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A discretised population balance equation (PBE) is coupled with an in-house com-
putational fluid dynamics (CFD) code in order to model soot formation in laminar
diffusion flames. The unsteady Navier–Stokes, species and enthalpy transport equations
and the spatially-distributed discretised PBE for the soot particles are solved in a cou-
pled manner, together with comprehensive gas-phase chemistry and an optically thin
radiation model, thus yielding the complete particle size distribution of the soot parti-
cles. Nucleation, surface growth and oxidation are incorporated into the PBE using an
acetylene-based soot model. The potential of the proposed methodology is investigated
by comparing with experimental results from the Santoro jet burner [Santoro, Semer-
jian and Dobbins, Soot particle measurements in diffusion flames, Combustion and
Flame, Vol. 51 (1983), pp. 203–218; Santoro, Yeh, Horvath and Semerjian, The trans-
port and growth of soot particles in laminar diffusion flames, Combustion Science and
Technology, Vol. 53 (1987), pp. 89–115] for three laminar axisymmetric non-premixed
ethylene flames: a non-smoking, an incipient smoking and a smoking flame. Overall,
good agreement is observed between the numerical and the experimental results.

Keywords: population balance equation; soot formation; laminar diffusion flames;
particle size distribution; CFD

1. Introduction

Soot is particulate matter that is formed due to the incomplete combustion of hydrocarbon
fuels. It is responsible for affecting the thermal efficiency of combustion devices, as well
as Earth’s climate and atmosphere due to its radiative properties; in addition, it has harmful
effects on human health and its presence in emissions must be avoided [1]. Recently, it
has been found that the contribution of soot to the greenhouse effect is far greater than
previously thought (the second biggest contributor to the greenhouse effect behind CO2

emissions) [2]. Furthermore, soot has a negative impact on human physiology as it is made
up of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) that have been found to be carcinogenic
and mutagenic [3]. At present soot formation is not well understood, largely due to a num-
ber of experimental limitations (such as measuring the size of incipient particles in the
early stages of their formation). Computational simulations of soot formation are of vital
importance for the design and optimisation of combustion equipment. However, modelling
soot formation poses great challenges; apart from the limits in understanding and avail-
ability of experimental data, the computational problem of soot prediction is formidable,
especially in the case of turbulent combustion where complex interactions between mixing,
chemical reactions and soot formation/destruction processes require additional modelling.
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It is particularly important, therefore, that modelling approaches are thoroughly evaluated
in laminar flames before being ported to turbulent combustion, in order to gauge the ef-
fect of the various elements of the model and their importance before introducing further
modelling errors pertaining to mixing–chemistry–particle formation interactions.

A considerable amount of research has been reported on soot formation in laminar
diffusion flames. To begin with, an experimental and numerical investigation of a laminar
co-flow methane–air diffusion flame was reported by Smooke et al. [4]. In that work,
a quantitative description of the structure of the flame was obtained, without any soot
computations being performed. Further experimental and numerical investigations of an
ethylene flame, including soot prediction, were accomplished in [5] by employing a sectional
soot model. Soot volume fraction profiles were obtained by varying the jet fuel dilution
ratio.

In studies by Santoro et al. [6,7], several experiments were performed for the same
configuration under different co-flow velocities. The following three sooting flame types
appear by varying the inlet flow rates: a non-smoking, an incipient smoking and a smoking
flame. In the non-smoking flame, the oxidation process completely destroys the soot parti-
cles within the flame area and no soot is emitted, whereas in the other two flame types soot
escapes from the flame region. More studies on Santoro’s flames can be found in [8–10],
which use a simplified soot model involving two transport equations. These simplified
soot models could predict only the mean properties of the particle size distribution (PSD),
ignoring the polydispersity of soot particles. Moreover, these papers concentrated on the
non-smoking and smoking flame experiments. Kennedy and Yam [9] simulated these two
flame conditions and obtained relatively good agreement with the experimental data for the
non-smoking flame, but not so good for the smoking one. They employed an OH oxidation
collision efficiency and stated that a more accurate O2 oxidation model is needed. The study
of Liu et al. [8] obtained better results partly due to applying more sophisticated correction
factors to the oxidation rates of both O2 and OH. A later study of both flames can be found
in [10], where the soot kinetics and correction factors employed are the same as in [8], but
several radiation models are applied. In [11] all three flame conditions were studied with a
polydisperse soot model, and the disagreement in the literature regarding the soot kinetics
of O2 and OH was investigated. Finally, we should mention the numerical investigation of
[12] that focused on investigating the effect of gravity on the flame structure; the study is
on a different flame and no comparison with experiments was attempted.

