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We investigate air-entraining flows where degassing, rather than fragmentation, plays a
significant role. Of interest is the power-law slope § of the bulk bubble size distribution
N(a) during the air-generating period, when the total volume of bubbles is increasing. We
study a canonical air-entraining flow created by strong underlying free-surface turbulence.
We perform analysis using the population balance equation (PBE) and computations using
direct numerical simulations (DNS) with bubble tracking. We quantify the importance
of degassing by the ratio of degassing flux (Qp) to entrainment flux (Qy), D = Op/0y,
and the ratio of degassing rate (A(a)) to fragmentation rate (§2(a)) for a bubble
of radius a, A(a)/$2(a). For a broad range of large Froude numbers Fr = U/\/Lg,
DNS give D = O(1) (independent of Fr), showing that degassing is relevant, and
A(a) > $2(a), showing that the bubble population is degassing-dominated. In contrast
to fragmentation-dominated populations, such as those due to wave breaking, where
p = —10/3, degassing-dominated populations have qualitatively different N(a) during
air entrainment. Analysis using the PBE shows that degassing-dominated § is a function
of A(a), which has a turbulence-driven regime (a < a4) and a buoyancy-driven regime
(a > ap). Here, a, is the bubble radius where terminal buoyant rise velocity equals
urms. Consequently, N (a) exhibits a split power with B(a < as) = —4.3and Bla>ap) =
—5.83 for moderate bubble Reynolds numbers Rep. For large Rep, B(a > ap) = —4.83.
The DNS strongly confirm these findings for moderate Rej,. By identifying and describing
degassing-dominated bubble populations, this work contributes to the understanding and
interpretation of broad types of air-entraining problems where degassing plays a relevant
role.
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Figure 1. Rendering from DNS of an air-entraining FST flow (see §4 for details) with a sketch of the five
physical mechanisms that effect the bubble population, in terms of the bulk bubble size distribution N(a) (see
(2.1) for definitions), and the total entrained volume V (see (2.8) for definitions). We will show that this flow is
dominated by entrainment and degassing and the other mechanisms (in grey) are negligible.

1. Introduction

Air-entraining free-surface flows driven by underlying turbulence are present and
important in a variety of natural and engineering applications, including gas exchange
between the atmosphere and the ocean, water quality in lakes and rivers, and the wake
around ships. In many of these flows — e.g. dam spillways, rivers (Chanson 1996) and ship
wakes (Hendrickson et al. 2019) — interaction of the free surface with strong turbulence in
the liquid beneath leads to entrainment of air (Brocchini & Peregrine 2001), as illustrated
in figure 1. For this interaction to lead to air entrainment, the turbulence must be strong
relative to the restoring effects of gravity and surface tension (see ‘region 2’ from the
regime map by Brocchini & Peregrine 2001, figure 4). Unlike breaking waves, where air
entrainment is driven by large displacement of the free surface and bubble populations are
often understood in terms of entrainment events tied to individual breakers (Deike 2022),
the multi-scale nature of underlying turbulence interacting with the free surface means that
air-entraining free-surface turbulence (FST) entrains bubbles continuously across a range
of scales (Yu, Hendrickson & Yue 2020). In this work, we focus on these air-entraining
FST flows.

The size distribution of bubbles in air-entraining flows is often of critical importance
and is the result of five physical mechanisms: entrainment where bubbles are created at
the free surface; fragmentation where turbulence breaks a bubble into multiple bubbles;
coalescence where multiple bubbles join into one; degassing where a bubble bursts at
the free surface; and dissolution where air dissolves into the surrounding water. If we
assume conditions such that dissolution and coalescence are negligible, then we are left
with entrainment, fragmentation and degassing. All could (simultaneously) interact to
determine the bubble population. We define an air-generating flow as one where the total
volume of bubbles is increasing. In an air-generating flow, the entrainment mechanism
is clearly important. In addition to growth of the bubble population, this leaves two
possible mechanics to balance entrainment: fragmentation or degassing. Fragmentation as
the other dominant mechanism during air generation has been studied widely, especially
for breaking waves. However, there is little understanding of bubble populations when
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degassing (rather than fragmentation) is dominant during air generation, the configuration
illustrated in figure 1.

To quantify bubble populations, we consider the bulk bubble size distribution N(a),
where N(a) da is the number of bubbles in the flow of (effective) radius [a, a + §a]. For
bubble fragmentation in turbulence, Garrett, Li & Farmer (2000) show that for bubbles
of radius larger than the Hinze scale, ay, a fragmentation cascade arises, producing a
power law N(a) o a?, where § = —10/3. Below the Hinze scale, surface tension prevents
fragmentation, and different power laws are observed (Deane & Stokes 2002). Studying
breaking waves, Deane & Stokes (2002) observe 8 = —10/3 for super-Hinze bubbles
during the air-generating period (referred to by them as the acoustically active period),
and conclude that fragmentation and entrainment are the primary mechanisms during
this period. Many have since reported 8 ~ —10/3 for super-Hinze bubbles during the
air-generating period of breaking waves (e.g. Deike 2022).

After the air-generating period, when the total volume of air begins to decrease, Deane &
Stokes (2002) observe steepening of the bubble size distribution (8 < —10/3), which they
attribute to degassing and dissolution becoming relevant in the absence of entrainment
and fragmentation. They refer to this period as the quiescent period. Previous work on
the effects of degassing typically focus on this quiescent period to explain how degassing
evolves a bubble population after entrainment and fragmentation have already established
the size distribution (e.g. Callaghan, Deane & Stokes 2013; Deike, Melville & Popinet
2016). In this work, we study the effect of degassing during the air-generating period,
when degassing acts to balance entrainment. The wide agreement on 8 ~ —10/3 suggests
that this effect may be negligible compared to fragmentation for breaking waves; however,
in this work, we will show that for air-generating FST, degassing is in fact the dominant
balance to entrainment during the air-generating period.

