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Effect of louver baffles installation 
on hydrodynamics of bubbling 
fluidization in biomass gasifier
Kiattikhoon Phuakpunk1*, Benjapon Chalermsinsuwan2,3,4 & Suttichai Assabumrungrat4,5,6

Biomass gasification by a bubbling bed gasifier has been a promising process to produce fuels from 
biomass. However, the performance is limited by gas aggregation in the gasifier. In this study, CFD 
simulations were used to investigate hydrodynamics in bubbling bed gasifiers installed with multilayer 
louver baffles to understand the roles of baffles on different aspects including gas aggregation, 
biomass-bed mixing, gas-biomass contact, and pressure drop. The designed baffles could reduce the 
gas aggregation particularly when the biomass is fed at the middle of the baffle zone. The baffles 
could enhance the biomass-bed mixing and the gas-biomass contact throughout the bed except near 
the biomass inlet. The installation of baffles would not significantly affect the overall pressure drop 
but slightly affect at the mid-level of the bed. For the system in this study, the baffled gasifier with 
biomass feeding at the middle of the baffled zone and the gas inlet velocity of 0.7 m/s could provide 
the best performance in term of hydrodynamics.

List of symbols
CI  Contact index (–)
CD  Drag coefficient (–)
Cfr,ls  Friction coefficient between solid phases (–)
ds  Particle diameter of solid phase (m)
ess ≡ els  Restitution coefficient for solid–solid collisions (–)
Gs  Inlet mass flux of solid, [kg/(m2 s)]
g, ⇀g  Gravity force, (m/s2)
g0,ls  Radial distribution coefficient of mutual solid phases (–)
g0,ss  Radial distribution coefficient of single solid phase (–)
H  Static bed height (m)
Hg  Specific enthalpy of gas phase  (m2/s2, J/kg)
hsg ≡ hgs  Gas–solid interphase heat exchange coefficient  (m2/s2, J/kg)
Ī  Unit tensor (–)
⇀

J
q

k  Mass flux of species k into phase q [kg/(m2 s)]
Kls ≡ Ksl  Solid–solid interphase momentum exchange coefficient [kg/(m3 s)]
Ksg ≡ Kgs  Gas–solid interphase momentum exchange coefficient [kg/(m3 s)]
kg  Thermal conductivity of gas phase [W/(m K)]
k�s  Diffusion coefficient  (m2/s)
L  Level in bed zone (m)
MI  Mixing index (–)
ṁpq  Mass transfer from phase p to phase q [kg/(m3 s)]
Nus  Nusselt number of solid phase (–)
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Pr  Prandtl number of gas phase (–)
p  Static pressure (Pa)
pq  Static pressure of phase q (Pa)
ps  Solid pressure (Pa)
Qsg  Intensity of heat exchange between solid phase and gas phase (W/m3)
⇀
qg  Heat flux of gas phase (W/m2)
R
q
k  Net rate of species k produced by homogeneous reactions inside phase q [kg/(m3 s)]

Res  Particle Reynolds number of solid phase  (–)
SD  Standard deviation (–)
Sh,g  Heat source of gas phase (W/m3)
S
q
k  Rate of creation of species k by addition from dispersed phase and other sources in phase q [kg/

(m3 s)]
Sm,q  Mass source of phase q [kg/(m3 s)]
Sc  Schmidt number  (–)
Ug  Gas inlet velocity (m/s)
Upg  Particle-gas relative velocity (m/s)
VF  Volume fraction  (–)
⇀
vls  Interphase velocity from phase l (solid or gas) to solid phase (m/s)
⇀
vq  Velocity of phase q (m/s)
⇀
vsg  Interphase velocity from solid phase to gas phase (m/s)
Y
q
k  Mass fraction of species k in phase q  (–)

γ�s  Collisional dissipation of energy (W/m3)
�PL,ff   Pressure drop at the level in bed zone when in full fluidized state (Pa)
εL,ff   Bed voidage below the level when in full fluidized state (–)
εq  Volume fraction of phase q  (–)
εs,max  Maximum packing of solid phase  (–)
�s  Granular temperature  (m2/s2, J/kg)
�q  Bulk viscosity of phase q (Pa s)
�s  Solid bulk viscosity (Pa s)
µg  Viscosity of gas [kg/(m s)]
µq  Shear viscosity of phase q (Pa s)
µs  Solid shear viscosity (Pa s)
µs,col  Collisional viscosity of solid phase (Pa s)
µs,fr  Friction viscosity of solid phase (Pa s)
µs,kin  Kinetic viscosity of solid phase (Pa s)
ρg  Density of gas (kg/m3)
ρq  Physical density of phase q (kg/m3)
ρs  Density of solid (kg/m3)
τ̄q  Stress tensor of phase q (Pa)
τs  Particulate relaxation time in solid phase (s)
φls  Kinetic energy exchange between phase l (solid or gas) and solid phase (W/m3)

Due to progressive increase of global energy consumption and global warming concern, biomass as a renewable 
source has been expected to be used as energy source for world sustainability. Gasification is a promising process 
for converting organic compounds such as coals and lignocellulosic biomass to synthesis gas (syngas or produced 
gas) consisting of mainly CO,  CO2,  H2 and some  CH4. It is a thermal decomposition process in association with 
partial oxidation by gasifying agents like  O2, air, steam or  CO2

1–7.
Gasifiers have been developed for many decades. Various designs of gasifier could be classified into 3  types3–8 

i.e., fixed bed gasifier, fluidized bed gasifier and entrained-flow gasifier. The fixed bed gasifier which is also called 
as moving bed gasifier is a conventional design for biomass. Moreover, it can be divided into updraft gasifier 
(counter-current gasifier), downdraft gasifier (co-current gasifier) and cross-flow gasifier. The fluidized bed 
gasifier is also divided into bubbling bed gasifier and circulating fluidized bed gasifier. Each gasifier type has 
different advantages and disadvantages, as well as  limitations3,6,7,9. Selection of suitable type and design depends 
on many factors such as biomass properties, operating conditions, gasifying agent, and other  concerns5–7. How-
ever, entrained-flow gasifiers have short gas residence time because the particles and gas flow concurrently at 
very high velocity, and the particles must be pulverized with sizes less than 0.4 mm. Thus, the entrained-flow 
gasifier is likely suitable for coal rather than fibrous  biomass3–5. At present, modern development of biomass 
gasifier has been focused not only on design and performance but also on challenges in development of cleaner 
 processes6,10,11, applications of special techniques such as plasma gasification, supercritical water gasification 
and catalytic  gasification6,10,12, large-scale integration for  biorefinery13,14, and small-scale biomass gasification 
for a small  community15.

Updraft gasifiers as well as down draft gasifiers are the oldest and simplest types. The downdraft gasifiers 
have less tar content in outlet gas than the updraft gasifiers. While fluidized bed gasifiers have intermediate tar 
content between both fixed bed types. Thus, 3/4 of gasifiers in operation have been focused on downdraft type 
because of their low tar production and simplicity. The running up of gasifiers has been a fluidized bed  type8. 
Note that the downdraft gasifiers are inflexible to use with variety of types and particle properties of feedstocks, 
and unsuitable for high-moisture  biomass8,16. Most of downdraft gasifiers have been operated with coal, which 
is able to control qualities of the particles, in integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) power plants. In 
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case of using biomass as feedstocks, the biomass needs to be pretreated and/or pelletized before being fed in 
fixed bed type  gasifiers17. Due to these problems of feedstocks, fluidized bed gasifiers become more flexible to 
various qualities of feed.