Although intensive research has been carried out over the last three decades, our knowl-
edge of soot formation is still far from complete. No soot model exists that could be
applicable to a wide range of fuel compositions and flame conditions [13]. Most of the
experimental and numerical efforts focus on the average properties of the PSD, such as soot
number density and soot volume fraction. Only recently has interest started to shift towards
the nanoscale morphology and size distribution of particles [14]. To improve our insight into
soot phenomena, more elaborate predictive soot models are needed to estimate the full PSD
by solving a detailed population balance equation (PBE). The aim of this study is to apply a
finite volume-discretised PBE model coupled with a detailed in-house computational fluid
dynamics (CFD) code (BOFFIN) and a comprehensive gas-phase chemical mechanism,
and to test the methodology by simulating all three Santoro flames (non-smoking, incipient
smoking and smoking). The use of a discretised PBE allows for prediction of the complete
PSD without any prior assumption of the shape distribution. Several discretisation methods
have been proposed so far for solving the PBE (e.g. [15–17]); in this paper the PBE is
solved with a finite volume technique, which is an extension of the original collocation
finite element method to be found in Rigopoulos and Jones [16]. The paper thus explores
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Figure 1. Geometry and boundary conditions.

the importance of combining comprehensive fluid dynamics, reactions and PBE modelling
for the modelling of soot formation in laminar flames, a significant step before moving
on to the modelling of turbulent flames where the additional uncertainties of modelling
turbulence–chemistry particle formation interactions are introduced.

2. Experimental and simulation setup

The model presented here will be used to simulate three laminar axisymmetric diffusion
flame configurations the experimental setup and geometry of which are described in [6,7].
As the flames are axisymmetric, the numerical domain can be represented in two dimen-
sions. Figure 1 shows the domain and the boundary conditions.

The inlet fuel is pure ethylene and the oxidizer is air. The central fuel tube has an
internal diameter of 11.1 mm and the outer passage is 101.6 mm. Ambient temperature
and atmospheric pressure conditions are applied on this system. The fuel and the oxidizer
have uniform exit velocity profiles. In the non-smoking flame the fuel velocity is 3.98 cm/s
and the oxidiser’s velocity is 8.9 cm/s. In the incipient smoking flame the fuel velocity
is increased to 4.75 cm/s, whereas the oxidiser velocity is kept the same as that of the
non-smoking flame. In the smoking flame the fuel and oxidiser velocities are increased to
5.06 and 13.3 cm/s, respectively. Symmetry conditions are applied to the left and to the
right planes, velocities and concentrations are specified at the bottom and zero gradient
conditions are imposed at the top. The simulations are performed with a fine grid, consisting
of 200 points in the axial and 100 points in the radial directions. A grid independence study
was previously performed to ensure that this grid is sufficient. The grid is non-uniform and
is finer towards the jet burner exit, as larger gradients exist in that area.

3. Gas-phase combustion

In this study we have sought to employ detailed gas-phase chemistry. The comprehensive
and validated mechanism found in [18] is used for ethylene combustion, comprising 75
species and 529 reactions. NOx reactions are not included in this mechanism and N2 is



4 P. Akridis and S. Rigopoulos

present as an inert species. While other authors have used gas-phase mechanisms that
include N2 chemistry, such as GRI3.0 [8], they removed the reactions and species related
to NOx formation and focused on soot formation.

4. Soot kinetics

Nucleation is a poorly understood mechanism in soot formation, as well as being the
starting point of the whole process, and it generates the incipient and smallest particles.
There are several proposals for describing the nucleation mechanism. They state that the
precursors of soot formation could be polyacetylenes, ionic species or PAHs. In Leung
et al. [19] the nucleation step is assumed to be a first-order reaction, dependent on the
molar concentration of C2H2. In Lindstedt [20] this nucleation mechanism is modified and
extended to include the concentration of C6H6. An even more detailed PAH nucleation step
is used in Smooke et al. [21]. This inception model is employed as a function of several
gas-phase species. The most widely approved PAH-based nucleation model involves the
collision of two C16H10 molecules according to gas kinetic theory [22]. In this study,
the inception process is modelled as a first-order reaction based on C2H2 concentrations
whose reaction rate constant (kn) can be found in Liu et al. [8]. According to the latter, the
incipient soot particle is assumed to be approximately 2.4 nm in diameter with 700 carbon
atoms (Cmin ). The nucleation rate (B0) is shown in Equation (1), where NA is Avogadro’s
constant:

C2H2 → Cs + H2

B0 = 2NAkn [C2H2]

Cmin
. (1)

Surface growth is a heterogeneous surface reaction and it takes place when C2H2

molecules react with the soot particles, resulting in an increase of soot particle volume.
To represent this process, some authors use simple first-order rate equations [19,20] and
some others use the more detailed HACA mechanism [22,23]. Several growth models were
tested in the context of our approach, but the best agreement was observed with a first-order
reaction according to Harris et al. [24]; an expression due to [21] is used in this study. The
growth rate expression is shown below:

C2H2 + nCs → (n + 2)Cs + H2

GC2H2 = 4kgXC2H2

ρs

. (2)

Oxidation is the process where gas-phase species react with the surface area of soot
particles, resulting in a reduction of the soot particle size. The dominant oxidating species
are O2 and OH. The oxidation models that are used in this paper are the O2 oxidation model
found in [25] and the OH oxidation model described in [26]. Both oxidation models are
also implemented in [27] and are shown below:

Cs + 1

2
O2 → CO
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GO2 = 1

ρs

120

[
kαχ1XO2

1 + kzXO2

+ kBXO2 (1 − χ1)

]
2fO2 (3)

χ1 =
(

1 + kT

kBXO2

)−1

(4)

fO2 = [
1 + e−(T −1650)/80

]−1
(5)

Cs + OH → CO + H

GOH = 1

ρs

167XOH√
T

2fOH (6)

fOH =

⎧⎪⎨
⎪⎩

[
1 + e−(T −1675)/70

]−1
T ≥ 1675[

1 + e−(T −1675)/50
]−1

1600 < T < 1675

0.1824
[
1 + e−(T −1600)/85

]−1
T ≤ 1600.

In the above expressions, ρs is the soot density. The latter is taken to be 1900 kg/m3 in
accordance with the nucleation step expression obtained from the Liu et al. study [8]. The
values of the reaction rate constants kα , kB, kT, kz can be found in Nagle and Strickland-
Constable [25]. The correction factors fO2 and fOH are functions of temperature and are
used on all three flame conditions as shown in Liu et al. [8].

Regarding coagulation, the experimental data of Megaridis and Dobbins [28] on the
same flame show that the number density of soot primary particles remains almost constant
throughout the growth region across the flame, thus indicating that neither coagulation
nor aggregation mechanisms significantly affect their number. Therefore the coagulation
rate is not sufficient to cause a reduction of the primary particle number density in the
growth areas. Furthermore, the study of Liu et al. [8] indicates that coagulation might be
significant only in the early stage of the inception process, but seems to be insignificant in the
growth region. Based on these observations, no coagulation mechanism is employed in this
study.

5. Coupled CFD-PBE model

In the in-house code BOFFIN, the transported quantities are cast into a general transport
equation form and solved in cylindrical coordinates. An algorithm based on the pressure
correction concept is used to handle the pressure–velocity coupling. The transport equations
are discretised with a finite volume scheme, using an upwind formulation for the convection
terms. The gravitational term is applied only to the axial momentum equation, in order to
take into account buoyancy effects. To enhance the conservation properties of the finite
volume technique, the total variation diminishing (TVD) scheme is applied using the van
Leer method [29]. The algebraic equations resulting from the discretisation are solved using
a conjugate gradient solver. An optically thin approximation radiation model is employed
in the enthalpy equation to account for the radiation of the gas species (CO, CO2 and H2O)
and soot particles, as shown in [13]. The species’ differential diffusion is included by using
detailed thermal and transport coefficients of each species.

The PBE in the form employed here is shown below (Equation 7), and is a partial
differential equation whose independent variables are space, time and an additional variable
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that is a measure of particle size, ξ – here this is chosen to be the particle diameter.