To investigate the effect of degassing-dominated free-surface flows on bubble
populations, particularly the power-law slope 8, we consider air-generating flows driven
by strong underlying FST. In contrast to breaking waves, where the energy to create
bubbles comes from a (downward) mean flow, in FST this energy comes directly
from the underlying turbulence. In the absence of a mean flow, we theorize that
degassing will be stronger relative to other entrainment-balancing mechanisms, such
as fragmentation, and our results confirm that degassing is dominant for FST. In
§ 2, we review the governing equations for bubble populations in air-generating flow.
In §3, we use these equations along with a simple model of degassing to define
degassing-dominated bubble populations and predict the resulting 8. In § 4, we perform
direct numerical simulations (DNS) of a canonical FST flow (Shen et al. 1999; Yu et al.
2019), and use a robust volume-conserving bubble tracking method — Eulerian label
advection (ELA) (Gaylo, Hendrickson & Yue 2022) — to directly obtain entrainment
and degassing statistics. Studying large Weber numbers We, where fragmentation is
strongest, we find that degassing is dominant over fragmentation, independent of
Froude number Fr. Measurements of N(a) from DNS (independent of ELA) agree
with our predicted 8 for degassing-dominated bubble populations. In §5, we discuss
how these results can be extended to describe degassing-dominated flows at large-scale
Reynolds numbers, as well as the effects of including surface tension. Surface tension
decreases the strength of fragmentation. Because fragmentation is already negligible
compared to degassing, the inclusion of surface tension is not expected to affect
our findings regarding degassing dominance for the air-entraining FST flows that we
study.
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2. Modelling bubble populations in air-generating FST

The evolution of the bulk bubble size distribution N(a) is described by a population
balance equation (PBE), with source terms describing each physical mechanism
(Sporleder et al. 2012). We assume short time periods and large bubbles such that the effect
of dissolution is negligible, and small void fractions such that the effect of coalescence is
negligible. This gives the PBE

IN(a)/dt = Sp(a) + 1(a) — D(a), @2.1)

where S¢(a) describe fragmentation, I(a) entrainment, and D(a) degassing. Below, we
discuss models for these three terms in air-entraining flows.

Fragmentation can be split into Sy = SJT —§; for the creation and destruction of
bubbles by fragmentation. The destruction term is

Sy (@) = $2(a) N(a), (2.2)

where §2(a) is the fragmentation rate (units 1/7). For large We where surface tension is
negligible,

R(a) = Cge'P a2, (2.3)

where ¢ is the turbulent dissipation rate, and Cp; =~ 0.42 (Martinez-Bazan, Montafiés &
Lasheras 1999; Rodriguez-Rodriguez, Gordillo & Martinez-Bazan 2006). For moderate
We where surface tension is relevant, it can be incorporated by making Cg,; depend on We
(Martinez-Bazan et al. 2010). While bubble fragmentation in turbulence, particularly at
moderate We, is still an area of active research (e.g. Qi et al. 2022), many models agree
with (2.3) in the limit of large We (Martinez-Bazan et al. 2010), and, relevant to the analysis
here, decreasing We (i.e. increasing the strength of surface tension relative to the flow) will
decrease Cg,, meaning that surface tension effects make §2(a) smaller.

For our analysis, the fragmentation destruction term is most relevant as it has the same
sign as degassing in (2.1). Still, it is useful to consider the relative magnitude of the
creation term

SJ}F (a) = / m(a')f(a; d) 2(d)N(d)dd , 2.4)

where m(d’) is the average number of daughter bubbles created by fragmentation of a
parent bubble of radius @', and f(a; ') is the daughter-size distribution, expressed as a
probability distribution function of daughter radius a for a given parent radius «’. The
choice of f(a; a’) has little impact on the equilibrium shape of N(a) (Qi, Masuk & Ni
2020; Gaylo, Hendrickson & Yue 2021), so for estimation, we will consider a simple
daughter-size distribution where m is a tunable constant and f(a; ') is a Dirac delta
function, §(@’ — m~'/3a). With this distribution, (2.4) becomes

S (@ ~m*? 2m'Pa) Nom'Pa), (2.5)
Using (2.3) and assuming a power law N(a) o< a?,
Sf (@) ~ S (@) m"PPR, (2.6)

The DNS measurement by Gaylo, Hendrickson & Yue (2023) suggests that m = 2
describes turbulent fragmentation. Relevant to the analysis in § 3, this shows that S;r (@ <

S (a) for any 8 < —10/3.
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For FST entrainment, Yu et al. (2020) study an energy balance between turbulence,
surface tension and gravity. For large bubbles where gravity dominates surface tension
(corresponding to a larger than the capillary scale a. = 1/2+/0/pg), this balance predicts
I(a) o< a—'9/3_ This prediction for entrainment is unrelated (apart from dependence on the
Kolmogorov spectrum) to 8 = —10/3 for fragmentation-dominated populations; however,
this coincidence of power-law slopes makes it difficult to confirm I(a) o< a~'%/3 through
measurements of N(a). In § 4, we use ELA to directly measure the entrainment distribution
and confirm I(a) o< a~10/3,

Degassing depends on the vertical movement of a bubble to the free surface. We
expect the movement of a single bubble to be driven by buoyancy and the surrounding
turbulence, and (excluding very large void fractions) to be independent of the presence
of other bubbles. If the degassing statistics of individual bubbles are independent, then
the degassing statistics of the bulk population of bubbles, D(a), will simply be the
individual statistics weighted by the number of bubbles N(a). Thus independence means
that the degassing distribution D(a) is directly proportional to N(a). The constant of
proportionality defines the degassing rate A(a) (units 1/7") such that

D(a) = A(a) N(a). 2.7

In § 3.2, we elucidate the power-law scaling of A(a) in FST, and in § 4, we confirm this
scaling through direct measurement with ELA.