Bubbling bed gasifiers have many advantages such as producing uniform syngas product, getting almost 
uniform temperature inside, reaching the equilibrium conversion which maximizes yield with rarely unreacted 
carbon, and being flexible to various particle size and properties of feed like biomass. However, disadvantages of 
bubbling bed gasifiers include that the unreacted gas agent can pass by if bubbles are too large, and that energy 
input requirement might be higher than the fixed bed types because of higher velocity of gas  agent8,9,18. Recently, 
the bubbling bed gasifiers using biomass as feedstock have been received more attention. In some countries, this 
technology has been achieved with a great leap forward via pilot plant  installation19–23. Furthermore, there is a 
report indicating that bubbling bed boilers using biomass as a fuel have already been used in commercial scale 
in many countries such as Austria, Canada, China, Italy, Japan, and  Korea24.

Inside the gasifier, syngas is produced from decomposition of biomass via three main steps: drying, pyroly-
sis and gasifying. Some of vapor  (H2O) and volatiles (CO,  CO2,  H2,  CH4 and small light hydrocarbons) can be 
released in the drying step and the pyrolysis step, respectively. While in the gasifying step, the syngas (CO,  H2 
and  CH4) is formed by converting char (C) from the remaining solid with  CO2,  H2,  H2O and  O2 (mainly from 
inserted gasifying agent, and some from the released vapor and volatiles). In case when  O2 or air is chosen as 
the gasifying agent, it also partially combusts some char, and supplies heat to the drying, pyrolysis and gasifying 
reactions. The  O2 (or air) and other gasifying gases  (CO2,  H2O and  H2) are then necessary to contact with the 
char not only to combust but also to convert C to gaseous products by Boudouard reaction  (CO2 + C → 2CO), 
steam gasifying (C +  H2O ↔ CO +  H2) and methanation (C +  2H2 ↔  CH4)2,9,25. Gas–solid contact is the major key 
performance of the fluidized bed reactor for gas–solid reactions like fluid catalytic cracking  regeneration26 and, 
especially, the gasification. However, bubbles in bed can increase their size when they flow up, and the gas–solid 
contacting is lower. This is caused by (1) gas formation (due to reactions) and (2) gas aggregation (due to collision 
of gas bubbles). In case of the gas aggregation, the higher gas inlet velocity, the bigger bubbles are formed. Thus, 
installation of louver baffles inside the gasifier is expected to break the gas aggregation and increase gas–solid 
contact by cutting size of the bubbles. In addition, the louver baffle can also reduce back-mixing of both gas and 
solid in some  conditions26–29.

However, the further development of bubbling bed gasifier will need high costs via real experiments. Com-
putational fluid dynamic (CFD) simulation is a promising technique for investigation and design development. 
The CFD can help to see internal phenomena that the experiments have difficulty to find inside the gasifiers. In 
some cases, hydrodynamic models might be conducted mutually with reliable kinetic models of gasification. 
Conventionally, an Euler–Euler approach with kinetic theory of granular flow (KTGF) has been a suitable stand-
ard model and widely used for simulations of fluidized bed  gasification19–23,30–32.

The purpose of this study was to investigate effects of the designed louver baffles installed inside the bubbling 
bed gasifier for improving performance of gasification of biomass. CFD simulations were used to investigate 
hydrodynamics in the gasifier for understanding important phenomena including gas aggregation, biomass 
distribution, biomass-bed mixing, gas-biomass contact, and pressure drop.

Methodology
Mathematical models and computational methods. In this study, the Euler–Euler multiphase flow 
model was used for gas–solid flow simulations. In case that there was a large amount of solid particle like in flu-
idized bed, the kinetic theory of granular flow (KTGF) which was extended from kinetic theory of gas by adding 
kinetic energy oscillation owing to inelastic collisions and fluctuating motions of the particles should be applied 
for the solid  phases33–46. The governing equations and constitutive models belonged to Euler–Euler model with 
the KTGF are shown in Tables 1 and 2.

Herein, the CFD models would be calculated in a 2D system in transient mode. Even though the results from a 
3D model are more accuracy than a 2D model, the 3D model consumes much more computational demands and 
time than the 2D model, especially for transient simulations. In addition, in many cases especially in cylindrical 
geometry like the riser, the 2D model can give sufficiently accurate  results33,48–52.

The configurations of the system were drawn by ANSYS® DesignModeler™ and meshed by ANSYS® Mesh-
ing™. The calculations would be performed by ANSYS® Fluent®. Three phases including gas, biomass and bed 
phases were set, while  N2 was selected as the inert gas in the system. The system would be operated at 800 °C 
and atmospheric pressure with adiabatic and no-slip wall. Hydrodynamic properties and system conditions were 
summarized in Table 3. All calculations were run with a time step of 1 ×  10–3 s.

Gasifier designs and conditions. The base design of the bubbling bed gasifier in this study was 2D con-
figuration with the scale of 0.1 m diameter referred to a work of Gerber et al.30 as shown in Fig. 1. Height of the 
gasifier was 1.1 m that adequate to keep freeboard zone, and height of stagnant bed was 0.3 m. Channel of bio-
mass feed had 5 cm diameter and its center line was at 0.075 m level above the bottom (or top of gas distributor) 
where air was injected upwardly. Gas (air) inlet velocity would be varied between 0.5 and 0.9 m/s as shown in 
Table 4. To keep the same air to fuel ratio of 1.269, or equivalence ratio (ER) of 0.26, biomass inlet velocity would 
be varied between 0.00240 and 0.00432 m/s. The properties of solids (biomass and bed) are shown in Table 5. 
There was a difference between a case for validation and cases for this proposed study that the bed in validation 
was char, but the studied bed was sand.

On the purpose of this study, the louver baffles would be installed in the bed zone above the biomass-feed 
level where gas formation would occur. Multilayers of the louver baffles were settled to cover the expected top 
of bed when operating at the highest gas inlet velocity. Herein, five layers of the louver baffles were installed at 
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levels of 0.15 m up to 0.39 m as shown in Fig. 2. Different level between each layer was set as 0.06 m and height 
of each layer was 1 cm (a space between adjacent layers was 0.05 m height). Every louver blade was 45° tilted 
and had 2 mm thickness. Cross-sectional gap between blades was 1 cm.

Key performance parameters. On the purposes of this study, the gas aggregation, the biomass distri-
bution, the biomass-bed mixing, the gas-biomass contact, and the pressure drop would be investigated. The 
biomass distribution could be considered by volume fraction of biomass, while the pressure drops in the bed 
and across the bed would also be considered by pressure profile. But the gas aggregation, the biomass-bed mix-
ing, and the gas-biomass contact could not be obviously investigated from the results from simulation data or 
profiles. The gas aggregation would be recognized as maximum of cross-sectional averaged voidage (volume 
fraction of gas) in bed zone. While the biomass-bed mixing and gas-biomass contacting would be represented 
by Mixing index and Contact index, respectively, defined as follows:

• Mixing index (MI) is a value of volumetric ratio of biomass to bed at the point i per the average of all points

• Contact index (CI) is a value of volumetric ratio of biomass to gas at the point i per the average of all points

The MI indicates the distribution of biomass mixed in the bed, while the CI indicates the distribution of 
gas-biomass contacting. If a value/profile of MI or CI is close to 1 that means the biomass-bed mixing or the 
gas-biomass contacting is well distributed.