∂n(ξ, xi, t)

∂t
+ ∂

[(
ui + ut

i

)
n(ξ, xi, t)

]
∂xi

= ∂

∂xi

[
�p

∂n(ξ, xi, t)

∂xi

]

+B ′
0 (φ1, φ2, ..., φm) δ(ξ − ξ0)

−∂ [G (ξ, φ1, φ2, ..., φm) n(ξ, xi, t)]

∂ξ
. (7)

Here φα are the species’ concentrations, ρ is the mixture density and �p is the particle
diffusivity, set to a very small value as it has a negligible contribution. Thermophoresis is
also applied in this study via the additional velocity ut

i . The thermophoretic velocity drives
the soot particles radially inward to the flame. It is independent of soot particle size and
is only dependent on position and temperature gradients. Therefore it is expected to be
stronger at the wings of the flame and act as diffusion on soot particles by lowering the
maximum soot volume fraction. The thermorphoretic velocity is kept the same for all soot
size classes within the same computational cell and is computed via Equation (8) as stated
in [8,9]:

ut
i = −0.55

μ

ρT

∂T

∂xi

. (8)

The nucleation, growth and oxidation are collected at the right-hand of Equation (7), in
anticipation of their treatment as source terms. The nucleation rate B ′

0 corresponds to the
rate given by Equation (1), appropriately scaled in order to express the number of particles
produced per unit volume of mixture and per unit diameter. The function G represents the
combined effect of growth and oxidation, as both processes result in a continuous change
of particle size. This equation is coupled with the species transport equations through the
nucleation and growth terms, which are functions of the species’ concentrations.

In this work, the PBE is discretised by a finite volume method and a TVD scheme. The
method is an extension of the collocation finite element discretisation approach PBE that
can be found in Rigopoulos and Jones [16]. The particle size coordinate is discretised into
400 elements using a uniform grid. The method results in eliminating the diameter from
the list of independent coordinates, thus yielding a set of PDEs in space and time. These
are brought into the form of the generic transport equation and coupled with the CFD code
in a manner similar to the other scalars. The source terms of the gas species and population
density are treated via a fractional step approach.

6. Results and discussion

The simulation results for the non-smoking, incipient smoking and smoking flame are pre-
sented in this section. The amount of experimental data available for the non-smoking exper-
iment is substantially more than that for the two smoking flames. As such, the non-smoking
flame was investigated first in order to validate the PBE and soot model. Subsequently the
same sub-models were used for the incipient smoking and smoking flames.

We first present results for the temperature, axial velocities, OH, C2H2 and soot volume
fraction radial profiles at different heights from the burner exit, for the case of the non-
smoking flame. Figure 2 shows the radial profiles of axial velocity and temperature against
the experimental results. The axial velocity profiles are shown in Figure 2(a) at 20, 40 and
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Figure 2. Radial profiles of axial velocity and temperature (non-smoking flame).
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Figure 3. C2H2 and OH radial profiles at 7, 20 and 70 mm (non-smoking flame).

70 mm above the burner. Excellent agreement is achieved between the computed profiles and
experimental results. Furthermore, in Figure 2(b) the radial temperature profiles are shown
at 20, 50 and 70 mm above the burner. The profiles at 20 and 50 mm also show excellent
agreement, but at 70 mm they exhibit a discrepancy. While the centreline temperature is still
well predicted there, it is followed by an overprediction and later drops to the same levels
as the measurements. This problem has been identified by other authors as well [8,10]. The
most likely cause of this overprediction is the high oxidation in that region that reduces the
local soot volume fraction, therefore emitting less radiation.

In Figure 3, the radial mole fraction of two species’ profiles are shown at 7, 20 and 70 mm
above the burner. Figure 3(a) shows that the mole fraction of C2H2 at 20 mm is in very good
agreement with the measurements. At 7 mm, however, there is a discrepancy between the
simulation and experimental results. This occurs also in the study of Kennedy and Yam [9],
although no attempt was made to explain it. A likely cause of this overprediction very close
to the burner is fuel preheating; this is a point that will be elaborated further later when
discussing the results for the soot volume fraction. Furthermore, in Figure 3(b) the mole
fraction of OH species is close to the experimental values, with a slight overprediction of
the peak values. It should be kept in mind that the errors associated with the mole fraction of
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Figure 4. Soot volume fraction radial profiles at 15 and 50 mm and integrated soot volume fraction
(non-smoking flame).

OH measurements could be as high as 50% [30]. These two species are of key importance
for soot prediction, hence obtaining good agreement for them is vital.