In addition to N(a), it is useful to consider the total entrained volume
V = (4n/3) fN(a) a’ da. Applying the same integral to (2.1),

V=0 0p, (2.8)

where Oy = (47t/3) f I(a) a® da is the flux of air volume from above to beneath the free
surface (entrainment flux), and Qp = (41/3) f D(a) a® da is the flux from beneath to
above the free surface (degassing flux). Fragmentation does not contribute to V. We define
V > 0 as air-generating flow. To quantify the importance of degassing, we consider the
ratio between degassing flux and entrainment flux,

D = Qp/0r, (2.9)

such that D € [0, 1) for air-generating flow. For flows with negligible entrainment, such
as during the quiescent period of breaking waves, D > 1. For breaking waves during the
air-generating period, Deane & Stokes (2002) show that entrainment and fragmentation
are the primary mechanisms, implying that degassing is negligible (D « 1). Our interest
is in air-generating flows where degassing is important (D = O(1)).

3. Degassing-dominated bubble populations in air-generating flows

We now apply the models described in §2 to obtain the shape of the bulk bubble
size distribution N(a) for degassing-dominated populations. Equation (2.1) includes
fragmentation, degassing and entrainment. Noting that both (2.2) and (2.7) are linear with
N(a), we separate positive and negative terms,

IN(a)/dt = [I(a) + Sf(a)] — [A(@) + 2(a)] N(a). 3.1)

If A(a) > £2(a), then a bubble is more likely to degas than fragment. For A(a) > $2(a),
we expect fragmentation to have a negligible effect on N(a) compared to degassing,
defining a degassing-dominated population.
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3.1. Degassing-dominated PBE

Recalling (2.6), Sf(a) is similar in magnitude to Sf_ (a), so A(a) > $2(a) allows us to
remove both the fragmentation terms from (3.1). This gives the degassing-dominated PBE,
which, after rearranging terms, reads

I(a) = A(a) N(a) 4+ dN(a)/0t. (3.2)

We see that entrainment is balanced by two terms: degassing, and increasing bubble size
distribution dN(a)/dt. We define the ratio of the first term to the second term:

y(a) = [A(@) N@)]/[I(a) — A(a) N(@)]. (3.3)

As a measure of this ratio across radii, we integrate (weighted by bubble volume a?)
the numerator and denominator to define I" = Qp/(Q; — Op). This integral measure
can be related directly to D as I = D/(1 — D). For a given radius, y(a) < 1 means
that A(a) N(a) < dN(a)/dt, and (3.2) becomes dN(a)/dt ~ I(a), giving N(a) ~ t1(a).
Because the degassing term grows linearly with N(a), A(a) N(a) < dN(a)/dt is true only
for time scales less than order 1/A(a). Apart from these short time scales, we expect
A(a) N(a) > dN(a)/dt, corresponding to y (a) > 1, for degassing-dominated populations.
In this case, the primary balance is between entrainment and degassing, and (3.2) becomes

N(a) = I(a)/A(a). 34

Given an entrainment distribution 7(a) o< a='93 (Yu er al. 2020), and assuming that
degassing follows a power law A(a) o a“, the power-law slope of N(a) is

B =-10/3—a. 3.5)

3.2. Power-law scaling of degassing in free-surface turbulence

Our objective is to find g for degassing-dominated populations using (3.5). To predict
o, we derive a characteristic bubble depth L, and bubble rise velocity U4 such that
A(a) x Uy/Ly. The scaling of U, with bubble radius is a widely studied problem
not unique to air-generating flows. A challenge is the characteristic depth L4, which
should describe some initial depth of an entrained bubble. For FST, turbulent eddies
drive entrainment, and to derive L4, we start by estimating how deep a single eddy will
push a bubble. Yu et al. (2019) show that air-generating FST creates a region of nearly
homogeneous isotropic turbulence (HIT) near the free surface. For HIT, an eddy of size
¢ has velocity uy ~ e1/3¢1/3 and is coherent over #; ~ ¢~1/3¢2/3. A bubble of radius a
has an (added) mass m ~ ,owa3 and (at large Re) feels a force from the eddy F ~ pwazu%,
giving an acceleration w ~ u% /a. This moves the bubble to a depth z ~ #,%Ww = £2/a. To
apply this single-eddy model to HIT where a range of eddy sizes are present, we assume
that the energy-containing eddies £ ~ ufmse_l are primarily responsible for L4, giving
Ly~ ufmse_za_l.

For characteristic velocity U 4, buoyant rise or turbulent advection can be relevant. The
terminal buoyant rise velocity of a bubble in quiescent flow, W;, is characterized by the
bubble Reynolds number Re;, = 2aW;/v,,. The bubbles in our DNS are in the inertial
regime 1 < Re, < 100, where

W, = 0.144 g°/°v2/3 2a)3/2, (3.6)

with the prefactor coming from experiments (Wallis 1974; Park et al. 2017). While this
W; is appropriate for our bubbles, we note that there are different Re; regimes, and that
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corrections for surface effects are available (Park et al. 2017). For small bubbles (small
W;), we expect the movement of the bubbles to be dominated by turbulent advection rather
than buoyant rise. The dominance of turbulent advection implies a characteristic velocity
for small bubbles U, ~ uy,s rather than Uy ~ W, for large bubbles. Assuming that
urms = Wy defines the transition between these two regimes, we solve (3.6) for a to define
the critical radius

ap = 1.82u23 040 g0, (3.7)

rms " w

Although more advanced models consider the interaction between buoyancy and
turbulence and incorporate surface tension effects (e.g. Salibindla et al. 2020; Ruth et al.
2021), we find that this simple two-regime model is sufficient to explain the power-law
scaling of degassing at large We.

Using these L, and U,y with A(a) o« Uy /Ly, we obtain a split power law for «. For
large buoyancy-driven bubbles, « = 5/2, and for small turbulence-driven bubbles, o« = 1:

(a/ap), a<ag,

(a/ap)’’?, a>ay, (3.8)

A(a) x Ag {

where Ag = 1.82 ur_mlS3/3 g2 va/g g_5/9. Thus, using (3.5) for degassing-dominated
populations, we obtain

—13/3, a < ay,
= 3.9
P {—35/6, a>ap. 3-9)

4. Direct numerical simulation of air-generating FST

In this section, we perform DNS of a canonical FST flow. During the air-generating
period, we use ELA (Gaylo et al. 2022) to directly obtain D, I(a) and A(a). We find
that, unlike breaking waves (e.g. Deike 2022), the bubble population in this FST is
degassing-dominated. Further, our DNS results confirm the theoretical predictions of § 3
for degassing-dominated populations.