Both MI and CI at local points in the bed zone would be plotted and created contours to be investigated. In 
addition, averages of MI and CI in x- or y-direction would be plotted to investigate their changes in vertical and 
horizontal directions.

Grid refinement and validation
In the previous  works53,54 which performed 2D simulations of the fluidized bed reactor for steam reforming 
reaction, the models of Euler–Euler multiphase flow with the kinetic theory of granular flow (KTGF) shown in 
Tables 1 and 2 had been proven effective for studying fluidized bed behavior (cold flow test). It provided reliable 
reaction products (hot flow test) when running with kinetics. In this study, the main components of gas product 

(24)MIi ≡
vol. biomass/bed at point i

averaged vol. biomass/bed
=

n( VFbm/ VFbed)i
∑n

i = 0 ( VFbm/ VFbed)i

(25)CIi ≡
vol. biomass/gas at point i

averaged vol. biomass/gas
=

n
(

VFbm/ VFgas
)

i
∑n

i = 0

(

VFbm/ VFgas
)

i

Table 1.  Governing equations. Subscripts and superscripts reference: q = any single phase, p = another single 
phase besides q. g = gas phase, s = single solid phase, l = another single phase (gas or another solid phase) 
besides s. k = a specie in the phase.

Mass conservation of phase q

∂
∂t

(

εqρq
)

+∇ ·

(

εqρq
⇀
vq

)

=

n
∑

p = 1

(

ṁpq − ṁqp

)

+ Sm,q (1)

Momentum conservation

- gas phase:

∂
∂t

(

εgρg
⇀
vg

)

+∇ ·

(

εgρg
⇀
vg

⇀
vg

)

= −εg∇p+ ∇ ·
⇀
τg+εgρg

⇀
g+

∑n
s=1

(

Ksg

(

⇀
vs −

⇀
vg

)

+ṁsg
⇀
vsg − ṁgs

⇀
vgs

)

(2)

- single solid phase:

∂
∂t

(

εsρs
⇀
vs

)

+∇ ·

(

εsρs
⇀
vs

⇀
vs

)

= − εs∇p−∇ps +∇ · τ̄s + εsρs
⇀
g +

n
∑

l=1

(

Kls

(

⇀
vl −

⇀
vs

)

+ ṁls
⇀
vls − ṁsl

⇀
vsl

)

(3)

Energy conservation

- gas phase:

∂
∂t

(

εgρgHg

)

+∇ ·

(

εgρg
⇀
vgHg

)

= εg
∂pg
∂t + τ̄g : ∇

⇀
vg −∇ ·

⇀
qg + Sh,g +

n
∑

s=1

(

Qsg + ṁsghsg − ṁgshgs
)

(4)

- single solid phase (kinetic fluctuation):

3
2

[

∂
∂t (εsρs�s)+∇ ·

(

εsρs
⇀
vs�s

)]

=
(

−psĪ+ τ̄s
)

: ∇
⇀
vs +∇ ·

(

k�s∇�s

)

− γ�s + φls (5)

γ�s=
12(1−e2ss)g0,ss

ds
√
π

ρsε
2
s�

3/2
s  (Lun et al.47)

(6)

φls = −3Kls�s (7)

Chemical species conservation of specie k in phase q

∂
∂t

(

εqρqY
q
k

)

+∇ ·

(

εqρq
⇀
v
q
Y
q
k

)

= −∇ ·

(

εq
⇀

J
q

k

)

+ εqR
q
k + εqS

q
k +

n
∑

p=1

(

ṁpkqk − ṁqkpk

)

(8)
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Table 2.  Constitutive models.

Stress tensor of phase q

τ̄q = εqµq

(

∇
⇀
vq +∇

⇀
v
T

q

)

+ εq
(

�q −
2
3µq

)

∇ ·
⇀
vqĪ (9)

Solid shear viscosity

µs = µs,col + µs.kin + µs,fr (10)

µs,col=
4
5 εsρsdsg0,ss(1+ ess)

(

�s
π

)
1/2

εs (11)

µs,kin =
10ρsds

√
�sπ

96εs(1+ess)g0,ss

[

1+ 4
5 εsg0,ss(1+ ess)

]2
εs (Gidaspow et al.47) (12)

Solid bulk viscosity

�s=
4
3 ε

2
s ρsdsg0,ss(1+ ess)

(

�s
π

)
1/2

 (Lun et al.47)
(13)

Solid Pressure

ps = εsρs�s + 2ε2s ρs�sg0,ss(1+ ess) (Lun et al.47) (14)

Radial distribution coefficient

- single solid phase:

g0,ss=

[

1−
(

εs
εs,max

)
1/3

]−1

(Lun et al.47)
(15)

- mutual solid phases:

g0,ls=
dsg0,ll+ dlg0,ss

ds+ dl
(16)

Granular temperature from KTGF
3
2

∂
∂t (εsρs�s) =

(

−psĪ+ τ̄s
)

: ∇
⇀
vs − γ�s + φls (17)

Gas–solid momentum exchange coefficient

- for εg > 0.8:

Ksg =
3
4 CD

εsεgρg

∣

∣

∣

∣

⇀
v s−

⇀
v g

∣

∣

∣

∣

ds
εg − 2.65 (Gidaspow’s drag  model47)

(18)

CD=
24

εgRes

[

1+ 0.15
(

εgRes
)0.687

]

(19)

- for εg ≤ 0.8:

Ksg = 150
εs(1−εg)µg

εgd
2
s

+ 1.75
ρgεs

∣

∣

∣

∣

⇀
v s−

⇀
v g

∣

∣

∣

∣

ds (Gidaspow’s drag  model47)
(20)

Solid–solid momentum exchange coefficient

Kls ≡ Ksl =
3(1+els)

(

π
2 +Cfr,ls

π2

8

)

εsρsεlρl(dl+ds)
2g0,ls

2π
(

ρld
3
l +ρsd

3
s

)

∣

∣

∣

⇀
vl −

⇀
vs

∣

∣

∣ (21)

Gas–solid heat exchange coefficient

hsg ≡ hgs=
kgNus
ds

(22)

Nus =

(

7− 10εg + 5ε2g

)

(

1+ 0.7 Re0.2s Pr1/3
)

+

(

1.33− 2.4εg + 1.2ε2g

)

Re0.7s Pr1/3 (Gunn’s  model47) (23)

Table 3.  Hydrodynamic properties and system conditions used in the simulations.

Properties/condition Value/type

Phase properties

Inlet granular temperature of biomass 1 ×  105  m2/s2

Packing limit of solid phases 0.65

Restitution coefficient of all phase interactions 0.90

System conditions

Outlet pressure 1 atm

Shear condition No slip

Inlet temperature 50 °C

Wall Adiabatic

Operating temperature 800 °C
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Figure 1.  2D Schematic diagram of the bubbling bed gasifier (base design).

Table 4.  Gas inlet velocity and biomass inlet velocity investigated in the simulations.

Air inlet velocity Biomass inlet velocity Air–fuel ratio ER

(m/s) (m/s) (mol/mol) (−)

0.5 0.00240 1.269 0.26

0.7 0.00336 1.269 0.26

0.9 0.00432 1.269 0.26

Table 5.  Physical properties of solids used in the simulations. *Char was active bed used only for validation 
with the experiment of Gerber et al.30.