Radial soot volume fraction profiles at 15 and 50 mm above the burner are shown in
Figure 4(a). The soot volume fraction profiles are in a good agreement with the experimen-
tal results at both distances, apart from an overprediction of the peak at 15 mm. Figure 4(b)
shows the axial profile of the soot volume fraction integrated along the radius. Agreement
is good apart from an overprediction at 0.02–0.04 m; furthermore the peak value is located
around 0.035 m, whereas in the experiments it was found to be at 0.04 m. This overpre-
diction is likely to be related to the issue of fuel preheating mentioned before and to the
radiation modelling. Regarding the former, the preheating was not actually measured in the
experiments, and there is much uncertainty regarding what temperature values one should
assign to the fuel inlet, if it were to be simulated. Although some studies have attempted
to include it [31], the values were chosen on the basis of the results of their computations
and are unlikely to match a different model such as the one used in this study. Regarding
radiation, the alternative would be to use a discrete ordinates method; such a model was
used in [8] and the results were compared with an optically thin model. It was observed
that for the non-smoking flame the results of the centreline temperature and integrated soot
volume fraction have not changed significantly, although both results are slightly improved.
An investigation of the impact of the radiation model is beyond the scope of this paper.

Another set of data provided in the experiments is the pathline of the maximum soot
volume fraction; this is computed by finding, at each axial location, the radial position that
contains the maximum soot volume fraction. Comparisons with the experimental measure-
ments at those points are shown in Figure 5; again, the overall agreement is reasonable apart
from an underprediction of the number density near the inlet. It is worth mentioning that
the Liu et al. study [8] had similar underprediction near the inlet but better agreement in
the latter two points of the number density of Figure 5(a). Liu et al. [8] did not include the
destruction of the number density of soot particles due to the soot oxidation mechanism,
whereas in our study this has been taken into account. Thus the underpredicted number
density suggests that possibly an additional nucleation mechanism is needed.

Contour plots of the nucleation rates and surface growth rates are shown in Figure 6. The
nucleation rate is dominant very close to the burner sides (early stages of soot formation),
with significant contribution at the centreline region in the later stages. On the other hand,
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Figure 5. Primary particle number density and soot volume fraction along the path line exhibiting
the maximum soot volume fraction (non-smoking flame).
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Figure 6. Non-smoking flame soot formation rates (kg m−3 s−1).
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surface growth is dominant in the wings of the flame. Therefore soot predictions at the
centreline are expected to be particularly sensitive to the nucleation kinetics.

In Figure 7 the complete PSD is shown for three different points in the axial direction.
The PSDs are normalised with their respective moment values at each computational cell.
In Figure 7(a) we can see that the number density is moving towards larger particle sizes
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Figure 8. Integrated soot volume fractions (incipient smoking flame).
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Figure 9. Radial and integrated soot volume fraction profiles (smoking flame).

as the distance from the burner height is increased up to a certain point (tip of the flame),
while in Figure 7(b) the normalised volumetric PSD shows a unimodal distribution. The
particles are increasing their diameter size up to a maximum of approximately 100 nm.
Unfortunately, there are no experimental PSD results for comparison.

We now consider the incipient smoking flame, where the integrated soot volume fraction
profile is shown (Figures 8(a) and 8(b)). To observe the influence of the correction factors
suggested in [8], we have conducted a simulation without using them; the result is that no
soot is emitted from the tip of the flame (Figure 8(a)). By applying these factors, however,
the oxidation strength is decreased and a small amount of soot volume fraction is emitted,
as shown in Figure 8(b).

Moving on to the smoking flame, results are shown for the radial profiles of soot volume
fraction at 40 and 70 mm above the burner (Figure 9(a)), while results for the integrated soot
volume fraction are shown in Figure 9(b). As discussed before, the centreline predictions are
particularly sensitive to the nucleation kinetics and could thus be improved by an improved
nucleation model, as well as by the inclusion of preheating and detailed radiation modelling.
The results shown in Figure 9(a) are very close to those in the study of Kennedy and Yam [9]
and exhibit the same discrepancies. Furthermore, the pathline of the maximum soot volume
fraction and number density in the smoking flame are shown in Figure 10. Overall, in these
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Figure 10. Primary particle number density and average primary particle diameter along the path
line exhibiting the maximum soot volume fraction (smoking flame).
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Figure 11. Normalised PSDs (smoking flame).

comparisons the soot volume fraction is in reasonable agreement with the experimental
results, although the centreline and peak values exhibit a significant underprediction, and
generally the level of agreement is slightly worse than for the non-smoking flame. Finally,
the PSD results for the smoking flame are shown in Figure 11. Again, the results of the
volumetric PSD indicate that the mass distribution of the primary particles is unimodal,
having almost an order of magnitude particle diameter span in different axial positions for
both the non-smoking and smoking flame.