4.1. Methodology
We study FST generated by an initial shear profile,

u(z,t =0)/U =1—-0.9988sech(0.88137z/L), 4.1)

characterized by the shear velocity U and shear length L. At sufficient Reynolds number
Re = UL/v,,, a small, random initial perturbation causes the flow to become turbulent
(Shen et al. 1999). Yu et al. (2019, 2020) show that for Froude number squared
(Fr*> = U?/Lg) greater than a critical Frgr ~ 5, this FST entrains bubbles. There have

also been extensive DNS characterizing this FST at low Fr? (Shen et al. 1999; Shen,
Triantafyllou & Yue 2000). Following all previous work, we choose Re = 1000, and set the
domain size to (10.472L)% x 6L, where initially z/L € [—4, 0] is water and z/L € [0, 2] is
air (density ratio p,/p,, = 0.00123, viscosity ratio u,/u,, = 0.0159). This gives an initial
free-surface area A/L> = 10.4722. For conciseness, we set U and L to unity. Thus all
otherwise dimensional values that follow should be interpreted as normalized by U and
L such that they are non-dimensional. The rendering in figure 1 comes from a simulation
of Fr? = 15 at time 7 = 60, with the shear velocity going from left to right.
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Fr? Niim (k)s x 103 (e)s x 10* Fr as Ny Np D

5 10 6.4+ 0.6 51406 0.04 0.033 358 231 0.60 £ 0.09
8 8 6.6+ 0.7 57409 0.07 0.044 1344 976 0.724+0.05
10 6 6.8+1.1 58+1.2 0.09 0.050 1848 1344 0.71 +0.05
15 6 72415 55415 0.12 0.064 4214 3150 0.75 £ 0.06
20 6 8.1+16 54+1.1 0.15 0.078 5877 4167 0.68 + 0.05

Table 1. Summary of FST simulations performed and values obtained during ¢ € [40, 70], including 95 %
confidence intervals. Here, Ny, is the number of ensemble simulations, Ny is the number of entrainment events,
and Np is the number of degassing events. Note that all otherwise dimensional quantities are normalized by
the shear velocity U and length L.

For DNS, we use the same scheme as Yu et al. (2019, 2020). It is a pressure-projecting
second-order staggered-grid finite-volume scheme, where air and water are evolved
using the conservative volume-of-fluid method (Weymouth & Yue 2010). Our interest is
We = U2L/ (a/pw) > 1 where surface tension is negligible, and Yu et al. (2019) validate
that not modelling surface tension accurately captures this limit. Yu ef al. (2019) also study
grid convergence to show that a grid 384% x 256 is sufficient for DNS of this flow, giving
a grid size A ~ 0.027. We include an additional grid convergence study in the Appendix
to confirm that this grid size sufficiently resolves entrainment and degassing. Following
Yu et al. (2019), only bubbles of radius larger than a,,; = 1.5A are considered resolved.

For each Fr? studied (see table 1), we repeat the simulation with different realizations
of the random initial perturbation to obtain ensemble statistics. We have at least six

simulations at each Fr?, and O(10%) resolved entrainment and degassing events during
the measured air-generating period for all but the smallest Fr> (close to Fr2,). Because
we normalize U and L to unity, g is varied to obtain different Fr>. A more intuitive
interpretation of table 1 would be to consider a shear flow with fixed g and length scale L,
where larger Fr?> mean larger U2, Recall that reported units are L for length and L/U for
time.

For comparing this shear flow FST to general FST, it is useful to use turbulence
characteristics. We use a water domain spatial average

SEfff fdx
Jfffdx

where f is the volume of fluid (f = 1 in water), and § = 0.2 captures the near-surface HIT
region (Yu et al. 2019). Figure 2 shows the turbulent dissipation rate € and turbulent kinetic
energy k. As expected, there is little change in the strength of near-surface turbulence with
Fr, and a quasi-steady period exists when k remains approximately constant (Yu et al.
2019). We use u,s = +/2(k)s/3 and (e)s averaged over the quasi-steady period to calculate
quantities from § 3.

While the values that we present are normalized by the shear flow U and L, we note that

() for z > —8, 4.2)

the measured characteristic scales of the turbulence, Ur ~ u,,;,s and Ly ~ ufms /€, allow
comparison to general FST. For example, we calculate a turbulent Froude number squared,
Fr% = ¢/u;ms g- Because (k)s and (g)s do not change significantly with Fr (see table 1),
normalizing by the turbulence characteristic scales rather than the shear characteristic
scales would represent only a change in a constant rather than a change in any scaling

with g.
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Figure 2. Ensemble average (a) turbulent dissipation rate and (b) turbulent kinetic energy in the near-surface
region, for solid lines: blue, Fr2 = 5; light green, Fr? = 8; dark green, Fr? = 10; brown, Fr = 15; red,
Fr? = 20. Dashed lines indicate ¢ € [40, 70] over which we average to obtain the values in table 1.

(@) ®)

" 1 1 tn+l
q1 0 q13 q14
0 a2 0 0
q31 0 q33 0

Figure 3. () lllustration of entrainment (red) and degassing (green). (b) The associated volume tracking
matrix. At ', we have j = 1 and three bubbles j = 2, 3, 4. At +1 we have i = 1 and two bubbles i = 2, 3.