Properties Value

Biomass

Density of wood 585 kg/m3

Specific heat of wood 2380 J/ kg⋅K

Average diameter size of wood 4 mm

Bed

Density of char* 450 kg/m3

Specific heat of char* 1600 J/ kg⋅K

Average diameter size of char* 2 mm

Density of sand 1596 kg/m3

Specific heat of sand 830 J/ kg⋅K

Average diameter size of sand 1 mm
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were validated with experimental results of Gerber et al.30 who performed the gasification in a bubbling bed 
reactor. If the results showed good agreement, it could infer that the hydrodynamic behavior was also proven. 
The simulated mole fractions of product gases as a function of time were shown in Fig. 3. The grid refinement 
was also performed with different sizes of square mesh with dx and dy in a range of 2.5 to 20 mm. Obviously, 
the 20 × 20 sq mm mesh was insufficient because the fraction of all gases rarely fluctuated, differently from the 
other smaller meshes. Additionally, the 20 × 20 sq mm mesh showed the fraction of CO evidently lower than the 
others. While the other mesh sizes resulted in lines with close trend and fluctuation. This was also confirmed by 
the previous  works53,54 whose preferred mesh sizes of dx and dy were not over 5 and 10 mm, respectively. Thus, 
both dx and dy were preferred as 5 or 10 mm for further simulations depending on significance of change in 
that direction. While the 2.5 × 2.5 sq  mm mesh would not be appropriate due to redundant calculation time.

Next, each the mole fraction of gas component from the results with 5 × 10 sq mm mesh was averaged by 
6–10 s and compared to the experimental results as shown in Table 6. The mole fractions of all gases were close 
to the experiments, although the mole fractions of  CH4 and  H2 were slightly over. Therefore, the validation could 
be acceptable.

For the proposed study, the 5 × 10 sq mm mesh was selected same as the previous  works53,54 as shown in 
Fig. 4a, and that made the number of cells equaled to 2220. In case of the baffled gasifier in Fig. 4b, the area was 
divided into two zones, i.e., bed zone at bottom which covered all baffle layers and freeboard zone at top. The 
phenomena affected by baffles might be more significant, and therefore, the dx and dy in bed zone were selected 
as 5 mm and the grid on baffles’ edges was finer. Whereas the bigger mesh of 10 × 10 sq mm was applied in free-
board zone in order to reduce calculation time. The total number of cells of the baffled gasifier was reasonable 
at 8088. Additionally, to compare results between before and after installing the baffles, the values at the heights 
near the baffle layers would be averaged by cross sectional area.

Hydrodynamic investigation
At the beginning, because the simulations in this study were transient, biomass fraction would increase unlimit-
edly because there was no biomass conversion involved in this study and no solid out of the gasifiers. Figure 5 
shows area-averaged biomass fraction at different heights covering the bed zone in all cases of different gas inlet 
velocities for the gasifiers before and after installing the baffles. In all graphs, almost lines of biomass fraction 
seemed increasing stably after 5 or 6 s. Thus, all transient results would be averaged by time in a range of 6–10 s 
to compare the results of each case with the others.

Effect of baffles. Firstly, CFD could give the visual graphics of bubble appearance in the bed which was 
represented by gas fraction contours as shown in Fig. 6. The gas aggregation, which made bigger bubbles, obvi-
ously occurred in the gasifier without the baffles particularly in the cases of higher gas inlet velocities (0.7 and 
0.9 m/s). On the other hand, the bubbles appeared in small size when the baffle layers were installed. Although 
each baffle layer could reduce size of the bubbles when they passed through, some bubbles would be obstructed 
and aggregated under the layer. In addition, the bed height was not changed by installing the baffles with any 
gas inlet velocity.

For clarity, the maximum values of cross-sectional averaged voidage in the bed at different heights between 
8 and 10 s were plotted for comparison between with and without the baffles as shown in Fig. 7. Results with all 
gas inlet velocities similarly indicated that the baffles could reduce the maximum voidage in any level in the baf-
fle zone, but the maximum voidage would increase under the baffle zone. Thus, the zone in the designed baffles 
could be promised for better performance of the gasification.

h = 0.150 m

h = 0.210 m

h = 0.270 m

h = 0.330 m

h = 0.390 m
2 mm

10 mm

10 mm
h = 0.075 m

Figure 2.  Configuration of the bubbling bed gasifier installed with louver baffles.
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However, the distribution of biomass was another key parameter to investigate besides the gas aggregation. 
Profiles of area-averaged biomass fraction in bed at different heights were plotted as shown in Fig. 8. However, 
the results of the biomass distribution were contrast to the maximum voidage. In the baffle zone, the values 
of biomass fraction would decrease after installing the baffles at most of heights. While under the baffle zone 
where biomass was fed in, the values of biomass fraction would exactly increase after installing the baffles. This 
was because most biomass as well as the bubbles would be obstructed under the first baffle layer. Some biomass 
particles would hit the blades and hardly be lifted passing through the thin layer of gas forming under the first 
baffle layer as can be seen in Fig. 6.

Figure 3.  Time-dependent mole fractions of product gases at different mesh sizes (dx and dy in mm) for 
validation with experimental data of Gerber et al.30.

Table 6.  Time-averaged mole fraction of product gas validated with the experimental data of Gerber et al.30.

Mole fraction (dry basis)

CH4 CO CO2 H2 N2

Experiments

 Max 0.07 0.21 0.18 0.11 0.60

 Min 0.02 0.12 0.13 0.08 0.48

 Mean 0.05 0.18 0.15 0.10 0.52

This simulation 0.075 0.152 0.147 0.115 0.511
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Modification of feed position. To prevent obstruction of biomass under the baffle zone belonging to the 
base design, the position of biomass feed channel was changed from the level of 0.075 m, as can be seen in Fig. 2, 
to a level of 0.245 m which was at the middle between the second layer and the third layer of baffles.

The first parameter to consider was the maximum of cross-sectional averaged voidage in comparison between 
feeding biomass at the bottom and at the middle as shown in Fig. 9. In every gas inlet velocity, and both with and 
without the baffles, all profiles similarly show no significant difference between the positions of biomass feed. 
In addition, the maximum values of voidage were plotted as a function of gas inlet velocity as shown in Fig. 10. 
According to the results in Fig. 9, profiles in cases of both biomass feed positions were similar to each other and 
indicated that installing the baffles could reduce the maximum voidage in every gas inlet velocity. Moreover, 
increase of gas inlet velocity would proportionally increase the maximum voidage. Overall results from Figs. 9 
and 10 indicated that the baffles could break the gas aggregation in the baffle zone whichever position of biomass 
feed was added.

On the purpose of changing biomass feed position to the middle of the baffle zone, the biomass distribution 
profiles were plotted as shown in Fig. 11 compared to those in Fig. 8. In contrast to the biomass feeding (at bot-
tom) below the baffle zone (Fig. 8), the baffles could provide higher biomass fraction at levels in the baffle zone 
(especially at the level of feed in). Considering only the case that the baffles were installed, comparison between 
both biomass feed positions on the biomass distribution was investigated as shown in Fig. 12. Comparison results 
with all gas inlet velocities showed that the biomass feeding at the middle position provided higher biomass 
fraction in the baffle zone, whereases it provided less biomass fraction in the zone below the baffles.

It could be concluded that the multilayers of baffles were capable to perform the gasification better because 
the gas aggregation would be reduced in the baffle zone (above the first layer of baffles). In addition, the biomass 
should be fed at the middle of the baffle zone to have the biomass dense in this zone.