7. Conclusions

The ultimate challenge of soot modelling is the prediction of soot formation in turbulent
flames, as the majority of industrial processes that produce soot operate under turbulent flow
conditions. However, the prediction of soot in turbulent flames is a formidable challenge,
as in addition to the multitude of uncertainties regarding its kinetics one has to tackle
the issue of chemistry–particle-formation–turbulence interaction. In sooting flames fluid
dynamics, chemical kinetics and soot formation processes acting on particles of various
sizes are coupled. In this study we presented a methodology for modelling soot formation
that involves a detailed PBE, solved with a discretisation approach, coupled with a CFD
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code and a detailed mechanism comprising 75 species and 529 reactions. Our aim was to
obtain a comprehensive framework that can be used as a basis for extending to turbulent
flames, after being tested and validated with laminar flames. Particular emphasis was put
on soot polydispersity, which was modelled here by a detailed PBE; the complete PSD can
thus be obtained without any prior assumption on the shape of the distribution. The method
was subsequently applied to simulate soot formation in three laminar diffusion flames – a
non-smoking, an incipient smoking and a smoking flame. Overall, very good agreement
was accomplished along all of the three flames, apart for some discrepancies that can
be primarily ascribed to uncertainties regarding the possible presence of fuel preheating
in the experiments or certain choices in soot kinetics and radiation models. While these
uncertainties cannot be fully addressed, the synergy of comprehensive fluid dynamics,
detailed kinetics and PBE provides a sound basis for future extension of the methodology
to turbulent sooting flames.
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[8] F. Liu, H. Guo, G.J. Smallwood, and Ö.L. Gülder, Numerical modelling of soot formation and
oxidation in laminar coflow non-smoking and smoking ethylene diffusion flames, Combust. The-
ory Model. 7 (2003), pp. 301–315. Available at http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1364-7830/7/2/305.

[9] I. Kennedy and C. Yam, Modeling and measurements of soot and species in a laminar diffusion
flame, Combust. Flame 107 (1996), pp. 368–382.

[10] R. Demarco, J.L. Consalvi, and A. Fuentes, Influence of radiative property models on soot
production in laminar coflow ethylene diffusion flames, in Eurotherm Conference No. 95:
Computational Thermal Radiation in Participating Media IV, 18–20 April 2012, Nancy,

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0311-2070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1364-7830/7/2/305


Combustion Theory and Modelling 13

France, pp. 91–101, Paper No. 012011. J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 369, conference 1. Available at
http://stacks.iop.org/1742-6596/369/i=1/a=012011.

[11] A. Khosousi and S.B. Dworkin, Detailed modelling of soot oxidation by O2 and OH in laminar
diffusion flames, Combust. Flame 35 (2015), pp. 1903–1910.

[12] W. Kong and F. Liu, Numerical study of the effects of gravity on soot formation in laminar
coflow methane/air diffusion flames under different air stream velocities, Combust. Theory
Model. 13 (2009), pp. 993–1023.

[13] A. Kronenburg, R. Bilger, and J. Kent, Modeling soot formation in turbulent
methane–air jet diffusion flames, Combust. Flame 121 (2000), pp. 24–40. Available at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0010-2180(99)00146-7.

[14] Q. Zhang, H. Guo, F. Liu, G. Smallwood, and M. Thomson, Modeling of soot aggregate
formation and size distribution in a laminar ethylene/air coflow diffusion flame with detailed
PAH chemistry and an advanced sectional aerosol dynamics model, Proc. Combust. Inst. 32
(2009), pp. 761–768.

[15] M. Hounslow, R. Ryall, and V. Marshall, A discretized population balance for nu-
cleation, growth and aggregation, AIChE J. 34 (1988), pp. 1821–1832. Available at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/aic.690341108.

[16] S. Rigopoulos and A. Jones, Finite-element scheme for solution of the dynamic
population balance equation, AIChE J. 49 (2003), pp. 1127–1139. Available at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/aic.690490507.

[17] S. Qamar, M. Elsner, I.A. Angelov, G. Warnecke, and A. Seidel-Morgenstern, A
comparative study of high resolution schemes for solving population balances in
crystallization, Comput. & Chem. Engrg 30 (2006), pp. 1119–1131. Available at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compchemeng.2006.02.012.