4.2. Measuring degassing and entrainment with ELA

The evolution of bubbles can be described using a volume tracking matrix (Gaylo et al.
2022), illustrated in figure 3. Consider bubbles at time " labelled j = 1, ..., M", where
M" is the number of bubbles (including one for the air above the free surface). At time
1 = " 4+ Ty, where Ty is the snapshot interval, we have another set of bubbles labelled
i=1,...,M""!. The evolution of bubbles over T is described by a volume tracking
matrix, where each matrix element g; gives the volume of air from a bubble j at time
1" that contributes to a bubble i at time #**!. The volume tracking matrix provides a robust
description of bubble evolution, and entrainment and degassing statistics can be extracted
easily. We use ELA to track the movement of air volume on the grid level to (explicitly)
calculate the volume tracking matrix. This method is proven to be volume-conservative,
meaning that all air is tracked accurately (Gaylo er al. 2022; for a recent application, see
Gaylo et al. 2023).

For ELA, we must choose the snapshot interval T;. We want T small because we miss
the entrainment and degassing events of a bubble if they are separated by less than 7.
However, very small T will generate spurious events because it is numerically unclear
if bubbles (or a bubble and the free surface) are separate if their interfaces are within
< A (Chan et al. 2021). To decrease spurious events, we use interface reconstruction to
avoid connecting closely separated interfaces (Hendrickson, Weymouth & Yue 2020). In
general, T §2 (ares) > 0.1 avoids spurious events (Chan et al. 2021; Gaylo et al. 2022). For
our ¢, this gives Ty > 0.4. We perform ELA with 7y = 0.4, 0.8 and 1.6. A posteriori, we
see slight decreases in Q7 and Qp as T increases, as expected, due to missing temporally
close entrainment and degassing events. We find that the shapes of /(a) and D(a) are
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Figure 4. Ratio of degassing flux to entrainment flux for: blue, Fr> = 5; light green, Fr? = 8; dark green,
Fr? = 10; brown, Fr? = 15; red, Fr? = 20. Dashed lines indicate 7 € [40, 70]. For clarity, we apply a top-hat
filter (width 8) denoted ~.

independent of T, suggesting that spurious events are negligible. Thus we select the
smallest Ty = 0.4.

4.3. Results

Figure 4 shows instantaneous D, the ratio of degassing flux to entrainment flux. The flow
is consistently air-generating (D < 1) up to t = 100, after which there are some instances
of D > 1. Consistent with the analysis in § 3.1, we see I" < 1 (D < 0.5) for a short time
near the start of entertainment (r < 30), before I" > 1 is obtained. We will focus on the
air-generating period ¢ € [40, 70] when, in addition, the turbulence is quasi-steady (see
figure 2), enabling us to normalize by turbulent scales. Unlike D <« 1 seen for breaking
waves (Deane & Stokes 2002), our FST shows D & 0.7 during this air-generating period,

which appears quite independent of Fr? (see table 1). In general, we expect gravity to
affect degassing through two opposing mechanisms. First, for buoyancy-driven bubbles of
a given radius, A(a) decreases with decreasing g. Second, the size of the largest bubble
increases with decreasing g (Yu et al. 2020), and A(a) increases with increasing a. Figure 4
suggests that these opposing mechanisms approximately cancel over a broad Fr? range. In
summary, we conclude that in air-generating FST, degassing is an important mechanism

balancing entrainment, independent of Fr2.

We now look at the entrainment and degassing size distributions. For entrainment, ELA
provides direct measurement of /(a) (see figure 5a). Although the scaling of /(a) with g is
not known precisely, to try to collapse the data, we normalize /(a) by Fr2T in figure 5(b),
as done in Yu et al. (2020). Figure 5(b) suggests that the Fr% scaling may not fully capture
the effect of g on the magnitude of /(a). Of interest here, figure 5 shows that /(a) a~10/3
given in Yu et al. (2020) clearly captures the data, confirming (3.5).

For degassing, figure 6(a) shows that A(a)/$2(a) > 1 for most bubble radii. This means
that degassing is not only an important mechanism, but dominant over fragmentation.
For small bubble radii where A(a)/$2(a) < 1, degassing may still be dominant as this
ratio as a measure of degassing versus fragmentation does not consider the cancellation
between S}“ and S; . For degassing-dominated bubble populations, our primary interest is
the degassing power-law slope «, used to determine the bubble size distribution. Here,
ELA confirms the split power law predicted in § 3.2 (see figure 6b). In addition to
capturing the scaling, we highlight that (3.8) predicts A(a) within nearly an order of
magnitude, and a4 is within a factor of two of the observed transition radius. We note
that we measure the quantity of interest, A(a), rather than the characteristic scales L4
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Figure 5. Entrainment size distribution during f € [40,70] for: blue, Fr? =5; light green, Fr? =8;
dark green, Fr? = 10; brown, Fr? = 15; red, Fr? = 20. Dashed lines show I (a) x a10/3 predicted by Yu et al.
(2020).

(a) (b)
10? . 103
1] . 2 L
s " .o tut <"
S Teeendd =
= ° oo o°°° 3
S okt =
= 100 P LR 10" ¢
101 . 100 '
107! 10°
a ala,

Figure 6. Degassing rate during ¢ € [40, 70] for: blue, Fr? = 5; light green, Fr> = 8; dark green, Fr? = 10;
brown, Fr? = 15; red, Fr? = 20. Here, $2(a) is given by (2.3). In (), black lines show A(a <a,) xa and
Ala > ay) o« a®'?.

or U, individually. In flows with concurrent entrainment and degassing over a range of
turbulence scales, it is not clear what measures could independently quantify L, or U 4.
Instead, the agreement between « predicted in § 3.2 and DNS gives us confidence in the
proposed model. To quantify this agreement, we perform a least squares regression fit of
the points in figure 6(b) to

log[A(a)/Ao] = &log[a/aa] + C, (4.3)

for a/ap < 1.5 and a/as > 1.5. Including 95 % confidence intervals, this gives
a=0.92+0.14 (versus « = 1) and & = 1.75 + 0.38 (versus a = 2.5), respectively. We
note that there is a relatively small range of a/as > 1.5, so regression may not be reliable
(also indicated by the large confidence interval). Qualitatively, figure 6(b) is compatible
witha(a > ap) = 2.5.