Lastly, when the baffles and the biomass feeding at the middle were settled according to the purpose, the 
gas inlet velocities would be compared in term of biomass distribution as results in Fig. 13. Each vertical profile 
of averaged biomass fraction was very fluctuated per different levels in the baffles zone. Among these gas inlet 
velocities, the velocity of 0.7 m/s obtained the smallest variation (SD = 0.0117) and was followed closely by the 
velocity of 0.9 m/s (SD = 0.0141). But the velocity of 0.5 m/s obtained evidently higher variation (SD = 0.0226) 
which indicated that this gas velocity was insufficient to blow the biomass passed fluently through the baffle layer. 
However, only in the case with the velocity of 0.5 m/s, the biomass significantly bulked at the level of 0.365 m 
which exactly was the top of the bed. The bulked biomass phenomena would not occur when there was no baffle 
(seen in Fig. 11a), but it was a result of the baffles wherever the feed position was positioned (seen in Fig. 12a). 
In general, when the bubbles flow to top of the bed and break out, some particles will be flown in freeboard then 
fall. In this solid mixture, heavier solid (sand) might fall to bed faster than lighter solid (biomass). However, if 
next flown-up bubbles were large enough or dispersed properly, the two solids on top of bed would be mixed 
again. In Fig. 6a, the bubbles passing through the baffles with low gas inlet velocity of 0.5 m/s were unevenly 
dispersed and small, whereas big bubbles could still appear on the top with higher gas inlet velocity as seen in 
Figs. 6b and c. It could be inferred that insufficient gas inlet velocity did not only make the solids blew harder 
through the baffle layer above the feed level but also made the biomass bulked on top of the bed.

a) No baffle                               b) With baffles

h = 0.025 m

h = 0.075 m

h = 0.125 m

h = 0.185 m

h = 0.245 m 

h = 0.305 m

h = 0.365 m

h = 0.425 m

Figure 4.  Mesh configurations of the gasifiers with and without the baffles.
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Mixing index and contact index
MI and CI values at 9 × 8 local points in the bed zone were calculated via Eqs. 24 and 25, respectively, and were 
plotted in two directions. Figures 14 and 15 show plots and contours of the local MI and CI, respectively. Herein, 
a gas inlet velocity of 0.7 m/s was selected as an example case.

In Fig. 14a and b representing the cases with biomass feeding at bottom, installing the baffles would make 
distribution of MI evidently differ to the case without installing the baffles. With the decreasing of averaged MI 
in the promising baffle zone from 0.96 to 0.64, while the averaged MI under the baffle zone increased from 1.07 
to 1.61. This can be explained by the previous discussion in Fig. 8 that the biomass being fed below the baffle 
zone would be obstructed by the first baffle layer. When the biomass feed position was changed to the middle of 
baffle zone as shown in Fig. 14c and d, the averages of MI both in and under the baffle zone were rarely different 
between before and after installing the baffles. However, whichever position the biomass was fed, installing the 
baffles would make biomass clustered and make MI quite a bit higher near the biomass inlet.

Like the MI discussed above, averaged CI in the promising baffle zone decreased but the averaged CI under 
the baffle zone increased when biomass was fed at bottom as shown in Fig. 15a and b. In the same way, the aver-
ages of CI both in and under the baffle zone slightly changed after installing the baffles when biomass was fed at 
middle as shown in Fig. 15c and d. But the CI near the biomass inlet was over 3 when biomass was fed at middle. 
It meant that gasifier agent might have less contact with biomass in this spot. Moreover, the results indicated 
that biomass feeding at middle of the baffle zone gave advantage over biomass feeding below the baffle zone by 

a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

Figure 5.  Area-averaged biomass fraction as a function of time at different heights inside the no-baffle gasifier 
(left) and the baffled gasifier (right), when operating at various gas inlet velocities.
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a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

8s 9s 10s 8s 9s 10s

8s 9s 10s 8s 9s 10s

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

8s 9s 10s 8s 9s 10s

Figure 6.  Voidage (gas fraction) contours inside the no-baffle gasifier (left) and the baffled gasifier (right) 
snapped at 8, 9, 10 s when operating at various gas inlet velocities.
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providing averaged MI and CI in the promising baffle zone more than 1. Thus, when biomass was fed at middle 
in the baffled gasifier, two advantages were provided simultaneously in the same zone. One was the increasing 
of amount of biomass, and the other was the decreasing of unreacted gas in the core of bubbles by bubble size 
reducing. Both the advantages led that biomass particle to get higher probability to interact with gasifying gas. 
In the same way, installing the baffles together with feeding biomass into the middle of the baffle zone could 
provide better biomass conversion.

For clarity, the MI and CI in cases of all gas inlet velocities would be further investigated in vertical and 
horizontal directions in next parts.

Vertical indices. Vertical profiles of area-averaged MI and CI in comparison between with and without the 
baffles were plotted when the biomass was fed at middle as shown in Fig. 16. All the vertical profiles of MI were 
very similar to those of CI as well as the biomass distribution profiles in Fig. 11. Like previous discussion about 
the biomass distribution profiles, it could also explain that when the biomass was fed at middle of the baffle zone, 
installing the baffles could provide higher averaged MI and CI at many levels in the baffle zone (very high at the 
level of feed in).

Even if the vertical profiles of averaged MI and CI did not indicate another point rather than those of biomass 
distribution, the values of the area-averaged MI and CI could describe how well they distributed (the values of MI 
and CI should not be much deviated from 1). When the biomass was fed at the middle, the area-averaged values 
of the MI and CI in Fig. 16 in all cases of gas inlet velocity evidently showed that whichever the baffles installed 
or not, both the averaged MI and CI were lower than 1 near the bottom or under the baffle zone but over than 1 
in above zone. But with the baffles, the ranges of averaged MI and CI were wider than those without the baffles. 
The widest range around 0.1–2.6 belonged to the gas inlet velocity of 0.5 m/s, while the velocity of 0.9 m/s and 
0.7 m/s provided the range around 0.4–2.1 and 0.3–1.8, respectively. For clarity, Fig. 17 also shows comparison 
of gas inlet velocities on the vertical MI and CI when the baffles were installed, and the biomass was fed at the 
middle. Among these gas inlet velocities, the velocity of 0.5 m/s provided the highest variation (SD = 0.973), while 

a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

Figure 7.  Maximum of cross-sectional averaged voidage in bed before and after installing the baffles, when 
operating at various gas inlet velocities.
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the velocity of 0.9 m/s and 0.7 m/s gave moderate variation (SD = 0.566 and 0.514, respectively). According to 
the previous results of Fig. 13, the velocity of 0.5 m/s was still unsatisfied to blow the biomass through the baffle 
layer. Although, the velocity of 0.7 m/s got a little less variation than the velocity of 0.9 m/s, this velocity had much 
less gas aggregation according to Figs. 6 and 10. Thus, it could infer that the best performance of the provided 
system in this study could occur with gas inlet velocity of 0.7 m/s when the designed baffles were installed with 
feeding biomass at the middle of baffle zone.

For other applications with different biomass or geometry/scale, the best gas inlet velocity might be deviated 
from 0.7 m/s because bubble formation in the bed is dependent on properties of solid and gas, and the bubble 
size reduction is strongly dependent on the geometry of the baffles. Therefore, when the geometry is changed, 
new simulations must be performed to investigate the best gas velocity case by case. But in case that the biomass 
and/or other properties and conditions excluding the baffle geometry are changed, the scaling law derived by 
Glicksman et al.55,56 can be applied to estimate the best gas velocity by the following dimensionless terms.

