentally aligned results than conventional midline solid fraction approaches, which
tend to overpredict expansion. Overall, the study demonstrates that OpenFOAM v12 can
reliably reproduce key hydrodynamic indicators of fluidized beds while offering improved
postprocessing strategies. These advances support the application of CFD in industrial design,
scale-up, and optimization of fluidized bed reactors.
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