Finally, we show the bubble size distribution N(a) during the air-generating period

(obtained independently of ELLA) shown in figure 7. For consistency, we retain the Fr%
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Figure 7. Average bulk bubble size distribution N(a) during f € [40, 70] for: blue, Fr? = 5; light green,
Fr? = 8; dark green, Fr?2 = 10; brown, Fr? = 15; red, Fr? = 20. Dashed lines show N(a) x a 193 for
fragmentation dominance. Solid lines show N(a < as) a~3/3 and N@a > ap) x a=3/° for degassing
dominance.

scaling, although as for I(a) (cf. figure 5b), the effect of gravity on the magnitude
seems not to be fully captured. In figure 7(a), we compare to § = —10/3 expected for a
fragmentation-dominated population. In figure 7(b), we further normalize N (a) to compare
to B expected for a degassing-dominated population. Recalling (3.4), degassing-dominated
N(a) depend on I(a) as well as A(a). Noting the similarities between the vertical spread
in figures 7(b) and 5(b), we conclude that the weaker collapse of figure 7(b) compared

to figure 6(b) is primarily the result of Fr% scaling not fully capturing the effect of g on
I(a). Following an approach similar to that for for «, we perform least squares regression
to quantify 8, although the included gravity effects limit the reliability of regression here.

Fora/as < 1.5 we obtainﬁ = —5.12 4 0.17 (versus B = —4.3), and for a/a, > 1.5 we

obtain ,3 = —6.48 +0.57 (versus B = —5.83). Ultimately, comparing figures 7(a) and
7(b), it is clear that, as expected based on the ELA measurements of D and A(a)/$2(a),
the power-law slope of N(a) is much better described by the degassing-dominated model.
In summary, we show that this air-generating FST creates a degassing-dominated bubble
population with power-law slope given by (3.9), unique from fragmentation-dominated
populations.

5. Discussion

The derivation of degassing-dominated 8 in § 3.2 relies on the characteristic rise velocity
U,, for which we use a relatively simple model of fluctuation velocity u,,,; for small
bubbles and the quiescent rise velocity W; for large bubbles. Here, we consider how
alternative models for U, predict 8.

For small bubbles in the turbulence-driven degassing regime (a < a4), Ruth et al.
(2021) suggest a terminal rise velocity based on a modification of the quiescent rise
velocity, Uy ~ Wya'/?g!/ zur_mls. Still using (3.6) for W;, we repeat the analysis in § 3.2
with this alternative small-bubble U4 model. This gives Uy o a* for a < ay, and we

obtain a(a <as) =3 and B(a < ap) = —6.3. The model that we use for small bubbles

(U ~ upms) agrees better with the values & = 0.92+0.14 and ,é =-5.12+0.17
measured from DNS.
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Finally, we remark that our corroboration between theory and DNS is restricted to
bubbles in the inertial regime (1 < Rep < 100) due to the limitations of DNS. The W,
that we have used in § 3.2 correspond to this inertial regime. For larger physical-scale
free-surface flows where Re is much larger than captured by our DNS (e.g. Hendrickson
et al. 2019), we expect bubbles primarily in the Rep > 100 regime. Using existing
knowledge of quiescent terminal bubble rise velocity, the analysis in § 3.2 can be extended
readily to higher Rep > 100, where the quiescent rise velocity is W; = 0.721 \/g(2a)
(Davies & Taylor 1950; Park et al. 2017) rather than (3.6). By repeating the analysis in § 3.2
with this large-Re;, W;, we obtain a4, = 0.96 u%msg_l. Because we have only modified Wy,
turbulence-driven degassing remains unchanged, «(a < a4) = 1, but for buoyancy-driven
degassing, o(a > a4) = 3/2. Thus compared to the 1 < Re, < 100 regime studied here,
for larger physical-scale free-surface flows where Re, > 100, we expect the same power
law B(a < ap) = —4.3 for smaller bubbles (noting that a 4 is different), and a less negative

power law B(a > a,) = —4.83 for larger bubbles.

5.1. Surface tension effects

For breaking waves, it is observed that surface tension causes a departure from the
power law B = —10/3 for bubbles smaller then the Hinze scale ay ~ (o/ ow)3Pe23
(Deane & Stokes 2002). For these sub-Hinze scale bubbles, surface tension prevents
fragmentation and the fragmentation cascade that would otherwise produce g = —10/3
for all a (Garrett et al. 2000). Thus in breaking waves, the effect of surface tension on
B is through weakening fragmentation (reducing £2(a)), creating a change in 8 at the
Hinze scale ay. For FST (at large We), we observe degassing dominance, A(a)/$2(a) > 1,
meaning that the effect of fragmentation in general on S is negligible (as shown in
§ 3). Reduction of £2(a) by surface tension would only increase A(a)/$2(a) >> 1. First,
we note that this means that observing degassing dominance for FST at We > 1 (as
we do in §4) implies degassing dominance independent of We. More broadly, the
Hinze scale is a characteristic scale related to fragmentation. For degassing-dominated
flows, fragmentation is negligible, so the Hinze scale is not expected to be a relevant
characteristic scale. Unlike breaking waves, we do not expect any change in g8 at the Hinze
scale.

For degassing-dominated flows, we expect the effects of surface tension on 8 to be
through the degassing rate A(a) and the entrainment distribution /(a), as described by
(3.4). For degassing, Park ef al. (2017) provide corrections to W; to account for surface
tension, which could be incorporated into the model for degassing rate A(a) in the same
way as previously discussed W; for different Rep. For entrainment in FST, Yu et al.
(2020) suggest that surface tension creates a split power law for /(a), with the change
in power-law slope occurring at the capillary scale, a, = 1/2+/0/pyg. For an air—water
interface and Earth gravity, this corresponds to a. &~ 1.5mm; I(a) o< a~'%/3, on which
(3.5) is based, applies for a > a.. To include bubbles smaller than this capillary scale in
our model for degassing-dominated FST, a sub-capillary scale entrainment model, such as
I(a < a;) a3 proposed by Yu et al. (2020), would be necessary. Through (3.4), this
suggests a corresponding change in § at the capillary scale.