However, new simulations with the different biomass are recommended to confirm the results from the scal-
ing law. For the biomass that has density and particle size close to those of the biomass in this study, it is likely 
to get the best gas velocity around 0.7 m/s if they are performed in this provided system.

Horizontal indices. Figure 18 shows horizontal profiles of MI and CI at different levels for both before and 
after installing the baffles, with a gas inlet velocity of 0.7 m/s as an example case. In case of no baffle, the horizon-
tal profiles of both MI and CI obtained good distribution with variation of only ± 0.5. But when the baffles were 
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a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

Figure 8.  Time-and-area-averaged biomass fraction in bed before and after installing the baffles, when 
operating at various gas inlet velocities.
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a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

Figure 9.  Effect of biomass feed position on maximum of cross-sectional averaged voidage in bed inside the 
no-baffle gasifier (left) and the baffled gasifier (right), when operating at various gas inlet velocities.

Figure 10.  Effect of the baffles installation on maximum of cross-sectional averaged voidage in bed as a 
function of gas inlet velocity in cases that biomass was fed at bottom (left) and at middle (right).
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installed, some MI and CI points on the right of profiles would increase over 1.5 at many levels. The increases 
of MI and CI near the biomass inlet were also accorded to the contours of MI and CI previously discussed in 
Figs. 14 and 15. However, most points of MI and CI were still in 1 ± 0.5, although the averages of MI and CI in 
some levels as seen in Fig. 16 might be much over 1.5 when the baffles were installed. This meant that even the 
baffles were installed, the MI and CI still had good distribution in most zones.

Pressure drop
In this part, the effect of baffle installation on the pressure drop across the bed and inside the bed was investigated. 
Figure 19 shows pressure profiles for various gas inlet velocities in cases before and after installing the baffles. 
Both with and without the baffles, all gas inlet velocities provide the same point of pressure near the bottom 
around 1.043 bar and the same line of pressure in the freeboard zone at 1.013 bar. Thus, these amounts of pressure 
drop across the bed were almost equal about 3.01–3.07 kPa. It accorded with the theory that the total pressure 
drop across the bed will be constant when the flow is in fully fluidized  state57,58. However, the pressure lines in 
the bed zone would shift higher when operating with higher gas inlet velocity. In the same way, the pressure drop 
would be less at the same level in the bed zone. This is in accord with that the pressure drop in full fluidization 
depends on negative of bed voidage ( εL,ff  ) as shown in Eq. 2658,59, and the higher gas inlet velocity would provide 
bigger bubbles which increased voidage in bed.

Furthermore, each line of biomass feeding at middle overlapped the line of the biomass feeding at bottom in 
every case. This indicated that position of biomass feed would not affect the pressure in bed at any height. It was 
also because the amount of biomass was very few compared to amount of bed.

(27)�PL,ff=
(

1− εL,ff
)(

ρs − ρg
)

· g · L

a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

Figure 11.  Time-and-area-averaged biomass fraction in bed before and after installing the baffles in case that 
biomass was fed at middle, when operating at various gas inlet velocities.
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Then, for more obvious comparison between before and after installing the baffles, the cases of each gas inlet 
velocity were shown in Fig. 20. In case that gas inlet velocity was 0.5 m/s, the pressure lines were still overlapped 
to each other. But in cases that gas inlet velocities were 0.7 and 0.9 m/s, the pressure lines in cases of the baffles 
installed would shift slightly to right in the bed zone, in other words, the pressure drop at the same level would 
be slightly less. These might be due to a little increase of the voidage by the bubbles obstructed under the layer 
as previously discussed in Fig. 6.

In summary, installing the baffles had a little effect on the local pressure drop inside the bed, but it did not 
affect the total pressure drop across the bed. It meant that installing the baffles would not require additional 
energy for operation.

a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

Figure 12.  Effect of biomass feed position on time-and-area-averaged biomass fraction in case of the baffled 
gasifier when operating at various gas inlet velocities.

Figure 13.  Effect of gas inlet velocity on time-and-area-averaged biomass fraction in case of the baffled gasifier 
with biomass feeding at middle.
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Conclusion
In this study, the multilayers of louver baffles along the bed height were installed to reduce gas aggregation inside 
the bubbling bed gasifier of biomass. The Euler–Euler multiphase flow models with the kinetic theory of granular 
flow (KTGF) were applied for investigation. The results showed that the designed baffles could break and cut the 
bubbles. But it was found that the biomass should not be fed under the first baffle layer because biomass would 
be obstructed and lighten in the baffle zone. To improve this, the biomass feed channel should be at level in the 
middle of the baffle zone. In this case the biomass was still dense in the baffle zone.

a) Biomass feeding at bottom in the no-baffle gasifier   b) Biomass feeding at bottom in the baffled gasifier

Avg. over 0.15m = 0.96

Avg. under 0.15m = 1.07

1st

Avg. over 0.15m = 0.64

Avg. under 0.15m = 1.61

c) Biomass feeding at middle in the no-baffle gasifier   d) Biomass feeding at middle in the baffled gasifier

Avg. over 0.15m = 1.29

Avg. under 0.15m = 0.51

1st

Avg. over 0.15m = 1.30

Avg. under 0.15m = 0.49

Figure 14.  Contours of time-averaged local mixing index (MI) in case of  Ug = 0.7 m/s.
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The effect of the baffle installation on the biomass-bed mixing (Mixing index) and the gas-biomass contact 
(Contact index) was investigated. The baffles could provide good distribution of both the contact index and the 
mixing index in almost of bed zone, but both indices were significantly higher at a spot near the biomass feed 
channel.

Pressure in the bed zone was also investigated and found that the total pressure drop across the bed were 
equal with all gas inlet velocities and both with and without the baffles. That indicated no additional energy was 
required when the baffles were installed. However, when gas inlet velocity was higher, the pressure drop inside 
the bed would be slightly less if the baffles were installed.

a) Biomass feeding at bottom in the no-baffle gasifier   b) Biomass feeding at bottom in the baffled gasifier

Avg. over 0.15m = 0.85

Avg. under 0.15m = 1.25

1st

Avg. over 0.15m = 0.67

Avg. under 0.15m = 1.55

c) Biomass feeding at middle in the no-baffle gasifier   d) Biomass feeding at middle in the baffled gasifier

Avg. over 0.15m = 1.21

Avg. under 0.15m = 0.65

1st

Avg. over 0.15m = 1.35

Avg. under 0.15m = 0.42

Figure 15.  Contours of time-averaged local contact index (CI) in case of  Ug = 0.7 m/s.
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a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

Figure 16.  Time-and-area-averaged vertical mixing index (left) and contact index (right) before and after 
installing the baffles in case that biomass was fed at middle, when operating at various gas inlet velocities.

Figure 17.  Effect of gas inlet velocity on time-and-area-averaged vertical mixing index (left) and contact index 
(right) in case of the baffled gasifier with biomass feeding at middle.
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Considering the effect of gas inlet velocity, the gas inlet velocity should be as less as possible to reduce gas 
aggregation. But the gas inlet velocity of 0.5 m/s was insufficient to blow the biomass fluently through the baffle 
layers and made the biomass bulked on top of bed. Thus, the performance of the gasifier would increase high-
est when the designed baffles were installed with biomass feeding at the middle of the baffle zone. The gas inlet 
velocity of 0.7 m/s could get the best performance of the provided system in this study.

a) No baffle

b) Baffle installed

Figure 18.  Time-averaged horizontal mixing index (left) and contact index (right) at different heights in case of 
biomass feeding at middle and  Ug = 0.7 m/s.
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a) No baffle 

b) Baffle installed

Figure 19.  Comparison of time-and-area-averaged pressure when operating with different gas inlet velocities 
and different biomass feed positions.