[18] H. Wang and A. Laskin, A comprehensive reaction model of ethylene and acetylene combustion
(2000). Available at http://ignis.usc.edu/Mechanisms/C2-C4/c2.html.

[19] K. Leung, R. Lindstedt, and W. Jones, A simplified reaction mechanism for soot for-
mation in nonpremixed flames, Combust. Flame 87 (1991), pp. 289–305. Available at
http://gekgasifier.pbworks.com/f/LeungLindstedtJones_CF_1991_Soot-1.pdf.

[20] R. Lindstedt, Simplified soot nucleation and surface growth steps for non-premixed
flames, in Soot Formation in Combustion, H. Bockhorn, ed., Vol. 59 of Springer Se-
ries in Chemical Physics, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1994, pp. 417–441. Available at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-85167-4_24.

[21] M. Smooke, M. Long, B. Connelly, M. Colket, and R. Hall, Soot formation in
laminar diffusion flames, Combust. Flame 143 (2005), pp. 613–628. Available at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.combustflame.2005.08.028.

[22] J. Appel, H. Bockhorn, and M. Frenklach, Kinetic modeling of soot formation with detailed
chemistry and physics: Laminar premixed flames of C2 hydrocarbons, Combust. Flame 121
(2000), pp. 122–136.

[23] M. Colket and R. Hall, Successes and uncertainties in modeling soot formation in lam-
inar, premixed flames, in Soot Formation in Combustion, H. Bockhorn, ed., Vol. 59 of
Springer Series in Chemical Physics, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1994, pp. 442–470. Available at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-85167-4_25.

[24] S. Harris and A. Weiner, Soot particle growth in premixed toluene/ethylene flames, Combust.
Sci. Technol. 38 (1984), pp. 75–87.

[25] J. Nagle and R. Strickland-Constable, Oxidation of carbon 1000–2000 ◦C, in Proceedings of
the 5th Conference on Carbon, 19–23 June 1961, University Park, PA, Symposium Publications
Division, Pergamon Press, New York, 1962.

[26] K.G. Neoh, J.B. Howard, and A.F. Sarofim, Soot oxidation in flames, in Particulate Carbon:
Formation During Combustion, D. C. Siegla and G. W. Smith, eds., Plenum Press, New York,
1981, pp. 261–277.

[27] R.J. Hall, M.D. Smooke, and M.B. Colket, Predictions of soot dynamics in opposed jet diffusion
flames, in Physical and Chemical Aspects of Combustion: A Tribute to Irvin Glassman, R.F.
Sawyer and F.L. Dryer, eds., Vol. 4 of the Combustion Science and Technology Book Series,
Gordon and Breach Science Publishers, Amsterdam, 1997, pp. 189–229.

[28] C. Megaridis and R. Dobbins, Soot aerosol dynamics in a laminar ethylene diffusion flame,
Proc. Combust. Inst. 22 (1988), pp. 353–362.

http://stacks.iop.org/1742-6596/369/i=1/a=012011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0010-2180(99)00146-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/aic.690341108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/aic.690490507
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compchemeng.2006.02.012
http://ignis.usc.edu/Mechanisms/C2-C4/c2.html
http://gekgasifier.pbworks.com/f/LeungLindstedtJones_CF_1991_Soot-1.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-85167-4_24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.combustflame.2005.08.028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-85167-4_25


14 P. Akridis and S. Rigopoulos

[29] B. van Leer, Towards the ultimate conservative difference scheme, II. Monotonicity and con-
servation combined in a second order scheme, J. Comp. Physics 14 (1974), pp. 361–270.

[30] Q. Zhang, M. Thomson, H. Guo, F. Liu, and G. Smallwood, A numerical study of soot aggregate
formation in a laminar coflow diffusion flame, Combust. Flame 156 (2009), pp. 697–705.

[31] S.B. Dworkin, Q. Zhang, M.J. Thomson, N.A. Slavinskaya, and U. Riedel, Application of an
enhanced PAH growth model to soot formation in a laminar coflow ethylene/air diffusion flame,
Combust. Flame 158 (2011), pp. 1682–1695.


	Abstract
	1.Introduction
	2.Experimental and simulation setup
	3.Gas-phase combustion
	4.Soot kinetics
	5.Coupled CFD-PBE model
	6.Results and discussion
	7.Conclusions
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	References