6. Conclusion

We study the effect of degassing on air-entraining flows during the air-generating period,
when the total volume of bubbles is increasing. Understanding the bulk bubble size
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distribution N(a) is of critical importance, and we focus on its power-law slope . In
air-generating flow, entrainment is clearly important, while the other mechanism(s) that
balance entrainment determine S. For breaking waves at large We, fragmentation is
the dominant balancing mechanism, giving 8 = —10/3 (Garrett et al. 2000; Deane &
Stokes 2002). In contrast, we consider large-We flows where degassing is the dominant
balancing mechanism — specifically, the canonical problem of air-generating flows due
to strong underlying free-surface turbulence (FST) (Shen et al. 1999; Yu et al. 2019).
We model degassing-dominated bubble populations theoretically using the population
balance equation (PBE), and computationally using DNS, in conjunction with Eulerian
label advection (Gaylo et al. 2022) which provides direct measurements of entrainment
and degassing separately.

From PBE, we derive metrics to determine the importance of degassing in air-generating
flows: the ratio of degassing flux to entrainment flux, D = Qp/Q;, which quantifies the
relevance of degassing; and the ratio of degassing rate to fragmentation rate, A(a)/$2(a),
which determines whether degassing or fragmentation is dominant. For FST, DNS give
D ~ 0.7 over a broad range of air-entraining Fr?, consistent with degassing being a
relevant mechanism; and A(a)/$2(a) > O(1), indicating that degassing is dominant over
fragmentation.

Also from PBE, we show that for degassing-dominated populations, N(a) =~ I(a)/A(a),
and DNS confirm I(a) oc a='%/3 predicted by Yu ez al. (2020). Assuming a power-law
degassing rate A(a) o< a*, we obtain the slope o for FST. Separated by the critical
radius a4 (see (3.7)), we find a turbulence-driven regime where o(a < ay) = 1, and a
buoyancy-driven regime where «(a > a,) = 5/2 (for moderate bubble Reynolds number
Rep). The DNS measurements of A(a) confirm this split power-law scaling, which can
be extended theoretically to large Re;,. Based on this, we show that degassing-dominated
N(a) follow a split power law f(a < ay) = —4.3 and B(a > a4) = —5.83 (for moderate
Rep), which is confirmed independently by DNS.

We have identified that it is possible for an air-generating (implying large Fr)
free-surface flow to be degassing-dominated, even at large We when fragmentation is
strongest. More study of the variety of air-generating free-surface flows is necessary
to allow general prediction of degassing versus fragmentation dominance, and test our
hypothesis that it depends on the presence of a mean downward flow. It also remains
to identify and describe transitional flows where the effects of both fragmentation and
degassing are comparable. Given an air-generating free-surface flow, the metrics for the
importance of degassing, D and A /2, can be difficult to quantify, but can be inferred from
the size distribution power-law slope(s) 8. For breaking waves, the wide agreement on
B =—10/3 (e.g. Deike 2022) suggests that such flows are generally fragmentation-
dominated. The FST that we consider is one example of an air-generating flow that is
degassing- rather than fragmentation-dominated. For another possible example,
Hendrickson et al. (2019) reported —5 < < —4 in the rooster-tail and diverging-wave
regions of the flow behind a dry transom stern, indicative of the degassing-dominated
flows considered in the present work.
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Figure 8. (@) Entrainment size distribution, (b) degassing rate, and (c) average bulk bubble size distribution
during ¢ € [40, 70] for Fr? = 15, with brown dots indicating Asgs, and black squares indicating Asze. For
consistency, turbulence values from Asgy are used to calculate £2 (a) and Fr%,
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Appendix. Verification of grid independence
In addition to the grid convergence study performed by Yu et al. (2019) to confirm that
the turbulence and bubble population are sufficiently resolved by the grid described in
§ 4.1, we perform a convergence study on the values that we measure for our results to
confirm that the DNS sufficiently resolves entrainment and degassing in FST. We perform
a set of three simulations at Fr? = 15 using the same method described in § 4.1, but with
a finer grid of 576% x 384. This gives As76 &~ 0.018, versus Asgq =~ 0.027 from § 4.1. For
this simulation, we include all bubbles of radius larger than 1.5As57¢. We measure (with
95% confidence intervals) (k)s x 103> =82+ 3.5 and (g)s x 10* = 6.1 £2.7 during
¢ € [40, 70], consistent with Fr? = 15 using A3zgs (see table 1).

Figure 8 compares the measured entertainment size distribution /(a), degassing
rate A(a), and bulk bubble size distribution N(a) between the two grid resolutions.
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These correspond to figures 5(a), 6(a) and 7(a), and we note that the range of the horizontal
axis has been extended in figure 8. We have run three simulations with As7e (versus
six with Aszgs), so there is more statistical variability, particularly for larger bubbles, of
which fewer are observed in a given simulation. From figure 8, it is clear, especially for
the smallest bubbles where resolution would be a concern, that the results are consistent
between the As76 and Aszgs grids. We conclude that DNS with the Azgs grid described in
§ 4.1 sufficiently resolves the relevant physics.

REFERENCES

BROCCHINI, M. & PEREGRINE, D.H. 2001 The dynamics of strong turbulence at free surfaces. Part 1.
Description. J. Fluid Mech. 449, 225-254.

CALLAGHAN, A.H., DEANE, G.B. & STOKES, M.D. 2013 Two regimes of laboratory whitecap foam decay:
bubble-plume controlled and surfactant stabilized. J. Phys. Oceanogr. 43, 1114-1126.

CHAN, W.H.R., DoDD, M.S., JOHNSON, P.L. & MOIN, P. 2021 Identifying and tracking bubbles and drops
in simulations: a toolbox for obtaining sizes, lineages, and breakup and coalescence statistics. J. Comput.
Phys. 432, 110156.