22

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2022) 12:14891  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-19120-9

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

Data availability
All data is included in this article. There is no supplemental data available in this article.

Received: 27 June 2022; Accepted: 24 August 2022

References
 1. Vivanpatarakij, S. & Assabumrungrat, S. Thermodynamic analysis of combined unit of biomass gasifier and tar steam reformer 

for hydrogen production and tar removal. Int. J. Hydrog. Energy 38, 3930–3936 (2013).
 2. Basu, P. Gasification theory and modeling of gasifiers. In Biomass gasification and pyrolysis: Practical design 117–165 (Academic 

Press, 2010).
 3. Patra, T. K. & Sheth, P. N. Biomass gasification models for downdraft gasifier: A state-of-the-art review. Renew. Sust. Energy Rev. 

50, 583–593 (2015).
 4. Zhu, Y. & Frey, H.C. Integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) power plant design and technology. In Advanced power plant 

materials, design and technology 54–88 (Woodhead Publishing Series in Energy, 2010).
 5. Wagner, N.J., Coertzen, M., Matjie, R.H. & van Dyk, J.C. Coal gasification. In Applied coal petrology: The role of petrology in coal 

utilization 119–144 (Academic Press, 2008).

a) Ug = 0.5 m/s 

b) Ug = 0.7 m/s 

c) Ug = 0.9 m/s 

Figure 20.  Time-and-area-averaged pressure before and after installing the baffles in case that biomass was fed 
at middle, when operating with various gas inlet velocities.



23

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2022) 12:14891  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-19120-9

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 6. Sikarwar, V. S. et al. An overview of advances in biomass gasification. Energy Environ. Sci. 9, 2939–2977 (2016).
 7. Heidenreich, S. & Foscolo, P. U. New concepts in biomass gasification. Prog. Energy Combust. Sci. 46, 72–95 (2015).
 8. Ruiz, J. A., Juárez, M. C., Morales, M. P., Muñoz, P. & Mendívil, M. A. Biomass gasification for electricity generation: Review of 

current technology barriers. Renew. Sust. Energy Rev. 18, 174–183 (2013).
 9. Couto, N., Rouboa, A., Silva, V., Monteiro, E. & Bouziane, K. Influence of the biomass gasification processes on the final composi-

tion of syngas. Energy Procedia. 36, 596–606 (2013).
 10. Janajreh, I., Adeyemi, I., Raza, S. S. & Ghenai, C. A review of recent developments and future prospects in gasification systems and 

their modeling. Renew. Sust. Energy Rev. 138, 110505 (2021).
 11. Pio, D. T. et al. Tar formation during eucalyptus gasification in a bubbling fluidized bed reactor: Effect of feedstock and reactor 

bed composition. Energy Convers. Manag. 229, 113749 (2021).
 12. Song, H. et al. Recent development of biomass gasification for  H2 rich gas production. Appl. Energy Combust. Sci. 10, 100059 

(2022).
 13. Pio, D. T. & Tarelho, L. A. C. Industrial gasification systems (>3 MWth) for bioenergy in Europe: Current status and future per-

spectives. Renew. Sust. Energy Rev. 145, 111108 (2021).
 14. Pio, D. T., Tarelho, L. A. C. & Pinto, P. C. R. Gasification-based biorefinery integration in the pulp and paper industry: A critical 

review. Renew. Sust. Energy Rev. 133, 110210 (2020).
 15. Situmorang, Y. A., Zhao, Z., Yoshida, A., Abudula, A. & Guan, G. Small-scale biomass gasification systems for power generation 

(<200 Kw class): A review. Renew. Sust. Energy Rev. 117, 109486 (2020).
 16. Susastriawan, A.A.P., Saptoadi, H. & Purnomo. Small-scale downdraft gasifiers for biomass gasification: A review. Renew. Sust. 

Energ. Rev. 76, 989–1003 (2017).
 17. Anukam, A., Mamphweli, S., Reddy, P., Meyer, E. & Okoh, O. Pre-processing of sugarcane bagasse for gasification in a downdraft 

biomass gasifier system: A comprehensive review. Renew. Sust. Energy Rev. 66, 775–801 (2016).
 18. Karl, J. & Pröll, T. Steam gasification of biomass in dual fluidized bed gasifiers: A review. Renew. Sust. Energ. Rev. 98, 64–78 (2018).
 19. Monteiro, E. et al. Assessment of the Miscanthus gasification in a semi-industrial gasifier using a CFD model. Appl. Therm. Eng. 

123, 448–457 (2017).
 20. Couto, N. D., Silva, V. B., Monteiro, E., Rouboa, A. & Brito, P. An experimental and numerical study on the Miscanthus gasification 

by using a pilot scale gasifier. Renew. Energy 109, 248–261 (2017).
 21. Monteiro, E. et al. Experimental and modeling studies of Portuguese peach stone gasification on an autothermal bubbling fluidized 

bed pilot plant. Energy 142, 862–877 (2018).
 22. Ismail, T. M., El-Salam, M. A., Monteiro, E. & Rouboa, A. Fluid dynamics model on fluidized bed gasifier using agro-industrial 

biomass as fuel. Waste Manage. 73, 476–486 (2018).
 23. Ismail, T. M., El-Salam, M. A., Monteiro, E. & Rouboa, A. Eulerian—Eulerian CFD model on fluidized bed gasifier using coffee 

husks as fuel. Appl. Therm. Eng. 106, 1391–1402 (2016).
 24. IEA-FBC TCP. Developments in fluidized bed conversion 2011 to 2016. Print at https:// www. ieafbc. org/ repor ts/ count ry- report- 

2011- 2016 (2017).
 25. Chan, W. R., Kelbon, M. & Krieger, B. B. Modelling and experimental verification of physical and chemical processes during 

pyrolysis of a large biomass particle. Fuel 64, 1505–1513 (1985).
 26. Zhang, Y. & Lu, C. Experimental study and modeling on effects of a new multilayer baffle in a turbulent fluid catalytic cracking 

regenerator. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 53, 2062–2066 (2014).
 27. Zhang, Y., Grace, J. R., Bi, X., Lu, C. & Shi, M. Effect of louver baffles on hydrodynamics and gas mixing in a fluidized bed of FCC 

particles. Chem. Eng. Sci. 64, 3270–3281 (2009).
 28. Yang, S. et al. Simulation of hydrodynamics in gas-solid bubbling fluidized bed with louver baffles in three dimensions. Powder 