CHANSON, H. 1996 Air Bubble Entrainment in Free-Surface Turbulent Shear Flows. Academic Press.

DAVIES, R.M. & TAYLOR, G. 1950 The mechanics of large bubbles rising through extended liquids and
through liquids in tubes. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A 200 (1062), 375-390.

DEANE, G.B. & STOKES, M.D. 2002 Scale dependence of bubble creation mechanisms in breaking waves.
Nature 418, 839-844.

DEIKE, L. 2022 Mass transfer at the ocean—atmosphere interface: the role of wave breaking, droplets, and
bubbles. Annu. Rev. Fluid Mech. 54 (1), 191-224.

DEIKE, L., MELVILLE, W.K. & POPINET, S. 2016 Air entrainment and bubble statistics in breaking waves.
J. Fluid Mech. 801, 91-129.

GARRETT, C., L1, M. & FARMER, D. 2000 The connection between bubble size spectra and energy dissipation
rates in the upper ocean. J. Phys. Oceanogr. 30 (9), 2163-2171.

GAYLO, D.B., HENDRICKSON, K. & YUE, D.K.P. 2021 Effects of power-law entrainment on bubble
fragmentation cascades. J. Fluid Mech. 917, R1.

GAYLO, D.B., HENDRICKSON, K. & YUE, D.K.P. 2022 An Eulerian label advection method for conservative
volume-based tracking of bubbles/droplets. J. Comput. Phys. 470, 111560.

GAYLO, D.B., HENDRICKSON, K. & YUE, D.K.P. 2023 Fundamental time scales of bubble fragmentation
in homogeneous isotropic turbulence. J. Fluid Mech. 962, A25.

HENDRICKSON, K., WEYMOUTH, G.D., YU, X. & YUE, D.K.P. 2019 Wake behind a three-dimensional dry
transom stern. Part 1. Flow structure and large-scale air entrainment. J. Fluid Mech. 875, 854-883.

HENDRICKSON, K., WEYMOUTH, G.D. & YUE, D.K.P. 2020 Informed component label algorithm for robust
identification of connected components with volume-of-fluid method. Comput. Fluids 197, 104373.

MARTINEZ-BAZAN, C., MONTANES, J.L. & LASHERAS, J.C. 1999 On the breakup of an air bubble injected
into a fully developed turbulent flow. Part 1. Breakup frequency. J. Fluid Mech. 401, 157-182.

MARTINEZ-BAZAN, C., RODRIGUEZ-RODRIGUEZ, J., DEANE, G.B., MONTAES, J.L. & LASHERAS, J.C.
2010 Considerations on bubble fragmentation models. J. Fluid Mech. 661, 159-177.

PARK, S.H., PARK, C., LEE, J.Y. & LEE, B. 2017 A simple parameterization for the rising velocity of bubbles
in a liquid pool. Nucl. Engng Technol. 49, 692—699.

Q1, Y., MASUK, A.UM. & N1, R. 2020 Towards a model of bubble breakup in turbulence through
experimental constraints. Intl J. Multiphase Flow 132, 103397.

Qr, Y., TAN, S., CORBITT, N., URBANIK, C., SALIBINDLA, A.K.R. & NI, R. 2022 Fragmentation in
turbulence by small eddies. Nat. Commun. 13 (1), 469.

RODRIGUEZ-RODRIGUEZ, J., GORDILLO, J.M. & MARTINEZ-BAZAN, C. 2006 Breakup time and
morphology of drops and bubbles in a high-Reynolds-number flow. J. Fluid Mech. 548, 69-86.

RUTH, D.J., VERNET, M., PERRARD, S. & DEIKE, L. 2021 The effect of nonlinear drag on the rise velocity
of bubbles in turbulence. J. Fluid Mech. 924, A2.

SALIBINDLA, A.K.R., MASUK, A.U.M., TAN, S. & NI, R. 2020 Lift and drag coefficients of deformable
bubbles in intense turbulence determined from bubble rise velocity. J. Fluid Mech. 894, A20.

SHEN, L., TRIANTAFYLLOU, G.S. & YUE, D.K.P. 2000 Turbulent diffusion near a free surface. J. Fluid
Mech. 407, 145-166.

995 A12-16


https://doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2024.780

https://doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2024.780 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Effect of degassing on bubbles in air-entraining FST

SHEN, L., ZHANG, X., YUE, D.K.P. & TRIANTAFYLLOU, G.S. 1999 The surface layer for free-surface
turbulent flows. J. Fluid Mech. 386, 167-212.

SPORLEDER, F., BORKA, Z., SOLSVIK, J. & JAKOBSEN, H.A. 2012 On the population balance equation.
Rev. Chem. Engng 28, 149-169.

WALLIS, G.B. 1974 The terminal speed of single drops or bubbles in an infinite medium. Intl J. Multiphase
Flow 1 (4), 491-511.

WEYMOUTH, G.D. & YUE, D.K.P. 2010 Conservative volume-of-fluid method for free-surface simulations
on Cartesian-grids. J. Comput. Phys. 229 (8), 2853-2865.

Yu, X., HENDRICKSON, K., CAMPBELL, B.K. & YUE, D.K.P. 2019 Numerical investigation of shear-flow
free-surface turbulence and air entrainment at large Froude and Weber numbers. J. Fluid Mech. 880,
209-238.

Yu, X., HENDRICKSON, K. & YUE, D.K.P. 2020 Scale separation and dependence of entrainment
bubble-size distribution in free-surface turbulence. J. Fluid Mech. 885, R2.

995 Al12-17


https://doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2024.780

	1 Introduction
	2 Modelling bubble populations in air-generating FST
	3 Degassing-dominated bubble populations in air-generating flows
	3.1 Degassing-dominated PBE
	3.2 Power-law scaling of degassing in free-surface turbulence

	4 Direct numerical simulation of air-generating FST
	4.1 Methodology
	4.2 Measuring degassing and entrainment with ELA
	4.3 Results

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Surface tension effects

	6 Conclusion
	Appendix. Verification of grid independence
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