Technol. 296, 37–44 (2016).
 29. Yang, Z., Zhang, Y. & Zhang, H. CPFD simulation on effects of louver baffles in a two-dimensional fluidized bed of Geldart A 

particles. Adv. Powder Technol. 30, 2712–2725 (2019).
 30. Gerber, S., Behrendt, F. & Overmann, M. An Eulerian modeling approach of wood gasification in a bubbling fluidized bed reactor 

using char as bed material. Fuel 89, 2903–2917 (2010).
 31. Yana, L., Cao, Y., Zhou, H. & He, B. Investigation on biomass steam gasification in a dual fluidized bed reactor with the granular 

kinetic theory. Bioresour. Technol. 269, 384–392 (2018).
 32. Yu, X., Blanco, P. H., Makkawi, Y. & Bridgwater, A. V. CFD and experimental studies on a circulating fluidised bed reactor for 

biomass gasification. Chem. Eng. Process Process Intensif. 130, 284–295 (2018).
 33. Wang, J., Wang, Y. & Jakobsen, H. A. The modeling of circulating fluidized bed reactors for SE-SMR process and sorbent regenera-

tion. Chem. Eng. Sci. 108, 57–65 (2014).
 34. Chao, Z., Wang, Y., Jakobsen, J. P., Fernandino, M. & Jakobsen, H. A. Numerical investigation of the sorption enhanced steam 

methane reforming in a fluidized bed reactor. Energy Procedia 26, 15–21 (2012).
 35. Wang, Y., Chao, Z. & Jakobsen, H. A. 3D Simulation of bubbling fluidized bed reactors for sorption enhanced steam methane 

reforming processes. J. Nat. Gas Sci. Eng. 2, 105–113 (2010).
 36. Wang, Y., Chao, Z., Chen, D. & Jakobsen, H. A. SE-SMR process performance in CFB reactors: Simulation of the  CO2 adsorption/

desorption processes with CaO based sorbents. Int. J. Greenh. Gas Control. 5, 489–497 (2011).
 37. Prajongkan, Y. Three-dimensional simulation of hydrodynamics in riser of circulating fluidized bed reactor. MSc thesis (Chula-

longkorn University, 2011).
 38. Sánchez, R. A., Chao, Z., Solsvik, J. & Jakobsen, H. A. One dimensional two-fluid model simulations of the SE-SMR process oper-

ated in a circulating fluidized bed reactor. Procedia Eng. 42, 1282–1291 (2012).
 39. Ranade, V. V. Computational flow modeling for chemical reactor engineering (Academic Press, 2002).
 40. Yeoh, G. H. & Tu, J. Computational techniques for multi-phase flows (Butterworth-Heinemann, 2010).
 41. Gidaspow, D. Multiphase Flow and Fluidization: Continuum and Kinetic Theory Description (Academic Press, 1994).
 42. Sánchez, R. A., Chao, Z., Solsvik, J. & Jakobsen, H. A. An investigation of the heat integration between the two riser units constitut-

ing a circulating fluidized bed reactor for the SE-SMR process. Energy Procedia 37, 1218–1227 (2013).
 43. Solsvik, J., Chao, Z. & Jakobsen, H. A. A one-dimensional two-fluid gas–solid model applied to fluidized bed reactors: The SMR 

and SE-SMR processes. Procedia Eng. 42, 283–294 (2012).
 44. Solsvik, J., Chao, Z., Sánchez, R. A. & Jakobsen, H. A. Numerical investigation of steam methane reforming with  CO2-capture in 

bubbling fluidized bed reactors. Fuel Process. Technol. 125, 290–300 (2014).
 45. Wang, Y., Chao, Z. & Jakobsen, H. A. CFD modelling of  CO2 capture in the SE-SMR process in the fluidized bed reactors. Chem. 

Eng. Trans. 21, 601–606 (2010).
 46. Song, S., Hao, Z., Dong, L., Li, J. & Fang, Y. A bubble-based EMMS model for pressurized fluidization and its validation with data 

from a jetting fluidized bed. RSC Adv. 6, 111041–111051 (2016).
 47. ANSYS Inc. ANSYS Fluent Theory Guide 15.0 (SAS IP Inc., USA, 2013).
 48. Wu, Y. J., Li, P., Yu, J. G., Cunha, A. F. & Rodrigues, A. E. Sorption-enhanced steam reforming of ethanol on NiMgAl multifunctional 

materials: Experimental and numerical investigation. Chem. Eng. J. 231, 36–48 (2013).
 49. Wu, Y. J., Li, P., Yu, J. G., Cunha, A. F. & Rodrigues, A. E. Sorption-enhanced steam reforming of ethanol for continuous high-purity 

hydrogen production: 2D adsorptive reactor dynamics and process design. Chem. Eng. Sci. 118, 83–93 (2014).

https://www.ieafbc.org/reports/country-report-2011-2016
https://www.ieafbc.org/reports/country-report-2011-2016


24

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2022) 12:14891  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-19120-9

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 50. Di Carlo, A., Bocci, E., Zuccari, F. & Dell’Era, A. Numerical investigation of sorption enhanced steam methane reforming process 
using computational fluid dynamics Eulerian-Eulerian code. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 49, 1561–1576 (2010).

 51. Samruamphianskun, T., Piumsomboon, P. & Chalermsinsuwan, B. Effect of ring baffle configurations in a circulating fluidized 
bed riser using CFD simulation and experimental design analysis. Chem. Eng. J. 210, 237–251 (2012).

 52. Chalermsinsuwan, B., Samruamphianskun, T. & Piumsomboon, P. Effect of operating parameters inside circulating fluidized bed 
reactor riser with ring baffles using CFD simulation and experimental design analysis. Chem. Eng. Res. Des. 92, 2479–2492 (2014).

 53. Phuakpunk, K., Chalermsinsuwan, B., Putivisutisak, S. & Assabumrungrat, S. Parametric study of hydrogen production via sorp-
tion enhanced steam methane reforming in a circulating fluidized bed riser. Chem. Eng. Sci. 192, 1041–1057 (2018).

 54. Phuakpunk, K., Chalermsinsuwan, B., Putivisutisak, S. & Assabumrungrat, S. Factorial design analysis of parameters for the 
sorption-enhanced steam reforming of ethanol in a circulating fluidized bed riser using CFD. RSC Adv. 8, 24209–24230 (2018).

 55. Glicksman, L. R., Hyre, M. R. & Farrell, P. A. Dynamic similarity in fluidization. Int. J. Multiph. Flow 20(1), 331–386 (1994).
 56. Biglari, M., Liu, H., Elkamel, A. & Lohi, A. Application of scaling-law and CFD modeling to hydrodynamics of circulating biomass 

fluidized bed gasifier. Energies 9(7), 504 (2016).
 57. Sethupathy, S. B. & Natarajan, E. Hydrodynamic study on gasification of biomass in a fluidized bed gasifier. Int. J. Eng. Sci. Technol. 

4(01), 316–323 (2012).
 58. Mele, J. Scale-up of a cold flow model of FICFB biomass gasification process to an industrial pilot plant – Example of dynamic 

similarity. In Progress in biomass and bioenergy production (InTech, 2011).
 59. Kaewklum, R. & Kuprianov, V. I. Theoretical and experimental study on hydrodynamic characteristic of fluidization in air-sand 

conical beds. Chem. Eng. Sci. 63, 1471–1479 (2008).

Acknowledgements
This Research is funded by Thailand Science research and Innovation Fund Chulalongkorn University (CU_
FRB65_bcg (35)_212_64_01).

Author contributions
K.P.: designing the study, conducting the simulations, analyzing the results, writing the manuscript. B.C.: con-
ceptualizing, supervising, reviewing the manuscript. S.A.: reviewing the manuscript.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to K.P.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

© The Author(s) 2022

www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Effect of louver baffles installation on hydrodynamics of bubbling fluidization in biomass gasifier
	Methodology
	Mathematical models and computational methods. 
	Gasifier designs and conditions. 
	Key performance parameters. 

	Grid refinement and validation
	Hydrodynamic investigation
	Effect of baffles. 
	Modification of feed position. 

	Mixing index and contact index
	Vertical indices. 
	Horizontal indices. 

	Pressure drop
	Conclusion
	References
	Acknowledgements


